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Recreation and Parks Department, of a Coastal Zone Permit (approval of a Coastal Zone permit pursuant to Planning 
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Recreation and Parks Department, of a Coastal Zone Permit (approval of a Coastal Zone permit pursuant to Planning 
Code Section 330 to permit temporary restriction of automobile access to the Upper Great Highway for a car-free bicycle 
and pedestrian promenade on weekends and holidays through December 25, 2025; as well as various traffic calming 
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      Date Filed: November 27, 2023 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 23-062     
 
I / We,  Sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK), hereby appeal the following departmental 

action: ISSUANCE of Coastal Zone Permit No. 2022-007356CTZ (Motion No. 21437) by the Planning 
Commission which was issued or became effective on: November 9, 2023, to: San Francisco Recreation and 
Parks Department, for the property located at: Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Blvd.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on January 18, 2024, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the hearing 
date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a minimum 12-point 
font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, 
tina.tam@sfgov.org and brian.stokle@sfgov.org. 
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on February 1, 2024, (no later than one Thursday 
prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be doubled-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, 
corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org and aeboken@gmail.com 
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2024, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 
Place.   
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the briefing 
schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email all 
documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  
Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members of the public will become part of the public 
record. Submittals from members of the public may be made anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, including letters 
of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. All such materials are 
available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a hard copy of the hearing 
materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) is filing a local appeal at the San Francisco Board of Appeals as the 
Planning Commission erred in approving the Coastal Zone Permit for the Great Highway Pilot Project as the Coastal Zone Permit 
itself and the application for the Coastal Zone Permit are inconsistent with San Francisco's certified Local Coastal Program (LCP). 
 

Appellant or Agent: 
 

Signature: Via Email 
 

Print Name: Eileen Boken, agent for appellant 
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Planning Commission Motion NO. 21437 
HEARING DATE: NOVEMBER 9, 2023 

Record No.: 2022-007356CTZ 
Project Address: Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way & Sloat Boulevard; plus surrounding streets 
Zoning: Various 
Cultural District: Sunset Chinese Cultural District 
Block/Lot: N/A 
Project Sponsor: Brian Stokle 

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department 
49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1200 

 San Francisco, CA 
Property Owner: City and County of San Francisco 
Staff Contact: Alex Westhoff – (628) 652-7314 
 alex.westhoff@sfgov.org 
 
 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A COASTAL ZONE PERMIT PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 330 TO PERMIT TEMPORARY RESTRICTION OF AUTOMOBILE ACCESS TO THE UPPER GREAT HIGHWAY 
BETWEEN LINCOLN WAY AND SLOAT BOULEVARD (APPROX. 2.0 MILES) FOR A CAR-FREE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN 
PROMENADE ON WEEKENDS AND HOLIDAYS THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2025; AS WELL AS THE IMPLEMENTATION 
OF VARIOUS TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES ON SURROUNDING STREETS; IN DISTRICTS INCLUDING THE PUBLIC 
(P), NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SMALL-SCALE (NC-2), RESIDENTIAL-MIXED L OW DENSITY (RM-1), 
RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, ONE FAMILY (RH-1), RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, TWO FAMILY (RH-2), AND RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, 
THREE FAMILY (RH-3) ZONING DISTRICTS AND OS, 40-X, AND 100-A HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS AND AFFIRMING 
THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S EXEMPT DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMNETAL QUALITY 
ACT.   
 

PREAMBLE 
On January 18, 2023, the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed 
Application No. 2022-007356CTZ (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter 
“Department”) for a Coastal Zone Permit for the Great Highway Pilot Project to allow for weekend and holiday 
closure of the Upper Great Highway to automobile traffic on a temporary basis, and for surrounding traffic calming 
measures.  
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The Great Highway Pilot Project is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) 
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.25. The CEQA determination is attached as Exhibit F. 
 
The traffic calming measures are exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 
categorical exemption. The CEQA determination is attached as Exhibit G. 
 
On November 9, 2023, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Coastal Zone Permit Authorization Application No. 
2022-007356CTZ. 
 
The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the Custodian of Records; the File for Record No. 2022-
007356CTZ is located at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further 
considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff, and other 
interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Coastal Zone Permit as requested in Application No. 2022-
007356CTZ, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following findings: 
 

FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, 
this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 

2. Project Description. The Coastal Zone Permit is required for the Great Highway Pilot Project including 
related traffic calming measures. In April 2020, the Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) at the 
recommendation of Supervisor Gordon Mar and in consultation with Mayor London N. Breed, temporarily 
closed the four-lane Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard to automobiles. The 
closure was a response to the unprecedented COVID-19 pandemic to allow for safe, distanced outdoor 
recreation. In August 2021, the City modified vehicular restrictions to apply only during weekends, 
beginning Fridays at noon and ending Monday at 6 a.m., in addition to holidays.   

On December 6, 2022, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (BOS) passed an ordinance (Board File 
220875) amending the Park Code to restrict private vehicles on the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln 
Way and Sloat Boulevard on weekends and holidays until December 31, 2025. The restriction was 
proposed as a pilot effort, including studies and analysis of the car-free use of the Upper Great Highway 
to inform a long-term plan for the future of this space. The ordinance specified: 

“Upon enactment of this ordinance, the Recreation and Park Department intends to apply to the Planning 
Department for a permit to ensure compliance with any coastal development requirements. The Planning 
Commission will review the application at a public hearing to determine whether the permit will be issued, 
as required by law.” 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Few physical changes related to the Upper Great Highway weekend closures are proposed. Currently there 
are two existing fixed swing gates, one at the northbound entry and one at the southbound entry. The 
existing gates are closed when excessive amounts of sand or flood water accumulate on the road and 
make it unsafe for car travel, as well as when the road functions as a promenade. Traffic cones and 
moveable gates are currently being placed on the northeast and southwest exits to serve as traffic barriers 
during the weekends and holidays. RPD is proposing installation of new swing gates installed in a chicane 
layout (i.e., staggered and on opposite sides of the roadway) to allow emergency vehicles to access the 
westernmost lanes of the roadway without needing to stop and open the gates. This design supports the 
continued recreational use of the beach while also enhancing the safe recreational use of the roadway by 
pedestrians and bicyclists during private vehicular closure times for promenade use, or during sand/water 
accumulation events. 
 
Related improvements include traffic calming measures constructed by the San Francisco Municipal 
Transit Agency (SFMTA), for the safety of pedestrian and cyclists. The measures aimed to reduce traffic 
volumes and speeds on local streets which saw an increase in automobile traffic resulting from the Upper 
Great Highway closure. In spring 2020, eight detour and warning signs, a road closure barricade, five turn 
restrictions, and five speed tables were constructed at the intersections of Great Highway along Lincoln 
Way and Sloat Boulevard and in the adjacent neighborhood to support the Upper Great Highway closure 
to private vehicles. In April 2021, additional tools were added, including 24 speed cushions, one speed 
table, and 12 stop signs. In August 2021, when the Upper Great Highway was reopened to weekday 
vehicular use, some of the tools were no longer necessary and thus removed. In November 2021, 
additional stop signs were added to the Lower Great Highway at Ortega and Ulloa streets. Exhibit G 
documents SFMTA approvals of the traffic calming measures.  
 

3. Site Description and Present Use. The Project Site includes a roughly 2-mile stretch of the Upper Great 
Highway within the Public Zoning District in the Western Shoreline Area plan, bound by Lincoln Way to the 
North, Sloat Boulevard to the South, Ocean Beach/Pacific Ocean to the West and the Lower Great Highway 
to the East within the Outer Sunset neighborhood. The Upper Great Highway, developed in 1929, is a four-
lane straight highway, divided by a narrow median.  

4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. Ocean Beach is a popular recreational hub for surfing and 
other beach-related activities, and is part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, which is 
administered by the National Park Service. The sloped, vegetated median separating the Upper and Lower 
Great Highways is managed by the RPD and also includes a 10-foot wide asphalt multi-use recreational 
pathway.  

The traffic calming measures implemented by SFMTA are located throughout the adjacent surrounding 
neighborhood spanning multiple Zoning Districts including NC-2, RM-1, RH-2, and RH-3. The surrounding 
neighborhood is predominately residential, characterized by one to two story single- or double- family 
homes with some larger multi-family apartments.  

The Project is also located within the boundaries of the Sunset Chinese Cultural District, which was 
established in July 2021. The District’s mission is to recognize the neighborhood’s history, preserve the 
legacy and traditions uniquely born in the Sunset, recognize and memorialize the Chinese American 
experience, and preserve and increase the depth and impact of the Chinese American legacy in San 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Francisco. Currently, this Cultural District does not include any land use regulations that apply to the 
Project. 
 

5. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant 
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

The Project falls within the Coastal Zone Permit Area and is subject to Coastal Zone Permit Review 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 330. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 330.2, the Local Coastal 
Program shall be the San Francsico Western Shoreline Plan, a part of the City’s General Plan. The project 
is consistent with objectives and policies of the Western Shoreline Plan as outlined in this motion.   

6. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and 
Policies of the General Plan: 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF THE BAY, OCEAN, AND SHORELINE AREAS. 
 
Policy 3.1 
Cooperate with and otherwise support regulatory programs of existing regional, State, and Federal 
agencies dealing with the Bay, Ocean, and Shorelines.  

 
Policy 3.2 
Promote the use and development of shoreline areas consistent with the General Plan and the best 
interest of San Francisco. 
 
OBJECTIVE 7 
ASSURE THAT THE LAND RESOURCES IN SAN FRANCISCO ARE USED IN WAYS THAT BOTH 
RESPECT AND PRESERVE THE NATURAL VALUES OF THE LAND AND SERVE THE BEST INTERESTS 
OF ALL THE CITYʼS CITIZENS. 
 
Policy 7.1 
Preserve and add to public open space in accordance with the objectives and policies of the Recreation 
and Open Space Element.  
 
OBJECTIVE 9 
REDUCE TRANSPORTATION-RELATED NOISE. 
 
Policy 9.2 
Impose traffic restrictions to reduce transportation noise.  
 
OBJECTIVE 15 
INCREASE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF TRANSPORTATION AND ENCOURAGE LAND USE 
PATTERNS AND METHODS OF TRANSPORTATION WHICH USE LESS ENERGY. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Policy 15.1 
Increase the use of transportation alternatives to the automobile.   
 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 1 
ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE SYSTEM. 
 
Policy 1.1 
Encourage the dynamic and flexible use of existing open spaces and promote a variety of recreation and 
open space uses, where appropriate. 
 
Policy 1.4 
Prioritize the better utilization of McLaren Park, Ocean Beach, the Southeastern Waterfront and other 
underutilized significant open spaces. 
 

 OBJECTIVE 2 
INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TEM NEEDS OF THE CITY AND 
BAY REGION. 
 
Policy 2.2 
Provide and promote a balanced recreation system which offers a variety of high quality recreational 
opportunities for all San Franciscans. 
 
Policy 2.4 
Support the development of signature public open spaces along the shoreline. 
 
Policy 2.7 
Expand partnerships among open space agencies, transit agencies, private sector and nonprofit 
institutions to acquire, develop and/or manage existing open spaces. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE. 
 
Policy 3.1  
Creatively develop existing publicly owned right-of-ways and streets into open space. 

 
Policy 3.3 
Develop and enhance the Cityʼs recreational trail system, linking to the regional hiking and biking trail 
system and considering restoring historic water courses to improve stormwater management. 
 
 
 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Policy 3.4 
Encourage non-auto modes of transportation – transit, bicycle and pedestrian access—to and from open 
spaces while reducing automobile traffic and parking in public open spaces. 
 
Policy 3.5 
Ensure that, where feasible, recreational facilities and open spaces are physically accessible, especially 
for those with limited mobility. 
 

SAFETY AND RESILIENCY ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 
CLIMATE RESILIENCE. PURSUE SYNERGISTIC EFFORTS THAT BOTH ELIMINATE GREENHOUSE 
GASES (CLIMATE MITIGATION) AND PROTECT PEOPLE, THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT, AND 
NATURE FROM THE UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE CLIMATE CRISIS (CLIMATE ADAPTATION). 
 
Policy 2.1.2 
Direct City actions to reduce local contributions towards the climate crisis by mitigating greenhouse 
gasses and by increasing carbon sequestration. 
 
Policy 2.1.4 
Ensure that City projects and private developments provide multi-benefit solutions that mitigate hazard 
risk and contribute to a zero-emission future. 
 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 1 
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND 
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER PARTS 
OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY 
AREA. 

  
 Policy 1.2 
 Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.  

 
Policy 1.3  
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of meeting 
San Francisco's transportation needs, particularly those of commuters. 

 
OBJECTIVE 2  
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT.  

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Policy 2.2  
Reduce pollution, noise and energy consumption. 
 
Policy 2.3  
Design and locate facilities to preserve the historic city fabric and the natural landscape, and to protect 
views. 
 
OBJECTIVE 8  
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE REGIONAL PEDESTRIAN, HIKING AND BIKING ACCESS TO THE 
COAST, THE BAY AND RIDGE TRAILS. 
 
Policy 8.1 
Ensure that the Coast Trail, the Bay Trail and the Ridge Trail remain uninterrupted and unobstructed 
where they pass through San Francisco. 
 
OBJECTIVE 19  
ESTABLISH A STREET HIERARCHY SYSTEM IN WHICH THE FUNCTION AND DESIGN OF EACH 
STREET ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE CHARACTER AND USE OF ADJACENT LAND. 
 
Policy 19.4  
Discourage high-speed through traffic on local streets in residential areas through traffic "calming" 
measures that are designed not to disrupt transit service or bicycle movement. 
 
Policy 19.5  
Mitigate and reduce the impacts of automobile traffic in and around parks and along shoreline 
recreation areas. 
 
OBJECTIVE 27  
EMPLOY A MULTI-DISCIPLINARY APPROACH TO IMPROVING PEDESTRIAN SAFETY 
 
Policy 27.4  
Apply best practices in street design and transportation engineering to improve pedestrian safety 
across the City. 
 
OBJECTIVE 29 
ENSURE THAT BICYCLES CAN BE USED SAFELY AND CONVENIENTLY AS A PRIMARY MEANS OF 
TRANSPORTATION, AS WELL AS FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES. 
 
Policy 29.1  
Expand and improve access for bicycles on city streets and develop a well-marked, comprehensive 
system of bike routes in San Francisco. 
 
Policy 29.8  
Encourage biking as a mode of travel through the design of safer streets, education programs and 
targeted enforcement. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Policy 29.9  
Identify and expand recreational bicycling opportunities. 

 
OBJECTIVE 31 
CITY GOVERNMENT SHOULD PLAY A LEADERSHIP ROLE IN INCREASING BICYCLE USE. 
 
Policy 31.1  
Consider the needs of bicycling and the improvement of bicycle accommodations in all city decisions. 
 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 4 
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL SAFETY, 
COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY. 
 
Policy 4.1  
Protect residential areas from the noise, pollution and physical danger of excessive traffic. 
 
Policy 4.8  
Provide convenient access to a variety of recreation opportunities. 
 
Policy 4.9  
Maximize the use of recreation areas for recreational purposes. 
 

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN 

L and Use 
Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 2 
REDESIGN THE GREAT HIGHWAY TO ENHANCE ITS SCENIC QUALITIES AND RECREATIONAL 
USE. 
 
Policy 2.1 
Develop the Great Highway right-of-way as a four lane straight highway with recreational trails for 
bicycle, pedestrian, landscaping, and parking. Emphasize slow pleasure traffic and safe pedestrian 
access to beach. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL CONNECTION BETWEEN GOLDEN GATE PARK AND THE BEACH 
FRONTAGE. 
 
 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Policy 3.1 
Strengthen the visual and physical connection between the park and beach. Emphasize the naturalistic 
landscape qualities of the western end of the park for visitor use. When possible eliminate the Richmond-
Sunset sewer treatment facilities. 
 
OBJECTIVE 6 
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL USE OF SAN FRANCISCOʼS OCEAN BEACH 
SHORELINE. 
 
Policy 6.1 
Continue Ocean Beach as a natural beach area for public recreation. 
 
OBJECTIVE 11 
PRESERVE THE SCALE OF RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ALONG THE 
COASTAL ZONE AREA. 
 
Policy 11.6 
Protect the neighborhood environment of the Richmond and Sunset residential areas from the traffic 
and visitor impacts from the public using adjacent recreation and open space areas. 
 
The Project offers a myriad of public benefits aligned with various policies of the General Plan and Western 
Shoreline Area Plan. It improves public access to and along Ocean Beach, opening a new paved path as a 
safe outdoor recreational corridor for persons of all socioeconomic circumstances and varying physical 
abilities. The Project helps achieve one of the California Coastal Commission’s basic goals and associated 
policies of public coastal access and recreation as mandated by the California Coastal Act of 1976. Moreover, 
the Upper Great Highway runs adjacent to the Great Highway Dune Trail, a segment of the California Coastal 
Trail which is an integrated trail network being developed for over 1,230 miles of California’s coastline. 
Ultimately the Great Highway Pilot Project bolsters the capacity of the area for cyclists and pedestrians; 
enhancing Ocean Beach’s existing recreational qualities as a destination that can be appreciated by both 
local residents and international tourists alike. The Project encourages non-motorized vehicle traffic, which 
ultimately results in less carbon emissions than private automobiles, helping to reduce San Francisco’s 
contributions to the climate crisis and thus aligning with the City’s Climate Action Plan. The City’s Transit-First 
policy prioritizes safe and accessible biking and walking over private automobiles, which this Project also 
supports. Given the pilot is only temporary, the Upper Great Highway will ultimately remain a four-lane 
highway, thus consistent with the Western Shoreline Area Plan which states that the Upper Great Highway 
should be developed as a four-lane highway. Furthermore, even during the pilot period, the Upper Great 
Highway will remain a four-lane highway during nearly all weekdays.  On balance, the Project is consistent 
with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 

 
7. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of 

permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies in that:  

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  
 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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The Project site does not possess any neighborhood-serving retail uses. However, increased visitors 
to Ocean Beach resulting from the Project can bolster patronage to nearby businesses including 
cafes, restaurants, food trucks, shops, and more.  

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

The Project includes few physical improvements, thus having virtually no impact on the 
neighborhood’s built form. Reduced automobile usage can help improve the neighborhood’s 
physical and visual connection to Ocean Beach and the Pacific Ocean.  

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

The Project does not affect affordable housing. 

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking.  

The Project Site is served by nearby public transportation options including the N-Judah, L-Taraval, 
and 7, 48, and 23 bus lines. To support the pilot Project, RPD and SFMTA are collecting and analyzing 
data such as visitor usage and traffic conditions. No new parking is provided by the Project. Currently 
Ocean Beach visitors can park their vehicles in the vicinity and walk to the beach using Upper Great 
Highway crosswalks.  

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

The Project does not include commercial office development and does not eliminate any industrial 
or service uses.   

F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life 
in an earthquake. 

The Project does not include any structural or seismic improvements.  

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The Project Site does not contain or impact any City Landmarks or historic buildings. 

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development.  
 
The Project fundamentally enhances the City’s open space amenities. It does not propose any 
development that would inhibit the access to sunlight and vistas for existing parks and open space. 
Reduced automobile usage on the Upper Great Highway can improve visual access to Ocean Beach.  

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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8. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code provided 
under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character and stability of 
the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.  

9. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Coastal Zone Permit would promote the health, safety 
and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested 
parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials 
submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Coastal Zone Permit Application No. 2022-
007356CTZ subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans 
on file, dated December 9, 2022, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though 
fully set forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Coastal Zone Permit to the 
Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the 
date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board 
of Appeals if appealed to the Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals 
at (628) 652-1150, 49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1475, San Francisco, CA 94103. 
 
Additionally, any aggrieved person may appeal this Coastal Zone Permit to the California Coastal Commission 
within ten (10) working days after the California Coastal Commission receives notice of final action from the 
Planning Department pursuant to the provisions of Section 330.9. Appeals to the California Coastal Commission 
are subject to the aggrieved party provisions in Section 330.2(a). An applicant is required to exhaust local appeals 
before appealing to the California Coastal Commission. For further information about appeals to the California 
Coastal Commission, including current fees, contact the North Central Coast District Office at (415) 904 - 5260. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that is 
imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020. The 
protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of 
the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or 
exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of 
the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.  
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the Project, the Planning 
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s  
Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the development and the City hereby 
gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City has 
already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this document 
does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on November 9, 2023. 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:   Braun, Ruiz , Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Moore, Tanner  

NAYS:  None 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: November 9, 2023  

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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EXHIBIT A 
Authorization 

This authorization is for a Coastal Zone Permit to allow the temporary restriction of automobile access on 
w eekends and holidays to the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (approximately 
2 .0 miles) for a car-free bicycle and pedestrian promenade on weekends and holidays through December 31, 2025 
and installation of new swing gates at the north and south ends of the Upper Great Highway; as well as the 
implementation of various traffic calming measures on surrounding streets subject to conditions of approval 
reviewed and approved by the Commission on No vember 9, 2023 under Motion No. 21437. This authorization and 
the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or 
operator. 
 

Recordation of Conditions Of Approval 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning Administrator 
shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and County 
of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the Project is subject to the conditions of 
approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on No vember 9, 2023 under 
Motion No. 21437. 
 

Printing of Conditions of Approval on Plans 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 21437 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the permit application for the Project. The 
Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference the Coastal Zone Permit authorization and any subsequent 
amendments or modifications.  
 

Severability 

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section or any 
part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not affect or impair 
other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys no right to construct, 
or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible party. 
 

Changes and Modifications  

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. Significant 
changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new Conditional Use 
authorization.  

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance,  
Monitoring, and Reporting 

Performance 
1. Expiration and Renewal. This Coastal Zone Permit shall expire on December 31, 2025. Pursuant to Planning 

Code Section 330.13(a) a final decision on an application for an appealable Project shall become effective 
after a 10 working day appeal period to the California Coastal Commission has expired, unless either of the 
following occur: (1) a valid appeal is filed in accordance with City and State regulations, or (2) local government 
requirements are not met per Section 330.6(b). When either of the above occur, the California Coastal 
Commission shall, within five calendar days of receiving notice of that circumstance, notify the local 
government and the applicant that the local government action has been suspended. The applicant shall 
cease construction immediately if that occurs. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
 

2. Extension.  The Zoning Administrator may extend a Coastal Zone Permit prior to its expiration for up to 12 
months from its original date of expiration. Coastal Zone Permit extensions may be granted upon findings that 
the Project continues to be in conformance with the Local Coastal program. 
 
All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator 
where implementation of the Project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal, or a legal challenge and only 
by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 

Monitoring - After Entitlement 
3. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this Motion or 

of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the enforcement 
procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1. The 
Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city departments and agencies for 
appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
 

4. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in complaints from 
interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved by the Project Sponsor 
and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific conditions of approval for the Project as 
set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, 
after which it may hold a public hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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      Date Filed: November 27, 2023 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 23-064     
 
I / We, Geoffrey Moore, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Coastal Zone Permit No. 
2022-007356CTZ (Motion No. 21437) by the Planning Commission which was issued or became effective on: 
November 9, 2023, to: San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department, for the property located at: Upper 
Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Blvd.  
 
BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on January 18, 2024, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the hearing 
date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a minimum 12-point 
font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, 
tina.tam@sfgov.org and brian.stokle@sfgov.org. 
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on February 1, 2024, (no later than one Thursday 
prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be doubled-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, 
corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org and moore_geoffrey@yahoo.com. 
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2024, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 
Place.   
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the briefing 
schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email all 
documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  
Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members of the public will become part of the public 
record. Submittals from members of the public may be made anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, including letters 
of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. All such materials are 
available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a hard copy of the hearing 
materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
See attached.  

Appellant or Agent: 
 

Signature: Via Email 
 
Print Name: Geoffrey Moore, appellant 
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I am a resident of the community in the affected permit area at Ocean Beach, and I believe that 

my individual person as well as my local community may be negatively affected if the permitted 

coastal zone area is not managed in accordance with applicable laws.  So, I am appealing the 

attached permit from two separate perspectives  - one procedural in nature and one in terms of 

substance (which I believe was not fully considered due to the procedural defect). 

My procedural concern is that the requested permit appears to be seeking to approve a 

development of coastal zone land that has already taken place in the past, and prior to the permit 

issuance date on November 9, 2023 (see the description of “retroactivity” on page 1 of the 

attached permit, although the attached public notices seem to make no mention of a retroactive 

application, and the Exhibit A conditions which form the basis for the permit record omit the 

request for retroactive application).   My rudimentary understanding is that coastal permits must 

be secured under California law for development of properties in the coastal zone, and so I am 

unclear how a permit could be secured after development has already taken place.   This appears 

to be chronologically backwards, and is seemingly a fundamental defect in the permit.   So, I am 

respectfully asking the Board of Appeals to validate 1) whether or not the permit, permit 

conditions, and public notice is properly written to apply retroactively, 2) whether a retroactive 

permit for previously developed land is permissible under California Coastal Act provisions, 3) 

whether the Planning Commission and its acting board members has the full and lawful authority 

under the California Coastal Act to issue such retroactive permits (and properly exercised that 

authority), and 4) whether a lawfully effective permit pursuant to the California Coastal Act was 

actually in effect at the time that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted on a fully 

informed basis to adopt Ordinance 258-22 (Exhibit C in the permit) or, if it was not in effect and 

the Board of Supervisors was not fully informed of this matter, whether the permit can now 

retroactively cure that procedural defect after the fact.   In summary, it appears that an ordinance 

was unlawfully passed without a permit in effect – was it?    



 

 

Planning Commission Motion NO. 21437 
HEARING DATE: NOVEMBER 9, 2023 

Record No.: 2022-007356CTZ 
Project Address: Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way & Sloat Boulevard; plus surrounding streets 
Zoning: Various 
Cultural District: Sunset Chinese Cultural District 
Block/Lot: N/A 
Project Sponsor: Brian Stokle 

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department 
49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1200 

 San Francisco, CA 
Property Owner: City and County of San Francisco 
Staff Contact: Alex Westhoff – (628) 652-7314 
 alex.westhoff@sfgov.org 
 
 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A COASTAL ZONE PERMIT PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 330 TO PERMIT TEMPORARY RESTRICTION OF AUTOMOBILE ACCESS TO THE UPPER GREAT HIGHWAY 
BETWEEN LINCOLN WAY AND SLOAT BOULEVARD (APPROX. 2.0 MILES) FOR A CAR-FREE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN 
PROMENADE ON WEEKENDS AND HOLIDAYS THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2025; AS WELL AS THE IMPLEMENTATION 
OF VARIOUS TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES ON SURROUNDING STREETS; IN DISTRICTS INCLUDING THE PUBLIC 
(P), NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SMALL-SCALE (NC-2), RESIDENTIAL-MIXED L OW DENSITY (RM-1), 
RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, ONE FAMILY (RH-1), RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, TWO FAMILY (RH-2), AND RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, 
THREE FAMILY (RH-3) ZONING DISTRICTS AND OS, 40-X, AND 100-A HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS AND AFFIRMING 
THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S EXEMPT DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMNETAL QUALITY 
ACT.   
 

PREAMBLE 
On January 18, 2023, the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed 
Application No. 2022-007356CTZ (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter 
“Department”) for a Coastal Zone Permit for the Great Highway Pilot Project to allow for weekend and holiday 
closure of the Upper Great Highway to automobile traffic on a temporary basis, and for surrounding traffic calming 
measures.  
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The Great Highway Pilot Project is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) 
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.25. The CEQA determination is attached as Exhibit F. 
 
The traffic calming measures are exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 
categorical exemption. The CEQA determination is attached as Exhibit G. 
 
On November 9, 2023, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Coastal Zone Permit Authorization Application No. 
2022-007356CTZ. 
 
The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the Custodian of Records; the File for Record No. 2022-
007356CTZ is located at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further 
considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff, and other 
interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Coastal Zone Permit as requested in Application No. 2022-
007356CTZ, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following findings: 
 

FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, 
this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 

2. Project Description. The Coastal Zone Permit is required for the Great Highway Pilot Project including 
related traffic calming measures. In April 2020, the Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) at the 
recommendation of Supervisor Gordon Mar and in consultation with Mayor London N. Breed, temporarily 
closed the four-lane Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard to automobiles. The 
closure was a response to the unprecedented COVID-19 pandemic to allow for safe, distanced outdoor 
recreation. In August 2021, the City modified vehicular restrictions to apply only during weekends, 
beginning Fridays at noon and ending Monday at 6 a.m., in addition to holidays.   

On December 6, 2022, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (BOS) passed an ordinance (Board File 
220875) amending the Park Code to restrict private vehicles on the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln 
Way and Sloat Boulevard on weekends and holidays until December 31, 2025. The restriction was 
proposed as a pilot effort, including studies and analysis of the car-free use of the Upper Great Highway 
to inform a long-term plan for the future of this space. The ordinance specified: 

“Upon enactment of this ordinance, the Recreation and Park Department intends to apply to the Planning 
Department for a permit to ensure compliance with any coastal development requirements. The Planning 
Commission will review the application at a public hearing to determine whether the permit will be issued, 
as required by law.” 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Few physical changes related to the Upper Great Highway weekend closures are proposed. Currently there 
are two existing fixed swing gates, one at the northbound entry and one at the southbound entry. The 
existing gates are closed when excessive amounts of sand or flood water accumulate on the road and 
make it unsafe for car travel, as well as when the road functions as a promenade. Traffic cones and 
moveable gates are currently being placed on the northeast and southwest exits to serve as traffic barriers 
during the weekends and holidays. RPD is proposing installation of new swing gates installed in a chicane 
layout (i.e., staggered and on opposite sides of the roadway) to allow emergency vehicles to access the 
westernmost lanes of the roadway without needing to stop and open the gates. This design supports the 
continued recreational use of the beach while also enhancing the safe recreational use of the roadway by 
pedestrians and bicyclists during private vehicular closure times for promenade use, or during sand/water 
accumulation events. 
 
Related improvements include traffic calming measures constructed by the San Francisco Municipal 
Transit Agency (SFMTA), for the safety of pedestrian and cyclists. The measures aimed to reduce traffic 
volumes and speeds on local streets which saw an increase in automobile traffic resulting from the Upper 
Great Highway closure. In spring 2020, eight detour and warning signs, a road closure barricade, five turn 
restrictions, and five speed tables were constructed at the intersections of Great Highway along Lincoln 
Way and Sloat Boulevard and in the adjacent neighborhood to support the Upper Great Highway closure 
to private vehicles. In April 2021, additional tools were added, including 24 speed cushions, one speed 
table, and 12 stop signs. In August 2021, when the Upper Great Highway was reopened to weekday 
vehicular use, some of the tools were no longer necessary and thus removed. In November 2021, 
additional stop signs were added to the Lower Great Highway at Ortega and Ulloa streets. Exhibit G 
documents SFMTA approvals of the traffic calming measures.  
 

3. Site Description and Present Use. The Project Site includes a roughly 2-mile stretch of the Upper Great 
Highway within the Public Zoning District in the Western Shoreline Area plan, bound by Lincoln Way to the 
North, Sloat Boulevard to the South, Ocean Beach/Pacific Ocean to the West and the Lower Great Highway 
to the East within the Outer Sunset neighborhood. The Upper Great Highway, developed in 1929, is a four-
lane straight highway, divided by a narrow median.  

4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. Ocean Beach is a popular recreational hub for surfing and 
other beach-related activities, and is part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, which is 
administered by the National Park Service. The sloped, vegetated median separating the Upper and Lower 
Great Highways is managed by the RPD and also includes a 10-foot wide asphalt multi-use recreational 
pathway.  

The traffic calming measures implemented by SFMTA are located throughout the adjacent surrounding 
neighborhood spanning multiple Zoning Districts including NC-2, RM-1, RH-2, and RH-3. The surrounding 
neighborhood is predominately residential, characterized by one to two story single- or double- family 
homes with some larger multi-family apartments.  

The Project is also located within the boundaries of the Sunset Chinese Cultural District, which was 
established in July 2021. The District’s mission is to recognize the neighborhood’s history, preserve the 
legacy and traditions uniquely born in the Sunset, recognize and memorialize the Chinese American 
experience, and preserve and increase the depth and impact of the Chinese American legacy in San 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Francisco. Currently, this Cultural District does not include any land use regulations that apply to the 
Project. 
 

5. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant 
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

The Project falls within the Coastal Zone Permit Area and is subject to Coastal Zone Permit Review 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 330. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 330.2, the Local Coastal 
Program shall be the San Francsico Western Shoreline Plan, a part of the City’s General Plan. The project 
is consistent with objectives and policies of the Western Shoreline Plan as outlined in this motion.   

6. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and 
Policies of the General Plan: 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF THE BAY, OCEAN, AND SHORELINE AREAS. 
 
Policy 3.1 
Cooperate with and otherwise support regulatory programs of existing regional, State, and Federal 
agencies dealing with the Bay, Ocean, and Shorelines.  

 
Policy 3.2 
Promote the use and development of shoreline areas consistent with the General Plan and the best 
interest of San Francisco. 
 
OBJECTIVE 7 
ASSURE THAT THE LAND RESOURCES IN SAN FRANCISCO ARE USED IN WAYS THAT BOTH 
RESPECT AND PRESERVE THE NATURAL VALUES OF THE LAND AND SERVE THE BEST INTERESTS 
OF ALL THE CITYʼS CITIZENS. 
 
Policy 7.1 
Preserve and add to public open space in accordance with the objectives and policies of the Recreation 
and Open Space Element.  
 
OBJECTIVE 9 
REDUCE TRANSPORTATION-RELATED NOISE. 
 
Policy 9.2 
Impose traffic restrictions to reduce transportation noise.  
 
OBJECTIVE 15 
INCREASE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF TRANSPORTATION AND ENCOURAGE LAND USE 
PATTERNS AND METHODS OF TRANSPORTATION WHICH USE LESS ENERGY. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Policy 15.1 
Increase the use of transportation alternatives to the automobile.   
 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 1 
ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE SYSTEM. 
 
Policy 1.1 
Encourage the dynamic and flexible use of existing open spaces and promote a variety of recreation and 
open space uses, where appropriate. 
 
Policy 1.4 
Prioritize the better utilization of McLaren Park, Ocean Beach, the Southeastern Waterfront and other 
underutilized significant open spaces. 
 

 OBJECTIVE 2 
INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TEM NEEDS OF THE CITY AND 
BAY REGION. 
 
Policy 2.2 
Provide and promote a balanced recreation system which offers a variety of high quality recreational 
opportunities for all San Franciscans. 
 
Policy 2.4 
Support the development of signature public open spaces along the shoreline. 
 
Policy 2.7 
Expand partnerships among open space agencies, transit agencies, private sector and nonprofit 
institutions to acquire, develop and/or manage existing open spaces. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE. 
 
Policy 3.1  
Creatively develop existing publicly owned right-of-ways and streets into open space. 

 
Policy 3.3 
Develop and enhance the Cityʼs recreational trail system, linking to the regional hiking and biking trail 
system and considering restoring historic water courses to improve stormwater management. 
 
 
 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Policy 3.4 
Encourage non-auto modes of transportation – transit, bicycle and pedestrian access—to and from open 
spaces while reducing automobile traffic and parking in public open spaces. 
 
Policy 3.5 
Ensure that, where feasible, recreational facilities and open spaces are physically accessible, especially 
for those with limited mobility. 
 

SAFETY AND RESILIENCY ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 
CLIMATE RESILIENCE. PURSUE SYNERGISTIC EFFORTS THAT BOTH ELIMINATE GREENHOUSE 
GASES (CLIMATE MITIGATION) AND PROTECT PEOPLE, THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT, AND 
NATURE FROM THE UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE CLIMATE CRISIS (CLIMATE ADAPTATION). 
 
Policy 2.1.2 
Direct City actions to reduce local contributions towards the climate crisis by mitigating greenhouse 
gasses and by increasing carbon sequestration. 
 
Policy 2.1.4 
Ensure that City projects and private developments provide multi-benefit solutions that mitigate hazard 
risk and contribute to a zero-emission future. 
 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 1 
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND 
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER PARTS 
OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY 
AREA. 

  
 Policy 1.2 
 Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.  

 
Policy 1.3  
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of meeting 
San Francisco's transportation needs, particularly those of commuters. 

 
OBJECTIVE 2  
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT.  

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Policy 2.2  
Reduce pollution, noise and energy consumption. 
 
Policy 2.3  
Design and locate facilities to preserve the historic city fabric and the natural landscape, and to protect 
views. 
 
OBJECTIVE 8  
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE REGIONAL PEDESTRIAN, HIKING AND BIKING ACCESS TO THE 
COAST, THE BAY AND RIDGE TRAILS. 
 
Policy 8.1 
Ensure that the Coast Trail, the Bay Trail and the Ridge Trail remain uninterrupted and unobstructed 
where they pass through San Francisco. 
 
OBJECTIVE 19  
ESTABLISH A STREET HIERARCHY SYSTEM IN WHICH THE FUNCTION AND DESIGN OF EACH 
STREET ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE CHARACTER AND USE OF ADJACENT LAND. 
 
Policy 19.4  
Discourage high-speed through traffic on local streets in residential areas through traffic "calming" 
measures that are designed not to disrupt transit service or bicycle movement. 
 
Policy 19.5  
Mitigate and reduce the impacts of automobile traffic in and around parks and along shoreline 
recreation areas. 
 
OBJECTIVE 27  
EMPLOY A MULTI-DISCIPLINARY APPROACH TO IMPROVING PEDESTRIAN SAFETY 
 
Policy 27.4  
Apply best practices in street design and transportation engineering to improve pedestrian safety 
across the City. 
 
OBJECTIVE 29 
ENSURE THAT BICYCLES CAN BE USED SAFELY AND CONVENIENTLY AS A PRIMARY MEANS OF 
TRANSPORTATION, AS WELL AS FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES. 
 
Policy 29.1  
Expand and improve access for bicycles on city streets and develop a well-marked, comprehensive 
system of bike routes in San Francisco. 
 
Policy 29.8  
Encourage biking as a mode of travel through the design of safer streets, education programs and 
targeted enforcement. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Policy 29.9  
Identify and expand recreational bicycling opportunities. 

 
OBJECTIVE 31 
CITY GOVERNMENT SHOULD PLAY A LEADERSHIP ROLE IN INCREASING BICYCLE USE. 
 
Policy 31.1  
Consider the needs of bicycling and the improvement of bicycle accommodations in all city decisions. 
 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 4 
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL SAFETY, 
COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY. 
 
Policy 4.1  
Protect residential areas from the noise, pollution and physical danger of excessive traffic. 
 
Policy 4.8  
Provide convenient access to a variety of recreation opportunities. 
 
Policy 4.9  
Maximize the use of recreation areas for recreational purposes. 
 

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN 

L and Use 
Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 2 
REDESIGN THE GREAT HIGHWAY TO ENHANCE ITS SCENIC QUALITIES AND RECREATIONAL 
USE. 
 
Policy 2.1 
Develop the Great Highway right-of-way as a four lane straight highway with recreational trails for 
bicycle, pedestrian, landscaping, and parking. Emphasize slow pleasure traffic and safe pedestrian 
access to beach. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL CONNECTION BETWEEN GOLDEN GATE PARK AND THE BEACH 
FRONTAGE. 
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Policy 3.1 
Strengthen the visual and physical connection between the park and beach. Emphasize the naturalistic 
landscape qualities of the western end of the park for visitor use. When possible eliminate the Richmond-
Sunset sewer treatment facilities. 
 
OBJECTIVE 6 
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL USE OF SAN FRANCISCOʼS OCEAN BEACH 
SHORELINE. 
 
Policy 6.1 
Continue Ocean Beach as a natural beach area for public recreation. 
 
OBJECTIVE 11 
PRESERVE THE SCALE OF RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ALONG THE 
COASTAL ZONE AREA. 
 
Policy 11.6 
Protect the neighborhood environment of the Richmond and Sunset residential areas from the traffic 
and visitor impacts from the public using adjacent recreation and open space areas. 
 
The Project offers a myriad of public benefits aligned with various policies of the General Plan and Western 
Shoreline Area Plan. It improves public access to and along Ocean Beach, opening a new paved path as a 
safe outdoor recreational corridor for persons of all socioeconomic circumstances and varying physical 
abilities. The Project helps achieve one of the California Coastal Commission’s basic goals and associated 
policies of public coastal access and recreation as mandated by the California Coastal Act of 1976. Moreover, 
the Upper Great Highway runs adjacent to the Great Highway Dune Trail, a segment of the California Coastal 
Trail which is an integrated trail network being developed for over 1,230 miles of California’s coastline. 
Ultimately the Great Highway Pilot Project bolsters the capacity of the area for cyclists and pedestrians; 
enhancing Ocean Beach’s existing recreational qualities as a destination that can be appreciated by both 
local residents and international tourists alike. The Project encourages non-motorized vehicle traffic, which 
ultimately results in less carbon emissions than private automobiles, helping to reduce San Francisco’s 
contributions to the climate crisis and thus aligning with the City’s Climate Action Plan. The City’s Transit-First 
policy prioritizes safe and accessible biking and walking over private automobiles, which this Project also 
supports. Given the pilot is only temporary, the Upper Great Highway will ultimately remain a four-lane 
highway, thus consistent with the Western Shoreline Area Plan which states that the Upper Great Highway 
should be developed as a four-lane highway. Furthermore, even during the pilot period, the Upper Great 
Highway will remain a four-lane highway during nearly all weekdays.  On balance, the Project is consistent 
with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 

 
7. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of 

permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies in that:  

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  
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The Project site does not possess any neighborhood-serving retail uses. However, increased visitors 
to Ocean Beach resulting from the Project can bolster patronage to nearby businesses including 
cafes, restaurants, food trucks, shops, and more.  

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

The Project includes few physical improvements, thus having virtually no impact on the 
neighborhood’s built form. Reduced automobile usage can help improve the neighborhood’s 
physical and visual connection to Ocean Beach and the Pacific Ocean.  

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

The Project does not affect affordable housing. 

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking.  

The Project Site is served by nearby public transportation options including the N-Judah, L-Taraval, 
and 7, 48, and 23 bus lines. To support the pilot Project, RPD and SFMTA are collecting and analyzing 
data such as visitor usage and traffic conditions. No new parking is provided by the Project. Currently 
Ocean Beach visitors can park their vehicles in the vicinity and walk to the beach using Upper Great 
Highway crosswalks.  

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

The Project does not include commercial office development and does not eliminate any industrial 
or service uses.   

F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life 
in an earthquake. 

The Project does not include any structural or seismic improvements.  

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The Project Site does not contain or impact any City Landmarks or historic buildings. 

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development.  
 
The Project fundamentally enhances the City’s open space amenities. It does not propose any 
development that would inhibit the access to sunlight and vistas for existing parks and open space. 
Reduced automobile usage on the Upper Great Highway can improve visual access to Ocean Beach.  
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8. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code provided 
under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character and stability of 
the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.  

9. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Coastal Zone Permit would promote the health, safety 
and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested 
parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials 
submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Coastal Zone Permit Application No. 2022-
007356CTZ subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans 
on file, dated December 9, 2022, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though 
fully set forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Coastal Zone Permit to the 
Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the 
date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board 
of Appeals if appealed to the Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals 
at (628) 652-1150, 49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1475, San Francisco, CA 94103. 
 
Additionally, any aggrieved person may appeal this Coastal Zone Permit to the California Coastal Commission 
within ten (10) working days after the California Coastal Commission receives notice of final action from the 
Planning Department pursuant to the provisions of Section 330.9. Appeals to the California Coastal Commission 
are subject to the aggrieved party provisions in Section 330.2(a). An applicant is required to exhaust local appeals 
before appealing to the California Coastal Commission. For further information about appeals to the California 
Coastal Commission, including current fees, contact the North Central Coast District Office at (415) 904 - 5260. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that is 
imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020. The 
protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of 
the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or 
exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of 
the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.  
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the Project, the Planning 
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s  
Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the development and the City hereby 
gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City has 
already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this document 
does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on November 9, 2023. 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:   Braun, Ruiz , Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Moore, Tanner  

NAYS:  None 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: November 9, 2023  
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EXHIBIT A 
Authorization 

This authorization is for a Coastal Zone Permit to allow the temporary restriction of automobile access on 
w eekends and holidays to the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (approximately 
2 .0 miles) for a car-free bicycle and pedestrian promenade on weekends and holidays through December 31, 2025 
and installation of new swing gates at the north and south ends of the Upper Great Highway; as well as the 
implementation of various traffic calming measures on surrounding streets subject to conditions of approval 
reviewed and approved by the Commission on No vember 9, 2023 under Motion No. 21437. This authorization and 
the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or 
operator. 
 

Recordation of Conditions Of Approval 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning Administrator 
shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and County 
of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the Project is subject to the conditions of 
approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on No vember 9, 2023 under 
Motion No. 21437. 
 

Printing of Conditions of Approval on Plans 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 21437 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the permit application for the Project. The 
Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference the Coastal Zone Permit authorization and any subsequent 
amendments or modifications.  
 

Severability 

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section or any 
part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not affect or impair 
other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys no right to construct, 
or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible party. 
 

Changes and Modifications  

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. Significant 
changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new Conditional Use 
authorization.  
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance,  
Monitoring, and Reporting 

Performance 
1. Expiration and Renewal. This Coastal Zone Permit shall expire on December 31, 2025. Pursuant to Planning 

Code Section 330.13(a) a final decision on an application for an appealable Project shall become effective 
after a 10 working day appeal period to the California Coastal Commission has expired, unless either of the 
following occur: (1) a valid appeal is filed in accordance with City and State regulations, or (2) local government 
requirements are not met per Section 330.6(b). When either of the above occur, the California Coastal 
Commission shall, within five calendar days of receiving notice of that circumstance, notify the local 
government and the applicant that the local government action has been suspended. The applicant shall 
cease construction immediately if that occurs. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
 

2. Extension.  The Zoning Administrator may extend a Coastal Zone Permit prior to its expiration for up to 12 
months from its original date of expiration. Coastal Zone Permit extensions may be granted upon findings that 
the Project continues to be in conformance with the Local Coastal program. 
 
All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator 
where implementation of the Project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal, or a legal challenge and only 
by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 

Monitoring - After Entitlement 
3. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this Motion or 

of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the enforcement 
procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1. The 
Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city departments and agencies for 
appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
 

4. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in complaints from 
interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved by the Project Sponsor 
and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific conditions of approval for the Project as 
set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, 
after which it may hold a public hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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      Date Filed: November 27, 2023 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 23-065     
 
I / We, Charles Perkins, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Coastal Zone Permit No. 
2022-007356CTZ (Motion No. 21437) by the Planning Commission which was issued or became effective on: 
November 9, 2023, to: San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department, for the property located at: Upper 
Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Blvd.  
 
BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on January 18, 2024, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the hearing 
date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a minimum 12-point 
font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, 
tina.tam@sfgov.org and brian.stokle@sfgov.org. 
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on February 1, 2024, (no later than one Thursday 
prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be doubled-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, 
corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org and cperkinssf@yahoo.com 
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2024, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 
Place.   
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the briefing 
schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email all 
documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  
Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members of the public will become part of the public 
record. Submittals from members of the public may be made anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, including letters 
of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. All such materials are 
available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a hard copy of the hearing 
materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
See attached.  

Appellant or Agent: 
 

Signature: Via Email 
 
Print Name: Charles Perkins, appellant 
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TO: San Francisco Planning Commission 

FROM: Charles Perkins, San Francisco 

ISSUE: Objection to Coastal Permit For Great Highway Closure  

DATE: November 9, 2023 

 

The closure of the Upper Great Highway (UGH) to automobiles is a provable disaster from both an 

environmental and public safety standpoint.  It indisputably has a net-negative environmental impact 

(which is the reason the closure proponents have done everything possible to avoid an EIR), undermines 

Vision Zero, and works inequities on more challenged communities, working class people, families, and 

persons with disabilities, among many others.  I urge you to reject the requested coastal permit.   

I. Background 

The Upper Great Highway (UGH) is a two-mile unbroken stretch of road running north-south between 

Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard along the westernmost edge of San Francisco’s Sunset District.  It is a 

four-lane divided highway and, abutting the coastal sand dunes that span the entire UGH, experiences 

no cross-traffic.  The UGH serves as a major commuter route for residents of the city’s westside who 

work on the peninsula and further south, and for Bay Area residents who live to the south and work at 

places such as the Veteran’s Hospital, and is the most efficient route of direct access for people going to 

or from the zoo, Lakeshore Plaza, the Legion of Honor, the Beach Chalet and the adjacent soccer fields, 

etc.; parents delivering children to school, youth sporting events, dance classes, and other events taking 

place on the city’s westside; surfers traveling up and down the coast to “check out the waves”; and 

persons having a need to traverse the two miles between Lincoln and Sloat for an untold myriad of 

other purposes.  

For years, the UGH has been bordered for its entire two-mile stretch on the east side by an adjacent 

paved multi-use walking/biking path, and on the west side by an adjacent dirt path. 

 

 



 

 

Planning Commission Motion NO. 21437 
HEARING DATE: NOVEMBER 9, 2023 

Record No.: 2022-007356CTZ 
Project Address: Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way & Sloat Boulevard; plus surrounding streets 
Zoning: Various 
Cultural District: Sunset Chinese Cultural District 
Block/Lot: N/A 
Project Sponsor: Brian Stokle 

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department 
49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1200 

 San Francisco, CA 
Property Owner: City and County of San Francisco 
Staff Contact: Alex Westhoff – (628) 652-7314 
 alex.westhoff@sfgov.org 
 
 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A COASTAL ZONE PERMIT PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 330 TO PERMIT TEMPORARY RESTRICTION OF AUTOMOBILE ACCESS TO THE UPPER GREAT HIGHWAY 
BETWEEN LINCOLN WAY AND SLOAT BOULEVARD (APPROX. 2.0 MILES) FOR A CAR-FREE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN 
PROMENADE ON WEEKENDS AND HOLIDAYS THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2025; AS WELL AS THE IMPLEMENTATION 
OF VARIOUS TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES ON SURROUNDING STREETS; IN DISTRICTS INCLUDING THE PUBLIC 
(P), NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SMALL-SCALE (NC-2), RESIDENTIAL-MIXED L OW DENSITY (RM-1), 
RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, ONE FAMILY (RH-1), RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, TWO FAMILY (RH-2), AND RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, 
THREE FAMILY (RH-3) ZONING DISTRICTS AND OS, 40-X, AND 100-A HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS AND AFFIRMING 
THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S EXEMPT DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMNETAL QUALITY 
ACT.   
 

PREAMBLE 
On January 18, 2023, the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed 
Application No. 2022-007356CTZ (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter 
“Department”) for a Coastal Zone Permit for the Great Highway Pilot Project to allow for weekend and holiday 
closure of the Upper Great Highway to automobile traffic on a temporary basis, and for surrounding traffic calming 
measures.  
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The Great Highway Pilot Project is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) 
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.25. The CEQA determination is attached as Exhibit F. 
 
The traffic calming measures are exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 
categorical exemption. The CEQA determination is attached as Exhibit G. 
 
On November 9, 2023, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Coastal Zone Permit Authorization Application No. 
2022-007356CTZ. 
 
The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the Custodian of Records; the File for Record No. 2022-
007356CTZ is located at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further 
considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff, and other 
interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Coastal Zone Permit as requested in Application No. 2022-
007356CTZ, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following findings: 
 

FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, 
this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 

2. Project Description. The Coastal Zone Permit is required for the Great Highway Pilot Project including 
related traffic calming measures. In April 2020, the Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) at the 
recommendation of Supervisor Gordon Mar and in consultation with Mayor London N. Breed, temporarily 
closed the four-lane Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard to automobiles. The 
closure was a response to the unprecedented COVID-19 pandemic to allow for safe, distanced outdoor 
recreation. In August 2021, the City modified vehicular restrictions to apply only during weekends, 
beginning Fridays at noon and ending Monday at 6 a.m., in addition to holidays.   

On December 6, 2022, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (BOS) passed an ordinance (Board File 
220875) amending the Park Code to restrict private vehicles on the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln 
Way and Sloat Boulevard on weekends and holidays until December 31, 2025. The restriction was 
proposed as a pilot effort, including studies and analysis of the car-free use of the Upper Great Highway 
to inform a long-term plan for the future of this space. The ordinance specified: 

“Upon enactment of this ordinance, the Recreation and Park Department intends to apply to the Planning 
Department for a permit to ensure compliance with any coastal development requirements. The Planning 
Commission will review the application at a public hearing to determine whether the permit will be issued, 
as required by law.” 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Few physical changes related to the Upper Great Highway weekend closures are proposed. Currently there 
are two existing fixed swing gates, one at the northbound entry and one at the southbound entry. The 
existing gates are closed when excessive amounts of sand or flood water accumulate on the road and 
make it unsafe for car travel, as well as when the road functions as a promenade. Traffic cones and 
moveable gates are currently being placed on the northeast and southwest exits to serve as traffic barriers 
during the weekends and holidays. RPD is proposing installation of new swing gates installed in a chicane 
layout (i.e., staggered and on opposite sides of the roadway) to allow emergency vehicles to access the 
westernmost lanes of the roadway without needing to stop and open the gates. This design supports the 
continued recreational use of the beach while also enhancing the safe recreational use of the roadway by 
pedestrians and bicyclists during private vehicular closure times for promenade use, or during sand/water 
accumulation events. 
 
Related improvements include traffic calming measures constructed by the San Francisco Municipal 
Transit Agency (SFMTA), for the safety of pedestrian and cyclists. The measures aimed to reduce traffic 
volumes and speeds on local streets which saw an increase in automobile traffic resulting from the Upper 
Great Highway closure. In spring 2020, eight detour and warning signs, a road closure barricade, five turn 
restrictions, and five speed tables were constructed at the intersections of Great Highway along Lincoln 
Way and Sloat Boulevard and in the adjacent neighborhood to support the Upper Great Highway closure 
to private vehicles. In April 2021, additional tools were added, including 24 speed cushions, one speed 
table, and 12 stop signs. In August 2021, when the Upper Great Highway was reopened to weekday 
vehicular use, some of the tools were no longer necessary and thus removed. In November 2021, 
additional stop signs were added to the Lower Great Highway at Ortega and Ulloa streets. Exhibit G 
documents SFMTA approvals of the traffic calming measures.  
 

3. Site Description and Present Use. The Project Site includes a roughly 2-mile stretch of the Upper Great 
Highway within the Public Zoning District in the Western Shoreline Area plan, bound by Lincoln Way to the 
North, Sloat Boulevard to the South, Ocean Beach/Pacific Ocean to the West and the Lower Great Highway 
to the East within the Outer Sunset neighborhood. The Upper Great Highway, developed in 1929, is a four-
lane straight highway, divided by a narrow median.  

4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. Ocean Beach is a popular recreational hub for surfing and 
other beach-related activities, and is part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, which is 
administered by the National Park Service. The sloped, vegetated median separating the Upper and Lower 
Great Highways is managed by the RPD and also includes a 10-foot wide asphalt multi-use recreational 
pathway.  

The traffic calming measures implemented by SFMTA are located throughout the adjacent surrounding 
neighborhood spanning multiple Zoning Districts including NC-2, RM-1, RH-2, and RH-3. The surrounding 
neighborhood is predominately residential, characterized by one to two story single- or double- family 
homes with some larger multi-family apartments.  

The Project is also located within the boundaries of the Sunset Chinese Cultural District, which was 
established in July 2021. The District’s mission is to recognize the neighborhood’s history, preserve the 
legacy and traditions uniquely born in the Sunset, recognize and memorialize the Chinese American 
experience, and preserve and increase the depth and impact of the Chinese American legacy in San 
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Francisco. Currently, this Cultural District does not include any land use regulations that apply to the 
Project. 
 

5. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant 
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

The Project falls within the Coastal Zone Permit Area and is subject to Coastal Zone Permit Review 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 330. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 330.2, the Local Coastal 
Program shall be the San Francsico Western Shoreline Plan, a part of the City’s General Plan. The project 
is consistent with objectives and policies of the Western Shoreline Plan as outlined in this motion.   

6. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and 
Policies of the General Plan: 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF THE BAY, OCEAN, AND SHORELINE AREAS. 
 
Policy 3.1 
Cooperate with and otherwise support regulatory programs of existing regional, State, and Federal 
agencies dealing with the Bay, Ocean, and Shorelines.  

 
Policy 3.2 
Promote the use and development of shoreline areas consistent with the General Plan and the best 
interest of San Francisco. 
 
OBJECTIVE 7 
ASSURE THAT THE LAND RESOURCES IN SAN FRANCISCO ARE USED IN WAYS THAT BOTH 
RESPECT AND PRESERVE THE NATURAL VALUES OF THE LAND AND SERVE THE BEST INTERESTS 
OF ALL THE CITYʼS CITIZENS. 
 
Policy 7.1 
Preserve and add to public open space in accordance with the objectives and policies of the Recreation 
and Open Space Element.  
 
OBJECTIVE 9 
REDUCE TRANSPORTATION-RELATED NOISE. 
 
Policy 9.2 
Impose traffic restrictions to reduce transportation noise.  
 
OBJECTIVE 15 
INCREASE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF TRANSPORTATION AND ENCOURAGE LAND USE 
PATTERNS AND METHODS OF TRANSPORTATION WHICH USE LESS ENERGY. 
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Policy 15.1 
Increase the use of transportation alternatives to the automobile.   
 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 1 
ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE SYSTEM. 
 
Policy 1.1 
Encourage the dynamic and flexible use of existing open spaces and promote a variety of recreation and 
open space uses, where appropriate. 
 
Policy 1.4 
Prioritize the better utilization of McLaren Park, Ocean Beach, the Southeastern Waterfront and other 
underutilized significant open spaces. 
 

 OBJECTIVE 2 
INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TEM NEEDS OF THE CITY AND 
BAY REGION. 
 
Policy 2.2 
Provide and promote a balanced recreation system which offers a variety of high quality recreational 
opportunities for all San Franciscans. 
 
Policy 2.4 
Support the development of signature public open spaces along the shoreline. 
 
Policy 2.7 
Expand partnerships among open space agencies, transit agencies, private sector and nonprofit 
institutions to acquire, develop and/or manage existing open spaces. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE. 
 
Policy 3.1  
Creatively develop existing publicly owned right-of-ways and streets into open space. 

 
Policy 3.3 
Develop and enhance the Cityʼs recreational trail system, linking to the regional hiking and biking trail 
system and considering restoring historic water courses to improve stormwater management. 
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Policy 3.4 
Encourage non-auto modes of transportation – transit, bicycle and pedestrian access—to and from open 
spaces while reducing automobile traffic and parking in public open spaces. 
 
Policy 3.5 
Ensure that, where feasible, recreational facilities and open spaces are physically accessible, especially 
for those with limited mobility. 
 

SAFETY AND RESILIENCY ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 
CLIMATE RESILIENCE. PURSUE SYNERGISTIC EFFORTS THAT BOTH ELIMINATE GREENHOUSE 
GASES (CLIMATE MITIGATION) AND PROTECT PEOPLE, THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT, AND 
NATURE FROM THE UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE CLIMATE CRISIS (CLIMATE ADAPTATION). 
 
Policy 2.1.2 
Direct City actions to reduce local contributions towards the climate crisis by mitigating greenhouse 
gasses and by increasing carbon sequestration. 
 
Policy 2.1.4 
Ensure that City projects and private developments provide multi-benefit solutions that mitigate hazard 
risk and contribute to a zero-emission future. 
 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 1 
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND 
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER PARTS 
OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY 
AREA. 

  
 Policy 1.2 
 Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.  

 
Policy 1.3  
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of meeting 
San Francisco's transportation needs, particularly those of commuters. 

 
OBJECTIVE 2  
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT.  
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Policy 2.2  
Reduce pollution, noise and energy consumption. 
 
Policy 2.3  
Design and locate facilities to preserve the historic city fabric and the natural landscape, and to protect 
views. 
 
OBJECTIVE 8  
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE REGIONAL PEDESTRIAN, HIKING AND BIKING ACCESS TO THE 
COAST, THE BAY AND RIDGE TRAILS. 
 
Policy 8.1 
Ensure that the Coast Trail, the Bay Trail and the Ridge Trail remain uninterrupted and unobstructed 
where they pass through San Francisco. 
 
OBJECTIVE 19  
ESTABLISH A STREET HIERARCHY SYSTEM IN WHICH THE FUNCTION AND DESIGN OF EACH 
STREET ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE CHARACTER AND USE OF ADJACENT LAND. 
 
Policy 19.4  
Discourage high-speed through traffic on local streets in residential areas through traffic "calming" 
measures that are designed not to disrupt transit service or bicycle movement. 
 
Policy 19.5  
Mitigate and reduce the impacts of automobile traffic in and around parks and along shoreline 
recreation areas. 
 
OBJECTIVE 27  
EMPLOY A MULTI-DISCIPLINARY APPROACH TO IMPROVING PEDESTRIAN SAFETY 
 
Policy 27.4  
Apply best practices in street design and transportation engineering to improve pedestrian safety 
across the City. 
 
OBJECTIVE 29 
ENSURE THAT BICYCLES CAN BE USED SAFELY AND CONVENIENTLY AS A PRIMARY MEANS OF 
TRANSPORTATION, AS WELL AS FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES. 
 
Policy 29.1  
Expand and improve access for bicycles on city streets and develop a well-marked, comprehensive 
system of bike routes in San Francisco. 
 
Policy 29.8  
Encourage biking as a mode of travel through the design of safer streets, education programs and 
targeted enforcement. 
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Policy 29.9  
Identify and expand recreational bicycling opportunities. 

 
OBJECTIVE 31 
CITY GOVERNMENT SHOULD PLAY A LEADERSHIP ROLE IN INCREASING BICYCLE USE. 
 
Policy 31.1  
Consider the needs of bicycling and the improvement of bicycle accommodations in all city decisions. 
 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 4 
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL SAFETY, 
COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY. 
 
Policy 4.1  
Protect residential areas from the noise, pollution and physical danger of excessive traffic. 
 
Policy 4.8  
Provide convenient access to a variety of recreation opportunities. 
 
Policy 4.9  
Maximize the use of recreation areas for recreational purposes. 
 

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN 

L and Use 
Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 2 
REDESIGN THE GREAT HIGHWAY TO ENHANCE ITS SCENIC QUALITIES AND RECREATIONAL 
USE. 
 
Policy 2.1 
Develop the Great Highway right-of-way as a four lane straight highway with recreational trails for 
bicycle, pedestrian, landscaping, and parking. Emphasize slow pleasure traffic and safe pedestrian 
access to beach. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL CONNECTION BETWEEN GOLDEN GATE PARK AND THE BEACH 
FRONTAGE. 
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Policy 3.1 
Strengthen the visual and physical connection between the park and beach. Emphasize the naturalistic 
landscape qualities of the western end of the park for visitor use. When possible eliminate the Richmond-
Sunset sewer treatment facilities. 
 
OBJECTIVE 6 
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL USE OF SAN FRANCISCOʼS OCEAN BEACH 
SHORELINE. 
 
Policy 6.1 
Continue Ocean Beach as a natural beach area for public recreation. 
 
OBJECTIVE 11 
PRESERVE THE SCALE OF RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ALONG THE 
COASTAL ZONE AREA. 
 
Policy 11.6 
Protect the neighborhood environment of the Richmond and Sunset residential areas from the traffic 
and visitor impacts from the public using adjacent recreation and open space areas. 
 
The Project offers a myriad of public benefits aligned with various policies of the General Plan and Western 
Shoreline Area Plan. It improves public access to and along Ocean Beach, opening a new paved path as a 
safe outdoor recreational corridor for persons of all socioeconomic circumstances and varying physical 
abilities. The Project helps achieve one of the California Coastal Commission’s basic goals and associated 
policies of public coastal access and recreation as mandated by the California Coastal Act of 1976. Moreover, 
the Upper Great Highway runs adjacent to the Great Highway Dune Trail, a segment of the California Coastal 
Trail which is an integrated trail network being developed for over 1,230 miles of California’s coastline. 
Ultimately the Great Highway Pilot Project bolsters the capacity of the area for cyclists and pedestrians; 
enhancing Ocean Beach’s existing recreational qualities as a destination that can be appreciated by both 
local residents and international tourists alike. The Project encourages non-motorized vehicle traffic, which 
ultimately results in less carbon emissions than private automobiles, helping to reduce San Francisco’s 
contributions to the climate crisis and thus aligning with the City’s Climate Action Plan. The City’s Transit-First 
policy prioritizes safe and accessible biking and walking over private automobiles, which this Project also 
supports. Given the pilot is only temporary, the Upper Great Highway will ultimately remain a four-lane 
highway, thus consistent with the Western Shoreline Area Plan which states that the Upper Great Highway 
should be developed as a four-lane highway. Furthermore, even during the pilot period, the Upper Great 
Highway will remain a four-lane highway during nearly all weekdays.  On balance, the Project is consistent 
with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 

 
7. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of 

permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies in that:  

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  
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The Project site does not possess any neighborhood-serving retail uses. However, increased visitors 
to Ocean Beach resulting from the Project can bolster patronage to nearby businesses including 
cafes, restaurants, food trucks, shops, and more.  

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

The Project includes few physical improvements, thus having virtually no impact on the 
neighborhood’s built form. Reduced automobile usage can help improve the neighborhood’s 
physical and visual connection to Ocean Beach and the Pacific Ocean.  

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

The Project does not affect affordable housing. 

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking.  

The Project Site is served by nearby public transportation options including the N-Judah, L-Taraval, 
and 7, 48, and 23 bus lines. To support the pilot Project, RPD and SFMTA are collecting and analyzing 
data such as visitor usage and traffic conditions. No new parking is provided by the Project. Currently 
Ocean Beach visitors can park their vehicles in the vicinity and walk to the beach using Upper Great 
Highway crosswalks.  

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

The Project does not include commercial office development and does not eliminate any industrial 
or service uses.   

F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life 
in an earthquake. 

The Project does not include any structural or seismic improvements.  

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The Project Site does not contain or impact any City Landmarks or historic buildings. 

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development.  
 
The Project fundamentally enhances the City’s open space amenities. It does not propose any 
development that would inhibit the access to sunlight and vistas for existing parks and open space. 
Reduced automobile usage on the Upper Great Highway can improve visual access to Ocean Beach.  
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8. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code provided 
under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character and stability of 
the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.  

9. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Coastal Zone Permit would promote the health, safety 
and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested 
parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials 
submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Coastal Zone Permit Application No. 2022-
007356CTZ subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans 
on file, dated December 9, 2022, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though 
fully set forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Coastal Zone Permit to the 
Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the 
date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board 
of Appeals if appealed to the Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals 
at (628) 652-1150, 49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1475, San Francisco, CA 94103. 
 
Additionally, any aggrieved person may appeal this Coastal Zone Permit to the California Coastal Commission 
within ten (10) working days after the California Coastal Commission receives notice of final action from the 
Planning Department pursuant to the provisions of Section 330.9. Appeals to the California Coastal Commission 
are subject to the aggrieved party provisions in Section 330.2(a). An applicant is required to exhaust local appeals 
before appealing to the California Coastal Commission. For further information about appeals to the California 
Coastal Commission, including current fees, contact the North Central Coast District Office at (415) 904 - 5260. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that is 
imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020. The 
protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of 
the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or 
exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of 
the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.  
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the Project, the Planning 
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s  
Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the development and the City hereby 
gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City has 
already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this document 
does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on November 9, 2023. 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:   Braun, Ruiz , Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Moore, Tanner  

NAYS:  None 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: November 9, 2023  
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EXHIBIT A 
Authorization 

This authorization is for a Coastal Zone Permit to allow the temporary restriction of automobile access on 
w eekends and holidays to the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (approximately 
2 .0 miles) for a car-free bicycle and pedestrian promenade on weekends and holidays through December 31, 2025 
and installation of new swing gates at the north and south ends of the Upper Great Highway; as well as the 
implementation of various traffic calming measures on surrounding streets subject to conditions of approval 
reviewed and approved by the Commission on No vember 9, 2023 under Motion No. 21437. This authorization and 
the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or 
operator. 
 

Recordation of Conditions Of Approval 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning Administrator 
shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and County 
of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the Project is subject to the conditions of 
approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on No vember 9, 2023 under 
Motion No. 21437. 
 

Printing of Conditions of Approval on Plans 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 21437 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the permit application for the Project. The 
Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference the Coastal Zone Permit authorization and any subsequent 
amendments or modifications.  
 

Severability 

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section or any 
part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not affect or impair 
other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys no right to construct, 
or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible party. 
 

Changes and Modifications  

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. Significant 
changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new Conditional Use 
authorization.  
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance,  
Monitoring, and Reporting 

Performance 
1. Expiration and Renewal. This Coastal Zone Permit shall expire on December 31, 2025. Pursuant to Planning 

Code Section 330.13(a) a final decision on an application for an appealable Project shall become effective 
after a 10 working day appeal period to the California Coastal Commission has expired, unless either of the 
following occur: (1) a valid appeal is filed in accordance with City and State regulations, or (2) local government 
requirements are not met per Section 330.6(b). When either of the above occur, the California Coastal 
Commission shall, within five calendar days of receiving notice of that circumstance, notify the local 
government and the applicant that the local government action has been suspended. The applicant shall 
cease construction immediately if that occurs. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
 

2. Extension.  The Zoning Administrator may extend a Coastal Zone Permit prior to its expiration for up to 12 
months from its original date of expiration. Coastal Zone Permit extensions may be granted upon findings that 
the Project continues to be in conformance with the Local Coastal program. 
 
All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator 
where implementation of the Project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal, or a legal challenge and only 
by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 

Monitoring - After Entitlement 
3. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this Motion or 

of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the enforcement 
procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1. The 
Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city departments and agencies for 
appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
 

4. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in complaints from 
interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved by the Project Sponsor 
and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific conditions of approval for the Project as 
set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, 
after which it may hold a public hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE APPELLANT(S) FOR APPEAL NO. 
23-062 



SPEAK SUNSET PARKSIDE EDUCATION AND ACTION COMMITTEE
1329 7th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94122-2507 

January 17, 2024 
Delivered Electronically 

President Rick Swig and Commissioners 
San Francisco Board of Appeals 
49 South Van Ness, Suite 1475 (14th Floor) 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re:  Appellant Brief in Support of Appeal No: 23-062 
Determination Type: Review of Coastal Zone Permit per PC §330.5.1(b) 
BOA Hearing Date: February 7, 2024 

Dear President Swig and Commissioners: 

Motion #21437 is one of a series of Coastal Zone Permits the Planning Commission has 

improperly approved without the City first amending the entire San Francisco Local Coastal 

Program, including the Western Shoreline Area Plan, and securing Coastal Commission 

certification.  [Exhibit A: “Planning Commission Motion #21437 - Coastal Zone Permit 

attached hereto and incorporated by reference]  

Amending the entire Local Coastal Program is an involved public process with input from 

multiple stakeholders. Instead, the Planning Department and Planning Commission are once again 

putting the cart before the horse. In this particular matter, the Planning Commission has taken a 

further improper shortcut by retroactively approving the Coastal Zone Permit nearly a year after the 

start of the Great Highway Pilot Project. 

  “SPEAK” -Sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee (“Appellant”) appeals the 

Coastal Zone Permit approved by the Planning Commission on November 9, 2023 as Motion 

#21437 (Record No. 2022-007356CTZ) and the Coastal Zone Permit application –Upper Great 

Highway between Lincoln Way & Sloat Boulevard; plus surrounding streets [Exhibit B: Coastal 

Zone Permit application and addendum attached hereto and incorporated by reference]. 

Appellant respectfully requests that this Board reverse the Planning Commission’s decision 

and deny the retroactively-approved Coastal Zone Permit.  Appellant requests reversal and denial 

of the permit for the following reasons:  
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1) The Planning Commission erred in approving the Coastal Zone Permit in that the permit and 

application are not consistent with the Local Coastal Program of which the Western 

Shoreline Area Plan is one component.  Further, the Coastal Zone Permit and its 

application are not consistent with the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 

2) The Planning Commission erred in its findings that:  

A) “the project is consistent with the relevant provisions of the Planning Code”  

B)  “the Local Coastal Program shall be the Western Shoreline Area Plan”  

C)  “the project is consistent with the objectives and policies of the Western Shoreline Area 

Plan.”  

 [Exhibit A, pdf p. 18, Planning Comm. Motion #21437 Coastal Zone Permit p. 4, Findings 
#5] 
 

For these reasons, the Planning Commission approved the Coastal Zone Permit in error and 

this Board must reverse. 

 

A. BOARD OF APPEALS AUTHORITY 

      Planning Code §330.5.1(b), provides that the Board of Appeals shall review all 

appeals of coastal zone permit applications. This code section is also part of the Coastal 

Zone Permit Review Procedures component of the San Francisco Local Coastal Program 

(LCP) certified by the California Coastal Commission as provided for by the California 

Coastal Act which is codified in the California Public Resources Code §30108.6, §30355, 

§30403 and §30500-§30526.  

 

B. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

      Planning Code §330.5.1(b), included in the Coastal Zone Permit Review Procedures 

component of the certified Local Coastal Program, provides that the Board of Appeals shall 

review all appeals of coastal zone permit applications “for consistency with the requirements 

and objectives of the San Francisco Local Coastal Program.” 
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      Planning Code §330.5.2, also in the Coastal Zone Permit Review Procedures 

component of the certified Local Coastal Program,  provides that the Board of Appeals shall 

adopt factual findings that the project is consistent or not consistent with the Local Coastal 

Program. 

 

C. LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM AND CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT 

The Legislature passed the California Coastal Act of 1976 to protect coastal 

resources and maximize public access to the shoreline. The act made the Coastal 

Commission a permanent state agency with broad authority to regulate development within 

a defined coastal zone.  

The Coastal Act provides for the Coastal Commission’s certification of local coastal 

programs prepared by counties and cities located in whole or in part within the Coastal 

Zone. Coastal Act §30108.6 defines a local coastal program as: 

“a local government’s  (a) land use plans, (b) zoning ordinances,  
(c) zoning district maps, and (d) within sensitive coastal resources  
areas, other implementing actions, which, when taken together, meet the 
requirements of, and implement the provisions and policies of, this division  
at the local level.”  
 
All of these components other than the land use plan are collectively considered 

implementation components. The statute requires that each of these components be 

certified by the Coastal Commission before they become operative [Coastal Act §30501].  

The Coastal Commission certified the San Francisco Local Coastal Program (LCP) 

on March 14, 1986. The 4 certified LCP components include: 

1) Coastal Zone Permit Review Procedures [Exhibit C: Coastal Zone Permit Review 
Procedures component of certified Local Coastal Program attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference] 
 

2) Neighborhood Commercial Rezoning with zoning sections of the Planning Code  
[Exhibit D: Neighborhood Commercial Rezoning component of certified Local 
Coastal Program attached hereto and incorporated by reference],  
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3) Variances section of the Planning Code [Exhibit E: Variances section of Planning 
Code component of certified Local Coastal Program attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference] and  
 

4) Land use plan (amended on May 10, 2018). [Exhibit F: Land Use Plan/Western 
Shoreline Area Plan component of certified Local Coastal Program attached 
hereto and incorporated by reference] 

 
The Coastal Commission has certified only one amendment to San Francisco’s Local 

Coastal Program. On May 10, 2018, the Coastal Commission certified an amendment only 

to the land use component of the Local Coastal Program. The amended land use plan 

component is also known as the Western Shoreline Area Plan which is part of San 

Francisco’s General Plan. The Coastal Commission staff report for the May 10, 2018 

hearing on the amendment states:  

“Commission staff  have discussed the need for a full LCP update  
with the City…To be clear, however, this amendment is not that update.” 
[Exhibit G, California Coastal Commission Staff Report for May 10, 2018, page 2,  
pdf page 270] 
 
[Exhibit G: California Coastal Commission Staff Report for May 10, 2018 
meeting attached hereto and incorporated by reference] 
 
San Francisco has since failed to update its Local Coastal Program, and therefore 

the Coastal Commission has not certified any additional amendments to the LCP which was 

originally certified on March 14, 1986. Accordingly, other components including the 

Neighborhood Commercial Rezoning, Coastal Zone Permit Review Procedures, and 

Variances section of the Planning Code certified by the Coastal Commission on March 14, 

1986 remain components of San Francisco’s current Local Coastal Program. Accordingly, 

applications for coastal zone permits must be consistent with the requirements and 

objectives of these LCP components. 

Once a local coastal program is certified by the Coastal Commission, original coastal 

zone permit jurisdiction resides with the local government. The exception is certain lands 

such as tidelands and submerged lands below the mean high tide for which the Coastal 

Commission retains original jurisdiction. 
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D. PROJECT 

 
Many elderly and disabled people are unable to walk to Ocean Beach. They 
access Ocean Beach and the coast by driving along the Upper Great Highway. 
 

The project includes two components: 

1) Great Highway Pilot- The pilot program would close the Upper Great Highway 

from Lincoln Way to Sloat Boulevard to private vehicles every Friday at noon until 

6 a.m. every Monday. The Upper Great Highway would also be closed to vehicles 

on holidays. This section of the Upper Great Highway is 2 miles long. 

2) “Traffic Calming” Tools- The tools include detour and warning signs, turn 

restrictions, speed tables, speed cushions, and stop signs. These tools divert 

traffic to Sunset Boulevard, Lincoln Way, 19th Avenue and Sloat Boulevard.  

 

On November 9, 2023, the Planning Commission retroactively approved a Coastal 

Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway project in Motion #21437 [Exhibit A, pdf p. 15]. 

The permit was issued and approved retroactively in that on December 6, 2022, the Board 
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of Supervisors approved the Great Highway Pilot Project ordinance authorizing the closing 

of the Great Highway to passenger vehicles from noon on Friday until 6 a.m. on Monday. 

The ordinance failed to mention that the project is in the Coastal Zone let alone the 

necessity for a Coastal Zone Permit under the Planning Code, the Local Coastal Program 

and the Coastal Act. Further, the Recreation and Parks Department failed to apply for a 

Coastal Zone Permit before the Board of Supervisors considered the ordinance [Exhibit H, 

pdf page 310].  [Exhibit H: Executive Summary by Planning staff; Planning 

Commission Draft Motion with Plans and Renderings; Board of Supervisors 

Ordinance #258-22 attached hereto and incorporated by reference] 

§ 330.5.1(a) of the Coastal Zone Permit Review Procedures component of the 

certified Local Coastal Program (also in the Planning Code) requires that the Planning 

Department review all applications for Coastal Zone Permits within the Coastal Zone for 

consistency with the requirements and objectives of the Local Coastal Program. Either this 

review did not occur or this review was flawed or incomplete as the following argument 

establishes. 

[Exhibit C, pdf p. 92, LCP Coastal Zone Permit Review Procedures, § 330.5.1(a)] 

 

E. ARGUMENT 

1. Retroactive Coastal Zone Permit and Application Not Consistent with Certified 
Local Coastal Program and Not Consistent with Planning Code 

 
The certified Local Coastal Program does not authorize retroactive or after-

the-fact issuance or approval of Coastal Zone Permits. In particular, the Coastal Zone 

Permit Review Procedures of the certified Local Coastal Program includes neither 

express nor implied authorization of retroactive Coastal Zone Permits. Neither does 

Planning Code § 330 which addresses Coastal Zone Permits. Further, the application 

for Coastal Zone Permit fails to mention that the permit would be retroactive and the 
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Notice of Public Hearing improperly fails to inform the public that the Planning 

Commission would consider the application retroactively.  

While the Planning Department’s Executive Summary notes that the “Coastal 

Zone Authorization is being sought retroactively,” the Executive Summary cites no 

legal authority as the basis for retroactive action [Exhibit H: Executive Summary, 

page 1, 5th sentence, pdf page 285] .This is because no legal authority exists. 

Clearly, a retroactive permit is not consistent with the certified Local Coastal 

Program, and this Board must deny the permit on this basis alone.  

 

2. Project Fails to Conform to Public Access Policies of Coastal Act (Public 
Resources Code § 30210) 

 

The project would deny or limit access to Ocean Beach and the coast in that 

many surfers and others who do not live in the immediate vicinity of Ocean Beach 

drive there on the Upper Great Highway, park and walk to the beach. Further, many 

elderly and disabled people are unable to walk to Ocean Beach. They access Ocean 

Beach and the coast by driving along the Upper Great Highway, taking in the view 

and perhaps rolling down the car window and breathing in fresh air. For many elderly 

and disabled in San Francisco, a drive along the 2-mile stretch of Ocean Beach from 

Lincoln to Sloat is a highlight of their week. The Coastal Act § 30210 carries out the 

requirement for “maximum access” contained in the California Constitution which is 

rooted in common law (public trust doctrine). This project clearly is not consistent with 

the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 

 
3. The  Coastal Zone Permit and CZP Application are Not Consistent with the Land 

Use Component  of the Certified Local Coastal Program (Western Shoreline Area 
Plan) 

 
A. Policy 2.1 of the Western Shoreline Area Plan states: 
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“Develop the Great Highway right-of-way as a four lane 
straight highway with recreational trails for bicycle,  
pedestrian, landscaping, and parking. 
[Exhibit F, pdf page 258]  

   
Nothing in this policy authorizes closing the four-lane highway to passenger 

vehicles. In fact, Policy 2.1 mentions parking and emphasizes access for recreational 

use. Likewise, Policy 2.6 states: 

 
 “Provide permanent parking for normal use required by 
 beach users in the Great Highway corridor…” 
 [Exhibit F, pdf page 258] 

 
Even the permit holder admits in the application for a Coastal Zone Permit that 

the project is not consistent with Policy 2.1. The supplemental attachment to the 

Coastal Zone Permit states: 

 “The proposed project is partially consistent with this policy.”  
 
[Exhibit B: Coastal Zone Permit application, addendum page 17, pdf page 54] 
 

Policy 12.4 of the Western Shoreline Area Plan states: 

 
 “…Public recreational access facilities…, public infrastructure  

(e.g. public roads, sidewalks, and public utilities) and coastal- 
dependent development shall be sited and designed in such a  
way as to limit potential impacts…” 

   [Exhibit F, pdf page 266] 
 

Clearly, Policy 12.4 does not provide for closing the Great Highway between 

Lincoln and Sloat to passenger vehicles. Rather, this policy addresses siting public 

roads in a responsible manner. This policy maintains rather than limits appropriate 

access to the coastline and Ocean Beach. Therefore, the Coastal Zone Permit and 

its application are not consistent with Policy 12.4. 

 

4. The Coastal Zone Permit and the CZP Application are Not Consistent with the 
Implementation Components of the Certified Local Coastal Program 
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A. The Coastal Zone Permit Review Procedures component of the certified Local 

Coastal Program sets out the statutory requirements for reviewing Coastal Zone 

Permit applications. Specifically, § 330.5.1 requires that the Planning Department 

review all Coastal Zone Permit applications for consistency with the requirements 

and objectives of the Local Coastal Program. Further, § 330.5.2 provides that a 

Coastal Zone Permit shall be approved only upon findings of fact establishing that 

the project conforms to the requirements and objectives of the San Francisco Local 

Coastal Program. 

Yet Finding #5 of the Coastal Zone Permit (Motion #21437) renders the permit 

defective on this statutory requirement in that it erroneously states that “the Local 

Coastal Program shall be the Western Shoreline Area Plan” thereby limiting the 

finding of fact to consistency only with the land use component and not the entire 

certified Local Coastal Program which also includes three implementation 

components [Exhibit A, pdf page 18]. The implementation components contain 

numerous statutory requirements. 

 

B. The Coastal Zone Permit and its application are not consistent with the 

Neighborhood Commercial Rezoning component of the certified Local Coastal 

Program. Objective 8 of the Neighborhood Commercial Rezoning states: 

“Maintain and strengthen viable neighborhood commercial 
areas easily accessible to city residents.” 
[Exhibit D, pdf page112] 

 

The project would make NC-2 Small-Scale Commercial areas within the 

Coastal Zone far more difficult to access which is not consistent with Objective 8. 

Upper Great Highway is adjacent to NC-2 Small-Scale Neighborhood Commercial 

zoning within the Coastal Zone. This zoning includes Lincoln to Irving along the lower 

Great Highway and Sloat Boulevard from 39th Avenue to the lower Great Highway. 
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The close proximity within the Coastal Zone of the Upper Great Highway to NC-2 

Small-Scale Neighborhood Commercial means that closing the Upper Great Highway 

to passenger vehicles on the weekends has a substantial impact on this zoning.  

 

5. The project is Not Consistent with the Relevant Provisions of the Planning Code 
 

Contrary to Finding #5 of the Coastal Zone Permit (Motion #21437), the project is not 

consistent with the relevant provisions of the Planning Code including P.C. § 330.  

P.C. § 330 (a) states:  “The purpose of Sections 330 through 330.16 is to implement the 

process of reviewing projects within the Coastal Zone for consistency with the San 

Francisco Local Coastal Program as required by the California Coastal Act of 1976 as 

amended.” Therefore, the lack of consistency with the Local Coastal Program as outlined 

above also constitutes a lack of consistency with the Planning Code. 

 

Further, Planning Code § 330.6 requires that the Planning Department notify the Coastal 

Commission in writing within 10 calendar days of the filing of a Coastal Zone Permit 

application with the Planning Department. This did not occur in violation of this code 

section.  

 
6. Planning Commission’s Finding is False that “the Local Coastal Program Shall Be 

the Western Shoreline Area Plan.” 
 

Finding #5 of the Coastal Zone Permit (Motion #21437) inaccurately states that 

“Pursuant to Planning Code Section 330.2, the Local Coastal Program shall be the 

Western Shoreline Area Plan, a part of the City’s General Plan.” [Exhibit A, page 4, pdf 

page 18] This is a misleading statement at best in that P.C. § 330.2(d) states: 

  “The "Local Coastal Program" shall be the San Francisco Western  
Shoreline Plan, a part of the City's General Plan, and any of its  
implementation programs issue papers and any other documents  
certified by the California Coastal Commission.” 
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In fact, the Local Coastal Program includes three implementation components not 

included in Finding #5: Coastal Zone Permit Review Procedures, Neighborhood 

Commercial Rezoning with zoning sections of the Planning Code, and the Variances 

section of the Planning Code. This omission is glaring and convenient in that neither the 

Coastal Zone Permit application nor the permit itself is consistent with these 

implementation components. 

Further, Planning Code § 330.5.2, also part of the Coastal Zone Permit Review 

Procedures component of the certified Local Coastal Program, states: 

A Coastal Zone permit shall be approved only upon findings of  
fact establishing that the project conforms to the requirements  
and objectives of the San Francisco Local Coastal Program. 
[Exhibit C: pdf page 93] 
 

  There was no such finding of fact in that the Coastal Zone Permit (Motion #21437)  

states that the project is consistent only with the Western Shoreline Area Plan and 

erroneously states that the Local Coastal Program “shall be” the Western Shoreline Area 

Plan even though the Western Shoreline Area Plan is but one component of the certified 

Local Coastal Program. [Exhibit A, page 4, pdf page 18] Accordingly, the Coastal Zone 

Permit was erroneously approved without a finding of fact establishing that the 

project conforms to the requirements and objectives of the entire Local Coastal 

Program in violation of P.C. § 330.5.2. Therefore, this permit must be denied as a 

matter of law. 

F. FACTUAL FINDINGS 

Planning Code §330.5.1(b) of the Coastal Zone Permit Review Procedures of the 

certified LCP provides that the Board of Appeals shall review all appeals of coastal zone 

permit applications for consistency with the requirements and objectives of the San 

Francisco Local Coastal Program. [Exhibit C, pdf p 93]. Section §330.5.2 provides that 

the Board of Appeals shall adopt factual findings that the project is consistent or not 

consistent with the Local Coastal Program. [Exhibit C, pdf p. 93]. 
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EXHIBIT A 



 

Planning Commission Motion NO. 21437 
HEARING DATE: NOVEMBER 9, 2023 

Record No.: 2022-007356CTZ 
Project Address: Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way & Sloat Boulevard; plus surrounding streets 
Zoning: Various 
Cultural District: Sunset Chinese Cultural District 
Block/Lot: N/A 
Project Sponsor: Brian Stokle 

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department 
49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1200 

 San Francisco, CA 
Property Owner: City and County of San Francisco 
Staff Contact: Alex Westhoff – (628) 652-7314 
 alex.westhoff@sfgov.org 
 
 
AADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A COASTAL ZONE PERMIT PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 330 TO PERMIT TEMPORARY RESTRICTION OF AUTOMOBILE ACCESS TO THE UPPER GREAT HIGHWAY 
BETWEEN LINCOLN WAY AND SLOAT BOULEVARD (APPROX. 2.0 MILES) FOR A CAR-FREE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN 
PROMENADE ON WEEKENDS AND HOLIDAYS THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2025; AS WELL AS THE IMPLEMENTATION 
OF VARIOUS TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES ON SURROUNDING STREETS; IN DISTRICTS INCLUDING THE PUBLIC 
(P), NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SMALL-SCALE (NC-2), RESIDENTIAL-MIXED L OW DENSITY (RM-1), 
RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, ONE FAMILY (RH-1), RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, TWO FAMILY (RH-2), AND RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, 
THREE FAMILY (RH-3) ZONING DISTRICTS AND OS, 40-X, AND 100-A HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS AND AFFIRMING 
THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S EXEMPT DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMNETAL QUALITY 
ACT.   
 

PREAMBLE 
On January 18, 2023, the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed 
Application No. 2022-007356CTZ (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter 
“Department”) for a Coastal Zone Permit for the Great Highway Pilot Project to allow for weekend and holiday 
closure of the Upper Great Highway to automobile traffic on a temporary basis, and for surrounding traffic calming 
measures.  
 



Motion No. 21437  RECORD NO. 2022-007356CTZ 
November 9, 2023  Great Highway Pilot Project 
 

  2  

The Great Highway Pilot Project is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) 
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.25. The CEQA determination is attached as Exhibit F. 
 
The traffic calming measures are exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 
categorical exemption. The CEQA determination is attached as Exhibit G. 
 
On November 9, 2023, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Coastal Zone Permit Authorization Application No. 
2022-007356CTZ. 
 
The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the Custodian of Records; the File for Record No. 2022-
007356CTZ is located at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further 
considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff, and other 
interested parties. 
 
MMOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Coastal Zone Permit as requested in Application No. 2022-
007356CTZ, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following findings: 
 

FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, 
this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 

2. Project Description. The Coastal Zone Permit is required for the Great Highway Pilot Project including 
related traffic calming measures. In April 2020, the Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) at the 
recommendation of Supervisor Gordon Mar and in consultation with Mayor London N. Breed, temporarily 
closed the four-lane Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard to automobiles. The 
closure was a response to the unprecedented COVID-19 pandemic to allow for safe, distanced outdoor 
recreation. In August 2021, the City modified vehicular restrictions to apply only during weekends, 
beginning Fridays at noon and ending Monday at 6 a.m., in addition to holidays.   

On December 6, 2022, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (BOS) passed an ordinance (Board File 
220875) amending the Park Code to restrict private vehicles on the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln 
Way and Sloat Boulevard on weekends and holidays until December 31, 2025. The restriction was 
proposed as a pilot effort, including studies and analysis of the car-free use of the Upper Great Highway 
to inform a long-term plan for the future of this space. The ordinance specified: 

“Upon enactment of this ordinance, the Recreation and Park Department intends to apply to the Planning 
Department for a permit to ensure compliance with any coastal development requirements. The Planning 
Commission will review the application at a public hearing to determine whether the permit will be issued, 
as required by law.” 
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Few physical changes related to the Upper Great Highway weekend closures are proposed. Currently there 
are two existing fixed swing gates, one at the northbound entry and one at the southbound entry. The 
existing gates are closed when excessive amounts of sand or flood water accumulate on the road and 
make it unsafe for car travel, as well as when the road functions as a promenade. Traffic cones and 
moveable gates are currently being placed on the northeast and southwest exits to serve as traffic barriers 
during the weekends and holidays. RPD is proposing installation of new swing gates installed in a chicane 
layout (i.e., staggered and on opposite sides of the roadway) to allow emergency vehicles to access the 
westernmost lanes of the roadway without needing to stop and open the gates. This design supports the 
continued recreational use of the beach while also enhancing the safe recreational use of the roadway by 
pedestrians and bicyclists during private vehicular closure times for promenade use, or during sand/water 
accumulation events. 
 
Related improvements include traffic calming measures constructed by the San Francisco Municipal 
Transit Agency (SFMTA), for the safety of pedestrian and cyclists. The measures aimed to reduce traffic 
volumes and speeds on local streets which saw an increase in automobile traffic resulting from the Upper 
Great Highway closure. In spring 2020, eight detour and warning signs, a road closure barricade, five turn 
restrictions, and five speed tables were constructed at the intersections of Great Highway along Lincoln 
Way and Sloat Boulevard and in the adjacent neighborhood to support the Upper Great Highway closure 
to private vehicles. In April 2021, additional tools were added, including 24 speed cushions, one speed 
table, and 12 stop signs. In August 2021, when the Upper Great Highway was reopened to weekday 
vehicular use, some of the tools were no longer necessary and thus removed. In November 2021, 
additional stop signs were added to the Lower Great Highway at Ortega and Ulloa streets. Exhibit G 
documents SFMTA approvals of the traffic calming measures.  
 

3. Site Description and Present Use.  The Project Site includes a roughly 2-mile stretch of the Upper Great 
Highway within the Public Zoning District in the Western Shoreline Area plan, bound by Lincoln Way to the 
North, Sloat Boulevard to the South, Ocean Beach/Pacific Ocean to the West and the Lower Great Highway 
to the East within the Outer Sunset neighborhood. The Upper Great Highway, developed in 1929, is a four-
lane straight highway, divided by a narrow median.  

4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. Ocean Beach is a popular recreational hub for surfing and 
other beach-related activities, and is part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, which is 
administered by the National Park Service. The sloped, vegetated median separating the Upper and Lower 
Great Highways is managed by the RPD and also includes a 10-foot wide asphalt multi-use recreational 
pathway.  

The traffic calming measures implemented by SFMTA are located throughout the adjacent surrounding 
neighborhood spanning multiple Zoning Districts including NC-2, RM-1, RH-2, and RH-3. The surrounding 
neighborhood is predominately residential, characterized by one to two story single- or double- family 
homes with some larger multi-family apartments.  

The Project is also located within the boundaries of the Sunset Chinese Cultural District, which was 
established in July 2021. The District’s mission is to recognize the neighborhood’s history, preserve the 
legacy and traditions uniquely born in the Sunset, recognize and memorialize the Chinese American 
experience, and preserve and increase the depth and impact of the Chinese American legacy in San 



Motion No. 21437  RECORD NO. 2022-007356CTZ 
November 9, 2023  Great Highway Pilot Project 
 

  4  

Francisco. Currently, this Cultural District does not include any land use regulations that apply to the 
Project. 
 

5. Planning Code Compliance.  The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant 
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

The Project falls within the Coastal Zone Permit Area and is subject to Coastal Zone Permit Review 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 330. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 330.2, the Local Coastal 
Program shall be the San Francsico Western Shoreline Plan, a part of the City’s General Plan. The project 
is consistent with objectives and policies of the Western Shoreline Plan as outlined in this motion.   

6. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and 
Policies of the General Plan: 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF THE BAY, OCEAN, AND SHORELINE AREAS. 
 
Policy 3.1 
Cooperate with and otherwise support regulatory programs of existing regional, State, and Federal 
agencies dealing with the Bay, Ocean, and Shorelines.  

 
Policy 3.2 
Promote the use and development of shoreline areas consistent with the General Plan and the best 
interest of San Francisco. 
 
OBJECTIVE 7 
ASSURE THAT THE LAND RESOURCES IN SAN FRANCISCO ARE USED IN WAYS THAT BOTH 
RESPECT AND PRESERVE THE NATURAL VALUES OF THE LAND AND SERVE THE BEST INTERESTS 
OF ALL THE CITY S CITI ENS. 
 
Policy 7.1 
Preserve and add to public open space in accordance with the objectives and policies of the Recreation 
and Open Space Element.  
 
OBJECTIVE 9 
REDUCE TRANSPORTATION-RELATED NOISE. 
 
Policy 9.2 
Impose traffic restrictions to reduce transportation noise.  
 
OBJECTIVE 15 
INCREASE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF TRANSPORTATION AND ENCOURAGE LAND USE 
PATTERNS AND METHODS OF TRANSPORTATION WHICH USE LESS ENERGY. 

Evan Rosen
Highlight

Evan Rosen
Highlight
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Policy 15.1 
Increase the use of transportation alternatives to the automobile.   
 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

OOb jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 1 
ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILI ED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE SYSTEM. 
 
Policy 1.1 
Encourage the dynamic and flexible use of existing open spaces and promote a variety of recreation and 
open space uses, where appropriate. 
 
Policy 1.4 
Prioritize the better utilization of McLaren Park, Ocean Beach, the Southeastern Waterfront and other 
underutilized significant open spaces. 
 

 OBJECTIVE 2 
INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TEM NEEDS OF THE CITY AND 
BAY REGION. 
 
Policy 2.2 
Provide and promote a balanced recreation system which offers a variety of high quality recreational 
opportunities for all San Franciscans. 
 
Policy 2.4 
Support the development of signature public open spaces along the shoreline. 
 
Policy 2.7 
Expand partnerships among open space agencies, transit agencies, private sector and nonprofit 
institutions to acquire, develop and/or manage existing open spaces. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE. 
 
Policy 3.1  
Creatively develop existing publicly owned right-of-ways and streets into open space. 

 
Policy 3.3 
Develop and enhance the City s recreational trail system, linking to the regional hiking and biking trail 
system and considering restoring historic water courses to improve stormwater management. 
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Policy 3.4 
Encourage non-auto modes of transportation – transit, bicycle and pedestrian access—to and from open 
spaces while reducing automobile traffic and parking in public open spaces. 
 
Policy 3.5 
Ensure that, where feasible, recreational facilities and open spaces are physically accessible, especially 
for those with limited mobility. 
 

SAFETY AND RESILIENCY ELEMENT 

OOb jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 
CLIMATE RESILIENCE. PURSUE SYNERGISTIC EFFORTS THAT BOTH ELIMINATE GREENHOUSE 
GASES (CLIMATE MITIGATION) AND PROTECT PEOPLE, THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT, AND 
NATURE FROM THE UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE CLIMATE CRISIS (CLIMATE ADAPTATION). 
 
Policy 2.1.2 
Direct City actions to reduce local contributions towards the climate crisis by mitigating greenhouse 
gasses and by increasing carbon sequestration. 
 
Policy 2.1.4 
Ensure that City projects and private developments provide multi-benefit solutions that mitigate hazard 
risk and contribute to a zero-emission future. 
 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 1 
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND 
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER PARTS 
OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY 
AREA. 

  
 Policy 1.2 
 Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.  

 
Policy 1.3  
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of meeting 
San Francisco's transportation needs, particularly those of commuters. 

 
OBJECTIVE 2  
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT.  
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Policy 2.2  
Reduce pollution, noise and energy consumption. 
 
Policy 2.3  
Design and locate facilities to preserve the historic city fabric and the natural landscape, and to protect 
views. 
 
OBJECTIVE 8  
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE REGIONAL PEDESTRIAN, HIKING AND BIKING ACCESS TO THE 
COAST, THE BAY AND RIDGE TRAILS. 
 
Policy 8.1 
Ensure that the Coast Trail, the Bay Trail and the Ridge Trail remain uninterrupted and unobstructed 
where they pass through San Francisco. 
 
OBJECTIVE 19  
ESTABLISH A STREET HIERARCHY SYSTEM IN WHICH THE FUNCTION AND DESIGN OF EACH 
STREET ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE CHARACTER AND USE OF ADJACENT LAND. 
 
Policy 19.4  
Discourage high-speed through traffic on local streets in residential areas through traffic "calming" 
measures that are designed not to disrupt transit service or bicycle movement. 
 
Policy 19.5  
Mitigate and reduce the impacts of automobile traffic in and around parks and along shoreline 
recreation areas. 
 
OBJECTIVE 27  
EMPLOY A MULTI-DISCIPLINARY APPROACH TO IMPROVING PEDESTRIAN SAFETY 
 
Policy 27.4  
Apply best practices in street design and transportation engineering to improve pedestrian safety 
across the City. 
 
OBJECTIVE 29 
ENSURE THAT BICYCLES CAN BE USED SAFELY AND CONVENIENTLY AS A PRIMARY MEANS OF 
TRANSPORTATION, AS WELL AS FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES. 
 
Policy 29.1  
Expand and improve access for bicycles on city streets and develop a well-marked, comprehensive 
system of bike routes in San Francisco. 
 
Policy 29.8  
Encourage biking as a mode of travel through the design of safer streets, education programs and 
targeted enforcement. 
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Policy 29.9  
Identify and expand recreational bicycling opportunities. 

 
OBJECTIVE 31 
CITY GOVERNMENT SHOULD PLAY A LEADERSHIP ROLE IN INCREASING BICYCLE USE. 
 
Policy 31.1  
Consider the needs of bicycling and the improvement of bicycle accommodations in all city decisions. 
 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

OOb jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 4 
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL SAFETY, 
COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY. 
 
Policy 4.1  
Protect residential areas from the noise, pollution and physical danger of excessive traffic. 
 
Policy 4.8  
Provide convenient access to a variety of recreation opportunities. 
 
Policy 4.9  
Maximize the use of recreation areas for recreational purposes. 
 

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN 

L and Use 
Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 2 
REDESIGN THE GREAT HIGHWAY TO ENHANCE ITS SCENIC QUALITIES AND RECREATIONAL 
USE. 
 
Policy 2.1 
Develop the Great Highway right-of-way as a four lane straight highway with recreational trails for 
bicycle, pedestrian, landscaping, and parking. Emphasize slow pleasure traffic and safe pedestrian 
access to beach. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL CONNECTION BETWEEN GOLDEN GATE PARK AND THE BEACH 
FRONTAGE. 
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Policy 3.1 
Strengthen the visual and physical connection between the park and beach. Emphasize the naturalistic 
landscape qualities of the western end of the park for visitor use. When possible eliminate the Richmond-
Sunset sewer treatment facilities. 
 
OBJECTIVE 6 
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL USE OF SAN FRANCISCO S OCEAN BEACH 
SHORELINE. 
 
Policy 6.1 
Continue Ocean Beach as a natural beach area for public recreation. 
 
OBJECTIVE 11 
PRESERVE THE SCALE OF RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ALONG THE 
COASTAL ONE AREA. 
 
Policy 11.6 
Protect the neighborhood environment of the Richmond and Sunset residential areas from the traffic 
and visitor impacts from the public using adjacent recreation and open space areas. 
 
The Project offers a myriad of public benefits aligned with various policies of the General Plan and Western 
Shoreline Area Plan. It improves public access to and along Ocean Beach, opening a new paved path as a 
safe outdoor recreational corridor for persons of all socioeconomic circumstances and varying physical 
abilities. The Project helps achieve one of the California Coastal Commission’s basic goals and associated 
policies of public coastal access and recreation as mandated by the California Coastal Act of 1976. Moreover, 
the Upper Great Highway runs adjacent to the Great Highway Dune Trail, a segment of the California Coastal 
Trail which is an integrated trail network being developed for over 1,230 miles of California’s coastline. 
Ultimately the Great Highway Pilot Project bolsters the capacity of the area for cyclists and pedestrians; 
enhancing Ocean Beach’s existing recreational qualities as a destination that can be appreciated by both 
local residents and international tourists alike. The Project encourages non-motorized vehicle traffic, which 
ultimately results in less carbon emissions than private automobiles, helping to reduce San Francisco’s 
contributions to the climate crisis and thus aligning with the City’s Climate Action Plan. The City’s Transit-First 
policy prioritizes safe and accessible biking and walking over private automobiles, which this Project also 
supports. Given the pilot is only temporary, the Upper Great Highway will ultimately remain a four-lane 
highway, thus consistent with the Western Shoreline Area Plan which states that the Upper Great Highway 
should be developed as a four-lane highway. Furthermore, even during the pilot period, the Upper Great 
Highway will remain a four-lane highway during nearly all weekdays.  On balance, the Project is consistent 
with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 

 
7. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of 

permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies in that:  

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.   
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The Project site does not possess any neighborhood-serving retail uses. However, increased visitors 
to Ocean Beach resulting from the Project can bolster patronage to nearby businesses including 
cafes, restaurants, food trucks, shops, and more.  

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

The Project includes few physical improvements, thus having virtually no impact on the 
neighborhood’s built form. Reduced automobile usage can help improve the neighborhood’s 
physical and visual connection to Ocean Beach and the Pacific Ocean.  

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

The Project does not affect affordable housing. 

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking.  

The Project Site is served by nearby public transportation options including the N-Judah, L-Taraval, 
and 7, 48, and 23 bus lines. To support the pilot Project, RPD and SFMTA are collecting and analyzing 
data such as visitor usage and traffic conditions. No new parking is provided by the Project. Currently 
Ocean Beach visitors can park their vehicles in the vicinity and walk to the beach using Upper Great 
Highway crosswalks.  

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

The Project does not include commercial office development and does not eliminate any industrial 
or service uses.   

F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life 
in an earthquake. 

The Project does not include any structural or seismic improvements.  

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The Project Site does not contain or impact any City Landmarks or historic buildings. 

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development.  
 
The Project fundamentally enhances the City’s open space amenities. It does not propose any 
development that would inhibit the access to sunlight and vistas for existing parks and open space. 
Reduced automobile usage on the Upper Great Highway can improve visual access to Ocean Beach.  
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8. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code provided 
under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character and stability of 
the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.  

9. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Coastal Zone Permit would promote the health, safety 
and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested 
parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials 
submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Coastal Zone Permit Application No. 2022-
007356CTZZ subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans 
on file, dated December 9, 2022, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though 
fully set forth.. 

APPEALL ANDD EFFECTIVEE DATEE OFF MOTION:: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Coastal Zone Permit to the
Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the 
date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board 
of Appeals if appealed to the Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals
at (628) 652-1150, 49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1475, San Francisco, CA 94103.

Additionally,, any aggrieved person may appeal this Coastal Zone Permit to the California Coastal Commission 
within ten (10) working days after the California Coastal Commission receives notice of final action from the 
Planning Department pursuant to the provisions of Section 330.9. Appeals to the California Coastal Commission 
are subject to the aggrieved party provisions in Section 330.2(a). An applicant is required to exhaust local appeals 
before appealing to the California Coastal Commission. For further information about appeals to the California 
Coastal Commission, including current fees, contact the North Central Coast District Office at (415) 904 - 5260.

Protestt off Feee orr Exaction:: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that is 
imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020. The 
protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of 
the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or 
exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of 
the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.  

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the Project, the Planning 
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s  
Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the development and the City hereby 
gives NNOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City has 
already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this document 
does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on November 9, 2023. 

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES:   Braun, Ruiz , Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Moore, Tanner  

NAYS:  None

ABSENT: None

ADOPTED: November 9, 2023

I herereeeeeeeeeeerereeereeeeeeereereeeeereeeeeereereeeeeeeeerereeeeereereeeeeeeeeeeeebybbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbb  cereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee tify t

Jonas P Ionin
Jonas P Ionin Digitally signed by Jonas P Ionin 

Date: 2023.11.21 15:17:24 -08'00'
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EXHIBIT A 
Authorization 

This authorization is for a Coastal Zone Permit to allow the temporary  restriction of automobile access on 
w eekends and holidays to the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (approximately 
2 .0 miles) for a car-free bicycle and pedestrian promenade on weekends and holidays through December 31, 2025 
and installation of new swing gates at the north and south ends of the Upper Great Highway; as well as the 
implementation of various traffic calming measures on surrounding streets subject to conditions of approval 
reviewed and approved by the Commission on No vember 9, 2023 under Motion No. 221437. This authorization and 
the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or 
operator. 
 

Recordation of Conditions Of Approval 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning Administrator 
shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and County 
of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the Project is subject to the conditions of 
approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on No vember 9, 2023 under 
Motion No. 21437. 
 

Printing of Conditions of Approval on Plans 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 221437 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the permit application for the Project. The 
Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference the Coastal Zone Permit authorization and any subsequent 
amendments or modifications.  
 

Severability 

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section or any 
part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not affect or impair 
other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys no right to construct, 
or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible party. 
 

Changes and Modifications  

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. Significant 
changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new Conditional Use 
authorization.  
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance,  
Monitoring, and Reporting 

Performance 
1. Expiration and Renewal. This Coastal Zone Permit shall expire on December 31, 2025. Pursuant to Planning 

Code Section 330.13(a) a final decision on an application for an appealable Project shall become effective 
after a 10 working day appeal period to the California Coastal Commission has expired, unless either of the 
following occur: (1) a valid appeal is filed in accordance with City and State regulations, or (2) local government 
requirements are not met per Section 330.6(b). When either of the above occur, the California Coastal 
Commission shall, within five calendar days of receiving notice of that circumstance, notify the local 
government and the applicant that the local government action has been suspended. The applicant shall 
cease construction immediately if that occurs. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
 

2. Extension..  The Zoning Administrator may extend a Coastal Zone Permit prior to its expiration for up to 12 
months from its original date of expiration. Coastal Zone Permit extensions may be granted upon findings that 
the Project continues to be in conformance with the Local Coastal program. 
 
All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator 
where implementation of the Project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal, or a legal challenge and only 
by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 

Monitoring - After Entitlement 
3. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this Motion or 

of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the enforcement 
procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1. The 
Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city departments and agencies for 
appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
 

4. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in complaints from 
interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved by the Project Sponsor 
and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific conditions of approval for the Project as 
set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, 
after which it may hold a public hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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COASTAL ZONE PERMIT (CTZ)
INFORMATIONAL AND SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION PACKET

ATTENTION: A Project Application must be completed and/or attached prior to submitting this 
Supplemental Application. See the Project Application for instructions. 

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 330, all projects within San Francisco’s Coastal Zone Area may be required 
to apply for a Coastal Zone Permit for projects involving demolition, new construction, reconstruction, 
alteration, change of use, change of occupancy, condominium conversion, and public improvement.
For questions, you can call the Planning counter at 628.652.7300 or email pic@sfgov.org where planners are 
able to assist you.
Español: Si desea ayuda sobre cómo llenar esta solicitud en español, por favor llame al 628.652.7550. Tenga en 
cuenta que el Departamento de Planificación requerirá al menos un día hábil para responder.

中文: 如果您希望獲得使用中文填寫這份申請表的幫助，請致電628.652.7550。請注意，規劃部門需要至少
一個工作日來回應。

Filipino: Kung gusto mo ng tulong sa pagkumpleto ng application na ito sa Filipino, paki tawagan ang 
628.652.7550. Paki tandaan na mangangailangan ang Planning Department ng hindi kukulangin sa isang araw 
na pantrabaho para makasagot.

WHAT IS A COSTAL ZONE PERMIT?

The Califonia Coastal Commission, in partnership with coastal cities and counties, plans and regulates the use of 
land and water in the designated coastal zone.  Certain development activities, defined by the California Coastal 
Act of 1976, generally require a Coastal Zone Permit from either the California Coastal Commission or the local 
government. These include, but are not limited to:  new construction, demolition, or alterations of structures, 
divisions of land, activities that change the intensity of use of land or public access to coastal waters, rip-rap repair, 
dredging, repair or maintenance to structures located in an environmentally sensitive habitat area, and alterations 
of land forms including removal or placement of vegetation, on a beach, wetland or sand dune, or within 100 feet of 
the edge of a coastal bluff, or stream or in areas of natural vegetation.  See Planning Code Section 330 for additional 
information.

Projects that require a Coastal Zone Permit from the Planning Department shall be reviewed for consistency with 
the City’s Western Shoreline Plan, within the San Francisco General Plan.  A public hearing is not required unless 
the proposed project is within the California Coastal Commission appealable subarea or if the Zoning Administrator 
determines that the project has a significant impact on the Coastal Zone.  The applicant shall be notified as to 
whether the application requires a public hearing. For more information about the Coastal Commission, please visit 
the following website:  http://www.coastal.ca.gov.

WHEN IS A COASTAL ZONE PERMIT NECESSARY?

San Francisco’s Coastal Zone Area is shown in Section Maps CZ4, CZ5, and CZ13 of the Zoning Map and in the City 
Zoning Block Books.  Projects within the following City Assessor’s blocks may be required to apply for a Coastal 
Permit Application. Blocks: 1481*, 1483*, 1590, 1591, 1592, 1593, 1595, 1596, 1597, 1598, 1689, 1690, 1691, 1692, 
1700*, 1701, 1702, 1703, 1802, 1803, 1804, 1805, 1806, 1893, 1894, 1895, 1896, 2001, 2085, 2086, 2168, 2169, 2301, 
2314, 2377, 2513, 2515, 2516, 7281, 7283, 7309*, 7309A*, 7333*, 7334*, 7337*, 7380*, 7384*.

4 9 S o ut h Va n Nes s Av enu e, S u ite 14 0 0
Sa n F r a n c i s co, C A   941 03
www.sfplan n i ng.org

https://sfplanning.org/resource/prj-application
mailto:pic%40sfgov.org?subject=
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*Only a portion of these blocks are within the Coastal Zone.  Consult  the City Zoning Block Books to determine whether 
your property is within the Coastal Zone.

Applicants of projects over tidelands, Lake Merced, the Olympic Country Club, and the Pacific Ocean shore extending 
3 miles out to sea are required to apply to the California Coastal Commission for a Coastal Zone Permit.

FEES

Please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. For questions related to 
the Fee Schedule, you can call the Planning counter at 628.652.7300 or email pic@sfgov.org where planners are able 
to assist you.

Fees will be determined based on the estimated construction costs. Should the cost of staff time exceed the initial 
fee paid, an additional fee for time and materials may be billed upon completion of the hearing process or permit 
approval. Additional fees may also be collected for preparation and recordation of any documents with the San 
Francisco Assessor-Recorder’s office and for monitoring compliance with any conditions of approval.

https://sfplanning.org/resource/fee-schedule-applications
mailto:pic%40sfgov.org?subject=
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COASTAL ZONE PERMIT (CTZ)

PROJECT APPLICATION RECORD NUMBER (PRJ)

SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION

Property Information

Project Address:   Block/Lot(s):

APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT
Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a) The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c) Other information or applications may be required.
d) I hereby authorize City and County of San Francisco Planning staff to conduct a site visit of this property as part of the City’s 

review of this application, making all portions of the interior and exterior accessible through completion of construction and
in response to the monitoring of any condition of approval.

e) I attest that personally identifiable information (PII) - i.e. social security numbers, driver’s license numbers, bank accounts -
have not been provided as part of this application.  Furthermore, where supplemental information is required by this 
application, PII has been redacted prior to submittal to the Planning Department.  I understand that any information provided 
to the Planning Department becomes part of the public record and can be made available to the public for review and/or 
posted to Department websites.

_______________________________________________________  ________________________________________
Signature         Name (Printed)

_______________________________________________________
Date

___________________________   ___________________   ________________________________________
Relationship to Project    Phone    Email
(i.e. Owner, Architect, etc.)

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

By:           Date:       
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Project Narrative 

On December 6, 2022, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (BOS) approved the Great Highway Pilot 
legislation, creating a protected bicycle and pedestrian facility on weekends and holidays for a three-
year pilot period, ending December 31, 2025. The purpose of the pilot study is to analyze the car-free 
use of the Upper Great Highway and establish a long-term plan for the future of this space. During the 
pilot, the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) and the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) will collect and analyze data such as visitor usage and traffic conditions, 
while also gathering feedback from the public. 

The Great Highway Pilot is located within the coastal zone in the Western Shoreline Area Plan, San 
Francisco’s Local Coastal Program. A coastal zone permit (CTZ) is required for change of use of the 
roadway. Additional changes separate but related to the Great Highway Pilot have been made to 
roadways within the coastal zone, which also require a coastal zone permit. These changes are 
described below under Project Description. 

Project Description 

The RPD and MTA propose the following changes to use of roadways within the coastal zone in the 
Western Shoreline Area Plan: 

1. Great Highway Pilot:  The Great Highway project would implement a pilot program to create a 
car-free bicycle and pedestrian promenade on weekends that begins on Friday at noon and ends 
on Monday at 6.a.m. Vehicle restrictions also occur on holidays. During that time private 
vehicles are restricted from accessing Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat 
Boulevard (2.0 miles). When closed to private vehicles, the roadway would become a separated 
right-of-way promenade for the exclusive use of pedestrians, bicyclists, emergency vehicles, and 
other permitted vehicles. The roadway would continue to operate as a four-lane vehicular 
roadway on weekdays from Monday at 6 a.m. to the Friday closure time. 

 
2. Traffic calming tools: In response to San Francisco’s COVID-19 shelter-in-place order, the SFMTA 

constructed traffic calming measures in 2020 and 2021 to reduce traffic volumes and speeds on 
local streets that encountered changes in traffic after the Upper Great Highway was repurposed 
as a car-free corridor and public open space. To preserve and protect quieter neighborhood 
streets, the measures divert traffic to larger capacity roadways such as Sunset Boulevard, 
Lincoln Way, 19th Avenue, and Sloat Boulevard. The measures include detour and warning signs, 
turn restrictions, speed tables, speed cushions, and stop signs. Some of these traffic calming 
measures are located within the coastal zone. 

The RPD and SFMTA seek after-the-fact approvals for these two changes to roadway use. Below under 
Background is an explanation of the timing of implementation of the two roadway use changes. 

Exhibit 1. Great Highway Pilot and Coastal Zone Traffic Calming, illustrates the location of these two 
project elements. 

Background 

Upper Great Highway. In April 2020, the Upper Great Highway was closed to private vehicles by the RPD 
General Manager (GM) under an emergency ordinance. This was in response to the COVID-19-related 
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shelter-in-place order to provide people more space to recreate outdoors while social distancing. In 
Augst 2021, the GM issued a directive reopening the Upper Great Highway to private vehicles weekdays 
starting Monday at 6:00am through Friday at 12:00pm. 

The Upper Great Highway is a four-lane vehicular roadway. Existing swing gates are located at Sloat 
Boulevard to block entry to the northbound lanes and at Lincoln Way to block entry to the south bound 
lanes. The existing gates are closed when excessive amounts of sand blown onto the road make it unsafe 
for car travel. An existing multi-use asphalt pathway located within the median between the Upper and 
Lower Great Highways is used by pedestrians and bicyclists. An existing primarily dirt pathway is located 
approximately 20 to 30 feet west of the Upper Great Highway along the shoreline. 

Traffic Calming Tools.  In spring 2020, the Phase 1 Great Highway Traffic Management tools were 
constructed at the intersections of Great Highway along Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard and in the 
adjacent neighborhood to support the Upper Great Highway closure to private vehicles. These included 
eight detour and warning signs, a road closure barricade, five turn restrictions, and five speed tables. In 
April 2021, additional tools were added, including 24 speed cushions, one speed table, and 12 stop 
signs. In August 2021, the Upper Great Highway was reopened to weekday vehicular use, which resulted 
in the removal of some of the tools. In November 2021, additional stop signs were added to the Lower 
Great Highway at Ortega and Ulloa streets. Exhibit 1 includes the Great Highway Traffic Management 
tools in place as of December 2022 and the coastal zone boundary.  

Impact Analysis 

Traffic. The SFMTA conducted traffic counts in the Outer Sunset during the following time periods: 

(1) Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic.  
(2) During the period the Upper Great Highway was fully closed to private vehicles (April 2020 to 

August 2021). 
(3) During the period when the roadway was closed to vehicles only on weekends (August 2021 to 

present).  

The objective was to study how vehicle travel patterns have changed because of the car-free Great 
Highway. The SFMTA analyzed vehicle volume changes from pre-COVID to Winter 2021. Overall, vehicle 
volumes decreased on almost all roads studied. In a 2022 SFMTA traffic study during the promenade 
configuration on Fridays, vehicle traffic on Lower Great Highway and Sunset Boulevard are still below 
pre-pandemic levels, indicating that diversion from the Upper Great Highway is not significantly 
impacting these roadways on Fridays. 

As discussed above, the SFMTA provided a comprehensive traffic-calming strategy that included seven 
key intersections adjacent to the Great Highway. This was done to address anticipated safety concerns 
with the closure of Upper Great Highway, evenly disperse traffic that would have used the Upper Great 
Highway, maintain safety and access along adjacent local streets, and preserve the neighborhood 
character of the Outer Sunset. All seven intersections saw a decrease in traffic volume between January 
and June 2021. These findings indicate that the traffic calming measures were successful in helping to 
reduce both traffic speed and volume throughout the Outer Sunset.   
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Beach Access. No change to access to the beach would result from the project. Currently, there is no 
parking on the Upper Great Highway. Visitors can park their vehicles in the vicinity and walk to the 
beach using the crosswalks that cross Upper Great Highway. During the promenade periods, beach 
access will be facilitated by easier roadway crossings. 

The Pilot will facilitate greater access to outdoor recreation space along the coast. Compared to the visit 
experienced by a private vehicle on the Upper Great Highway, which lasts approximately five minutes, 
the visit experienced by a walker or cyclist would last 15 to 45 minutes. The increase in time spent along 
the coast by promenade visitors results in increased access to a coastal recreation area. 

Emergency response access. The proposed project includes swing gates installed in a chicane layout (i.e., 
staggered and on opposite sides of the roadway). This would allow emergency vehicles to access the 
western-most lanes of the roadway without needing to stop and open the gates. Emergency vehicles will 
be able to respond to calls from Ocean Beach more quickly compared to gates that are not staggered. 
This design supports the continued safe recreational use of Ocean Beach while enhancing the safe 
recreational use of the roadway by pedestrians and bicyclists during private vehicular closure times. 

Litter. The Upper Great Highway vicinity experienced increased litter resulting from increased visitation 
to the promenade when the highway was closed to vehicles in April 2020. The existing trash cans were 
overflowing, which led to complaints to RPD. In response, RPD and Recology added waste receptacles 
within the median at each of the intersections with a crosswalk to the beach. Recology also increased 
the frequency of collection service to further address the increased volume of waste. Since adding the 
bins and increased collection, the RPD Zero Waste Coordinator has not received additional complaints 
regarding trash accumulation at over-full trash cans. RPD’s Zero Waste Coordinator and the Park Service 
Area staff communicate with Recology staff to resolve 311 complaints regarding garbage and to advise 
of increased service during and after warm weekends for all RPD parks. This communication process will 
continue with the Great Highway Pilot and RPD believes this will be adequate to address the increase in 
garbage brought by weekend promenade visitors. In addition, the RPD volunteers’ division will explore 
scheduling periodic beautification along the Great Highway.  

Dune and sand management. Over the last several years, the dunes located between the Upper Great 
Highway and the beach have experienced reduced plant cover and erosion, which over time and in 
combination with the natural forces of wind and high tides, has led to sand blowing into the roadway. 
The San Francisco Public Works Department (DPW) annually reduces the size of the dunes to move sand 
away from the roadway and towards the ocean. The most recent sand relocation project occurred in 
June 2022.1 Sporadic closures of the Great Highway due to the buildup of windblown sand on the 
roadway occur every year during the winter and spring months. The city spends $300,000 annually to 
remove sand for an average of 27 closures per year. Since December 2021, the Great Highway has shut 
30 times due to sand and other events. Over the past 10 years, the city has spent a total of $2.6 million. 
The Great Highway Pilot project will not interfere with this existing sand management program, 
however, sand on the roadway may be an inconvenience for promenade visitors. As part of the Great 
Highway Pilot, the DPW will develop a sand management plan.  

The Sunset Natural Resiliency Project, led by the SF Estuary Institute and funded by the Coastal 
Conservancy, is working with a team of public agencies to develop long-term strategies for dune 

 
1 https://www.sfpublicworks.org/calendar/annual-ocean-beach-sand-relocation-project-starts-week 
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management. The goal of this project is to identify best management practices for stabilizing the dune 
vegetation. SFRPD is a partner within the project and will purse implementation of the measures 
developed by the project. In the meantime, the department employs low post and rope fencing along 
the inland side of the dunes that discourage visitors from creating social paths on the dunes. The 
department will repair deteriorated post and rope fencing and add signage along the existing pathways 
encouraging walkers to use the official beach entrances where there are crosswalks on the Upper Great 
Highway. 

Exhibit 2. Ocean Beach Dune Retreat at Judah, 2002-2022, shows how over time wind and high tides 
have led to dune erosion.  

Achieving our Citywide Goals 

There are many public benefits in using the Upper Great Highway as an open space, which aligns with 
shared city goals and adopted policies. These include: 

- The Transit-First Policy, which prioritizes public transit and promotes access and safety for 
transit, bicycling, walking, and other alternatives to individual vehicles, and is built upon in 
SFMTA’s Strategic Plan and the Vision Zero Action Plan. 

- Ongoing work to update the Climate Action Plan, which charts a pathway to achieve net zero 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 2050 by shifting trips from vehicles to walking, biking, and 
other active transportation modes to promote access and safety.  

- Builds on the Western Shoreline Area Plan and supports numerous policy goals outlined in the 
General Plan, particularly the Recreation and Open Space Element and strategies in RPD’s 
Strategic Plan to increase access to open space. 

The department has reviewed consistency of these roadway changes with the applicable sections of the 
Western Shoreline Area Plan and the Coastal Act. Analysis of project consistency with relevant policies is 
attached.  

Conclusion 

Whether it is a playground, promenade or open green field, parks and open spaces are a respite, people 
value them as an extension of their community. A recent survey by the National Recreation and Park 
Association found that 83% of American adults agree that visiting their local parks, trails, and open 
spaces are essential for their mental and physical well-being. The benefits of parks are long-lasting and 
planning for better days ahead will ensure that our open spaces are resilient. 

The Great Highway Pilot will provide a more consistent experience for park visitors and allow more robust 
data collection on the Great Highway’s usage as a roadway and promenade.  
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Exhibits 

1. Great Highway Pilot and Coastal Zone Traffic Calming 

2. Ocean Beach Dune Retreat at Judah, 2002-2022 

Attachments 

A. Great Highway Pilot: project description, map, pictures, and plans 
B. Consistency with the Western Shoreline Area Plan and Coastal Act Policies 
C. CEQA Exemption Determination for the Great Highway Pilot, Case No. 2022-007356ENV  
D. General Plan Referral for the Great Highway Pilot, Case No: 2022-008878GPR  
E. GM directive for Upper Great Highway, August 15, 2021 
F. CEQA Exemption Determination for GM directive, weekday reopening, August 15, 2021 
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Attachment A: Great Highway Pilot Project Information 

Pilot Project Summary 

The Great Highway project would implement a pilot program to create a car-free bicycle and pedestrian 
promenade on weekends, holidays, and a portion of Fridays by restricting private vehicle access to the 
Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (2.0 miles). When closed to private 
vehicles, the roadway would become a separated right-of-way promenade for the exclusive use of 
pedestrians, bicyclists, emergency vehicles, and other permitted vehicles1. The roadway would continue 
to operate as a four-lane vehicular roadway on weekdays from Monday to the Friday closure time. 

• Promenade: Friday at 12 noon to Monday at 6:00am, plus holidays 
• Vehicular Roadway: Monday 6:00am to Friday 12 noon, excluding holidays 

At the time the roadway is closed to private motor vehicles, the roadway would become a bicycle and 
pedestrian promenade, used for active transportation modes, including bicycles, walkers, runners, 
scooter riders, skateboarders, and motorized wheelchairs, etc.  

The location of the project is shown in Map 1. 

Approval Action and Pilot Period  

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors approval of legislation for the pilot (board file number 220875) 
constituted the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code section 31.04(h). The pilot began upon such legislative approval, approved by the 
Board of Supervisors on December 13, 2022, and would end on December 31, 2025, unless extended by 
ordinance. The project would include data collection during this pilot period, as described below. 

Project Background 

The Great Highway has been under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission since the 
1870s. The Upper Great Highway is a four-lane vehicular roadway. There are existing swing gates located 
at the intersection of Sloat Boulevard and Upper Great Highway to block the northbound lanes and at 
the intersection of Lincoln Way and Upper Great Highway to block the southbound lanes. The gates are 
closed when excessive amounts of sand blown onto the road make it unsafe for car travel. An existing 
multi-use pathway located within the median between the Upper and Lower Great Highway is used by 
walkers and cyclists. An existing dirt pathway located west of the Upper Great Highway along Ocean 
Beach is used by walkers. 

In April 2020, the roadway was closed to private vehicles by the Recreation and Park Department (RPD) 
General Manager under an emergency ordinance. This was in response to the COVID-19-related shelter-
in-place order to provide people more space outdoors while social distancing. In August 2021, the 

 
1 Examples of permitted vehicles include official City, State, or federal vehicles being used to perform official City, 
State, or federal business (e.g., sand removal), intra-park shuttle busses, paratransit vans, and others as defined by 
the legislation. 



General Manager issued a directive reopening the Upper Great Highway to private vehicles weekdays 
starting Monday at 6:00am through Friday at 12:00pm (noon), excluding holidays. 

The Great Highway extension south of Sloat Boulevard is currently open to vehicular traffic; however, 
this stretch is planned to be permanently closed to vehicular traffic in 2024 as part of the Ocean Beach 
Climate Change Adaptation Project (Planning Department case number 2019-020115ENV). 

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority conducted a “Great Highway Concepts Evaluation 

Report” (September 2022) for the long-term future of the Upper Great Highway. This pilot would be an 
extension of that report and would support pedestrian and bicyclist usage based on an evaluation in the 
report.2 

Pilot Physical Changes: 

To create a protected bicycle and pedestrian facility on weekends and holidays, and to prevent vehicles 
from entering the roadway during sand closures, flooding and promenade days, the project would install 
new swing gates with road closure signage on Upper Great Highway to restrict private vehicle access. 
The existing swing gates may be modified for reuse with this project or removed and replaced.  

At the intersection with Sloat Boulevard and Upper Great Highway, the project would install swing gates 
at the entry of the northbound lanes.  The new swing gates would be arranged in a chicane layout (i.e., 
staggered and on opposite sides of the roadway) at the exit of the south-bound lanes.  

At the intersection with Lincoln Way and Upper Great Highway, there would be a similar “chicane” 

design. See Existing and Proposed illustrations of the two intersections, attached.  

The chicane layouts would allow emergency vehicles and other permitted vehicles to access the Upper 
Great Highway without needing to stop and open the gates. This would allow emergency vehicles to 
better respond to calls from Ocean Beach and would support the continued safe recreational use of 
Ocean Beach while enhancing the safe recreational use of the roadway by pedestrians and bicyclists 
during private vehicular closure times.  

The project would maintain vehicle access on the Great Highway north of Lincoln Way, along the Lower 
Great Highway, and other areas (e.g., throughout the Sunset District). The project would not change the 
existing multi-use pathway within the median between the Upper and Lower Great Highway or the dirt 
path west of Upper Great Highway along Ocean Beach. 

 

 

 
2 For example, section 2.2 of the report evaluates the bicycle and pedestrian usage of five different concepts for 
the Great Highway. The section identifies a four-lane roadway for vehicles projected to have the lowest bicycle and 
pedestrian usage of the concepts (which is pre-COVID-19 conditions), and a timed promenade (which is this pilot) 
having a medium amount of bicycle and pedestrian usage, or more bicycle and pedestrian usage than a four-lane 
roadway. https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2022-09/SFCTA_Great-Highway-Evaluation-Report_2021-07-
13_FINAL_a.pdf. 



Pilot Data Collection 

Throughout the duration of the pilot program, RPD and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
(SFMTA) staff would collect and publicly report data on pedestrian and cyclist usage and vehicular traffic 
on the Upper Great Highway and surrounding streets at regular intervals. The pilot does not propose 
any changes to traffic management (e.g., changing traffic signal timings) or parking. The pilot would 
collect data on promenade users (detailed list below), conduct public outreach, and conduct network 
analysis of the broader circulation system to inform recommendations for the future use of the Upper 
Great Highway, including consideration of data collected because of permanent closure of vehicular 
traffic on the Great Highway extension south as part of the Ocean Beach Climate Change Adaptation 
Project (anticipated in 2024). Data collection would include: 

1. Vehicular traffic counts, speeds, travel times, and turning movements using tube counts, video 
counts, and/or disaggregated cellular data along the Great Highway and nearby intersections 
and side streets.  

2. Bicycle counts using tube counts, video counts, infrared counters, and/or disaggregated cellular 
data along the Great Highway and nearby intersections and side streets.  

3. Pedestrian and other mode counts using video counts, infrared counters, observation, and/or 
disaggregated cellular data along the Great Highway and nearby intersections. 

4. Length of stay by all modes using cellular data, intercept surveys, and/or public life study 
methodology. 

5. Design efficacy and safety assessing whether vehicles are yielding to pedestrians and 
pedestrians and bicyclists are complying with traffic signals using video data and/or observation. 

6. Surveys of non-motorized users and drivers; solicit suggestions from all users; solicit user 
demographics. 

RPD and SFMTA would determine exact locations for data collection after the San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors approval of the pilot. 

 



Map 1: Great Highway Project Location  
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Western Shoreline Area Plan 
Objective 2 
REDESIGN THE GREAT HIGHWAY TO ENHANCE ITS SCENIC QUALITIES AND RECREATIONAL USE. 

POLICY 2.1 

Develop the Great Highway right-of-way as a four lane straight highway with recreational trails for 
bicycle, pedestrian, landscaping, and parking. Emphasize slow pleasure traffic and safe pedestrian access 
to beach. 

Discussion.  
The proposed project is partially consistent with this policy. The proposed change of use of the Upper 
Great Highway from exclusive vehicles use seven days a week to allowing only pedestrians, bicycles and 
other non-automobile recreational use on the weekends would increase the public’s access to outdoor 
recreation space within the coastal zone, consistent with the policy goal of providing recreational trails 
for bicycles and pedestrians. The policy emphasis on slow pleasure traffic indicates the policy does not 
intend the roadway for through traffic. Existing vehicular traffic on the Upper Great Highway is primarily 
regular or through traffic, which is not supported by policies in the Western Shoreline Area Plan. 
 
This policy proposes multiple recreational “trails.” Closure of the Great Highway to vehicular traffic on 
weekends would enhance the existing capacity of the area for bicycles and pedestrians. The current 10-
foot multi-use trail on the median between the upper and lower Great Highway is not adequate for both 
bicycles and pedestrians. The shoulders on the Great Highway do not provide for comfortable bicycle 
travel due to the vehicular speeds facilitated by a straight four-lane highway. This pilot project would 
significantly enhance Great Highway’s scenic quality and recreational use, improve safe pedestrian 
access to the beach, and make no changes to public vehicular parking access. 
 
Objective 6 
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL USE OF SAN FRANCISCO’S OCEAN BEACH SHORELINE. 

POLICY 6.1 

Continue Ocean Beach as a natural beach area for public recreation. 

POLICY 6.2 

Improve and stabilize the sand dunes where necessary with natural materials to control erosion. 

POLICY 6.3 

Keep the natural appearance of the beach and maximize its usefulness by maintaining the beach in a 
state free of litter and debris. 

Discussion. 
The proposed project would enhance the recreational use of the Ocean Beach shoreline by opening a 
new paved path for bicycles, pedestrians, and other recreational users on weekends. The Ocean Beach 
area will remain a natural beach area; the project will allow more people to enjoy outdoor recreation 
within the coastal zone adjacent to the beach. The project does not propose any changes to the sand 

Evan Rosen
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dunes. The department is participating in the Sunset Natural Resiliency Project, led by the SF Estuary 
Institute, and funded by the Coastal Conservancy. The project is working with a team of public agencies 
to develop long-term strategies for dune management. The goal of this project is to identify best 
management practices for stabilizing the dune vegetation. SFRPD is a partner within the project and will 
purse implementation of the measures developed by the project. Additionally, the department employs 
low post and rope fencing along the inland side of the dunes that discourage visitors from creating social 
paths on the dunes. The department will repair deteriorated post and rope fencing and add signage 
along the existing pathways encouraging walkers to use the official beach entrances where there are 
crosswalks on the Upper Great Highway. 
 
The project would not result in changes to the natural appearance of the beach; physical changes include 
replacement of two existing and installation of two new access-control gates on the Upper Great 
Highway. The project will allow more park visitors to enjoy views of the beach during the weekend 
promenade. Regarding litter and debris, RPD and Recology added waste receptacles within the median 
at each of the intersections of the Great Highway with a crosswalk to the beach. Recology also increased 
the frequency of collection service to address the increased volume of waste from promenade visitors. 
 
Objective 11 
PRESERVE THE SCALE OF RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ALONG THE COASTAL ZONE 
AREA. 

POLICY 11.6 

Protect the neighborhood environment of the Richmond and Sunset residential areas from the traffic 
and visitor impacts from the public using adjacent recreation and open space areas. 

Discussion. 
As part of the project, the SFMTA provided a comprehensive traffic-calming strategy that included seven 
key intersections adjacent to the Great Highway. This was done to address anticipated safety concerns 
with the closure of Upper Great Highway, evenly disperse traffic that would have used the Upper Great 
Highway, maintain safety and access along adjacent local streets, and preserve the neighborhood 
character of the Outer Sunset. All seven intersections saw a decrease in traffic volume between January 
and June 2021. These findings indicate that the traffic calming measures were successful in helping to 
reduce both traffic speed and volume in the Outer Sunset, thereby maintaining the neighborhood 
environment. The traffic calming measures include detour and warning signs, a road closure barricade, 
turn restrictions, speed tables, speed cushions, and stop signs. As discussed above, as part of this project 
RPD and Recology added waste receptacles and increased the frequency of collection service to address 
the increased volume of waste from promenade visitors.   
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Coastal Act Policies 
Article 2. Public Access 
Policy 30210 
In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, maximum access, 
which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people 
consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property 
owners, and natural resource areas from overuse 
 
Policy 30214 
(a) The public access policies of this article shall be implemented in a manner that takes into account the 
need to regulate the time, place, and manner of public access depending on the facts and circumstances 
in each case including, but not limited to, the following: 

(1) Topographic and geologic site characteristics. 

(2) The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level of intensity. 

(3) The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to pass and repass depending on such 
factors as the fragility of the natural resources in the area and the proximity of the access area to 
adjacent residential uses. 

(4) The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to protect the privacy of adjacent 
property owners and to protect the aesthetic values of the area by providing for the collection of 
litter. 

(b) It is the intent of the Legislature that the public access policies of this article be carried out in a 
reasonable manner that considers the equities and that balances the rights of the individual property 
owner with the public’s constitutional right of access pursuant to Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution. Nothing in this section or any amendment thereto shall be construed as a limitation on the 
rights guaranteed to the public under Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution. 
 
(c) In carrying out the public access policies of this article, the commission and any other responsible 
public agency shall consider and encourage the utilization of innovative access management techniques, 
including, but not limited to, agreements with private organizations which would minimize management 
costs and encourage the use of volunteer programs. 
 
Discussion. 
The proposed change of use of the Upper Great Highway roadway from exclusive vehicles use to allowing 
pedestrians, bicycles and other non-automobile recreation use on the weekends would increase the 
public’s access to outdoor recreation space within the coastal zone, consistent with these Public Access 
policies.  
 
Article 5. Land Resources 
Policy 30240. 
(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant disruption of 
habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas. 
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(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and recreation 
areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and 
shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. 
 
Discussion. 
The proposed change of use of the Upper Great Highway roadway from exclusive vehicles use to allowing 
pedestrians, bicycles and other recreation use on the weekends would not result in a disruption of 
environmentally sensitive habitat. The area of change of use, Upper Great Highway roadway, is not a 
sensitive habitat. Adjacent to the Upper Great Highway are sand dune and coastline habitat of the 
coastal zone. Outdoor recreation is an appropriate use adjacent to this coastal habitat and existing 
recreation area.  
 
Article 6. Development 
Policy 30251. 
The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public 
importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean 
and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with 
the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California 
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by 
local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 
 
Discussion. 
The proposed project, a change of use on the Upper Great Highway to allow pedestrians, bicycles and 
other recreational uses on the weekends, would not result in the construction of new buildings or 
structures or alteration of land forms. Existing vehicle access control gates on the roadway would be 
replaced, and two new gates would be installed. These physical changes would not result in impacts to 
views of the ocean and would not change the existing visual quality of the area.  
 
Policy 30252. 
The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast 
by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing commercial facilities within 
or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, 
(3) providing non-automobile circulation within the development, (4) providing adequate parking 
facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development with public transportation, (5) 
assuring the potential for public transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by 
(6) assuring that the recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation 
areas by correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and development plans with 
the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development 
 
Discussion. 
The proposed project, a change of use on the Upper Great Highway to allow pedestrians, bicycles and 
other recreational uses on the weekends, would not result in the construction of new buildings or 
structures. The project would enhance public access to the coast by increasing non-automobile outdoor 
recreation in the coastal area. The increase recreational area will serve both existing and new residents. 
 
Policy 30253. 
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New development shall do all of the following: 
(a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 
(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, 
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction 
of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 
(c) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the State Air 
Resources Board as to each particular development. 
(d) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. 
(e) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique 
characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. 
 
Discussion. 
The proposed change of use to weekend non-automobile recreation access and construction of vehicle 
access control gates, would not introduce risks to life or property, create nor contribute significantly to 
erosion or geologic instability, destroy the site or surrounding area, or require construction of coastal 
protective devices. The project would not result in any air quality impacts because it does not introduce 
new emission sources. The project does not increase energy consumption or vehicle miles traveled as the 
project promotes non-motorized recreation and transportation. The project would enhance the 
recreational value of the area by creating a new, safe space for pedestrians and bicyclists to experience 
the coastal area on weekends. The project installed a comprehensive traffic calming strategy including 
stop signs, speed cushions, and speed tables within Outer Sunset in Spring 2021. These traffic calming 
measures preserve safety and divert traffic to higher capacity streets such as Lincoln Way and Sunset 
Boulevard, thereby maintaining the neighborhood quality of smaller roadways. 
 
Policy 30255. 
Coastal-dependent developments shall have priority over other developments on or near the shoreline. 
Except as provided elsewhere in this division, coastal-dependent developments shall not be sited in a 
wetland. When appropriate, coastal-related developments should be accommodated within reasonable 
proximity to the coastal-dependent uses they support. 
 
Discussion. 
The project does not propose development per-se, but the proposed change of use to allow recreational 
activities on the Upper Great Highway on weekends is dependent on the proximity of the existing 
roadway to the shoreline. The location of the roadway within a coastal area provides a desirable location 
for outdoor recreation. The project would not affect any wetlands. 
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CEQA Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address

The Great Highway Project

Block/Lot(s)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Permit No.

Addition/ 

Alteration

Demolition (requires HRE for 

Category B Building)

New 

Construction

The San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) proposes the Great Highway Project, which would 

implement a pilot program to create a car-free bicycle and pedestrian promenade on weekends, holidays, and a 

portion of Fridays by restricting private vehicle access to the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat 

Boulevard (2.0 miles). When closed to private vehicles, the roadway would become a separated right-of-way 

promenade for the exclusive use of pedestrians, bicyclists, emergency vehicles, and other permitted vehicles. The 

roadway would continue to operate as a four-lane vehicular roadway on weekdays from Monday to the Friday 

closure time.

See attachments for a full project description and project plans.

Case No.

2022-007356ENV

STEP 1: EXEMPTION TYPE

The project has been determined to be exempt under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one building; 

commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or 

with a CU.

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 10,000 

sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan

policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres

substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or

water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Statutory Exemption per Public Resources Code section 21080.25 as demonstrated in the attached Senate 

Bill 288 Eligibility Checklist

Other ____

Common Sense Exemption (CEQA Guidelines section 15061(b)(3)). It can be seen with certainty that 

there is no possibility of a significant effect on the environment . FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Attachment A, project description and project plans, omitted to reduce redundancy in CZT application

Attachment C



STEP 2: ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING ASSESSMENT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 

project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g. use of diesel construction 

equipment, backup diesel generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to The Environmental 

Information tab on the San Francisco Property Information Map)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 

hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 

manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or more 

of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? 

Note that a categorical exemption shall not be issued for a project located on the Cortese List

if box is checked, note below whether the applicant has enrolled in or received a waiver from the San 

Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, or if Environmental Planning staff has 

determined that hazardous material effects would be less than significant. (refer to The Environmental 

Information tab on the San Francisco Property Information Map)

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a 

location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian 

and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two

(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive

area? If yes, archeology review is required.

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment

on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to The Environmental Information tab on the San Francisco 

Property Information Map) If box is checked, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Average Slope of Parcel = or > 25%, or site is in Edgehill Slope Protection Area or Northwest Mt. 

Sutro Slope Protection Area: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) New building construction, 

except one-story storage or utility occupancy, (2) horizontal additions, if the footprint area increases more 

than 50%, or (3) horizontal and vertical additions increase more than 500 square feet of new projected roof 

area? (refer to The Environmental Planning tab on the San Francisco Property Information Map) If box is checked, 

a geotechnical report is likely required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Does the project involve any of the following: (1) New building construction, except one-story storage or 

utility occupancy, (2) horizontal additions, if the footprint area increases more than 50%, (3) horizontal and 

vertical additions increase more than 500 square feet of new projected roof area, or (4) grading performed at 

a site in the landslide hazard zone? (refer to The Environmental tab on the San Francisco Property Information 

Map) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the 

exemption.

Seismic Hazard: Landslide or Liquefaction Hazard Zone:

Comments and Planner Signature (optional):



STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Property Information Map)

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include

storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public

right-of-way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each

direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a

single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original

building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW

TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Reclassification of property status. (Attach HRER Part I)

Reclassify to Category A

a. Per HRER

b. Other (specify):

(No further historic review)

Reclassify to Category C

2. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

3. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces that do not remove, alter, or obscure character

defining features.

4. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with

existing historic character.

5. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

NOT APPLICABLE



6. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining

features.

7. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

8. Work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties  

(Analysis required):

9. Work compatible with a historic district (Analysis required):

10. Work that would not materially impair a historic resource (Attach HRER Part II).

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST sign below.

Project can proceed with exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature:

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 6: EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

Project Approval Action: Signature:

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a n exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31of the 

Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination to the Board 

of Supervisors can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.

Ryan Shum

09/28/2022

No further environmental review is required. The project is exempt under CEQA.

Approval via majority YES Vote of Board of Supervisors



TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the

Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes  a 

substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed  changes 

to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be subject to  additional 

environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

MODIFIED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code

Sections 311 or 312;

Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known

at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Planner Name:

The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project

approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning 

Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. In 

accordance with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be 

filed to the Environmental Review Officer within 10 days of posting of this determination.

Date:



Eligibility Checklist: Senate Bill 288 (SB288) and Public Resources 
Code Section 21080.25 

Date of Preparation: September 28, 2022 
Record No.:  2022-007356ENV, The Great Highway Project 
Project Sponsor: Jordan Harrison, San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department 
Staff Contact:  Ryan Shum, ryan.shum@sfgov.org, (628) 652-7542 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Great Highway project would implement a pilot program to create a car-free bicycle and 
pedestrian promenade on weekends, holidays, and a portion of Fridays by restricting private 
vehicle access to the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (2.0 
miles). When closed to private vehicles, the roadway would become a separated right-of-way 
promenade for the exclusive use of pedestrians, bicyclists, emergency vehicles, and other 
permitted vehicles. The roadway would continue to operate as a four-lane vehicular roadway on 
weekdays from Monday to the Friday closure time. 

The full project description and additional project information is attached to this checklist as 
Attachment A. Project plans are included as Attachment B. 

Constructed by: Contracted through: 
☐ Public Works ☐ Public Works
☐ SFMTA ☐ SFMTA
☒ RPD ☒ RPD

SB288 ELIGIBILITY CHECKLIST 
This project, as proposed, would be eligible for a Statutory Exemption per Public Resources 
Code section 21080.25 as demonstrated below. 

Attachment A, 
project description 
and project plans, 
omitted to reduce 
redundancy in 
CZT application
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Table 1: Project Type Checklist – Public Resources Code Section 21080.25(b) 
The project must meet at least one project type to qualify for this Statutory Exemption. See Attachment 1 
below for definitions of terms. 

☒ 
(1) Pedestrian and bicycle facilities, including new facilities. For purposes of this paragraph, “bicycle 
facilities” include, but are not limited to, bicycle parking, bicycle sharing facilities, and bikeways as 
defined in Section 890.4 of the Streets and Highways Code. 

☐ (2) Projects that improve customer information and wayfinding for transit riders, bicyclists, or 
pedestrians. 

☐ (3) Transit prioritization projects. 

☐ 
(4) On highways with existing public transit service or that will be implementing public transit service 
within six months of the conversion, a project for the designation and conversion of general purpose 
lanes or highway shoulders to bus-only lanes, for use either during peak congestion hours or all 
day. 

☐ 
(5) A project for the institution or increase of new bus rapid transit, bus, or light rail service, including 
the construction of stations, on existing public rights-of-way or existing highway rights-of-way, 
whether or not the right-of-way is in use for public mass transit. 

☐ 

(6) A project to construct or maintain infrastructure to charge or refuel zero-emission transit buses, 
provided the project is carried out by a public transit agency that is subject to, and in compliance 
with, the State Air Resources Board’s Innovative Clean Transit regulations (Article 4.3 (commencing 
with Section 2023) of Chapter 1 of Division 3 of Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations) and 
the project is located on property owned by the transit agency or within an existing public right-of-
way. 

☐ (7) The maintenance, repair, relocation, replacement, or removal of any utility infrastructure 
associated with a project identified in items (1) to (6) above, inclusive. 

☐ (8) A project that consists exclusively of a combination of any of the components of a project 
identified in items (1) to (7) above, inclusive. 

☐ (9) A project carried out by a city or county to reduce minimum parking requirements. 

 
 
 

(continued on the following page) 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info


Eligibility Checklist: Senate Bill 288 (SB288) and  
Public Resources Code Section 21080.25 

3 

 
Table 2: Other Project Eligibility Criteria – Public Resources Code Section 21080.25(c) 

The project must meet all the criteria listed below to qualify for this Statutory Exemption. See Attachment 
1 below for definitions of terms. Note: Table 2 does not apply to a project carried out by a city or county to 
reduce minimum parking requirements. 

☒ (1) A public agency is carrying out the project and is the lead agency for the project.  

☒ (2) The project is located in an urbanized area. 

☒ (3) The project is located on or within an existing public right-of-way (or on property owned by the 
transit agency per Table 1, Item 6 above). 

☒ 
(4) The project shall not add physical infrastructure that increases new automobile capacity on 
existing rights-of-way except for minor modifications needed for the efficient and safe movement of 
transit vehicles, such as extended merging lanes. The project shall not include the addition of any 
auxiliary lanes. 

☒ (5) The construction of the project shall not require the demolition of affordable housing units. 

☒ (6)   The project would not exceed one hundred million dollars ($100,000,000) in 2020 United 
States dollars.1 

1 If the project exceeds $100,000,000, then Section 21080.25(c)(6) imposes additional requirements. Please consult 
with the Planning Department staff. 

Table 3: Project Labor Requirements – Public Resources Code Section 21080.25(d) 
In addition to meeting the criteria in Table 2, the project must meet labor requirements to qualify for a 
Statutory Exemption. See Attachment 1 below for definitions of terms. Note: Table 3 does not apply to a 
project carried out by a city or county to reduce minimum parking requirements. 

☐  

(1) Before granting an exemption under this section, the lead agency shall certify that the project 
will be completed by a skilled and trained workforce. 
(2) (A) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), for a project that is exempted under this section, 
the lead agency shall not enter into a construction contract with any entity unless the entity 
provides to the lead agency an enforceable commitment that the entity and its subcontractors at 
every tier will use a skilled and trained workforce to perform all work on the project or a contract 
that falls within an apprenticeship occupation in the building and construction trades in accordance 
with Chapter 2.9 (commencing with Section 2600) of Part 1 of Division 2 of the Public Contract 
Code. 
(B) Subparagraph (A) does not apply if any of the following requirements are met: 
(i) The lead agency has entered into a project labor agreement that will bind all contractors and 
subcontractors performing work on the project or the lead agency has contracted to use a skilled 
and trained workforce and the entity has agreed to be bound by that project labor agreement. 
(ii) The project or contract is being performed under the extension or renewal of a project labor 
agreement that was entered into by the lead agency before January 1, 2021. 
(iii) The lead agency has entered into a project labor agreement that will bind the lead agency and 
all its subcontractors at every tier performing the project or the lead agency has contracted to use a 
skilled and trained workforce. 

☐ A portion of the project would be constructed by SFMTA and/or Public Works Shops and this 
portion would not require the use of contractors for labor. 

☒ Not Applicable. The project would be entirely constructed by RPD, SFMTA and/or Public Works 
Shops and would not require the use of contractors for labor. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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ATTACHMENT 1: DEFINITIONS 
 

Definitions for terms 1 through 8 are the same as provided in the text of Senate Bill 288. 
 
(1) “Affordable housing” means any of the following: 

(A) Housing that is subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law that restricts rents 
or sales prices to levels affordable, as defined in Section 50052.5 or 50053 of the Health 
and Safety Code, to persons and families of moderate, lower, or very low income, as 
defined in Section 50079.5, 50093, or 50105 of the Health and Safety Code, 
respectively. 
(B) Housing that is subject to any form of rent or price control through a public entity’s 
valid exercise of its police power. 
(C) Housing that had been occupied by tenants within five years from the date of 
approval of the development agreement by a primary tenant who was low income and 
did not leave voluntarily. 
 

(2) “Highway” means a way or place of whatever nature, publicly maintained and open to the 
use of the public for purposes of vehicular travel. “Highway” includes a street. 
 
(3) “New automobile capacity” means any new lane mileage of any kind other than sidewalks 
or bike lanes. 
 
(4) “Project labor agreement” has the same meaning as defined in paragraph (1) of 
subdivision (b) of Section 2500 of the Public Contract Code. 
 
(5) “Skilled and trained workforce” has the same meaning as provided in Chapter 2.9 
(commencing with Section 2600) of Part 1 of Division 2 of the Public Contract Code. 
 
(6) “Transit lanes” means street design elements that delineate space within the roadbed as 
exclusive to transit use, either full or part time.  
 
(7) “Transit prioritization projects” means any of the following transit project types on 
highways: 

(A) Signal coordination. 
(B) Signal timing modifications. 
(C) Signal phasing modifications. 
(D) The installation of wayside technology and onboard technology. 
(E) The installation of ramp meters. 
(F) The installation of dedicated transit or very high occupancy vehicle lanes, and shared 
turning lanes. 
 

(8) “Very high occupancy vehicle” means a vehicle with six or more occupants. 
 
(9) For the purpose of this statutory exemption, bikeway is defined the same way as in Section 
890.4 of the California Streets and Highways Code. “Bikeway” means all facilities that provide 
primarily for, and promote, bicycle travel. Bikeways shall be categorized as follows: 

 
(a) Bike paths or shared use paths (Class I bikeways) provide a completely separated 
right-of-way designated for the exclusive use of bicycles and pedestrians with crossflows 
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by motorists minimized. 
 
(b) Bike lanes (Class II bikeways) provide a restricted right-of-way designated for the 
exclusive or semi exclusive use of bicycles with through travel by motor vehicles or 
pedestrians prohibited, but with vehicle parking and crossflows by pedestrians and 
motorists permitted. 
 
(c) Bike routes (Class III bikeways) provide a right-of-way on-street or off-street, 
designated by signs or permanent markings and shared with pedestrians and motorists. 
In San Francisco, many of these routes are marked with shared lane markings referred 
to as sharrows. 
 
(d) Cycle tracks or separated bikeways (Class IV bikeways) promote active 
transportation and provide a right-of-way designated exclusively for bicycle travel 
adjacent to a roadway and which are separated from vehicular traffic. Types of 
separation include, but are not limited to, grade separation, flexible posts, inflexible 
physical barriers, or on-street parking. 
 

(10) Pedestrian Facilities as a term is not defined in Senate Bill 288. The Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways (MUTCD) is a national standard approved by 
the Federal Highway Administrator in accordance with Title 23 of the U.S. Code. In the MUTCD, 
Pedestrian Facilities is “a general term denoting improvements and provisions made to 
accommodate or encourage walking.”2 This definition will be used by San Francisco Planning 
Department to determine if a project or project component includes a pedestrian facility and 
meets the eligibility criteria of SB288. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration. 2009. Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devises for Streets and Highways. See page 17. Online at 
https://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/pdfs/2009r1r2/mutcd2009r1r2edition.pdf. Accessed December 21, 2020 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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General Plan Referral 
September 28, 2022 

Case No.: 2022-008878GPR  
Block/Lot No.: Upper Great Highway between Lincoln and Sloat 
Project Sponsor: City and County of San Francisco, Recreation and Parks Dept 
Applicant: Jordan Harrison (628) 652-6614 

jordan.harrison@sfgov.org 
Staff Contact: Trent Greenan (415) 575-9097  

trent.greenan@sfgov.org  

Recommended By: ___ ________________________ 
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Policy for 
Rich Hillis, Director of Planning 

Recommendation: Finding the project, on balance, is in conformity with the General Plan 

Project Description 
The Great Highway Pilot project will transition the current temporary status of “car-free” Great Highway during 
specified times into a permanent designation.  The project would create a car-free bicycle and pedestrian 
promenade on weekends, holidays, and a portion of Fridays by restricting private vehicle access to the Upper 
Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (2.0 miles). When closed, the roadway will be available 
to pedestrians, bicyclists, maintenance vehicles, permitted vehicles, and emergency vehicles. The roadway will 
continue to operate as a four-lane vehicular roadway on weekdays from Monday to the Friday closure time. This 
Pilot is proposed as a three-year study to enable more recreational use and data gathering that could inform 
future actions.  

The Great Highway has been under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission since the 1870s. In 
March 2020, the roadway was closed to private vehicles by the RPD General Manager (GM) under an emergency 
ordinance. This was in response to the COVID-19-related shelter-in-place order to provide people more space to 
recreate outdoors while social distancing.  Ultimately, the road was incorporated into part of the Slow Streets 
initiative, which continues as a temporary emergency response while San Francisco remains under a State-of-
Emergency amidst the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic. In August 2021, the GM issued a directive reopening the 

Attachment D
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Upper Great Highway to private vehicles weekdays starting Monday at 6:00am through Friday at 12:00pm. This 
pilot will maintain these hours of closure and will begin upon legislative approval of the private vehicle 
restrictions by the SF BOS (anticipated Fall 2022) and end on December 31, 2025. 

The re-purposing of the Great Highway during the previous closures has resulted in surge in walking and 
bicycling along the Great Highway, breaking the record for daily visits three times and setting a record at 11,661 
people accessing the promenade in a single day. 

Please see attachment A for project description narrative. 

Environmental Review 

On 9/28/2022, the project was determined to be statutorily exempt from the CEQA per Public Resources Code 
section 21080.25 (Planning Case No. 2022-007356ENV). 

General Plan Compliance and Basis for Recommendation 
As described below, the temporary closure of the Great Highway between Lincoln and Sloat is consistent with 
the Eight Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 and is, on balance, in conformity with the 
Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 1  
ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE SYSTEM. 

POLICY 1.1 
Encourage the dynamic and flexible use of existing open spaces and promote a variety of recreation and 
open space uses, where appropriate. 

The continued closure of the Great Highway maintains the transformation of a high-speed auto thoroughfare (45 
mph speed limit)  into a dynamic, inviting promenade with an intimate relationship with Ocean Beach that does 
not otherwise exist.   The project maintains car-free usage during peak recreational times and accommodates a 
large volume of residents and visitors with for a range of recreational opportunities.   

POLICY 1.5  
Prioritize the better utilization of McLaren Park, Ocean Beach, the Southeastern Waterfront and other 
underutilized significant open spaces. 

Attachment A, project description and project plans, omitted to reduce redundancy in CZT application
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Ocean Beach is one of the city’s great open spaces but is currently underutilized.  Opening the Great Highway to 
pedestrians and bicycles on a pilot basis improves the physical and experiential link between the city and beach, 
encouraging more activity and utilization of an immense public amenity.    

POLICY 1.10  
Ensure that open space is safe and secure for the City’s entire population. 

Keeping the Great Highway open to pedestrians and cyclists during peak recreational hours will reduce the risk of 
injury that would otherwise result from walking across four lanes of traffic to reach the beach.  Additionally, the 
large number of visitors that the closure attracts fosters a safer environment by making pedestrians more visible 
and therefore more anticipated user of the roadway.  Emergency vehicles will continue to have access to the 
roadway while closed to autos.  

OBJECTIVE 2  
INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TERM NEEDS OF THE CITY AND BAY REGION 

POLICY 2.2   
Provide and promote a balanced recreation system which offers a variety of high quality recreational 
opportunities for all San Franciscans. 

Ocean Beach is the closest major open space for much of the west side of the city.  When the Great Highway is 
dedicated to fast-moving vehicular traffic, a barrier is created between the communities and beach.  The project 
will greatly improve this connection.  

POLICY 2.4 
Support the development of signature public open spaces along the shoreline. 

The permanent closure creates a type of open space that does not currently exist in the city. The project provides a 
vast, paved promenade enabling a wide range of recreational opportunities and furthers the city’s goal of creating 
continuous open spaces along the ocean. 

OBJECTIVE 3  
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE. 

POLICY 3.1 
Creatively develop existing publicly-owned rights-of-way and streets into open space. 

The Great Highway closure is a milestone in furthering the city’s goals to use city owned streets as open space. The 
need to create additional open space to accommodate social distancing during the pandemic identified a larger 
opportunity to capture public roadway as an amenity for residents and visitors. The closure demonstrated a 
demand beyond the original intent for dynamic new type of  open space.   

POLICY 3.2 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Establish and implement a network of Green Connections that increases access to parks, open spaces, and 
the waterfront. 

The closure provides a crucial pedestrian and cycling linkage between the Golden Gate Park and the extensive 
coastal open space to the south.  

POLICY 3.4 
Encourage non-auto modes of transportation – transit, bicycle and pedestrian access—to and from open 
spaces while reducing automobile traffic and parking in public open spaces. 

The opening up of the roadway to pedestrians and cyclists will substantially encourage non-auto modes of 
transportation. San Francisco has a transit first policy emphasizing the importance of providing and prioritizing 
transportation via transit, walking, and bicycling for all trips in the City including to parks and open spaces. The 
Project would open up walking and cycling along one of the city’s biggest open spaces. The current Great Highway 
endangers pedestrians, limits access to open space, and endangers plant and animal life. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 1  
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL 
WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING 
THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA. 

POLICY 1.2 
Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city. 

The project improves pedestrian safety and comfort by eliminating the need for individuals to cross four lanes of 
high-speed traffic to reach Ocean Beach during closure hours. 

OBJECTIVE 2 
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVING THE 
ENVIRONMENT. 

POLICY 2.2 
Reduce pollution, noise, and energy consumption. 

By promoting cycling and walking over auto use during the closure the project will reduce pollution, noise, and 
energy consumption, however, by maintaining automobile use the peak commute hours the project does not 
advance this policy as much as a complete transition would. 

POLICY 2.4 
Organize the transportation system to reinforce community identity, improve linkages among interrelated 
activities and provide focus for community activities. 
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OBJECTIVE 10 
DEVELOP AND EMPLOY METHODS OF MEASURING THE PERFORMANCE OF THE CITY'S TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM THAT RESPOND TO ITS MULTI-MODAL NATURE. 

POLICY 10.1 
Assess the performance of the city's transportation system by measuring the movement of people and 
goods rather than merely the movement of vehicles. 

The pilot will examine how the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard is used by 
pedestrians, bicyclists, vehicles, and other modes during the pilot period. The pilot does not propose any changes 
to traffic management or parking. The pilot will collect promenade user data, conduct public outreach, and will 
conduct network analysis of the broader circulation system to inform recommendations for future use of the Upper 
Great Highway. The pilot is proposed from late 2022 through December 2025 to provide a comparison of the data 
both before and after the Great Highway Extension is permanently closed as part of the Ocean Beach Climate 
Change Adaptation Project (estimated in 2024). Data collection will begin in 2023 and continue during the length of 
the pilot. The schedule and frequency of data collection is to be determined.  The data will be used by the 
supervisor and RPD to develop recommendations for the use of the Upper Great Highway after the pilot is finished, 
based on a combination of how well used the promenade is and what effects it might have on neighboring streets. 

OBJECTIVE 12 
DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT PROGRAMS IN THE PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTORS, WHICH WILL SUPPORT 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AND AIR QUALITY OBJECTIVES, MAINTAIN MOBILITY AND ENHANCE BUSINESS 
VITALITY AT MINIMUM COST. 

POLICY 12.1 
Develop and implement strategies which provide incentives for individuals to use public transit, ridesharing, 
bicycling and walking to the best advantage, thereby reducing the number of single occupant auto trips. 

The pilot project does not directly advance this policy as it avoids disruptions to automobile traffic  during peak 
commute hours.  However, as a pilot project, that includes an assessment phase, information gained from this pilot 
may be used to inform more transformative designs, policies and outcomes in the future.  

OBJECTIVE 18 
ACHIEVE STREET SAFETY FOR ALL 

POLICY 18.1 
Prioritize safety in decision making regarding transportation choices and ensure safe mobility options for all 
in line with the City's commitment to eliminate traffic fatalities and severe injuries. 

San Francisco adopted Vision Zero in 2014, a policy that commits us to ending traffic fatalities. “Vision Zero San 
Francisco commits city agencies to build better and safer streets, educate the public on traffic safety, enforce traffic 
laws, and adopt policy changes that save lives”.  This project supports this goal by separating cyclists and 
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pedestrians from automobiles, eliminating potential conflicts during closure. Care should be given to ensure that 
safety is prioritized during during commute hours as well as during hours of closure to vehicular traffic. 

OBJECTIVE 19 
ESTABLISH A STREET HIERARCHY SYSTEM IN WHICH THE FUNCTION AND DESIGN OF EACH STRET ARE CONSISTENT 
WITH THE CHARATER AND USE OF ADJACENT LAND.   

Table 3, “Guide to the Vehicle Circulation Plan” under Objective 19 describes the design policy for the Great 
Highway:  “The design capacity of this road should be reduced substantially to correspond with its recreational 
function; emphasis to be on slow pleasure traffic, bicycles and safe pedestrian crossings:”  The pilot program will 
further the goal of enabling the Great Highway to meet its recreational function and test the right-of-way uses and 
configuration proposed for the pilot period.   

POLICY 19.1 
Wherever feasible, divert through automobile and commercial traffic from residential neighborhoods onto 
major and secondary arterials, and limit major arterials to nonresidential streets wherever possible. 

While partial closure of the subject segment of the Great Highway represents taking intermittent reductions of a 
major road facility for vehicles, it intermittently opens the same facility for other non-vehicular users, and thereby 
providing recreational and other benefits to those users as described throughout this General Plan Referral.   
Moreover, in addressing the need to limit through traffic on nearby residential streets,  the City implemented a 
series of traffic calming measures in 2020 and 2021 which were delivered to improve safety conditions for all users 
and to encourage traffic to use other  high-capacity arterials, such as Lincoln Way, Sunset Boulevard and Sloat 
Boulevard. 

POLICY 19.5 
Mitigate and reduce the impacts of automobile traffic around parks and along shoreline recreation areas. 

Closing the segment of the Great Highway between Sloat and Lincoln to vehicular traffic on a pilot basis will reduce 
the impacts of auto traffic to pedestrians and bicyclists.    

OBJECTIVE 29 
ENSURE THAT BICYCLES CAN BE USED SAFELY AND CONVENIENTLY AS A PRIMARY MEANS OF 
TRANSPORTATION, AS WELL AS FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES. 

POLICY 29.1 
Expand and improve access for bicycles on city streets and develop a well-marked, comprehensive system 
of bike routes in San Francisco. 

The project greatly expands bicycle access on the west side of the city and combined with other routes creates a 
more comprehensive cycling network.  
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POLICY 29.9 
Identify and expand recreational bicycling opportunities. 

The project creates an expansive ocean-front cycling and pedestrian promenade during peak recreational hours 
that does not exist in the city.  

OBJECTIVE 31 
CITY GOVERNMENT SHOULD PLAY A LEADERSHIP ROLE IN INCREASING BICYCLE USE. 

POLICY 31.1 
Consider the needs of bicycling and the improvement of bicycle accommodations in all city decisions. 

The proposed three-year pilot study  continues the re-use of the roadway as public open space that originated 
from a need to provide for safe, physically distant exercise during the city emergency that subsequently became 
part of the Slow Streets Program.   

POLICY 31.4 
Encourage non-cyclists to become cyclists and encourage cyclists to ride more often. 

The Great Highway closure allows for new cyclists or those that may not be comfortable riding on city streets the 
opportunity to enjoy an extensive ride without the concern for conflict with automobiles. These new riders may 
subsequently incorporate cycling into their daily routing as part of commuting or recreation.  It also encourages 
existing cyclists to take advantage of closure to ride more often.  

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 3 
ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL CONNECTION BETWEEN GOLDEN GATE PARK AND THE BEACH FRONTAGE. 

POLICY 3.1 
Strengthen the visual and physical connection between the park and beach. Emphasize the naturalistic 
landscape qualities of the western end of the park for visitor use. When possible eliminate the Richmond-
Sunset sewer treatment facilities. 

The project will add gates or other physical control devices and signage/ paint to direct vehicular, pedestrian and 
bike traffic at Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard, improving the connection between Golden Gate Park and Ocean 
Beach.  

Planning Code Section 101 Findings 

Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes Eight Priority Policies and requires review of discretionary approvals 
and permits for consistency with said policies. The Project is found to be consistent with the Eight Priority 
Policies as set forth in Planning Code Section 101.1 for the following reasons:  

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for
resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;

http://www.sf-planning.org/info


General Plan Referral Case No. 2022-008878GPR  
Upper Great Highway Pilot 

8 

The proposed changes would not remove existing retail uses or impact future opportunities for resident 
employment. Increased bicycle and pedestrian activity as a result of the improvements is expected to 
increase patronage of local businesses relative to private vehicles passing-through. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the
cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;

The proposed changes would not change the existing housing and neighborhood character surrounding
the Upper Great Highway because the Project's physical changes are limited in nature and do not
substantially change the appearance the roadway.

3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;

The proposed changes would not affect the supply of affordable housing surrounding the Upper Great
Highway or in the City because the Project would not negatively impact, remove, or prevent construction of
affordable housing.

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood
parking;

The proposed changes would not impede Muni transit service as they would not reroute or introduce any
obstructions to existing Muni service to the area. The project would not result in the removal of any parking
spaces.

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced;

The proposed changes would not affect the industrial or service sectors because there is no proposal for, or
inducement of, commercial office development associated with the Project.

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an
earthquake;

The proposed changes would not negatively impact the City’s preparedness in the event of an earthquake.
The Project may create additional safe spaces to reconvene post-earthquake.

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

There are no identified landmark or historic buildings affected by the Project.

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development; 

The Project would not impede access to sunlight or vistas. The Project would increase the opportunity for
visitors to gain access to sunlight and vistas in the vicinity by increasing the area available for outdoor
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recreation. 

Recommendation: Finding the project, on balance, is in conformity with the General Plan 
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General Manager Directive 21-002 
Motor Vehicles On Great Highway 

August 15, 2021 

To: Mayor’s Office, Municipal Transportation Agency, RPD Operations Staff 

From: Philip A. Ginsburg, General Manager 

In March 2020, at the recommendation of Supervisor Gordon Mar and in consultation with Mayor London 
N. Breed and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, and pursuant to Park Code Section 3.03,
I approved the closure of the Great Highway (from Lincoln to Sloat) to motor vehicle traffic except as
permitted, to allow members of the public an opportunity for safe, socially-distanced recreation due to
the COVID-19 emergency.  The County Health Officer had imposed a shelter-in-place order that generally
required people to stay indoors but allowed people to leave to engage in the essential activity of outdoor
recreation.  The closure was due to the emergency, in furtherance of the public interest, and necessary
for the safety and protection of the many members of the public who sought out recreational
opportunities along the Great Highway, to enable them to recreate in a safe and socially distanced
manner.

The City has begun to make significant progress in response to the COVID-19 pandemic.  Many people are 
vaccinated, and the City has developed protocols to allow recreational facilities that were initially closed, 
such as playgrounds and recreation centers, to reopen.  In parallel, many businesses that were initially 
closed have also begun to return to normal operations.  And schools are also reopening.  These changes 
indicate that fewer people will be needing to recreate on the Great Highway, which is normally a major 
transportation artery, during the week.    But based on usage patterns from the past year, there is still a 
clear public interest, and a continuing need in this emergency, to ensure the safety and protection of the 
many members of the public who will be engaging in recreational uses of the Great Highway on the 
weekends.  Therefore, at the request of Supervisors Mar, Chan and Melgar and Mayor London N. Breed,  
I direct pursuant to Park Code Section 3.03 that the Great Highway shall be closed to motor vehicle traffic 
between Friday 12 pm until Monday 6 am, and on holidays, beginning on August 16, 2021 at 6 am, and 
until further notice. 

Attachment E



CEQA Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address

RPD: Great Highway Weekday Reopening

Block/Lot(s)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Permit No.

Addition/ 

Alteration

Demolition (requires HRE for 

Category B Building)

New 

Construction

The Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) General Manager proposes to direct that the Great Highway be 

closed to motor vehicle traffic between Friday 12 pm until Monday 6 am, and on holidays, until further notice. The 

General Manager is proposing to take this action pursuant to Park Code Section 3.03.In March 2020, at the 

recommendation of Supervisor Gordon Mar and in consultation with Mayor London N. Breed and the San 

Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, and pursuant to Park Code Section 3.03, the RPD General Manager 

approved the closure of the Great Highway (from Lincoln Way to Sloat Boulevard) to motor vehicle traffic, except 

as permitted.  He did so to allow members of the public the opportunity to recreate in a safe, socially-distanced 

manner, in the context of the COVID-19 emergency. The County Health Officer had imposed a shelter-in-place 

order that generally required people to stay indoors but allowed outdoor recreation as an essential activity. The 

closure was due to the emergency, in furtherance of the public interest, and necessary for the safety and 

protection of the many members of the public who sought out recreational opportunities along the Great Highway, 

to enable them to recreate in a safe and socially-distanced manner.  The City has begun to make significant 

progress in response to the COVID-19

FULL PROJECT DESCRIPTION ATTACHED

Case No.

2021-008237ENV

STEP 1: EXEMPTION TYPE

The project has been determined to be exempt under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one building; 

commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or 

with a CU.

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 10,000 

sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan

policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres

substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or

water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

Section 15269 - Emergency Projects
Other ____

Common Sense Exemption (CEQA Guidelines section 15061(b)(3)). It can be seen with certainty that 

there is no possibility of a significant effect on the environment .

Attachment F



STEP 2: ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING ASSESSMENT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 

project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g. use of diesel construction 

equipment, backup diesel generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to the Environmental 

Is the project site located within the Maher area or on a site containing potential subsurface soil or 

groundwater contamination and would it involve ground disturbance of at least 50 cubic yards or a change of 

use from an industrial use to a residential or institutional use? Is the project site located on a Cortese site or 

would the project involve work on a site with an existing or former gas station, parking lot, auto repair, dry 

cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or a site with current or former underground storage tanks?

if Maher box is checked, note below whether the applicant has enrolled in or received a waiver from the San 

Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, or if Environmental Planning staff has 

determined that hazardous material effects would be less than significant.

Note that a categorical exemption shall not be issued for a project located on the Cortese List

Hazardous Materials: Maher or Cortese

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a 

location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian 

and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

Would the project involve the intensification of or a substantial increase in vehicle trips at the project site or 

elsewhere in the region due to autonomous vehicle or for-hire vehicle fleet maintenance, operations or 

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two

(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive

area? If yes, archeology review is required. 

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment

on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to the Environmental Information tab on 

https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/) If box is checked, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Average Slope of Parcel = or > 25%, or site is in Edgehill Slope Protection Area or Northwest Mt. 

Sutro Slope Protection Area: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) New building construction, 

except one-story storage or utility occupancy, (2) horizontal additions, if the footprint area increases more 

than 50%, or (3) horizontal and vertical additions increase more than 500 square feet of new projected roof 

area? (refer to the Environmental Information tab on https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/) If box is checked, a 

geotechnical report is likely required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Does the project involve any of the following: (1) New building construction, except one-story storage or 

utility occupancy, (2) horizontal additions, if the footprint area increases more than 50%, (3) horizontal and 

vertical additions increase more than 500 square feet of new projected roof area, or (4) grading performed at 

a site in the landslide hazard zone? (refer to the Environmental Information tab on https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/) 

If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic Hazard: Landslide or Liquefaction Hazard Zone:

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Don Lewis



STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Property Information Map)

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include

storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 

right-of-way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each

direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a

single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original

building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW

TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Reclassification of property status. (Attach HRER Part I)

Reclassify to Category A

a. Per HRER

b. Other (specify):

(No further historic review)

Reclassify to Category C

2. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

3. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces that do not remove, alter, or obscure character 

defining features.

4. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with

existing historic character.

5. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.



6. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining

features.

7. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

8. Work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties  

(Analysis required):

9. Work compatible with a historic district (Analysis required):

10. Work that would not materially impair a historic resource (Attach HRER Part II).

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST sign below.

Project can proceed with exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature:

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 6: EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

Project Approval Action: Signature:

Supporting documents are available for review on the San Francisco Property Information Map, which can be accessed at 

https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/. Individual files can be viewed by clicking on the Planning Applications link, clicking the “More 

Details” link under the project’s environmental record number (ENV) and then clicking on the “Related Documents” link.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes an exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the 

Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination to the Board 

of Supervisors can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.

Don Lewis

08/15/2021

No further environmental review is required. The project is exempt under CEQA.

Issuance of RPD General Manager Directive



Full Project Description

The Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) General Manager proposes to direct that the Great Highway be 

closed to motor vehicle traffic between Friday 12 pm until Monday 6 am, and on holidays, until further notice. The 

General Manager is proposing to take this action pursuant to Park Code Section 3.03.

In March 2020, at the recommendation of Supervisor Gordon Mar and in consultation with Mayor London N. Breed 

and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, and pursuant to Park Code Section 3.03, the RPD 

General Manager approved the closure of the Great Highway (from Lincoln Way to Sloat Boulevard) to motor 

vehicle traffic, except as permitted.  He did so to allow members of the public the opportunity to recreate in a 

safe, socially-distanced manner, in the context of the COVID-19 emergency. The County Health Officer had 

imposed a shelter-in-place order that generally required people to stay indoors but allowed outdoor recreation as 

an essential activity. The closure was due to the emergency, in furtherance of the public interest, and necessary 

for the safety and protection of the many members of the public who sought out recreational opportunities along 

the Great Highway, to enable them to recreate in a safe and socially-distanced manner.  

The City has begun to make significant progress in response to the COVID-19 pandemic.  Many people are 

vaccinated, and the City has developed protocols to allow recreational facilities that were initially closed, such as 

playgrounds and recreation centers, to reopen. In parallel, many businesses that were initially closed have also 

begun to return to normal operations.  And schools are also reopening. These changes indicate that fewer people 

will be needing to recreate on the Great Highway, which is normally a major transportation artery, during the 

week.  But based on usage patterns from the past year, there is still a clear public interest, and a continuing 

need in this emergency, to ensure the safety and protection of the many members of the public who will be 

engaging in recreational uses of the Great Highway on the weekends. Therefore, at the request of Supervisors 

Mar, Chan and Melgar and Mayor London N. Breed, the RPD General Manager has directed the changes 

described above, beginning on August 16, 2021, at 6 am.



TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the

Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes  a 

substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed  changes 

to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be subject to  additional 

MODIFIED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code

Sections 311 or 312;

Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known

at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Planner Name:

The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project

approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning 

Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. 

In accordance with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can 

Date:
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COASTAL ZONE 
PERMIT REVIEW 
PROCEDURES 

SAN FRANCISCO CITY 
PLANNING CODE 

AS LEGALLY ADEQU.L"'E 

BY THE CALIFOFNIA COASTAL 

· COMMISSION ON 3/14/86 
(A Portion of the Zoning 

Ordinance) 

SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLA_NNING 



Sec. 330. 
Sec. 330. 1 
Sec. 330.2 
Sec. 330.3 
Sec. 330.4 
Sec. 330.4.1 

Sec. 330.5 
Sec. 330. 5. 1 

Sec. 330. 5. 2 
Sec. 330. 5. 3 
Sec. 330.5.4 
Sec. 330.6 
Sec. 330.7 
Sec. 330.8 
Sec. 330.9 
Sec. 330. 10 
Sec. 330.11 
Sec. 330. 12 
Sec. 330.13 
Sec. 330.14 
Sec. 330.15 
Sec. 330. 16 

SAN FRANCISCO CITY PLANNING CODE 

COASTAL ZONE PERMIT PROCEDURES 

Purpose and Coastal Zone Permit Area. 
Projects Requiring Coastal Zone Permjt Review. 
Definitions. 
Projects Exempt from Coastal Zone Permit Review. 
Projects Subject to Coastal Zone Permit Review. 

.. 1!."' •• 

Projects Requirinq a Coastal Zone Rermit from the California 
Co.as ta 1 Ca11111i s s ion. 
App 1 icati an· for a Coasta 1 Zone Permit. 
Permit Application Review for Consistency with the Local 
Coastal Program. 
Findings. 
Determination of Permit Jurisdiction. 
Planning Commission Review of Coastal Zone Permits. 
Coastal Commission Notification. 
Pub 1 i c Notice. 
Emergency Coastal Zone Permits. 
Appeal Procedures. 
Appealable Projects. 
Who May Appeal a Coastal Zone Permit. 
Permit Approval by Operation of Law. 
Effective Date of Approved Projects. 
Expiration Date and Extensions. 
Coastal Zone Permit Fees. 
Procedural Permit Review Changes. 

• 

·-

•• 
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• SEC. 330. PURPOSE AND COASTAL ZONE PERMIT AREA. 

• 

(a) Purpose. The purpose of Section 330 through 330.16 is to 
implement the process of reviewing projects within the 
Coastal Zone for consistency with the San Francisco Local 
Coastal Program as required by the California Coastal Act 
of 1976 as amended. 

{b) Coastal Zone Permit Area. The following regulations 
pertain to the San Francisco Coastal Zone Area designated 
on Section Maps CZ4, CZS, and CZ13 of the Zoning Map. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved ll/22/85) 

SEC. 330.1. PROJECTS REQUIRING COASTAL ZONE PERMIT REVIEW. 

All private projects, except those specifically exempt, shall be 
required to apply to the San Francisco Department of City 
Planning for a Coastal Zone Permit for demolition, construction, 
reconstruction, alterations, change of use, change of occupancy, 
condominium conversions or any other development on or affecting 
real property located within the designated boundary of the 
Coastal Zone. 

All public projects, except those specifically exempt, shall be 
required to.apply to the San Francisco Department of City 
Planning for a Coastal Zone Permit, including any development 
project or change of use in the coastal zone area of Golden Gate 
Park, the Zoo, or the Lake Merced area~ 

A Coastal Zone Permit shall be required in addition to any other 
permit application which may be required elsewhere by the 
Planning Code, Building Code, or other Municipal Code. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85) 

SEC. 330.2. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of this Section 330 through 330.16, the 
following definitions shall apply: 

(a) An "aggrieved person" for the purpose of appeals to the 
California Coastal Commission shall be any person who 
appears at a public hearing in connection with a decision 
or action appealed to the California Coastal Commission, or 
who by other appropriate means informed in writing the 
Zoning Administrator, Planning Commission, or Board of 
Permit Appea 1 s. 

(b) "Emergency" is defined as a sudden unexpected occurrence 
demanding immediate action to prevent or mitigate loss or 
damage to life, health, property, or essential public 
services. 

- 386 A -
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(b) Enlargement or alteration of any structure other than a 
single-family residence or a public structure or facility, 
provided that these improvements do not have an adverse 
environmental effect, adversely affect public access, or 
involve a change in use contrary to any policy of the Local 
Coastal Program. 

(c) Repair or maintenance activities that do not result in an 
addition to, or enlargement or expansion of a structure or 
use, provided that it does not fall within the requirement 
in Sec. 330.4 (e) , (h) , and ( i ) • 

(d) The replacement of any structure, other than a public 
structure or facility, destroyed by natura 1 disaster. Such 
replacement structure shall (1) conform to applicable 
Building Code, other standards of this Code and zoning 
requirements, and other applicable Municipal Code, (2) 
shall be for the same use as the destroyed structure, (3) 
shall not exceed either the floor area, height, or bulk of 
the destroyed structure by more than 10 percent, and (4) 
shall be sited in the same location on the affected 
property as the destroyed structure. 

(e) The conversion of any existing multiple-unit residential 
structure to a time-share project, resort club, vacation 
club, estate, or other short-term use • 

. 
(f) The installation, testing, and placement in service or the 

replacement of any necessary utirity connection between an 
existing service facility and any development approved 
pursuant to this Code. 

(g) Recreation and Park tree trimming, reforestation and 
support services, landscaping improvements, vegetation 
removal and seasonal planting, replacement planting, 
maintenance, and other park landscaping and planting 
improvements, provided that this activity does-not involve 
a change contrary to any policy of the Coastal Program. 

(h) Recreation and Park Department road maintenance, repairs, 
facilities and street lighting, and road and circulation 
improvements as proposed in the Golden Gate Park 
Transportation Management Plan. 

(i) Recreation and Park Department play structures, 
maintenance, and any other Park and Recreation activity 
that requires no building permit or is subject to section 
330.4 (a) through (h) of this Code. 

(j) Maintenance dredging of existing navigation channels or 
moving dredged materials from such channels to a disposal 
area outside the coastal zone, pursuant to a permit from 
the United States Army Corps of Engineers. 
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(k) Maintenance, improvements, and any other projects within 
the United States Federal lands in designated Golden Gate 
National Recreation Areas. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85) 

SEC. 330.4. PROJECTS SUBJECT TO COASTAL ZONE PERMIT REVIEW. 

A Coastal project as defined in Section 330.2(a). 

(a) Construction of any residential or commercial building, 
structure, or project as defined in Section 330.2(d). 

(b) Any alteration, enlargement or reconstruction of a 
structure or building which increases the intensity of use 
of the structure or building. 

(c) Any alteration, enlargement or reconstruction made pursuant 
to a conversion of an existing structure from a multiple 
unit rental use or visitor-serving commercial use to a use 
involving a fee ownership or long-term leasehold including 
but not limited to a condominium conversion, stack 
cooperative conversion, motel/hotel or time-sharing 
conversion. 

(d) An enlargement or alteration that would result in an 
increase of 10 percent ~r more of internal floor area of 
the existing structure, or increase in height by more than 
10 percent of an existing structure on property located 
between the sea and the first public road paralleling the 
sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or 
of the mean high tide of the sea where there is no beach, 
whichever is the greater distance, or in significant scenic 
resource areas as designated by the California Coastal 
Contnission. 

(e) Any repair or maintenance to facilities, structures or 
public works located in an environmentally sensitive 
habitat area, any sand area within 50 feet of the edge of a 
coastal waters or streams that include the placement or 
removal, whether temporary or permanent, of rip-rap rocks, 
sand or other beach materials or any other forms of solid 
materials. 

(f} Alteration or reconstruction of any structure on a beach, 
wetland, stream, or lake seaward of the mean high tide 
line; where the structure or proposed improvement would 
encroach within 50 feet of the edge of a coastal bluff. 

• .. \ 

(g) Any significant alteration of land forms including removal 
or placement of vegetation, on a beach, wetland or sand 
dune, or within 100 feet of the edge of a coastal· bluff, or \~ 
stream or in areas of natural vegetation. 

- 386 D -



• 

• 

(h) Any method of routine maintenance dredging that involves: 

1. The dredging of 100,000 cubic yards or more within a 
twelve month period. 

2. The placement of dredged spoils of any quantity within 
an environmentally sensitive habitat area, or a sand 
area, within 50 feet of the edge of a coastal bluff or 
environmentally sensitive habitat area, or within 20 
feet of coastal waters or streams. 

3. The removal, sale, or disposal of dredged spoils of any 
quantity that would be suitable for beach nourishment 
in an area the California Coastal Commission has 
declared by resolution to have a critically short sand 
supply that must be maintained for protection of 
structures, coastal access or public recreational use. 

( i) Any repair or maintenance of a seawa 11 revetment, b 1 uff 
retaining wall, breakwater, groin, culvert, outfall, or 
similar shoreline work that involves: 

1. Repair or maintenance involving substantial alteration 
of the protective work including pilings and other 
surface or subsurface structures. 

2. The placement, whether temporary or permanent, of 
rip-rap, artificial berms of sand or other beach 
materials, or any other form of solid materials, on a 
beach or in coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries and lakes or on a shoreline protective work 
except for agricultural dikes within enclosed bays or 
estuaries. 

3. The replacement of 20 percent or more of the structural 
materials of an existing structure with materials of a 
different kind. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85} 

SEC.·330.4.1. PROJECTS REQUIRING A COASTAL ZONE PERMIT FROM THE CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION. . 

The California Coastal Commission shall retain coastal permit 
review jurisdiction over all tidelands, submerged lands below 
the mean high tide, and any other area so designated on 
Sectional Maps CZ4, CZ5, and CZ13 of the Zoning Map, including 
the Olympic Country Club, Lake Merced, and the Pacific Ocean 
shore extending 3 miles out to sea from the mean high tide. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85} 
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SEC. 330.5. APPLICATION FOR A COASTAL ZONE PERMIT. 

A Coastal Zone Permit shall be applied for at the Department of 
City Planning concurrent with other necessary project permit(s). 

(a) An application for a Coastal Zone Permit where a 
conditional use authorization is required shall be 
reviewed subject to the procedures for reviewing 
conditional use applications in Section 303 of the City 
Planning Code. 

(b) An application for a Coastal Zone Permit where a variance 
application is required shall be reviewed subject to the 
procedures for variances in Section 305 of the City 
Planning Code. 

{c) An application for a Coastal Zone Permit where a building 
permit authorization is required shall be reviewed subject 
to the procedures set forth in the Planning Code, Building 
Code and part III of the Municipal Code. 

(d) City Planning Code amendments and changes to the Zo~ing 
Map shall be conducted according to Section 302 of the 
City Planning Code. 

1. Amendments to the Local Coastal Program, include, but 
ar.e -not limited to, any action by the Planning 
Cormnission, or Board of' Supervisors which authorizes a 
use of a parcel of land other than that designated in 
the certified Local Coastal Program as a permitted use 
of such parcel. 

2. Any proposed amendments~ set-back proceedings, zoning 
map changes or interim zoning controls which may alter 
the Local Coastal Program shall be submitted as a 
request for an amendment of the Local Coastal Program 
for review by the California Coastal Commission. No 
more than three submittals may be made per calendar 
year. Such amendment shall take effect only after it 
has been certified by the California Coastal 
Cormni ss ion. 

{Added Ord. 509-85~ Approved 11/22/85} 

SEC. 330.5.1. PERMIT APPLICATION REVIEW FOR CONSISTENCY WITH THE LOCAL 
COASTAL PROGRAM. 

•• ,,! 

(a} The City Planning Department shall review all Coastal Zone 
Permit Applications, Building Permit Applications~ 
Conditional Use Applications, Variances, City Planning 
Code Amendments, and Zoning Map changes within the Coastal 
Zone for consistency with the requirements and objectives • 
of the San Franc i sea Loca 1 Coast a 1 Program. · ···· 
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(b) The Board of Permit Appeals shall review all appeals of 
coastal zone permit applications. Any appeals shall be 
reviewed by the Board of Permit Appeals for consistency 
with the requirements and objectives of the San Francisco 
Local Coastal Program. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85) 

SEC. 330.5.2. FINDINGS. 

The Zoning Administrator or the City Planning Commission, or 
Board of Permit Appeals in reviewing a Coastal Zone Permit 
App1ication or an appeal thereof shall adopt factual findings 
that the project is consistent or not consistent with the Local 
Coastal Program. A Coastal Zone permit shall be approved only 
upon findings of fact establishing that the project conforms to 
the requirements and objectives of the San Francisco Local 
Coastal Program. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85} 

SEC. 330.5.3. DETERMINATION OF PERMIT JURISDICTION. 

The Zoning Administrator shall determine whether or not a 
project is exempt or subject to a Coastal Permit Application 
pursuant to Section 330.2 through 330.4 of the City Planning 
Code. If the project requires a Coastal Zone Permit • 
Application, the Zoning Administrator_ shall determine whether 
the project may be appealed to the California Coastal 
Commission, or whether the project can only be appealed locally 
to the Board of Permit Appeals. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85} 

SEC. 330.5.4. PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW OF COASTAL ZONE PERMITS. 

SEC. 330.6. 

. 
The City Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing on any 
Coastal Zone Permit Application for which the Zoning 
Administrator has determined from the findings that the project 
has a significant impact on the Coastal Zone. Any projects 
which may be appealed to the California Coastal Commission 
shall be scheduled for review by the Planning Commission. The 
City Planning Commission may schedule a public hearing on any 
Coastal Zone Permit Application on its own motion. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85) 

COASTAL COMMISSION NOTIFICATION. 

The Department of City Planning shall notify the California 
Coastal Commission of each Coastal Zone Permit Application 
received as follows: 
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SEC~ 330.7. 

.. 

(a) A written notice to the California Coastal Commission 
shall be mailed within ten (10) calendar days of filing of 
a Coastal Zone Permit Application with the Department of 
City Planning. This notice shall include the application 
number, address or location, the nature of the project, 
determination of whether the project is exempt, or 
appealable to the California Coastal Commission, and 
schedule for permit review. 

(b) A written notice to the California Coastal Commission 
shall be mailed within seven (7) calendar days after a 
final decision has been made by the Zoning Administrator 
or City Planning Commission. Notice of approval shall 
include the findings, the action taken by the Zoning 
Administrator or City Planning Commission, conditions of 
approval if any, and p~ocedures for appeal. 

(c) The Department of City Planning shall notify in writing 
the California Coastal Commission of any appeal of a 
Coastal Zone Permit Application to the Board of Permit 
Appeals. This notification shall take place within ten 
( 10) calendar days of filing the appeal. A notice of 
final action on the appeal shall be mailed by the 
Department of City Planning to the California Coastal 
Commission within seven {7) calendar days of such action. 

• .. \ 

(d) A local decision on a Coastal Zone Permit shall not be ~ 
deemed complete until {1) the local decision on the 
application has been made and al1 required findings have 
been adopted, including specific factual findings 
supporting the legal conclusions that the proposed 
development is or is not consistent with the Local Coastal 
Program and (2) when all local rights of appeal have been 
exhausted. 

{Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85) 

PUBLIC NOTICE. 

In addition to the notice standards of Section 306 through 
306.5 in this Code, and any other notice requirement by the 
Building Code or any other notice required by the Municipal 
Code, the Zoning Administrator shall mail notice of a Coastal 
Zone Permit Application to residents within 100 feet of the 
subject property, and mail notice to any person or group who 
specifically requests notice. The notice shall identify the 
nature of the project, its location within the coastal zone, 
the time and date of hearing if any, and appeal procedures. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85) 
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~ SEC. 330.8. 

• 

EMERGENCY COASTAL ZONE AUTHORIZATION. 

In case of an emergency, temporary emergency authorization to 
proceed may be given by the Director of Planning or his 
designee until such time as a full Coastal Zone Permit 
Application shall be filed. 

(a) An applicant may request an Emergency Coastal Zone 
Authorization by letter to the Director of Planning, in 
person or by telephone, if time does not allow. The 
following information shall be included in the request: 

1. The nature of the emergency. 

2. The cause of the emergency, insofar as this can be 
established. 

3. The location of the emergency. 

4. The remedial, protective, or preventive work required 
to deal with the emergency. 

5. The circumstances during the emergency that appeared 
to justify the cause(s)·of action taken, including the 
probable consequences of failing to take action. 

(b) The Director shall verify the facts, including the 
existence and the nature of the ~mergency, insofar as time 
allows. The Director shall provide public notice of the 
emergency work, with the extent and type of notice 
determined on the basis of the nature of emergency. If 
time does not allow for public notice to be given before 
the emergency work begins, the Director sha 11 provide 
public notice of the action taken soon thereafter. The 
Director may grant emergency authorization upon reasonable 
terms and conditions, including an expiration date and the 
necessity for a regular permit application later, if the 
Director finds that: 

1. An emergency exists that requires action more quickly 
than permitted by the procedures for administrative 
permits or for regular permits and the work can and 
will be completed within 30 days unless otherwise 
specified by the terms of the authorization. 

2. Public comment on the proposed emergency action has 
been reviewed, if time allows. 

3. The work proposed would be consistent with the 
requirements of the Local Coastal Program • 
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SEC. 330.9. 

. ' 

., (c) The Director shall not grant an Emergency Coastal Zone 
Authorization for any work that fa 11 s within an area that 
the Coastal Commission retains direct permit review 
authority as designated on Section Maps CZ4, CZS, and CZ13 
of the Zoning Map. In such areas, an applicant may 
request emergency authorization from the California 
.Coastal Commission. 

., '\ 

(d) The Director shall report, in writing, to the Coastal 
Conmission and to the Planning Commission, at its first 
scheduled meeting after authorizing the emergency work, 
the nature of the emergency and the work involved. Copies 
of this report shall be available at the meeting and shall 
be mailed to all persons who have requested such 
notification in writing. The report of the Director shall 
be informational only; the decision to grant an Emergency 
Coastal Zone Authorization is at the discretion of the 
Director of City Planning or his designee. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85) 

APPEAL PROCEDURES. 

(a) All Coastal Zone Permits Applications may be appealed to 
the Board of Permit Appeals as described in Sections 308.2 

I 

of this Code. Local appeal of a Coastal Zone Permit is • 
not subject to the aggrieved party provisions in Section , 
330.2(a} of this Code, but must comply with the appeal 
review procedures of Section 330.5. l(b) and Section 
330.5.2 of this Code. 

(b) Appeal to the California Coastal Commission is available 
only for approved projects in the appealable area of the 
Coastal Zone, as designated in Sectional Maps CZ42 CZS, 
and CZla of the Zoning Map. Disapproved Coastal Zone 
Permit Applications are not appealable to the California 
Coastal Commission. 

(c) A Coastal Zone Permit which may be appealed to the 
California Coastal Conrnission can be appealed by filing 
with the Ca 1 i forn i a Co as ta 1 Commission within 10 work.i ng 
days after the California Coastal Commission receives 
notice of final action from the Department of City 
Planning. Appeals to the California Coastal Commission 
are subject to the aggrieved party provisions in Section 
330.2(a). 

(d) An applicant is required to exhaust local appeals before 
appealing to the California Coastal Commission. 

{e) Major pub 1 i c works and energy facilities within the .: •... 
Coastal Zone may be appealed to the California Coastal . 
Commission whether approved or not by the local g~vernment. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85) 
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~ SEC. 330.10. APPEALABLE PROJECTS. 

·~ 

~ 

The following projects may be appealed to the California 
Coastal Commission: 

(a) Projects approved between the sea and the first public 
road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the in1and 
extent of any beach or of the mean high tide line of the 
sea where there is no beach, or as otherwise indicated in 
Sectional Maps CZ4, CZS, and CZ13 of the Zoning Map. 

(b) Projects approved and located on tidelands, submerged 
lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, 
estuary, stream or within 300 feet of the top of the 
seaward face of any coastal bluff. 

(c) Any project which constitutes a major public works project 
or a major energy facility, including the following: 

1. All production, storage, transmission, and recovery 
facilities for water, sewerage, telephone, and other 
similar utilities owned or operated by any public 
agency or by any utility subject to the jurisdiction 
of the Public Utilities Commission, except for energy 
facilities. 

2. All public transportation facilities, including 
streets, roads, highways, public parking lots and 
structures, ports, harbors, airports, railroads, and 
mass transit facilities and stations, bridges, trolley 
wires, and other related facilities. A railroad whose 
primary business is the transportation of passengers 
shall not be considered public works nor a development 
if at least 90 percent of its routes located within 
the coastal zone utilize existing rail or highway 
rights-of-way. 

3. All publicly financed recreational facilities, all 
projects of the State Coastal Conservancy, and any 
development by a special district. 

4. All community college facilities. 

5. Major public works or energy facility with an 
estimated cost of $100,000 or more. 

6. Energy facilities is any public or private processing, 
producing, generating, storing, transmitting, or 
recovering facility for electricity, natural gas, 
petroleum, coal, or other source of energy. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85) 
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SEC. 330.11. WHO MAY APPEAL A COASTAL ZONE PERMIT TO THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL 
COMMISSION. · 

Appeal of a local decisio·n may be filed by: (1) an applicant; 
{2) any aggrieved person as defined in Section 330.2(a); ot· (3) 
any two members of the California Coastal Commission. In the 
case of appeal by two Coastal Commission members local appeal 
need not be exhausted. 

{Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85) 

SEC. 330.12. PERMIT APPROVAL BY OPERATION OF LAW. 

(a) If the City Planning Department has failed to act on a 
Coastal Zone Permit Application within a one year period 
from the date of which the application has been accepted 
as complete, the person claiming a right to proceed shall 
notify in writing the Zoning Administrator of his or her 
claim that the development has been approved by operation 
of law. Such notice shall specify the application which 
is claimed to be approved. 

(b) When an applicant claims that a Coastal Zone Permit 
Application has been approved by operation of law, a 
written notice shall be mailed by the Zoning Administrator 
within seven (7) calendar days of such action to the 
California Coastal Commission and any person·entitled to 
receive notice that the application has been approved by 
operation of law. Approval of a Coastal Zone Permit 
Application by ·expiration of time limitation may be 
appealed to the California Coastal Commission. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85) 

SEC. 330.13. EFFECTIVE DATE OF APPROVED PROJECTS. 

(a) A final decision on an application for an appealable 
project shall become effective after a ten (10) working 
day appeal period to the California Coastal Commission has 
expired, unless either of the following occur: {1) a 
valid appeal is filed in accordance with City and State 
regulations, or (2) local government requirements are not 
met per section 330.6(b). When either of the above occur, 
the California Coastal Commission shall, within five (5) 
calendar days of receiving notice of that circumstance, 
notify the local government and the applicant that the 
local government action has been suspended. The applicant 
shall cease construction immediately if that occurs. 

{b) Coastal Zone Permits for projects not appealable to the 

• ~ 

California Coastal Commission shall become effective only • 
after other required planning or building permit .. 
applications have been issued. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85) 
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~ SEC. 330.14. EXPIRATION DATE AND EXTENSIONS. 

~ 

~ 

A Coa~tal Zone Permit shall expire one year from the date of 
issuance unless otherwise explicitly modified by approval 
conditions for the project. The Zoning Administrator may 
extend a Coastal Zone Permit prior to its expiration for up to 
12 months from its original date of expiration. Coastal Zone 
Permit extensions may be granted upon findings that the project 
continues to be in conformance with the Local Coastal Program. 

{Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85) 

SEC. 330.15. COASTAL ZONE PERMIT FEES. 

SEC. 330.16. 

Before accepting any Coastal Zone Permit Application for 
filing, the Department of City Planning shall charge and 
collect a fee as set forth in Section 351(d) for processing a 
Coastal Zone Permit Application. No fees shall be established 
for appealing any Coastal Zone Permit. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved ll/22/85) 

PROCEDURAL PERMIT REVIEW CHANGES. 

Any proposed changes in the Coastal Zone Permit procedures 
specified in Sections 330 through 330.16, or any subsequent 
action by the Board of Supervisors, Planning ColliTlission or 
Zoning Administrator pertaining to the permit review process of 
Coastal Zone Permits shall be submitted to the California. 
Coastal ColliTlission for its review prior to final approval. The 
California Coastal ColliTlission shall take action on any such 
amendments within a reasonable time period after the submittal 
of any such proposals. 

(Added Ord. 509-85, Approved 11/22/85) 
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INTRODUCTION 

This volume contains proposed amendments to the Master Plan 
and the text and maps of the City Planning Code necessary for 
the comprehensive revision of zoning controls for San 
Francisco's neighborhood commercial districts. 

BACKGROUND 

Detailed investigation of neighborhood commercial planning issues began in 1978, based on 
concerns raised during Department studies leading to adoption of new residential zoning 
controls and the Commerce and Industry Element of the Master Plan. At the request of 
neighborhood residents and local merchants, the Board of Supervisors passed a resolution 
callln~ for a zoning study and establishing a temporary moratorium on approval of permits 
for bars, restaurants, take-out foods, and branch banks on Union Street. Recommen
dations for Special Use District zoning controls on Union Street were adopted by the City 
Planning Commission in 1979. Further work led to adoption of similar controls for eleven 
other neighborhood commercial special use districts and moratoria on bars, restaurants, 
financial institutions and/or other uses for six other streets. These .Special Use Districts 
and moratoria were adopted pending completion of a citywide neighborhood commercial 
rezoning study. This report completes that study and contains its recommendations for 
changes in the City's Master Plan and Planning Code, which is the City's zoning ordinance. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL 

This Proposal for Adoption contains Master Plan amendments, Planning Code text and 
Zoning. Map amendments for approximately 220 neighborhood commercial areas ranging 
from lar~e active districts, such as North Beach and Polk Street, to small corner clusters 
of grocery and convenience stores. Existing zoning for most commercial areas currently 
zoned C-1, C-2, RC-1, RC-2, and RC-3 is proposed to be replaced by the folJowing new 
districts: 

NC-1 
NC-2 
NC-3 

Neighborhood Commercial Cluster (e.g. smalJ corner grocery stores) 
Small-Scale Neighborhood Commercial District (e.g. Chestnut Street) 
1\11oderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial District (e.g. Outer Geary 

Boulevard, Inner Mission Street) 
NC-S Neighborhood Shopping Center (e.g. Laurel Village, Petrini Plaza) 

In addition, separate individual zoning districts are recommended for 15 neighborhood 
commercial areas which have been the subject of careful evaluation as interim Special 
Use Districts and moratorium areas. Permanent controls designed to meet unique 
conditions are proposed for the following districts: 

Broadway Haight Street 
Castro Street Hayes-Gough 
Inner Clement Street Upper Market Street 
Outer Clement Street North Beach 
Upper Fillmore Street Polk Street 

1 

Sacramento Street 
Union Street 
Valencia Street 
24th Street-Mission 
24th Street-Noe· Valley 



Some main provisions contained in the proposed program are: 

• New controls for eating and drinking establishments in all neighborhood • 
commercial districts including: 

Prohibition of new eating and drinking establishments in seven districts, 
Conditional use review of eating and drinking establishments in three 
districts, 
Conditional use review of fast-food restaurants and take-out food uses in 
the remaining districts; 

• Review of development on lots which exceed certain size thresholds and 
review of uses which exceed certain size thresholds; 

• Re~ulation of residential conversions and demolit~ons by story; 

• Controls of entertainment uses; 

• Guidelines for location and design of financial services; 

• Separate controls of upper-story medical, personal and business services; 

• Rear yard requirements by story; 

• Exclusion of residential space from the floor area ratio calculation; 

• Controls on outdoor activities, drive-up facilities, walk-up facilities, and 
general treatment of street frontage in new buildings and alterations to 
existing buildings; 

• Limits on hours of operation of commercial uses in most districts; 

• Requirements for s-treet trees for new development in all districts; 

• Higher maximum residential densities in about 4-0 district locations; 

• Controls on awnings, marquees and canopies, and limits on the size and· 
location of signs. 

REPORT CONTENTS 

Master Plan amendments necessary to implement the Neighborhood Commercial rezoning 
proposalinclude thorough revisions of policies of Objective 8 of the Commerce and 
Industry Element (with detailed guidelines for land use, conversion and demolition of 
residential units, and urban design) and minor additions to Objective 2, Policy 4- of the 
Residence Element. 

The main feature of the rezoning proposal is Article 7, a new part of the Planning Code, 
which establishes a comprehensive, flexible system of neighborhood commercial zoning 

-.. controls. It contains four general area districts and fifteen individual area districts with 
controls which embrace the full range of land use issues in each district. A description 
and purpose statement for each district is accompanied by a chart which displays all 
applicable zoning controls, either directly or by reference to other sections of the Code. 
Article 7 also includes sections describing standards, permitted uses, definitions, and 
references to other Code sections. Two fold-out charts at the end of the report 
summarize the existing and proposed controls for neighborhood commercial districts .. 

All other sections of the Code which are to be modified to implement the neighborhood 
commercial zoning proposal are also presented in the report. These include amendments 
to Articles 1, 1.2, 1.5, 1.7, 2, 2.5, 3, and 6. This volume also contains maps showing 
existing and proposed zoning boundaries for neighborhood commercial districts and a 
complete index of recommended zoning map changes by street name. 
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MASTER PLAN AMENDMENTS 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents revisions to the Master Plan necessary to implement the 
Nei~hborhood Commercial rezoning proposal. In conjunction with the development of new 
zoninfS controls, each element of the Master Plan was thoroughly reviewed for consistency 
with the new zoning and, if appropriate, updated, revised or expanded. Only those 
elements which directly address neighborhood commercial districts or require changes are 
addressed in this report. 

The Commerce and Industry Element, dating from 1975, has been updated to reflect 
current land use patterns and planning goals. Objective 8 is thoroughly revised and now 
contains seven policies, including guidelines for land use, conversion and demolition of 
residential units, and urban design for use by the Planning Commission in its review of 
permit applications. 

Other Master Plan elements address various other aspects relating to neighborhood 
commercial districts, either in general policies applicable citywide or in specific policies 
pertinent to neighborhood commercial districts. Specific policies in the Transportation 
and Residence Elements are listed for reference. One policy in the Residence Element is 
expanded to include reference to the proposed new neighborhood commercial zoning 
districts • 
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COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 8 

MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS 
EASILY ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS. 

San Francisco is well known as a city with many distinct neighborhoods whose diverse · 
characteristics are expressed on their commercial streets. Many of these neighborhood 
shoppin~ areas reflect the surrounding neighborhood's ethnic and lifestyle characteristics, 
building scale and architectural style, topography, and historical development. 

Nei~hborhood commercial districts also constitute an important part of the city's 
economic base, contributing to the city's fiscal stability through business taxes, and 
providin~ employment opportunities for local residents. They create a public domain 
where individuals can choose from a wide array of activities as well as have opportunities 
for leisure, cultural activities and entertainment. Many districts maintain an active 
street life and pedestrian character which enhances the city's stature as a walking city. 

The continuing viability of a neighborhood commercial district is dependent primarily on 
its ability to provide required services and maintain customer patronage. The successful 
district provides a variety of goods and services in an atmosphere·of safety, convenience, 
and attractiveness. · 

POL~CY 1 

Ensure and encourage the provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services in the 
city's neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity 
among the districts. 

One of the unique charms and features of San Francisco is the diversity of its 
neighborhoods anp their shopping areas. Neighborhood commercial areas vary widely in 
function, trade area, form, design and character; but they all serve a common purpose in 
providing goods and services to meet the needs of City residents. In particular, 
convenience goods and services, such as groceries, personal toiletries, shoe repair, hair 
cutting, film processing, laundry and dry cleaning, should be readily available'to residents 
in nearby shopping areas. Residents require easy access to such goods and services in 
:order to satisfy their basic personal and household needs. 

While all neighborhood commercial districts provide for the convenience needs of 
residents in adjacent neighborhoods, many also provide specialty and comparison goods 
and services to a larger, often citywide trade area. A district may specialize in uses 
which cater to its surrounding neighborhood's lifestyle. However, as a district becomes 
more specialized, it may need to draw from a broader geographical market area in order 

. · to sustain itself with sufficient customer patronage. The function of a district is also 
influenced by its proximity to other commercial areas. Some relatively isolated districts 
niay serve nearly all the retail and service needs for a residential neighborhood. Other 
districts may serve a community in conjunction with other nearby commercial districts, 
each with varying degrees of specialization. 
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Nei~hborhood shopping areas also differ in the size, scale, and configuration of their lots 
and buildir1gs. They range from a small cluster of lots to linear shopping districts, 
extending two or more blocks along arterials or thoroughfares. Neighborhood shopping 
centers and supermarkets with extensive on-site parking are also scattered throughout the 
city. The differing sizes of lots and blocks, which are determined in part by the 
neighborhood's topography, influence the configuration of the commercial district and its 
surrounding lots. The variation in topography, lot size and juxtaposition with surrounding 
uses, in addition to the district's historic development, all contribute to the variety in 
size, shape, and architectural style of a district's buildings. 

The scale and extent of commercial activity, relative to other uses, also varies among 
districts. Commercial uses may occupy from one to four stories, in a continuous series or 
interspersed among residential buildings. In many linear shopping districts, the 
commercial activity is often concentrated on a primary street or streets, with side streets 
or alleys containing a mix of commercial and residential uses. 

The variation in function and character of commercial districts should be maintained 
through controls on building form, scale, ground story and upper story commercial and 
residential uses, and operation which reflect the differences between districts and 
reinforce the variations in individual land use patterns. 

The essential character of neighborhood commercia! districts should be maintained by 
encouraging uses which are compatible in scale or type with the district in which they are 
to be located. However, districts also should be allowed to evolve over time in response 
to changes in the neighborhoods they serve and changes in consumer tastes and 
preferences. 

The determination of the appropriateness of various land uses in neighborhood commercial 
districts should consider the following basic aspects: 

• Individual district character; 

• Customer orientation of the district; 

• Residential community Jiving within and adjacent to the district; 

• Necessity and desirability of the use to the community; and 

• Environmental impacts of the use. 

Trte following guidelines, in addition to others in this objective for neighborhood 
commercial districts, should be employed in the development of overall district zoning 
controls as weU as in the review of individual permit applications which require case by 

: case review and City Planning Commission approval. In general, commercial uses should 
be encouraged which meet the guidelines; conversely, commercial uses should be 
discouraged which do not. · 
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Guidelines for All Uses 

• The use should be consistent with the purpose of the district in which it is located as 
stated in the Planning Code. 

• The use primarily should serve the local community and not attract a major part of 
its clientele from outside the district in which it is located. (This guideline should 
not apply to districts specifically intended to serve a citywide or regional clientele.) 

• The use should contribute to the variety of commercial goods and services offered in 
the district and avoid an undesirable concentration of one type of use in a certain 
location. In low-intensity districts, a balanced mix of various neighborhood-serving 
uses, with no concentration of a particular use, is desirable. In higher-intensity 
districts with a special orientation to one type of use (such as antique stores), 
clustering of such specialty uses may be appropriate. However, one type of use 
should not occupy an entire block frontage. 

• The size of the use should not be larger than necessary to serve the district's trade 
area. Individual use sizes may vary depending on the type of merchandise offered. 

• 

For example, a supermarket may require a larger floor area than a shoe repair shop in 
order to serve the same trade area. · 

The use should not detract from the livability of the district or adjacent residential 
areas by causing offensive noise, odors, or light, particularly in the late night or very 
early morning hours. Establishments operating in the·late night or early morning . 
hours should be of a type which provide goods and services which it is necessary and 
desirable to make available to the community at those hours. For example, longer · 
hours of operation may be appropriate for neighborhood-serving convenience stores 
such as groceries or pharmacies. 

• If locating at the ground story, the use should contribute to an active retail frontage. 
In districts with continuous active retail frontage, individual uses which do not serve 
the general public during regular business hours, such as churches, are encouraged to 
share ground story space with more active uses. This guideline may not apply in 
those districts or parts of a district where retail uses are interspersed with fully 
residential buildings and institutional facilities. However, in most areas, provisions 
should be made to allow future conversion of non-commercialground story space in 
order to accommodate future commercial growth in the district. 

• The use should fully utilize available floor area. Uses which occupy a limited amount 
of ground story frontage, such as limited financial services and hotel lobbies, should 
provide access to remaining space for use by other establishments. 

• The use should not significantly increase traffic congestion or parking demand (See 
Auto-Oriented or Drive-Up Facilities section for more specific guidelines on parking) .. 
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Guidelines for Specific Uses 

In some districts, the balanced mix of commercial activities has been upset by the 
proliferation of certain uses such as financial services, restaurants and bars, take-out food 
and quick-stop establishments and entertainment uses.. The concerns are not limited to 
the number and concentration of these uses but also include the related nuisances they 
create and their impacts on the neighborhood. Other uses, such as automotive repair and 
principal non-accessory parking, also can create noise and traffic problems. Special 
controls should be adopted for these uses in districts where they are a particular problem. 
These uses should adhere to the following guidelines, in addition to those general 
guidelines noted above. 

Financial Services 

• Financial offices should not be located near other financial uses. It is preferable that 
they be at least 300 feet apart. In districts where the number of financial services 
has seriously upset the balance of commercial uses, the distance may be increased for 
additional financial services. Also, the distribution pattern of existing financial 
services and the form of the district may be considered in increasing the distance 
factor. For example, to provide for the same number of additional financial 
establishments, a non-linear district with a concentration of financial services might 
warrant greater distances between existing and proposed uses than a linear district 
with an even distribution of financial services. · 

• Financial services should provide retail banking services to serve the business 
community as well as the residential community. 

• The location of new or expanding financial services should, if feasible, avoid the 
demolition of sound buildings which are compa.tible in scale and character with other 
buildings in the district. 

• If new construction is necessary, inclusion of other commercial uses and/or 
residential units is desirable. New structures should have continuous retail frontage 
along the shopping street or mall except where access to upper-level uses, accessory 
parking, loading or public open space is necessary. New development should be 
compatible in scale, design and use with the rest of the district. 

• In neighborhood commercial districts where drive-up facilities are not permitted, 
financial offices should be pedestrian-oriented. In cases where drive-up facilities are 
permitted or parking is required, interruptions of the continuous retail frontage 
should be kept to a minimum. 

:Eating and Drinking Establishments 

Eating and drinking establishments include bars, restaurants, fast food restaurants, and 
take-out food. Guidelines for eating and drinking establishments are needed to achieve 
the following purposes: 
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• Regulate the distribution and proliferation of eating and drinking establishments, 
especially in districts experiencing increased commercial activity; 

• Control nuisances associated with their proliferation; 

• Preserve storefronts for other types of local-serving businesses; and 

• Maintain a balanced mix of commercial goods and services. 

The re~ulation of eating and drinking establishments should consider the following: 

• Balance of retail sales and services; 

• Current inventory and composition of eating and drinking.establishments; 

• Total occupied commercial linear frontage, relative to the total district frontage; 

• Uses on surrounding properties; 

• Available parking facilities, both existing and proposed; 

• Existing traffic and parking congestion; and 

• Potential impacts on the surrounding community • 

In districts where the proliferation of eating and drinking establishments could generate 
problems, the following guidelines should be employed in the consideration of new 
establlshments: 

• The balance of commercial uses may be threatened when eating and drinking 
establishments occupy more than 20% of the total occupied commercial frontage. 
Proposals for eating and drinkin~ establishments which would increase the proportion 
of total occupied commercial frontage above 20% should be reviewed to ensure that 
they would not reduce the variety of neighborhood-serving uses; nor create 
substantial noise, traffic, parking problems, or other nuisances in the district or 
surrounding neighborhood. Those establishments that would do the above should not 

·oe permitted. Except in districts'primarily designed to accommodate a strong eating 
and drinking trade, such as North Beach, such establishments should not occupy more 
than 25% of the total commercially-occupied frontage in a district .. 

• It is preferable that the proposed new use be at least 100 feet from the nearest 
eating and drinking establishment. Two or more uses within that distance may be 
troublesome. 

• In most cases, accessory parking should not be provided unless the Planning Code 
requires parking for the use. Where the district's parking supply cannot adequately 
accommodate the demand generated by the use and traffic and parking congestion is 
expected to increase significantly, then the establishment should not be permitted • 
(See Auto-Oriented or Drive-Up Facilities section for more specific guidelines on 
parking). 

8 



' • 

• 

• 

Fast Food Restaurants, Take-Out Food, Convenience Stores, and Similar Quick
Stop Establishments 

Quick-stop establishments include fast food restaurants and take-out food, convenience 
stores and other quick-stop establishments which may or may not involve food service. 
These latter uses may include small or medium-sized grocery stores, film processing 
stores, video rental outlets, dry cleaners, and other establishments which primarily 
provide convenience goods and services and generate a high volume of customer trips. 

• These uses should be interspersed with other retail businesses and avoid undue 
concentration of one type of product. 

• Fast food restaurants usually include large kitchens, service counter(s), customer 
queuing areas and other features which are intended to serve more customers than 
the use can physically accommodate for eating on-site. New or expanding fast food 
restaurants should be evaluated for their anticipated customer volumes. If high 
customer volumes are anticipated, the use should be designed to avoid concomitant 
traffic and other nuisance problems for the surrounding neighborhood. 

• The site should provide adequate waiting space for either walk-in or drive-in patrons. 

• The site should be equipped with sufficient outdoor trash receptacles to avoid litter 
problems in the surrounding neighborhood • 

Entertainment and Adult Entertainment Uses 

Adult entertainment uses are generally inappropriate in most neighborhood commercial 
districts· because: 

• Neighborhood commercial districts are located near family-oriented residential 
areas; since adult entertainment uses may attract criminal activity, their proximity 
to residential areas, parks, schools, and churches may introduce criminal activity in 
such neighborhoods, or may tend to reduce property values; 

· • They appeal to a more specialized clientele, drawing customers from outside the 
neighborhood who may drive and create or add to parking congestion, and occupy 
space that could be devoted to uses which serve a broader segment of the immediate 
neighborhood. 

• There is adequate provision of space for these uses in other areas of the city. 

Adult entertainment and entertainment uses in other districts may be appropriate in 
certain districts or parts of districts. The following guidelines should be used in their 
review: 

• Except in the Broadway district, entertainment uses should not be open after 2:00 
a.m. in order to minimize disruption to residences in and around a district. For uses 
involving liquor service, potentially loud music, dancing or large patron volumes, 
ear Her closing hours rna y be necessary. 
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• Entertainment uses should be sufficiently insulated for ·noise and operated so a! to 
reasonably protect surrounding residences. Fixed source equipment noise should not.' . " 
exceed the decibel levels specified in the San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance. 
Ventilation systems should be adequate to permit <foors to stay closed during 
performances. 

• Except for movie theaters, entertainment uses should not involve electronic 
amplification after midnight, in order to minimize disruption to surrounding 
residences. 

• New adult entertainment uses should be at least 1000 feet from the nearest existing 
adult entertainment use. 

Auto Repair Services 

• When converting a gas station with minor repair facilities to an auto repair service, 
adequate building space should be provided for carrying out all repair services inside 
the building. 

• Auto repair facilities should be large enough to accommodate all cars on site and 
avoid on-street parking of cars before or after repair work is done. I£ temporary 
on-site storage of cars must be outside the building, suitable landscaping or screening 
should be· provided. 

Auto-Oriented or Drive--Up Facilities 
.. 

The following guidelines apply to auto-oriented facilities which include those designed 
primarily for drive-to or drive-through trade, providing service to patrons in automobiles 
and providing off-street parking, such as gas and service stations, car washes, auto-repair 
facilities, supermarkets, and principal parking facilities: 

• Non-thoroughfare transit-preferential streets, collector, local and recreational 
streets which are located in residential areas, as designated in the Transportation 
Element of the Master Plan, ~re not considered appropriate for auto-oriented 
facilities. Certain other major and secondary thoroughfar~s are appropriate for 
auto-oriented or drive-up facilities. 

• Auto-oriented or drive-up facilities should not be located in areas of heavy pedestrian 
concentration. To avoid potential pedestrian-vehicle conflicts where large numbers 
of children are present, the site should not be within 500-foot walking distance of an 
elementary or secondary school. 

• Potential traffic demand generated by the use should be evaluated. Sufficient 
parking to provide for the parking demand should be located on-site or within easy 
walking distance of the site and should be designed to prevent traffic congestion. 
Parking should not be provided unless the Planning Code requires parking for the use$' 
or it can be shown that such parking is necessary and will be sufficient to meet all 
demand generated on site without disrupting retail and pedestrian continuity, or 
causing circulation congestion, or violating other guidelines in this objective. If • 
parking is required, the number of spaces provided generally should be limited to the 
amount defined in the Plaming Code for accessory parking. If such off-street 
parking is expected to be insufficient to provide for the anticipated parking demand _./ 
and could thereby lead to increases in traffic and parking congestion; more parking 
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may be necessary. As an alternative to, or in addition to, providing parking on or 
near the site, other measures such as carpooling for employees or shuttle bus service 
for patrons to existing or new parking facilities elsewhere in the district may be 
necessary and appropriate to reduce or provide for the expected parking demand. If 
no parking is provided or other measures are not taken to address parking or traffic 
congestion, the location of the use on the subject site should not be permitted. 

To avoid cumulative impacts of auto-oriented facilities and drive-up facilities on the 
traffic flow, sites should not be within 500-foot walking distance of another 
auto-oriented establishment, unless specific traffic volumes and patterns could 
accommodate such facilities. 

Preferable sites are those which are vacant or already devoted to an open use such as 
a service station or parking lot. 

To avoid underutilization of land, accessory parking should be made available for 
general public use when not being utilized by the facility. 

The site plan and operating policy of the drive-in use should allow vehicles to enter 
promptly without having to wait in line on the street or across the sidewalk. 

ln~ress or egress for parking should not occur on streets or alleys having 
predominantly residential use. 

Parking areas, if provided, should not be placed at the commercial street frontage if 
such placement would disrupt a continuous streetwall with an active retail frontage. 
Parking areas should be well screened or landscaped, and easily monitored so as not 
to encourage loitering or vandalism • 

POLICY 2 

Preserve and promote the mixed commercial-residential character in neighborhood 
commercial districts. Strike a balance between the preservation of existing affordable 
housing and needed expansion of commercial activity. 

Most neighborhood commercial districts contain dwelling units in addition to commercial 
uses. Flats, apartments, and residential hotels are frequently located above ground-story 
commercial uses; fully residential buildings are common in some districts. The retention 
of. this mix is desirable. Among other things, it ensures the presence of people on the 
streets at different times which increases safety and business vitality on evenings and 
weekends. Residents in commercial areas help to create an active street life, which 
promotes interaction between people in the neighborhood. 

The mixed residential-commercial character of neighborhood commercial districts should 
be promoted by encouraging new construction of upper-story residential units above 
commercial development in mixed-use buildings. In order to make feasible such 
mixed-use projects, higher residential density and/or reductions in required parking may 
be warranted in districts with a reduced need for auto ownership or where anticipated 
parking demand can be accommodated off-site • 
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Existing residential units in neighborhood commercial districts comprise a valuable 
affordable housing resource which provides for the needs of San Francisco's diverse 
population. Most of these units are in sound or rehabilitable wood-frame structures and 
they are among the least expensive rental units in the city. 

On the other hand, conversion of this housing is an lmpor~ant means of providing 
competitive and affordable commercial space. Conversions of ground-story residential 
units should be oermitted in all neighborhood commercial districts without special 
review. In many neighborhood commercial districts, the physical location and structural 
aspects of the upper-story housing units make it attractive and feasible to convert them 
to commercial use. Due to the limited supply of vacant land, some commercial expansion 
into the residential space may be the only feasible way to adequately meet the 
commercial needs of the trade area served by the district. 

The amount of commercial space necessary and desirable to serve the retail and service 
function of a district varies depending on the size of the trade area, proximity to other 
commercial districts, and competition from other land uses. 

In neighborhood commercial districts consisting of a small cluster of lots, commercial 
uses at the ~round story only can provide for the convenience needs (such as groceries and 
laundry) of nearby residents. In these districts no new commercial use should be 
permitted above the ground story, nor should conversions of existing residential units 
above the grQund story be permitted. 

In small-scale neighborhood commercial districts most of the anticipated demand for 
commercial growth can be accommodated through new construction at the first two 
stories on vacant or underu$ed parcels without the necessity to convert upper story 
residential units. However in some of these districts where demand for commercial space 
is particularly strong, allowing commercial uses above the second story in new 
construction and allowing some conversion of existing residential units above the ground 
story may be appropriate as long as the general equilibrium between retail, office, and 
residential uses is maintained. 

In larger, moderate-scale neighborhood commercial districts which are intended to 
provide a wider range of goods and services to a larger trade area, growth opportunities 
through new construction at the first two .stories on vacant or underused parcels may be 
insufficient to meet the demand for commercial space. While the retention of mixed use 
buildings and the construction of new mixed use buildings is desirable in these districts, 
construction of new, fully commercial structures, and some conversion of existing upper 
story residential units may be appropriate to meet demand if the increased commercial 
activity would not adversely affect existing traffic or parking congestion. 

' •;""\ 
.... -' 

Because the appropriateness of residential conversions depends on many factors which 
vary from district to district, land use controls should be adjusted to reflect the different 
n-eeds of each district. In most districts certain conversions, such as those at the ground 
story or third story, can be regulated by permitting or prohibiting them without special 
review, while those at the second story may need case-by-case review by the City 
Planning Commission. In other districts, however, proposed conversions at all stories may 
need case-by-case review. A balance must be struck between the need to retain the 
housing and the need to provide for commercial expansion. Some upper-story conversions 
may be appropriate, if based on a review of an individual case, it is found that the need 
for commercial expansion clearly outweighs the need to preserve affordable housing. In • 
that case-by-case review the following guidelines should be employed: / . 
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Guidelines for Residential Conversions 

The need for the proposed commercial use in the district should be clearly 
established. The need to preserve affordable housing may be presumed in light of the 
citywide shortage of such housing and established policy in the Residence Element. 

• The conversion should be disallowed if commercial space suitable for occupancy by 
the proposed commercial use is available elsewhere in the district. 

• Many small businesses providing personal, medical, professional and business services 
to neighborhood residents and the general public seek affordable space in the upper 
stories; they should be accommodated as long as the conversions are not so numerous 
as to upset the general equilibrium between commercial and residential uses or to 
constitute a substantial loss of housing. Commercial and institutional uses which do 
not primarily serve the general public usually are not appropriate in neighborhood 
commercial areas unless they are minor uses ancillary to those which do serve the 
general public, such as a small dental labratory or small business accountant. 

• Conversions are more appropriate if the units are located in an active commercial 
district and are isolated from other residential units. 

• Along secondary side streets and alleys of linear or areawide districts, conversions 
are inappropriate. The more residential character of the secondary streets should be 
protected to provide a transition between the commercial and surrounding residential 
districts. 

• Conversion may be appropriate if the unit(s) is unsuitable for residential occupancy 
because offensive noise, especially from traffic or late night activity, is generated on 
the same site or near the unit; or a building adjacent to or near the unit(s) blocks the 
residents• access to light and air. 

• Conversion may be appropriate if the housing unit is declared by the Superintendent 
of the Bureau of Building Inspection or the Chief of the Bureau of Fire Prevention to 
be unsafe and/or incapable of being made habitable for residential occupancy. 
However, if the property owner has shown possible willful neglect or a pattern of 
negli!:~ence in performing ordinary maintenance, thereby resulting in uninhabitable or 
unsafe units, the conversion should not be permitted, or the property owner should 
add other replacement rental units to the city's housing supply. 

• Conversions should not adversely impact the livability of any remaining units in the 
building. In buildings where re-conversion back to dwelling units may be desirable, 
the kitchens should be retained. · 

• In evaluating proposed conversions, consideration should be given to economic 
hardships which might result from the denial of the conversion application. 

• Tenants should be notified prior to filing the application to convert the unit(s) and for 
any conversion that is permitted relocation assistance should be made available to 
displaced tenants, i.e. efforts to identify housing comparable in size, price, and 
location; and the provision of a relocation allowance, particularly in the case of units 
occupied by low or moderate income residents • 
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The same considerations that apply to conversions apply to demolition of housing units. 
Therefore, demolitions should be reviewed on a case-by-case basis using the same 
guidelines that are to be used in reviewing conversions. Demolition permits should be 
reviewed ·in conjunction with the permits for the replacement structures whenever 
possible. When this is not possible, conditions applying to future buildings permits may be 
attached to the demolition permit or the new building permit may require further review. 
The replacement structure should include housing units, for which there is an exhibited 
demand, or replacement rental units should be added to the city1s housing supply. In order 
to encourage prompt replacement of demolished structures, permits should not be 
approved for temporary uses, such as general advertising signs or parking, unless such uses 
are approprla te permanent uses. 

POUCY 3 

Encourage the location of neighborhood shopping areas throughout the city so that 
essential retail goods and personal services are accessible to all residents. 

Neighborhood shopping districts should be distributed throughout the city so that all 
residential areas are within a service radius of one--quarter to one-half mile, depending 
upon the population density and topography of the area served. Most residential areas 
rrieet this service area standard, as can be seen on Map 1. Some remaining residential 
areas which are not served by commercial districts within these distances are served by 
individual commercial uses located within a quarter of a mile. These individual uses are 
typically corner grocery stores which are open long hours, providing a range of food and 
household convenience goods. The few remaining residential areas, which are neither 
served by neighborhood commercial districts nor by individual commercial uses, are 
typically of such low density that.they cannot economically support nearby commercial 
activity. It would be appropriate to revise the zoning to allow a smaller convenience 
commercial use in those areas if a market demand develops, as long as the location meets 
the criteria of Objective 6, Policy 2 of the Residence Element. 

POLICY 4 

Discourage the creation of major new commercial areas except in conjunction with new 
supportive residential development and transportation capacity. 

Economic growth exhibited in any given commercial area, when viewed from a citywide or 
regional perspective may not represent "real" or absolute growth, but rather a relocation 
of economic activity from another commercial area, contributing to its decline. "Real" 
growth of retail activity requires an actual increase in expenditures which is directly 
linked to increases in disposable personal income. Because there are opportunities for 
business expansion within existing commercial areas, the creation of major new 
commercial areas should be discouraged unless a significant new market is being created 
to support the proposed development. 

14 
' .. 

• ./ 



• 

RESIDENTIAL SERVICE AREAS OF NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS AND USES 

- NEIGHBORHOOD OR GENERAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT Service Radius : 1/2 Mile 

• - COMMERCIAL SERVICE AREAS 

RESIDENTIAL AREAS OUTSIDE SERVICE BOUNDARIES 
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POLICY 5 

Adopt specific zoning districts which conform to a generalized neighborhood commercial 
land ·use plan. 

The application of other policies under this "neighborhood commercial" objective results 
in land use distribution patterns shown on the Generalized Neighborhood Commercial 
Land Use Plan Maps. Neighborhood Commercial zoning districts should conform to the 
map, although minor variations consistent with the policies may be appropriate. The 
Generalized Neighborhood Commercial Land Use Plan provides for the following 
categories of neighborhood commercial districts: 

Neighborhood Commercial Clusters. These districts provide a limited range of 
convenience retail goods and services to residents in the immediate neighborhood 
typically during daytime hours. In general, these districts should be limited to no more 
than one or two l:llocks and commercial uses should be limited to the ground floor. The 
upper stories should be generally residential. These districts are intended to be located in 
neighborhoods which do not have the need for or capacity to handle larger-scale 
commercial activities. 

Small-Scale Neighborhood Commercial Districts. These districts provide convenience 
goods and services to the local neighborhood as well as limited comparison shopping to a 
wider market area. The size of these districts may vary from one to three blocks to 
several blocks in length. Commercial buil_ding intensity should be limited to the first two 
stories with residential development occasionally interspersed. Upper stories should be 
reserved for residential use. These districts are typically linear and should be located 
along collector and arterial streets which have transit routes. 

Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial Districts. These districts provide a wide range 
of comparison and specialty goods and services to a population greater than the 
immediate neighborhood, additionally providing convenience goods and services to local 
residents. These districts can be quite large in size and scale and may include up to four 
stories of commercial development, although most districts have less. They may include 
residential units on the upper stories. Due to the moderately-large scale and levels of 
activity, these districts should be located along heavily-trafficked thoroughfares which 
also serve as major transit routes. 

' 

-~ 

Neighborhood Shopping Centers. These districts provide retail goods and services for 
car-oriented shoppers. Goods and services can range from groceries for local residents to 
a full range of merchandise for a citywide clientele. Commercial building intensity can 
approach up to follr times the lot area, but is much lower in most cases because a 
substantial amount of each lot is devoted to automobile parking and building heights 
generally are limited to prevailing heights in surrounding areas. Residential uses are 
permitted but are uncommon. Because these districts provide an alternative building 
f~rmat with more parking opportunities than the traditional linear shopping districts, they 
should be located where their design is compatible with existing neighborhood scale and 
where they compatibly supplement other traditional commercial districts in serving new 
or low-density residential areas. • 
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GENERAliZED NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
LAND USE PLAN Map 2 
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NEIGHBORHOOD CLUSTER 
COMMERCIAL INTENSITY 

{Stories) 

1 SMALL SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICT 

1-2 MODERATE SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICT 
1-4 NEIGHBORHOOD SHOPPING CENTER· 

1-4 INDIVIDUAL NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICT 
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Individual Neighborhood Commercial Districts. These districts are generally small or 
moderate scale commercial districts generally located in neighborhoods undergoing rapid 
economic change. Separate zoning controls specific to each district's particular needs and 
characteristics are needed to deal with the economic growth and land use changes which 
each area is experiencing. In some districts, eating and drinking uses have proliferated, 
displacing other types of retail goods and services needed by the neighborhood. Financial 
institutions, such as banks and svaings and loan associations, have multiplied in certain 
districts, displacing other types of businesses, tending to concentrate and create nodes of 
congestion, and sometimes detracting from the visual and design character of the 
district. In many individual districts, special controls are necessary to protect existing 
housin~ from conversion to commercial use and encourage the development of new 
housing. 

POLICY 6 

Promote high quality urban design on commercial streets. 

Most of San Francisco's neighborhood commercial districts were developed concurrently 
with residential development and have physical forms which relate to the needs and tastes 
prevalent during the first half of this century. During this period, commercial units were 
built along streetcar lines and at major street intersections, often with residential flats on 
the upper floors, thus creating the familiar "linear" or "strip" commercial districts. 

The small lot pattetn prevalent at that time also encouraged the development of small· 
buildings and businesses. The resulting scale has come to characterize San Francisco's 
attractive and active neighborhood commercial districts. The small-scale character 
should be maintained through the regulation of the size of new buildings and commercial 
uses. 

Continuous commercial frontage at the street level is especially important. It prevents 
the fragmentation and isolation of fringe areas, improves pedestrian accessibility, and 
enhances the physical and aesthetic cohesiveness of the district •. The design of new 
buildings should harmonize with the scale and orientation of existing buildings. 
Additionally, a correspondence of building setbacks, proportions, and texture helps 
establish visual coherence between new development and existing structures on a 
commercial street. 

· The appeal and vitality~of a neighborhood commercial district depends largely on the 
character, amenities, and visual quality of its streets. The main function of neighborhood 
commercial streets is to. provide retail goods and services in a safe, comfortable, and 
attractive pedestrian environment. 

Urban Design Guidelines 

1. 

The following guidelines for urban design are intended to preserve and promote positive 
physical attributes of neighborhood commercial districts and facilitate harmony between • 
business and residential functions. The pleasant appearance of an individual building is 
critical to maintaining the appeal and economic vitality of the businesses located in it, as 



• 
Wt!!ll as of the whole neighborhood commercial district. An individual project's building 
design and site layout should be compatible with the character of surrounding buildings 
and the existing pattern of development in neighbo~hood commercial districts. 

The physical characteristics of the property and district which should be considered in the 
design of new development include: 

• Overall district scale; 

• Individual street character and form; 

• Lot development patterns; 

• Adjacent property usage; 

• Proposed site development and building design; 

• Potential environmental impacts; and 

• Feasible mitigation measures. 

Site Layout 

• The site plan of a new building should reflect the arrangement of most other buildings 
on its block, whether set back from, or built out to its front property lines. 

•·· In cluster and linear districts with continuous street building walls, front set-backs 
are discouraged, in order to maintain a continuous block facade line. However, 
outdoor activities such as sidewalk cafes and walk-up windows may be accommodated 
by recessing the ground story. Front set-pack areas of existing buildings may be used 
for outdoor activities. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

New development should respect open space corridors in the interior of blocks and 
not significantly impede access of light and air nor block views of adjacent buildings. 

On irregularly shaped lots, through-lots or those adjacent to fully-built lots, open 
space located elsewhere than at the rear of a property may improve the access of 
light and air to residential units. 

Outdoor activities associated with an eating and drinking or entertainment 
establishment which abut residentially-occupied property should be discouraged. 

Scale, Height and Bulk 

• In most cases, small lots with narrow building fronts should be maintained in districts 
with this traditional pattern. 

• When new buildings are constructed on large lots, the facades should be designed in 
units which are compatible with the existing scale of the district • 
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• The height of a proposed development should relate to the individual neighborhood 
character and the height and scale of adjacent buildings to avoid an overwhelming or •. 
dominating appearance of new structures. On a street of varied building heights, .~ 
transitions between high and low b-uildings should be provided. While three- and ·· .. 
four-story buildings are appropriate in most locations, two-story facades with upper 
stories set back from the street wall may be preferable in some areas with 
lower-scale development. · 

• The height and bulk of new development should be designed to maximize sun access 
to nearby parks, plazas, and major pedestrian corridors. 

Frontage 

• Facades of new development should be consistent with design features of adjacent 
facades that contribute to the visual qualities of the neighborhood commercial 
district. 

• To encourage continuity of "live" retail sales and services, at least one-half of the 
total width of any new or reconstructed building, parallel to and facing the 
commercial street, should be devoted to entrances, show windows, or other displays. 
Where a substantial length of windowless wall is found to be unavoidable, eye-level 
display, a contrast in wall treatment, offset wallllne, outdoor seating and/or 
landscaping should be used to enhance visual interest and pedestrian vitality. 

• Clear, untlnted glass should be used at and near the street level to allow maximum~ 
visual interaction between sidewalk areas and the interior of buildings. Mirrored, 
highly reflective glass or densely-tinted glass should not be used except as an • 
architectural or decorative accent. t::.·····.,-

• Where unsightly walls of adjacent buildings become exposed by new development, 
they should be cleaned, painted or screened by appropriate landscaping. 

• Walk-up facilities should be recessed and provide adequate queuing space to avoid 
interruption of the pedestrian flow. 

Architectural· Design 

• The essential character of neighborhpod commercial districts should be preserved by 
discouraging alterations and new development which would be incompatible with 
buildings which are architecturally significant or which contribute to the scale and 
character of the district as a whole. Specifically, the facades and building lines of 
existing buildings should be continued, and the details, material, texture or color of 
existing architecturally significant or distinctive buildings should be complemented 
by new development. · 

• Existing structures in sound or rehabilitable condition and of worthwhile architectural 
character should be reused where feasible to retain the unique character of a given 
neighborhood commercial district. 
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•· The design of new buildings, building additions and alterations, and facade 
renovations should reflect the positive aspects of the existing scale and design 
features of the area. Building forms should complement and improve the overall 
neighborhood environment. 

Materials 

• The materials, textures and colors of new or remodeled structures should be visually 
compatible with the predominant materials of nearby structures. In most 
neighborhood commercial districts, painted wood or masonry are the most 
appropriate and traditional exterior facade materials. 

Details 

• Individual buildings in the city's neighborhood commercial districts are rich in 
architectural detailing, yet vary considerably from building to building, depending 
upon the age and style of their construction. Despite their stylistic differences, 
Victorian, Classical and Art Deco buildings share some design motifs. Vertical lines 
of columns or piers, and horizontal lines of spandrels or cornices are common to many 
styles as are mouldings around windows and doors. These elements add richness to a 
flat facade wall, emphasizing the contrast of shapes and surfaces. 

• A new building should relate to the surrounding area by displaying scale and textures 
derived from existing buildings. Nearby buildings of architectural distinction can 
serve as primary references. Existing street rhythms should also be continued on the 
facade of a new building, linking it to the rest of the district. This can be 
accomplished in part by incorporating prevailing cornice and belt course lines. 

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment 

• Rooftop mechanical equipment which may create disturbing noises or odors should be 
located away from areas of residential use and screened and integrated with the 
design of the building. 

·Signs 

• The character of signs and other features attached to or projecting from buildings is 
an important part of the visual appeal of a street and the general quality and 
economic stability of the area. Opportunities exist to relate these signs and 
projections more effectively to street design and building design. Neighborhood 
commercial districts are typically mixed-use areas with commercial units on the 
ground or lower floors and residential uses on upper floors. As much as signs and 
other advertising devices are essential to a vital commercial district, they should not 
be allowed to interfere with or diminish the livability of residences within the 
neighborhood commercial district or in adjacent residential districts. Sign sizes and 
design should relate and be compatible with the character and scale of the 
neighborhood commercial district. Unless otherwise allowed in the Planning Code, 
facades of residentially-occupied stories should not be used for attaching signs nor 
should the illumination of signs be directed into windows of residential units. 
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Landscaping and Street Design 

• Street trees should be provided in each new development. If a district tree planting ~} 
program or streetscape plan exists, new development should be landscaped in 
conformity with such plans. In places where tree planting is not appropriate due to 
inadequate sidewalk width, interference with utilities, undesirable shading, or other 
reasons, other means such as window boxes, planter boxes or trellises may be chosen. 

• A permanent underground sprinkler system should be installed in landscaped areas 
which will provide sufficient water for plant material used. Automatic timing 
devices may be required. Container plants which cannot adequately be watered by an 
underground sprinkler system should have adequate hose bibs installed to permit 
watering. 

• Open uses such as parking lots should be visually screened along the street frontage 
by low walls, earth berms and/or landscaping. However, the safety of the lots should 
not be reduced through these measures. 

• A landscaped buffer of trees and shrubs should be used along those edges of a parking 
lot bordering residential properties. 

• In addition to landscaping at the periphery of the parking lot, planting islands 
between parked vehicles should be located within the lot, whenever feasible. Trees 
and other plantings provide shade and variety to the visual monotony of parked 
automobiles, especially when the lot is viewed from adjacent residences • 

.. 

POLICY 7 

Promote neighborhood commercial revitalization, including community-based and other 
economic development efforts where feasible .. 

While most commercial districts have healthy economies, some districts have declined. 
The latter areas are underused, and are often characterized by vacant lots and boarded up 
or deteriorating storefronts. As a consequence, there is inadequate provision of · 
convenience goods and services to nearby residents. The Clty should participate in a 
variety of efforts to revitalize these districts. 

However, the ultimate success of a neighborhood commercial district depends upon 
:factors which are beyond the scope of the public sector • .Almost all successful 
neighborhood commercial revitalization efforts are initiated by local businessmen with a 
strong desire and commitment to upgrade their businesses, property, and neighborhoods. 
Because revitalization of an entire commercial district requires diligence and cooperation 
of all merchants and property owners sustained over a long period of time, a strong 
merchants' association is essential. The City should provide businessmen who have 
exhibited a strong commitment to upgrade their areas with assistance in organizing or 

. :strengthening their merchants• association and preparing and carrying out their 
improvements. 
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Por its part the City should provide the physical improvements and public services 
necessary to ensure confidence in local investors. These include police and fire 
protection, adequate maintenance of streets, sidewalks and san~tation services, as well as 
proper enforcement of zoning, health, and building codes to ensure the health and safety 
of merchants, residents, and shoppers. Capital improvements should be made as required, 
including lighting, street furnishings, public spaces, and mini-parks. Traffic circulation, 
transit, and parking availability should be managed to allow maximum accessibility to the 
retail corridor with a minimum of congestion and disruption to the neighborhood. 

Community development corporations can also assist in revitalization efforts by providing 
employment and community services to local residents through community-owned local 
business enterprises. Encouragement and assistance should be given to organizations 
having the potential of successfully carrying out local economic development projects. 

Efforts to upgrade neighborhood commercial districts should occur in conjunction with 
efforts to improve the quality of the surrounding community, with respect to physical 
condition of the housing stock, recreation and open space, and delivery of services • 
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TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Objectives and policies of the Transportation Element (as amended by Resolution No. 
9434, June 2 4, 1982, reprinted January 1983) which specifically refer to neighborhood 
commercial districts are listed below. No amendments are proposed. 

Page 

• General Objectives and Policies 
Criteria for Priority for Walking, Bicycling, 
or Short Distance Transit Vehicles, Number 3 

13 

• Pedestrian Circulation Plan, Policy 4 32 

36 • Bicycle Plan, Objective 2, Policy 1 

• Citywide Parking Plan 
Objective 1, Policy 1, Criterion 14 

Objective 4, Policy 1 

RESIDENCE ELEMENT 

49 

52 

Objectives and policies of the Residence Element (as amended by Resolution 1 0045, 
June 28, 1984) which specifically refer to neighborhood commercial districts are listed 
below. No amendments to these policies are proposed. 

Page 

• Objective 1, Policy 4, 3rd bullet 2.2 

• Objective 2, Policy 2, 2nd paragraph 2.4 

• Objective 3, Policies 1 and 2 2.8 

• Objective 6, Policy 2 2.16 

• Objective 8, Policy 1 2.25 

In addition, the residential density table and Map B in Objective 2, Policy 4 should be 
amended as shown below • 

. • Policy 4 

Adopt Specific Zoning Districts Which Conform to a Generalized Residential Land 
Use Plan. 

Applying policies under this Objective 2 results in density patterns shown on the 
accompanying Generalized Residential Land Use Plan Map. Specific zoning districts 
should conform generally to this map, although minor variations consistent with the 
general density policies may be appropriate. 

The Generalized Residential Land Use Plan provides for five density categories: 
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Classification 

Low Density 

Moderately
Low Density 

Medium Density 

Moderately-
High Density 

'High Density 

Potential Residential and Population Density 
By Zoning Districts 

Zoning 
Districts 

RH-1 

RH-2 
RH-3 

RM-1, RC-1 
C-1, C-2 
M-1, M-2, 
NC-1, NC-2, 
Sacramento, 
Street 

RM-2, RM-3, 
RC-2, RC-3, 
NC-3! NC-S, 
Broadway, 
Castro Streetz 

Average 
Units 

Per Acre 

36 

54 

91 

Inner Clement Streetz 
Outer Clement Street, 
Upper Fill more Street, 
Haight Street, 
Ha :r:es-Goughz 
Ueeer Market Streetz 
North Beach N CDz 
Polk Street N CD, 
Union Street N CD, 
Valencia Street2 
24th Street-Mission! 
24th Street-Noe Valley 

RM-4, RC-4 2&3 
C-3, C-M 

Average 
Persons 
Per Acre* 

24-31 

64-94 

11 & 

160-240 

475-760 

General Location 

Appropriate in areas for 
single families, located pre
dominant! y in the southern 
and western parts of the 
city. 

Appropriate in the central 
hills areas, along Diamond 
Heights, Twin Peaks, and 
Potrero Hill, around Golden 
Gate Park in the Richmond, and 
northern part of the Sunset 
districts and in the Marina 
district. 

Appropriate for some low
intensity neighborhood commer
cial districts and mixed-use 
((non-))residential-commerclal 
and industrial districts, 
and certain areas adjacent to 
the commercial zones. 

Appropriate for the more 
intensely developed north
eastern part of the city, 
certain neighborhood com
mercial districts with 
moderately high existing 
residential development 
and good transit accessi-
bility, for major transit 
corridors such as Van Ness 
Avenue, in major redevelopment 
areas such as the Western 
Addition and the Golden 
Gateway areas, and in Nob 
Hill, Chinatown and North 
Beach. 

Appropriate for certain 
areas in the northeastern 
part of the city, including 
downtown districts as well as 
heavy-commercial districts. 

* Based on city-wide average household size of 2.19. See map on following' page for 
average household size by Census Tract. 
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RESIDENCE ELEMENT MAP B : 
RESIDENTIAL DENSITY 4'f> 

::::: : LOW DENSITY 
::::: : Average 12 unlta per acre 

. IIODERATEL Y LOW DENSITY 
Average 38 units per acre 

!~:~:~~~::~:~: MEDIUM DENSITY 
::::::::::::::1:::::~ Averag• 54 uftita per acre 

NCRS 
llap 3 

MODERATELY HIGH DENSITY 
Average 91 units p•r acre 

• 
HIGH DENSITY 
Average 283 units p•r acre 

D PUBLIC AND 
HEA YY INDUSTRIAL AREAS 

0 AREAS PROPOSED FOR REZONING 
See Map A ( Appropriate densities will be deterMined 
In the rezoning at•dlea ) 
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INTRODUCTION 

.PLANNING CODE TEXT 
AMENDMENTS 

This chapter presents language to establish Article 7, a new part of the City Planning 
Code, which establishes a comprehensive, flexible system of neighborhood commercial 
zoning controls. It contains four general area districts and fifteen individual area 
districts with controls which embrace the full range of land use issues in each district. A 
description and purpose statement for each district is accompanied by a chart which 
displays all applicable zoning controls, either directly or by reference to other sections of 
the Code. Article 7 also includes sections describing standards, permitted uses, 
definitions, and references to other Code sections. 

All other sections of the Code to be modified are also presented in this chapter. These 
include all amendments to Articles 1, 1.2, 1.5, 1.7, 2, 2.5, 3, and 6, including minor 
references to neighborhood commercial (NC) districts and amendments which restructure 
or repeat provisions which already apply to the affected lots. These sections are 
presented in ordinance form appropriate for legislative action by the Board of Supervisors; 
code sections are included in their entirety, regardless of the extent of amendment to the 
section. Additions are indicated by under lined text. Deletions are indicated by ((double 
parentheses)) and in the case of large portions of text, by lines crossed through the 
deleted portions. Amendments which are in effect on an interim basis for the Downtown 
(C-3) districts are also indicated for the sections presented • 
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SEC. 701 

SEC. 702 

SEC. 703 

SEC. 709 

SEC. 710 

SEC. 711 

SEC. 712 

SEC. 713 

SEC. 714 

SEC. 71.5 

SEC. 716 

SEC. 717 

SEC. 718 

SEC. 719 

SEC. 720 

SEC. 721 

SEC. 722 

SEC. 723 

SEC. 724 

SEC. n;, 
SEC. 726 

SEC. 727 

SEC. 728 

SEC. 790 

;· SEC. 799 

ARTICLE 7 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT PROVISIONS 

CLASSES OF NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT REQUIREMENTS 

GUIDE TO UNDERSTANDING THE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROLS 

NC-1-NEIGHBO.RHOOD COMMERCIAL CLUSTER DISTRICT 

NC•2-SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

NC-3-MOOERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
DISTRICT 

NC-5-NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER 
DISTRICT . 

BROADWAY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

CASTRO. STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT • 

INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT .. '.,._,:..;,-· 

OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

HAYES-GOUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT -

UPPER MARKET STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

24TH STREET-MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

24TH STREET-NOE VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

DEFINITIONS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS 

REFERENCES TO OTHER SECTIONS OF THE CITY PLANNING CODE 
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SEC. 701 

SEC. 701.1 

• 
SEC. 702 

SEC. 702.1 

• 

ARTICLE 7 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT PROVISIONS. 

This Article is adopted specifically for Neighborhood Commercial 
districts, as shown on the Zoning Map of the City and County of San 
Francisco. The provisions set forth or referenced in Article 7 shall apply 
to any use, property, structure, or development which is located in a 
Neighborhood Commercial district, unless otherwise provided for within 
this Code. In the event of conflict between provisions of Article 7 and 
other provisions of this Code, the provisions of Article 7 shall prevail. 

Purpose of Article 7. This Article is intended to provide a comprehensive 
and flexible zoning system for Neighborhood Commercial districts which 
is consistent with the objectives and policies set forth in the San 
Francisco Master Plan. More specifically, the purposes of this Article are: 

(a) To provide in one article a complete listing of or cross-reference to 
all of the zoning categories, definitions, control provisions, and 
review procedures which are applicable to properties or uses in 
Neighborhood Commercial districts. 

(b) To establish a zoning system which will accommodate all classes of 
Neighborhood Commercial districts including general districts for 
citywide area groupings and individual districts which are tailored to 
the unique characteristics of specific areas. 

(c) To provide zoning control categories which embrace the full range 
of land use issues in all Neighborhood Commercial districts, in order 
that controls can be applied individually to each district class to 
address particular land use concerns in that district. 

CLASSES OF NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS. 

Neighborhood Commercial Use Districts. The following districts are 
established for the purpose of implementing the Commerce and Industry 
element and other elements of the Master Plan, according to the 
objective and policies stated therein. Description and Purpose Statements 
outline the main functions of each Neighborhood Commercial (NC) 
district in the Zoning Plan for San Francisco, supplementing the 
statements of purpose contained in Section 101 of this Code. 

The description and purpose statements and land use controls applicable 
to each of the general and individual area districts are set forth in 
Sections 71 0 through 72 8 for each district class. The boundaries of the 
various Neighborhood Commercial districts are shown on the Zoning Map 
referred to in Section 1 05, subject to the provisions of Section 1 05 • 
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SEC. 702.2 

~~c. 703 

SEC. 703.1 

General Area Districts Section Number 

NC-1-Neighborhood Commercial Cluster District 
NC-2-Small-Scale Neighborhood Commercial District 
N C-3-Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial District 
NC-S-Neighborhood Commercial Shopping Center District 

§ 710 
§ 711 
§ 712 
§ 713 

Individual Area Districts Section Number 

Broadway Neighborhood Commercial District 
Castro Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Inner Clement Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Outer Clement Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Upper Fillmore Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Haight Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Hayes-Gough Neighborhood Commercial District 
Upper Market Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
North Beach Neighborhood Commercial District 

·Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Sacramento Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Union Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Valencia Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
24th Street-Mission Neighborhood Commercial District 
24th Street-Noe Valley Neighborhood Commercial District 

§ 714 
§ 715 
§ 716 
§ 717 
§ 718 
§ 719 
§ 720 
§ 721 
§ 722 
§ 723 
§ 724 
§ 725 
§ 726 
§ 727 
§ 728 

Special Use Districts. In addition to the Neighborhood Commercial use 
distri~ts esta.blished by Section 702.1 of this C"'de, certain special use 
districts established in Sections 236 through 245 are located within 
certain Neighborhood Commercial district boundaries. The designations, 
locations, and boundaries of the special use districts are as provided 
below. 

Garment Shop Special Use District 
Northern Waterfront Special Use District 

Section Number 

§ 236 

Ocean A venue Affordable Housing Special Use District 
Monterey Boulevard Affordable Housing Special Use District 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT REQUIREMENTS; 

§ 240 
§ 243 
§ 244 

The Neighborhood Commercial district zoning control categories consist 
of building standards listed in Section 703.1 and permitted uses listed in 
Section 703.2. The controls are either stated, or summarized and 
cross-referenced to the Sections in other Articles of this Code containing 
the requirements, in Sections 710 through 728, for each of the district 
classes listed in Section 702.1. 

Building Standards. Building standards are controls which regulate the 
general size, shape, character, and design of development in 
Neighborhood Commercial districts. They are set forth or summarized 
and cross-referenced in the zoning control categories as listed in 
paragraph (a) below in Sections 710 through 728 for each dis~rict class. 
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SEC. 703.2 

• 

(a) Building Standard Categories. The building categories which govern 
Neighborhood Commercial districts are listed below by zoning 
control category and number and cross-referenced to the Code 
Section containing the standard and the definition. 

Zoning Control Categories Section Number Section Number 
No. for Building Standards of Standard of Definition 

.1 0 Height and Bulk Zoning Map § 102.11 

.11 Lot Size [Per Development] § 121.5 § 790.56 

.12 Rear Yard § 134(a)(e) § 134 

.13 Street Frontage § 145.1 

.14 Awning § 136.l(a) § 790.20 

.15 Canopy § 136.l(b) § 790.26 

.16 Marquee § 136.l(c) § 790.58 

.17 Street Trees § 143 

.20 Floor Area Ratio §§ 123-124 § 102.8-.10 

.21 Use Size [Non-Residential] § 121.7 § 790.130 

.22 Off-Street Parking, Com-
mercia! and Institutional § 151 § 150 

.23 Off-Street Freight Loading § 152 § 150 

.30 General Advertising Sign § 607.1(c) § 602.7 

.31 Business Sign § 607.l(d) § 602.3 

.91 Residential Density, 
Dwelling Units § 207.2 § 207 

.92 Residential Density, Other § 208 § 208 

.93 Usable Open Space § 135(d) § 135 

.94 Off-Street Parking, 
Residential § 151 § 150 

Uses Permitted in Neighborhood Commercial Districts. A use is the 
specific purpose for which a property or building is used, occupied, 
maintained, or leased. Whether or not a use is permitted in a specific 
district is set forth or summarized and cross-referenced in the zoning 
control categories as listed in paragraph (a) below in Sections 710 through 
728 for each district class. 

(a) Use Categories. The uses, functions, or activities, which are 
permitted in each Neighborhood Commercial district class are listed 
below by zoning control category and number and cross-referenced 
to the Code Section containing the definition. 

No. Zoning Control Categories for Uses 

.24 Outdoor Activity Area 

.25 Drive-Up Facility 

.26 Walk-Up Facility 

.27 Hours of Operation 

.38 Residential Conversion 

.39 Residential Demolition 

.40 Other Retail Sales and Services 

.41 Bar 
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Section Number of 
Use Definition 

§ 790.70 
§ 790.30 
§ 790.1 q:o 
§ 790.48 
§ 790.84 
§ 790.86 
§ 790.102 
§ 790.22 



.42 Full-Service Restaurant 

.43 Fast Food Restaurant 

.44 Take-Out Food 

.45 Movie Theater 

.46 Adult Entertainment 

.47 Other Entertainment 

.48 Amusement Game Arcade 

.49 Financial Service 

.50 Limited Financial Service 

.51 Medical Service 

.52 Personal Service 

.53 Business or Professional Service 

.54 Massage Establishment 

.55 Tourist Hotel 

.56 Automobile Parking 

.57 Automotive Gas Station 

.58 Automotive Service Station 

.59 Automotive Repair 

.60 Automotive Wash 

.61 Automobile Sale or Rental 

.62 Animal Hospital 

.63 Ambulance Service 

.64 Mortuary 

.65 Trade Shop 

.70 Administrative Service 

.71 Light Manufacturing or Wholesale Sales 

.80 Hospital or Medical Center 

.. 81 Other Institutions 

.82 Public Use 
• 90 Residential Use 
.95 Community Residential Parking 

§ 790.92 
§ 790.90 
§ 790.122 
§ 790.64 
§ 790.36 
§ 790.38 
§ 790.4-
§ 790.110 
§ 790.112 
§ 790.114 
§ 790.116 
§790.108 
§ 790.60 
§ 790.46 
§ 790.8 
§ 790.14 
§ 790.17 
§ 790.15 
§ 790.18 
§ 790..12 
§ 790 .. 6 
§ 790.2 
§ 790.62 
§ 790.124 
§ 790.106 
§ 790.54 
§ 790.44 
§ 790.50 
§ 790.80 
§ 790.88 
§ 790.10 

(b) Use Limitations. The uses set forth in Paragraph (a) above, are 
permitted in Neighborhood Commercial districts as either principal, 
conditional, accessory, or temporary uses as stated in this Section, 
and as set forth or summarized and cross-referenced in the zoning 
control categories as listed in Paragraph (a) below in Sections 71 0 
through ns for each district class. 

1. Permitted Uses. All permitted uses shall be conducted within
an enclosed building in Neighborhood Commercial districts, · 
unless otherwise specifically allowed in this Code. 

If there are two or more uses in a structure and none is 
classified below under Section 703.2(b)l.(C) as accessory, then 
each of these uses will be considered separately as independent 
principal or conditional uses. 

(A) Principal Uses. Principal uses are permitted as of right in 
a Neighborhood Commercial district, when so indicated in 
Sections 710 through 728 for each district class. • 

(B) Conditional Uses. Conditional uses are permitted in a 
Neighborhood Commercial district when a4thorized by 
the City Planning Commission; whether a use is 
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(C) 

conditional in a given district is indicated in Sections 710 
through 728. Conditional uses are subject to the 
provisions set forth in Section 315. 

Accessory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth 
below and in Sections 204.1 (Accessory Uses for 
Residential Uses) and 204.5 (Parking and Loading as 
Accessory), a related minor use which is either necessary 
to the operation or enjoyment of a lawful principal use or 
conditional use, or is appropriate, incidental and 
subordinate to any such use, shall be permitted as an 
accessory use when located on the same lot. 

No use will be considered accessory to a permitted 
principal or conditional use which involves or requires any 
of the following: 

(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

Any restaurant, take-out food, other entertain
ment, or other retail establishment which 
establishment serves liquor for consumption 
on-site, as defined in Section 790.22. 

Any deli counter operating as a fast food 
restaurant or take-out food service within a retail 
grocery or specialty food store when such store 
occupies less than 3500 square feet of gross floor 
err ea. 

The wholesaling, manufacturing or processing of 
foods, goods, or commodities on the premises of an 
establishment which does not also operate as a 
retail storefront that is open during normal 
business hours to the general public. 

(D) Temporary Uses. Temporary uses are permitted uses, 
subject to the provisions set forth in Section 205 of this 
Code. 

2. Not Permitted Uses. 

(A) Uses which are not specifically listed in this Article are 
not permitted unless determined by the Zoning 
Administrator to be permitted uses in accordance with 
Section 307(a) of this Code. 

(B) No use, even though listed as a permitted use, shall be 
permitted in a Neighborhood Commercial District which, 
by reason of its nature or manner of operation, creates 
conditions that are hazardous, noxious, or offensive 
through the emission of odor, fumes, smoke, cinders, dust, 
gas, vibration, glare, refuse, water-carried waste, or 
excessive noise • 

37 



SEC. 709 

~·-------

GUIDE TO UNDERSTANDING THE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROLS. 

Neighborhood Commercial district controls are set forth in the Zoning 
Control Tables in Sections 71 0 through 728 of this Code. 

(a) The first column in the Zoning Control Table, titled 11 No." provides a 
category number for each zoning control category. 

(b) The second column in the table, titled "Zoning Control Category," 
lists each zoning control category which is regulated in Article 7. 

(c) The third column, titled "§ References," contains numbers of other 
sections in the Planning Code and other City codes, in which 
additional control provisions, including definitions, are contained. 

(d) In the fourth column, the controls applicable to the various 
Neighborhood Commercial districts are indicated either directly or 
by reference to other Code sections which contain the controls. 

The following symbols are used in this table: 

P Permitted as a principal use. 

c Permitted as· a conditional use, sub'ject to 1;he provisions 
set forth in Section 315 .. 

A blank space on the table indicates that the use or 
feature is not permitted. Unless a use or feature is 
specifically listed as permitted or required, such use or 
feature is prohibited. 

See specific provisions listed by Section and Zoning 
Category number at the end of the table. 

1st 1st story and below 

2nd 2nd story 

3rd 3rd story and above 
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SEC. 710.1 

• 

NC-1-Neighborhood Commercial Cluster District. 

NC-1 districts are intended to serve as local neighborhood shopping 
clusters, providing convenience retail goods and services for the 
immediately surrounding neighborhoods primarily during daytime hours. 

These NC-1 districts are characterized by their location in residential 
neighborhoods, often in outlying areas of the city. These districts have 
the lowest intensity commercial development in the city, generally 
consisting of less than one or two blocks and in most cases having less 
than 600 feet of commercial frontage. The NC-1 districts include small 
clusters with three or more commercial establishments, commonly 
grouped around a corner; and in some cases short linear commercial strips 
with low-scale, interspersed mixed-use (residential-commercial) 
development. 

Building controls for the NC-1 district promote low intensity development 
which is compatible with the existing scale and character of these 
neighborhood areas within the predominant 40-foot height district. 
Commercial development is limited to one story. Rear yard requirements 
at all levels preserve existing backyard space. 

NC-1 commercial use provisions encourage the full range of neighborhood 
commercial convenience retail sales and services at the first story 
provided that the use size is limited to 2,500 square feet. However, 
commercial uses and features which could impact residential livability are 
prohibited, such as auto uses, financial services, general advertising signs, 
drive-up facilities, hotels, and late night activity; eating and drinking 
establishments are restricted, depending upon the intensity of such uses in 
nearby commercial districts. 

Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the ground 
story. Existing residential units are protected by prohibitions of 
conversions above the ground story and limitations on demolitions • 
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SEC. 710 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CLUSTER DISTRICT 

NC-1 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

SECo 710 

NC-1 

No. Zoning Category § References Controls 

BUILDING STANDARDS 

§§ 102. 1l '105, 40-X • 10 Height and Bulk 106,250-252,260 See Zoning Map 270,271 

.11 Lot Size Pup to 5000 sq.ft., 
· [Per Development) §§ 790.56,121 C 5001 sq.ft. & above 

§ 121.5 

Required at grade 
• 12 Rear Yard §§ 130, 134' 136 level and above 

§ 134(a)(e) 

• 13 Street Frontage • .Required 
§ 145. 1 

,, 

• 14 Awning . § 790 .. 20 
p 

§ 136. 1 (a) 

• 15 Canopy § 790.26 

• 16 Marquee § 790.58 

• 17 Street Trees Required 
§ 143 

COMMERCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS AND USES 

.20 Floor Area Ratio §§ 102.8, 102.10, 1.8 to 1 
123 § 124(a)(b) 

Use Size Pup to 2500 sq.ft., 
.21 [Non-Residential] § 790.130 C 2501 sq.ft. & above 

§ 121.7 

Generally, none 
Off-Street Parking, §§ 150,153-157, required if occupied 

.22 Commercial and floor area is less than 
Institutional 159-160,204.5 5000 sq.ft. 

§§ 151,.161(g) 
. 

40 

·~. 

• 



• SEC. 710 

NC-1 

No. Zoning Category § References Controls 

Generally, none 

Off-Street Freight §§ 150' 153-155 required if gross floor 
.23 Loading 204.5 area is less than 

; 10,000 sq.ft. 
§§ 152,1 61( b) 

.24 Outdoor Activity Area § 790.70 P in front; 
C elsewhere 

.25 Drive-Up Facility § 790.30 

.26 Walk-Up Facility § 790.140 P if recessed 3 ft. 
C otherwise 

.27 Hours of Operation § 790.48 P: 6 a.m. - 11 p.m. 
C: 11 p.m.- 2 a.m. 

• .30 General Advertising §§ 602-604,608.1 
Sign 608.2,608.5-.8 

.31 Business Sign §§ 602-604,608. 1 p 
608.2,608.5-.8 § 607.1(d) 

Controls by Story 

§ 790.118 1st 2nd 3rd + 

.38 Residential Conversion § 790.84 p 

.39 Residential Demolition § 790.86 c c c 
Retail Sales and Services 

Other Retail Sales and 
.40 Services § 790.102 p 

[Not Listed Below] 

.41 Bar § 790.22 P# 

• .42 Full-Service Restaurant § 790.92 P# 

.43 Fast Food Restaurant § 790.90 C# 

.44 Take-Out Food § 790.122 C# 
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SEC. 710 

NC-1 

Controls by Story 

No. Zoning Category § References 1st 2nd 3rd + 

.45 Movie Theater § 790.64 

.46 Adult Entertainment § 790 .. 36 

.47 Other Entertainment § 790.38 c 

.48 Amusement Game Arcade § 790.4 
§ 1036 Police Code 

.49 Financial Service § 790.110 

.so Limited Financial §790.112 p 
Service 

---

.51 Medical Service § 790.114 p 
--- ---

.52 Personal Service § 790.116 
• 

P. 
'" --· ___. --· 

.53 Business or § 790.108 p 
Professional Service 

. ··- ' ' 

.54 Massage Establishment § 790.60 
§ 2700 Police Code 

.- ..... '" 

.ss Tourist Hotel § 790.46 
~~- -· - .. 

.56 Automobile Parking §§ 790.8,156,160 c 
. - -

.57 Automotive Gas Station § 790.14 
---- -- -. -- -- - '""--~----

- .58 Automotive Service § 790.17 
.. 

1-- Station 
-~ "' 

-··-v - ---- . 

.59 Automotive Repair § 790.15 
---~ .. - . 

.60 Automotive Wash § 790.18 
- -- -

.. Automobile Sale or § 790.12 .61 Rental 
-~----·- -·---

.62 Animal Hospital § 790.6 • -. ~~ 

. ~ . ~~ 

' 
.• 63 Ambulance Service § 790.2 

--- -- -· - . ___ , 
- ~ ---· .. ·- . -

.- .64 M~rtuary § 790.62 
~ - -·--- ---- .. 

~ - ·--
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• SEC. 710 

NC-1 

Controls by Story 

No. Zoning Category § References 1st 2nd 3rd + 

.65 Trade Shop § 790.124 p 

. Non-Reta1l Sales and Services 

.70 Administrative Service § 790.106 

• 71 Liqht Manufacturing or § 790.54 Wholesale Sales 
. . Inst1tut1ons 

.80 Hospital or Medical § 790.44 Center 

.81 Other Institutions § 790.50 c c 

• .82 Public Use § 790.80 c c c 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

.90 Residential Use § 790.88 p I p I p 

.91 Residential Density, §§ 207' 207. 1 ') Generally, 1 unit per 
Dwelling Units 790.88(a) 800 sq.ft. lot area 

§ 207.2 

.92 Residential Density, §§ 207.1,208, Generally, 1 bedroom 

Group Housing 790.88(b) per 275 sq.ft. lot area 
§ 208 

Usable Open Space Generally, either 100 
• 93 [Per Residential §§ 135,136 sq.ft. if private, or 

Unit] 133 sq.ft. if common 
§ 135(d) 

.94 Off-Street Parking, §§ 150,153-157, Generally, 1 space 
Residential 159-160,204.5 per unit 

§§ 151,16l(a)(g) 

• 
• 95 Community Residential § 790.10 Parking c c c 
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SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR NC-1 DISTRICTS 

Section 

710.4-1 
710.4-2 

710.43 
710.44 

Zoning Controls 

P if located more than one-quarter mile from any district with more 
restrictive controls; otherwise, same as more restrictive control 

C if located more than one-quarter mile from any district with more 
restrictive controls; otherwise, same as more restrictive control 
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• 
SEC. 711.1 

• 

• 

NC-2-Small-Scale Neighborhood Commercial District. 

The NC-2 district is intended to serve as the city's small-scale 
neighborhood commercial district. These districts are linear shopping 
streets which provide convenience goods and services to the surrounding 
neighborhoods as well as limited comparison shopping goods for a wider 
market. The range of comparison goods and services offered is varied and 
often includ~s specialty retail stores, restaurants, and 
neighborhood-serving offices. NC-2 districts are commonly located along 
both collector and arterial streets which have transit routes. 

These districts range in size from two or three blocks to many blocks, 
although the commercial development in longer districts may be 
interspersed with housing or other land uses. Buildings typically range in 
height from two to four stories with occasional one-story commercial 
buildings. 

The small-scale district controls provide for mixed-use buildings which 
approximate or slightly exceed the standard development pattern. Rear 
yard requirements above the ground story and at residential levels 
preserve open space corridors of interior blocks • 

Most new commercial development is permitted at the ground and second 
stories. Eating and drinking, entertainment, and financial service uses, 
however, are confined to the ground story. The second story may be used 
by some retail stores, personal services, and medical, business and 
professional offices. Parking and hotels are monitored at the first and 
second stories. Limits on late-night activity, drive-up facilities, and 
other automobile uses protect the livability within and around the district, 
and promote continuous retail frontage. 

Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the ground 
story. Existing residential units are protected by limitations on 
demolition and upper-story conversions • 
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SEC.. 711 
SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DIS1RICT 

NC-2 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

SEC. 711 

NC-2 

No. Zoning Category § References Controls 

BUILDING STANDARDS 

§§ 102.11,105, Generally, 40-X • 10 Height and Bulk 106,250-252,260 
270,271 See Zoning Map 

Lot Size P up to 10,000 sq.ft., 
.11 [Per Development] §§ 790.56,121 C 10,001 sq.ft. & above 

§ 121.5 

Required at the second 
.12 Rear Yard §§ 130" 134 ' 136 story and above and at 

all residential levels 
§ 134( a)(e) 

.13 Street Frontage Required 
. § 145.1 .. 

• 14 Awning § 790.20 
p 

§ 136.l(a) 

• 15 Canopy § 790.26 
p 

§ 136. 1 (b) 

• 16 Marquee § 790.58 . p 
§ 136.1 (c) 

.17 Street Trees Required 
§ 143 

COMMERCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS AND USES 

.20 Floor Area Ratio §§ 102.8,102.10, 3.6 to 1 
123 § 124(a)(b) 

Use Size P up to 3500 sq.ft., 
.21 [Non-Residential] § 790.130 C 3501 sq.ft. & above 

§ 121.7 

Generally, none 
Off-Street Parking, §§ 150,153-157, required if occupied 

.22 Commercial and floor area is less than 
Institutional 159-160"204.5 5000 sq.ft. 

§§ 151~·161(g) 
""------~· ~ ··- ... - ~ ~ --·- --~- -

' 

-~ ~ - -. -· .# - ~ ·-- u "--~- . --· 
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• SEC. 711 

NC-2 

No. Zoning Category § References Controls 

Generally, none 

Off-Street Freight §§ 150,153-155 required if gross floor 
.23 area is less than Loading 204.5 10,000 sq.ft. 

§§ 152,16l(b) 

.24 Outdoor Acti-vity Area § 790.70 P in front; 
C elsewhere 

.25 Drive-Up Facility § 790.30 

.26 Walk-Up Facility § 790.140 P if recessed 3 ft. 
C otherwise 

.27 Hours of Operation § 790.48 p: 6 a.m. - 2 a.m. 
C: 2 a.m. - 6 a.m. 

.30 General Advertising §§ 602-604,608.1 p 
Sign 608.2,608.5-.7 § 607.1(c) 

.31 Business Sign §§ 602-604,608.1 p 
608.2,608.5-.7 § 607. l(d) 

Controls by Story 

§ 790.118 1st 2nd 3rd + 

.38 Residential Conversion § 790.84 p c 

.39 Residential Demolition § 790.86 c c c 

Retail Sales and Services 

Other Retail Sales and 
.40 Services § 790.102 p p 

[Not Listed Below] 

.41 Bar § 790.22 p 

.42 Full-Service Restaurant § 790.92 p • .43 Fast Food Restaurant § 790.90 c 

.44 Take-Out Food § 790.122 c 
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SEC. 711 

NC-2 

Controls by Story 

No. Zoning Category § References 1st 2nd 3rd + 

.45 Movie Theater § 790.64 p 

.46 Adult Entertainment § 790.36 

.47 Other Entertainment § 790.38 p 

.48 Amusement Game Arcade § 790.4 
§ 1036 Police Code 

.49 Financial Service § 790.110 p 

.50 Limited Financial § 790.112 p Service 
~ - ~.;, 

~ 

• 51 Medical Service § 790.114 p p 
---~ ···- . ~. ~ . 

.52 Personal Service § 790.116 p p 
~ 

\ ·-' .,..,/'' 'I_ 
~- ---r. ,,~ ~ ~ -~ 

.53 Business or § 790.108 p p 
Profess ion a 1 Service 

-~;::::.;- ~ 

"' ---·· ~ ~ 

--

.54 Massage Estab 1 i shment § 790.60 p p 1<---· 
§ 2700 Police Code 

-~~-- ·- ·c 
" -~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ' .. -~ 

.. 55 Tourist Hotel § 790.46 c c 
---~ ' :-~----

- - ~- ~ ~=- ----

.56 Automobile Parking §§ 790.8~156,160 c c 
-- --- -->--~------- , __ -- ~ -- -- - - ---~---·---· -

.57 Automotive Gas Station § 790.14 
- --- ----- ---~: - - ----~ "' --- -- - -~--~---

- .. ,....._ _____ 

.58 Automotive Service § 790.17 Station -" " 

--- ~ -~----~--~~~~ - -
----~ ~--~-- --- -r--

.59 Automotive Repair § 790.15 
~-- - -~~---~- ---

·-- ·-·--- ~- ~ - - - ----~ 

.60 Automotive Wash § 790.18 
---- ~~- ---- ------

~-- - --~---~- --- ---

.61 Automobile Sale or § 790.12 Rental 
··--- ~ ~~ ~-

~ -~ " --
.62 Animal Hospital § 790.6 c 
----~-- -- • . ·-· - -- -~ 

.63 Ambulance Service § 790.2 
' ..... -- ---

... ----- --- '- .. -. '' - ·- --- -- --~ ·-

.64 Mortuary § 790.62 . - -- .. 
. -~- - --- . -'"--~----- --~ --- -
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• SEC. 711 

NC-2 

Controls by Story 

No. Zoning Category § References 1st 2nd 3rd + 

• 65 Trade Shop § 790.124 p c 

Non-Retail Sales and Services 

.70 Administrative Service § 790.106 c c 

.71 Light Manufacturing or § 790.54 C# # Wholesale Sales 
. . Inst1tut1ons 

.80 Hospital or Medical § 790.44 Center 

.81 Other Institutions § 790.50 c c i. .82 Public Use § 790.80 c c c 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

.90 Residential Use § 790.88 p I p I p 

• 91 Residential Density, §§ 207,207. 1, Generally, 1 unit per 
Dwelling Units 790. 88( a) 800 sq.ft. lot area # 

§ 207.2 

.92 Residential Density, §§ 207. 1,208, Generally, 1 bedroom 
Group Housing 790.88(b) per 275 sq.ft. lot area 

§ 208 

Usable Open Space Generally, either 100 
.93 [Per Resident i a 1 §§ 135,136 sq.ft. if private, or 

Unit] 133 sq.ft. if common 
§ l35(d} 

.94 Off-Street Parking, §§ l 50' 1 53-157' Generally, 1 space 
Residential 159-160,204.5 per unit 

§§ 151 , 161 ( a}( g} 

• .95 Community Residential § 790.10 Parking c c c 
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SPECIFIC PROVISIONS. FOR NC-2 DISTRICTS 

Section 

§ 711.71 

§711.91 

Zoning Controls 

§ 236 - Garment Shop Special Use District 
Applicable only for portions of the Pacific Avenue NC-2 District 
as mapped on Sectional Map No. 1 SUa 
P for garment shops on the 1st and 2nd story 

§ 244 - Monterey Boulevard Affordable Housing Special Use District 
Applicable only for portions of the Monterey Boulevard NC-2 
District as mapped on Sectional Map 12 SU 
1 unit per 600 sq.ft. lot area by Conditional Use 

.. 
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SEC. 790 
' • 

SEC. 790.2 

SEC. 790.4 

SEC. 790.6 

SEC. 790.8 

SEC. 790.10 

SEC. 790.12 

SEC. 790.14 

SEC. 790.15 

• 

DEFINITIONS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS. 

This Section provides the definitions for Neighborhood Commercial 
districts. In case of conflict between the following definitions and those 
set forth in Section 1 02, the following definitions shall prevail for 
Neighborhood Commercial districts. 

Ambulance Service. A retail use which provides medically-related 
transportation services. 

Amusement Game Arcade. (Mechanical Amusement Devices) A retail 
use which provides amusement games such as video games, pinball 
machines, pool tables, or other such similar mechanical and electronic 
amusement devices, as regulated in Section 1 036 of the Police Code. 

Animal Hospital. A retail use which provides medical care and accessory 
boarding services for animals, not including a commercial kennel as 
specified in Section 224(c) of this Code. 

Automobile Parking. A use which provides temporary parking 
accommodations for private vehicles whether conducted within a garage 
or on an open lot, excluding community residential parking, as defined in 
Section 790.1 0. Provisions regulating automobile parking are set forth in 
Sections 155, 156, 157 and other provisions of Article 1.5 of this Code. 

Auto~obile Parking, Community Residential. A use which provides 
parking accommodations, including a garage or lot for the overnight 
storage of private passenger automobiles for residents of the vicinity or 
meeting the requirements of Section 159 and other sections in Article 1.5 
of this Code. 

Automobile Sale or Rental. A retail use which provides vehicle sales or 
rentals whether conducted within a building or on an open lot. 

Automotive Gas Station. A retail automotive service use which provides 
motor fuels, lubricating oils, air, and water directly into motor vehicles 
and without providing automotive repair services, including self-service 
operations which sell motor fuel only. 

Automotive Repair. A retail automotive service use which provides any 
of the following automotive repair services when conducted within an 
enclosed building having no openings, other than fixed windows or exits 
required by law, located within 50 feet of any R district: minor auto 
repair, engine repair, rebuilding, or installation of power train 
components, reconditioning of badly worn or damaged motor vehicles, 
collision service, or full body paint spraying. 
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SEC. 790.16 

SEC. 790.17 

SEC. 790.18 

SEC. 790.20 

SEC. 790.22 

SEC. 790.26 

SEC. 790.30 

Automotive Service. A retail use which provides services for motor 
vehicles including automotive gas station, automotive service station, 
automotive repair,. and automotive wash. 

Automotive Service Station. A retail automotive service use which 
provides motor fuels and lubricating oils directly into motor vehicles and 
minor auto repairs (excluding engine repair, rebuilding, or installation of 
power train components, reconditioning of badly worn or damaged motor 
vehicles, collision service, or full body paint spraying) which remain 
accessory to the principal sale of motor fuel. Repairs shall be conducted 
within no more than three enclosed service bays in buifc:Hngs having no 
openings, other than fixed windows or exits required by law, located 
within 50 feet of any R district • 

Automotive Wash. A retail automotive service use which provides 
cleaning and polishing of motor vehicles, including self-service operations, 
when such cleaning and polishing are conducted within an enclosed 
building having no openings, other than fixed windows or exits required by 
law, and which has an off-street waiting and storage area outside the 
building which accommodates at least one-fourth the hourly capacity in 
vehicles of the enclosed operations. 

Awning. A light roof-like structure, supported entirely by the exterior 
wall of a building; consisting of a fixed or moveable frame covered with 
cloth, plastic or metal; extending over doors, windows, and show windows; 
with the purpose of providing protection from sun and rain and/or 
embellishment of the facade; as further regulated in Sections 4.506 and 
5211 of the Building Code. 

Bar. A retail use which provides on-site alcoholic beverage sales for 
drinking on the premises, serving beer, wine and/or liquor to the 
customer, including bars where no person under 21 years is admitted (with 
Alcoholic Beverage Control [ABC] licenses 42, 4.8, or 61) and drinking 
establishments (with ABC licenses 47 or 60) in conjunction with other uses 
which admit minors, such as restaurants, movie theaters, and- other 
entertainment. 

Canopy. A light roof-like structure, supported by the exterior waH of a 
building and on columns or wholly on columns, consisting of a fixed or 
moveable frame covered with approved cloth, plastic or metal, extending 
over entrance doorways only, with. the purpose of providing protection · 
from sun and rain and embeUishment of the facade, as further regulated 
in Sections 4-505, 4-506, 4-508, and 5213 of the Building Code. 

Drive-Up Facility. A structure designed primarily for drive-to or 
drive-through trade which provides service to patrons while in private 
motor vehicles; excluding gas stations, service stations, and auto repair 
garages, as defined in Sections 790.14, 790.15, and 790.17. 
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>SEC. 790.34 

• 
SEC. 790.36 

SEC. 790.38 

SEC. 790.44 

SEC. 790.46 

• 

SEC. 790.48 

SEC. 790.50 

• 

Eating and Drinking Use. A retail use which provides food and spirits for 
either on- or off-site food consumption including bars, full-service 
restaurants, fast food restaurants, and take out food. 

Entertainment, Adult. A retail use which includes the following: adult 
bookstore, as defined by Section 791 of the Police Code; adult theater, as 
defined by Section 791 of the Police Code; and encounter studio, as 
defined by Section 1 072.1 of the Police Code. Such use shall be located 
no less than 1,000 feet from another adult entertainment use. 

Entertainment, Other. A retail use which provides live entertainment, 
including dramatic and musical performances, and dance halls which 
provide amplified taped music for dancing on the premises, including but 
not limited to those defined in Section 1 060 of the Police Code. 

Hospital or Medical Center. A public or private institutional use which 
provides medical facilities for in-patient care, including medical offices, 
clinics, and laboratories. It shall also include employee or student 
dormitories adjacent to medical facilities when the dormitories are 
operated by and affiliated with a medical institution. 

Hotel, Tourist. A retail use which provides tourist services including 
guest rooms or suites. A tourist guest room is intended or designed to be 
used, rented, or hired out to guests (transient visitors) intending to occupy 
the room for less than 32 consecutive days. A hotel does not include a 
tourist motel, which provides tourist services, including guest rooms or 
suites which are independently accessible from the outside, with garage or 
parking space located on the lot, and designed for, or occupied by, 
automobile-traveling transient visitors. Hotels are further regulated by 
the Residential Hotel Conversion and Demolition Ordinance, Chapter 41 
of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

Hours of Operation. The permitted hours during which any commercial 
establishment, not including automated teller machines, may be open for 
business. Other restrictions on the hours of operation of movie theaters, 
adult entertainment, and other entertainment uses, as defined in Sections 
790.64, 790.36., and 790.38, respectively, shall apply pursuant to 
provisions in Section 303(c)4-, when such uses are permitted as conditional 
uses. 

Institutions, Other. A public or private, commercial or non-commercial 
use which provides services to the community excluding hospitals and 
medical centers and including but not limited to the following: 

{a) Assembly and Social Service. A use which provides social, fraternal, 
counseling or recreational gathering services to the community. It 
includes a private non-commercial club house, lodge, meeting hall, 
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SEC. 790..54 

recreation building, or community facility not publicly owned. It 
also includes an unenclosed recreation area or non-commercial 
horticulture area not publicly owned. 

(b) Child Care. A use which provides less than 24-hour care for 
children by licensed personnel and which meets the requirements of 
the State of California and other authorities. 

(c) Educational Service. A use certified by the State Educational 
Agency which provides educational servicese It may include, on the 
same premises, employee or student dormitories and other housing 
operated by and affiliated with the institution. 

(d) Religious Facility. A use which provides religious services to the 
community. It may include on the same lot, the housing of persons 
who engage in s~pportive activity for the institution. 

(e) Residential Care. A medical use which provides lodging, board, and 
care 24 hours or more to persons in need of specialized aid by 
personnel licensed by the State of California and which provides no 
outpatient services; including but not limited to, a board and care 
home, rest home, or home for the treatment of the addictive, 
contagious, or other diseases or physiological disorders. 

Light Manufacturing, Wholesale Sales. Non-retail sales and services use, 
including light manufacturing or wholesale sales, as defined in subsections 
(a) and (b) below. 

(a) Light Manufacturing. A non-retail use which provides for the 
fabrication or production of goods, by hand or machinery, primarily 
involving the assembly, packaging, repairing, or processing of 
previously prepared materials, when conducted in an enclosed 
building having no openings other than fixed windows or exits 
required by law located within 50 feet of any R district. Light 
manufacturing uses include production and custom activities where · 
items are made to order, usually involving individual or special 
design, or handiwork, such as the following fabrication or pr()duction 
activities defined by the Standard Industrial Classification Code 
Manual as light manufacturing uses: 

1. Food processing 
2e Apparel and other garment products 
3. Furniture and fixtures 
4. Printing 
5. leather products 
6. Pottery 
7. Glass blowing 
8. Measuring, analyzing, and controHing instruments; 

photographic, medical and optical goods; watches and clocks.. 
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• 
SEC. 790.56 

SEC. 790.58 

(b) Wholesale Sales. A non-retail use which provides merchant 
middleman services, providing goods or commodities for resale or 
business use, not including a non-accessory storage warehouse. 

Lot Size [Per development]. The permitted gross lot area for new 
construction or expansion of existing development. Lot is defined in 
Section 1 02.12. 

Marquee. A permanent roofed structure attached to and supported 
entirely by a building; including any object or decoration attached to or 
part of said marquee; no part of which shall be used for occupancy or 
storage; with the purpose of providing protection from sun and rain or 
embellishment of the facade; as. further regula ted in Sections 414 and 
4506 of the Building Code. 

SEC. 790.60 Massage Establishment. A retail use as defined in Section 2700 of the 
Police Code provided that the use is located no less than 1000 feet from 
the premises of any other massage establishment; except that this 
requirement shall not apply where massage services are incidental to the 
institutional uses permitted in Sections 21 7(a)-(c) or to the use by an 
individual member of the facilities of a health club, gymnasium, or other 
facility with a regular membership which health club, gymnasium or other 

. facility is used primarily for instruction and training in body building, 
~· exer-cising, reducing, sports, dancing, or other similar physical activities. 

SEC. 790.62 

SEC. 790.64 

SEC. 790.70 

SEC. 790.80 

• SEC. 790.84 

Mortuary. A retail. use which provides funeral services, funeral 
preparation, or burial arrangements. 

Movie Theater. A retail use which displays motion pictures, slides, or 
closed circuit television pictures. 

Outdoor Activity Area. An area, not including primary circulation space 
or any public street, located outside of a building or in a courtyard which 
is provided for the use or convenience of patrons of a commercial 
establishment including, but not limited to, sitting, eating, drinking, 
dancing, and food service activities. 

Public Use. A publicly- or privately-owned use which provides public 
services to the community and which has operating requirements which 
necessitate location within the district, including civic structures, public 
libraries, police stations, transportation facilities, utility installations 
(excluding service yards, machine shops, garages, and incinerators), and 
wireless transmission facilities • 

Residential Conversion. The change in occupancy (as defined and 
regulated by the Building Code) of any residential use to a non-residential 
use. 
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SEC. 790.86 

SEC. 790.88 

Residential Demolition. The demolition (as defined by the Building Code) 
of any building or structure or portion thereof containing a residential 
use. 

Residential Use. A use which provides housing for San Francisco 
residents, rather than visitors, including a dwelling unit, group housing, or 
residential hotel as defined in Subsections (a) and {b) below. 

(a) Dwelling Unit. A residential use which consists of a suite of two or 
more rooms and includes sleeping, bathing, cooking, and eating 
facilities, but has only one kitchen. 

(b) Group Housing. A residential use which provides lodging or both 
meals and lodging without individual cooking facilities for a week or 
more at a time in a space not defined as a dwelling unit. Group 
housing includes, but is not limited to, a rooming house, boarding 
house, guest house, lodging house, residence club, commune, 
fraternity and sorority house, monastery, nunnery, convent, and 
ashram. It also includes group housing operated by a medical or 
educational institution when not located on the same lot .as such 
institution. 

SEC. 790.90 Restaurant, Fast Food. A retail eating or eating and drinking use with 

SEC. 790.92 

tables and chairs which provides ready-to-eat cooked foods generally 
·served in disposable wrappers or containers, for consumption on or off the 
premises. 

This use provides a public service area, including counter and queuing 
areas designed specifically for the sale and distribution of foods and 
beverages. 

This definition is applicable to most franchise fast food restaurants and to 
independent businesses such as delis, taquerias, and bagelries. 

This use may provide on-site beer and/or wine sales for drinking on the 
premises (with ABC licenses 40, 41 or 60). If the use serves liquor for 
drinking on the premises (with A.BC licenses 42, 47, 48, or 6J), or does not -
admit minors, then the use shall also be considered a bar, as defined in 
Section 790.20. -

Restaurant, Full Service. A. retail eating or eating and drinking use with 
tables and chairs which provides customers with table service for the 
consumption of prepared, ready-to-eat cooked foods on the premises. 

This use provides suitable kitchen facilities necessary for tfie preparing, 
cooking and serving of meals to restaurant guests. 

This use may provide on-site beer and/or wine sales for drinking on the 
premises (with ABC licenses 40, 41 or 60). If the use serves liquor for 
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SEC. 790.1 00 

SEC. 790.102 

drinking on the premises (with ABC licenses 42, 47, 48, or 61), or does not 
admit minors, then the use shall also be considered a bar, as defined in 
Section 790.20. 

Sales and Services, Non-Retail. A commercial use which provides sales 
or services to the business community rather than to the general public, 
including light manufacturing, wholesale sales, and administrative 
services, as defined in Sections 790.54 and 79 0.1 06, respectively. 

Sales and Services, Other Retail. A retail use which provides goods and 
services but is not listed as a separate zoning category in subsections .41 
through .63 of Sections 710 through 72 8, including but not limited to sale 
or provision of the following goods and ~ervices: 

• General groceries; 
• Specialty groceries such as cheese, coffee, meat, produce; 
• Pharmaceutical drugs and personal toiletries; 
• Personal items such as tobacco and magazines; 
• Self-service laundromats and dry cleaning; 
• Household goods and services (including hardware); and 
• Variety merchandise • 

SEC. 790.10/f. Sales and Services, Retail. A commercial use which sells goods or 
provides services directly to the consumer and is accessible to the general 
public during business hours. 

SEC. 790.106 Service, Administrative. A non-retail use, as defined in Section 790.1 00, 
which provides organizational services to the business community and is 
not available to the general public. 

SEC. 790.108 Service, Business or Professional. A retail use which provides general 
business or professional services including, but not limited to, architects, 
accountants, attorneys, consultants, realtors, and travel agents. 

SE.C. 790.110 Service, Financial. A retail use which provides banking services and 
products to the public, such as banks, savings and loans, and credit unions, 
when occupying less than 15 feet of linear frontage or 2 00 square feet of 
gross floor area • 

. SEC. 790.112 Service, Limited Financial. A retail use which provides banking services, 
when not occupying more than 15 feet of linear frontage or 200 square 
feet of floor area. Automated teller machines, if installed within such a 
facility or on an exterior wall as a walk-up facility, are included in this 
category; however, these machines are not subject to the hours of 
operation, as defined in Section 790.48 and set forth in zoning category 
number .27 of Sections 710 through 728 for each district. 
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SEC. 790.114 Service, Medical. A retail use which provides health services to the 
individual by physicians, surgeons, dentists, podiatrists, psychologists, 
psychiatrists, acupuncturists, chiropractors, or any other health-care 
professionals when licensed by a State-sanctioned Board overseeing the 
provision of medically-oriented services •. 

SEC. 790.1l6 Service, Personal. A retail use which provides grooming services to the 
individual, including salons, cosmetic services, tatoo parlors, and health 
spas, or instructional services not certified by the State Educational 
Agency, such as art, dance, exercise, martial arts, and music classes. 

SEC. 790.118 Story. That portion of a building included between the upper surface of 
any floor and the upper surface of the floor next above, except that the 

. topmost story shall be that portion of a building included between the 
upper surface of the topmost floor ·and the ceiling or roof above. 

For purposes of this definition, grade is the point of elevation of the 
finished surface of the ground, paving or sidewalk within the area between 
the building and the property line or, when the property line is more than 
5 feet from the building, between the building and a line 5 feet from the 
building. Provisions in Section 102.11 of this Code shall apply in defining 
the point of measurement at grade. 

(a) Story, First. For structures existing at the effective date of 
· Ordinance No. (this ordinance), the lowest story of a building which 

qualifies as a story, as defined herein, except that a story in a 
building having only one floor level shall be classified as a first 
story, provided such floor level is not more than 4 feet below grade 
for more than 50 percent of the total perimeter, or more than 8 feet 
below grade at any point. If the finished floor level directly above a 
basement or unused under-floor space is more than 6 feet above 
grade for more than 50 percent of the total perimeter or is more 
than 12 feet above grade at any point, such basement or unused 
under-floor space shall be considered as a story. 

For new structures or alterations which involve changing the 
elevation of any story, the floor level of the first story shall be · 
within 1 foot of grade at the primary retail frontage. 

(b) Story, Second .. The story above the first story. 

(c) Story, Third and Above .. The story or stories of a building above the 
second story and below the ceiling of the topmost story of a building .. 

. : SEC.790.122 Take-OutFood. A retail use which without tables and chairs primarily 
sells prepared, ready-to-eat foods in disposable wrappers for immediate 
consumption on or off the premises. 

This use may provide off-site beer, wine, and/or liquor sales for 
consumption off the premises (with ABC licenses 20, 21, or 40). 
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SEC. 790.124 

SEC. 790.130 

SEC. 790.140 

• 

This definition is applicable to bakeries, cookie and candy stores, as well 
as carry out sandwich and deli counters without seating on the premises • 
This definition is not applicable to general grocery stores or specialty 
grocery stores, subject to accessory use provisions in Section 
703.2(b) 1.( C)ii. 

Trade Shop. A retail use which provides custom crafted goods and 
services for sale directly to the consumer, reserving some storefront 
space for display and retail service; if conducted within an enclosed 
building having no openings other than fixed windows or exits required by 
law located within 50 feet of any R district. A trade shop includes, but is 
not limited to, repair and upholstery services, carpentry, printing, 
blueprinting, tailoring and other artisan craft uses. 

Use Size [Non-Residential]. The permitted gross floor area allowed each 
individual non-residential use. Gross floor area is defined in Section 102.8 
of this Code. 

Walk-Up Facility. A structure designed for provision of 
pedestrian-oriented services when located on an exterior building wall, 
including window service, self-service operations, and automated bank 
teller machines (ATMs) • 

149 



SEC 799 OTHER APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF THE CITY PLANNING CODE. 

Reference should be made to other sections which also apply to 
neighborhood commercial districtso These sections and their titles are 
listed below. 

General Provisions 

Section 101 
Section l09 

Definitions 

Section 102 

Zoning Map 

Section 104 
Section 106 

Purposes 
Severability 

Definitions 

Zoning Map 
Zoning Map Incorporated Herein 

Building Standards 

Section 122 
Section 250 
Section ·2 51 
Section 252 
Section 260 
Section 262 
Section 270 
Section 271 

Section 121 
Section 130 
Section 131 
Section 136 
Section 140 
Section 141 
Section 142 

Parking 

Section 153 
Section 154 

Section 155 

Section 156 
Section 157 

Signs 

Section 602 
Section 603 
Section 604 
Section 607 
Section 608 
Section 609 

Height and Bulk 
Height and Bulk Districts Established 
Height and Bulk Districts - Purpose 
Classes of Height and Bulk D~tricts 
Height Umlts- Method of Measurement 
Additional Height Limits ... Applicable to Signs 
s·ulk limits- Measurement 
Bulk Limits - Special Exceptions 

Minimum Lot Width 
Yard and Setback Requirements 
Legislated Setback Line 
Obstructions over Street and Alleys 
All Dwelling Units to Face and Open Area 
Screening of Rooftop Features 
Screening of Parking Areas 

Rules for Calculation of Required Spaces 
Minimum Dimensions for Required Off-Street Parking&: 
Loading Spaces 
General Standards as to Location&: Arrangement of 
Off-Street Parking and Loading Spaces 
Parking Lots 
Conditional Use Applications for Parking Exceeding 
Accessory Amounts 

Definitions 
Exemption 
Permits and Conformity 
Commercial and Industrial Districts 
Special Sign Districts 
Amortization Period 
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Uses 

Section 203 
Section 204 
Section 2 04.4 
Section 204.5 
Section 205 
Section 236 
Section 24-0 
Section 243 
Section 24-lf. 

Landmarks 

Article 10 

Procedures 

Section 301 
Section 302 
Section 303 
Section 304-.5 
Section 305 

Compliance 

Section 170 
Section 171 
Section 172 

Section 173 
Section 174 
Section 17 5 
Section 176 
Section 179 
Section 180 

Section 181 

Section 182 
Section 183 
Section 184 
Section 186 
Section 187 

Section 188 

Effect on Certain Public Services 
Accessory Uses General 
Dwelling Units Accessory to Other Uses 
Parking and Loading as Accessory Uses 
Temporary Uses 
Garment Shop Special Use District 
Northern Waterfront Special Use Districts 
Ocean Avenue Affordable Housing Special Use District 
Monterey Boulevard Affordable Housing Special Use 
District 

Preservation of Historical, Architectural and Aesthetic 
Landmarks (Inclusive) · 

General Description 
Amendments 
Conditional Uses 
Institutional Master Plans 
Variances 

Applicability of Requirements 
Compliance of Uses Required 
Compliance of Structures, Open Spaces, and Off-Street 
Parking and Loading 
Compliance of Lots Required 
Compliance of Conditions 
Approval of Permits 
Enforcement Against Violations 
Automatic Conditional Uses 
Nonconforming Uses, Noncomplying Structures, and 
Substandard Lots 
Nonconforming Uses: Enlargements, Alterations, or 
Reconstruction 
Nonconforming Uses: Changes of Use 
Nonconforming Uses: Discontinuance and Abandonment 
Short-Term Continuance of Certain Nonconforming Uses 
Exemption of Limited Commercial Nonconforming Uses 
Garment Shops and Garment Factories as 
Nonconforming Uses 
Noncomplying Structures: Enlargements, Alterations 
and Reconstruction 
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SEC. 102 

•• 
SEC. 102.4-

• 

ARTICLE l 

GENERAL ZONING PROVISIONS 

[Section 1 01 is unchanged.] 

DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of this Code, certain words and terms used herein are 
defined as set forth in this and the following sections. Additional 
definitions applicable only to Article 7, Neighborhood Commercial 
Districts, are set forth in Section 790. All words used in the present tense 
shall include the future. All words in the plural number shall include the 
singular number and all words in the singular number shall include the 
plural number, unless the natural construction of the wording indicates 
otherwise. The word "shall" is mandatory and not directory. Whenever 
any of the following terms is used it shall mean the corresponding officer, 
department, board or commission of the City and County of San 
Francisco, State of California herein referred to as the City: Assessor, 
Board of Supervisors, Department of City Planning, Department of Public 
Works, Director of Planning, City Planning Commission, Zoning 
Administrator. In each case the term shall be deemed to include an 
employee of any such officer or. department of the City who is lawfully 
authorized to perform any duty or exercise any power as a representative 
or agent of that officer or department. 

[Sections 102.1 through 102.3 are unchanged.] 

District. A portion of the territory of the city, as shown on the Zoning 
Map, within which certain regulations and requirements or various 
combinations thereof apply under the provisions of this Code. The term 
"district" shall include any use, special use, height and bulk, or special 
sign district. The term "R district" shall mean any RH-l{D), RH-1, 
RH-l(S), RH-2, RH-3, RM-1, RM-2, RM-3, RM-4, RC-1, RC-2, RC-3, or 
RC-4 district. The term "C district" shall mean any C-1, C-2, C-3, or 
C-M district. The term "M district" shall mean any M-1 or M-2 district. 
The term "RH district" shall mean any RH-1{0), RH-1, RH-1{5), RH-2, or 
RH-3 district. The term "RM district" shall mean any RM-1, RM-2, 
RM-3, or RM-4 district. The term "RC district" shall mean any RC-1, 
RC-2, RC-3, or RC-4 district.· The term "C-3 district" shall mean any 
C-3-0, C-3-R, C-3-G, or C-3-S district. The term "NC district" shall 
mean any NC-1, NC-2, NC-3, NC-5, and any neighborhood commercial 
district identified by street name in Section 702.1. 

[Sections 1 02.5 through 109 are unchanged.] 
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SEC. 121 • .5 

ARTICLE 1.2 

DIMENSIONS, AREAS AND OPEN SPACES 

[Section 121 is unchanged.] 

Development on Large Lots, Neighborhood Commercial Districts. 

In order to promote, protect, and maintain a scale of development which 
is appropriate to each district and compatible with adjacent buildings, 
new construction or enlargement of existing buildings on lots larger than 
the square footage stated in the table below shaH be permitted as 
conditional uses subject to the provisions set forth in Section 31 .5. 

District 

N C-1, Broadwax, 
Castro Street, . 
Inner Clement Streetz 
Outer Clement Street, 
Upper Fillmore Street, 

. Haight Street, North Beach, 
Sacramento Street, Union Street2 
24th Street-Mission1 
24th Street-Noe Valley 

NC-2, NC .. J, Hayes-Gough2 
Upper Market Street, 
Polk Street, Valencia Street 

NC-S -

Lot Size Limits 

.5000 sq.ft. · 

10,000 sg.ft. 

Not Applicable 

' ·-\ 

~---~-------~---~- __ .. __ In addition to the criteria of Section 303(c) the City Planning Commission ___ --~· 
shall find that the following criteria are met: ---.--~-·-··--· 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The mass and facade of the proposed structure are compatible with . --·~-· 
the existing scale of the district. -··-----·- . 

The facade of the proposed structure is consistent with design __ 
features of adjacent facades that contribute to the positive visual 
guallty of the district. 

The site plan of the proposed structure reflects the arrangement of .. 
most other buildings on its block. In duster and linear districts with _____ _ 
continuous street building walls, the proposed structure maintains a ... 
continuous block facade line. 
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• SEC. 121.7 

• 
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Use Size Limits (Non-Residential), Neighborhood Commerciai 
Districts. 

In order to protect and maintain a scale of development appropriate to 
each district, non-residential uses which exceed the square footage stated 
in the table below may be permitted only as conditional uses subject to 
the provisions set forth in Section 315. The use area shall be measured as 
the gross floor area for each individual non-residential use. 

District 

N C-1, Castro Street, 
Inner Clement Street, 
Outer Clement Street, 
Upeer Fillmore Street, 
Haight Street, North Beach, 
Sacramento Street, Union Street, 
24-th Street-Mission, 
24-th Street-Noe Valley 

Broadway, Hayes-Gough1 
Upeer Market Street, Polk Street, 
Valencia Street · 

NC-2 

NC-3, NC-S 

Use Size Limits 

2500 sg.ft. 

3000 sg.ft. 

3500 sg.ft. 

5000 sg.ft. 

In addition to the criteria of Section 303(c), the Commission shall find 
that the following criteria are met: 

1. The intensity of activity in the district is not such that allowing the 
larger use will be likely to foreclose the location of other needed 
neighborhood-serving uses in the area. 

2. The proposed use will serve the neighborhood, in whole or in 
significant part, and the nature of the use requires a larger size in 
order to function. 

3. The building in which the use is to be located is designed in discrete 
elements which respect the scale of develoement in the district. 

[Sections 122 and 123 are unchanged.] 
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SEC. 124 BASIC FLOOR AREA RATIO. 

(a) Except as provided in Subsections {b), (c), (d), and (e) of this section, 
the basic floor area ratio limits specified in the following table shall 
apply to each building or development in the districts indicated~ 

TABLE 1 

Basic Floor Area Ratio Limits 

District 

RH-l(D), RH-1, RH-1(5), RH-2, 
RH-.3, RM-1, RM-2, 

RM-.3 

RM-4 

RC-1, RC-2 

RC-.3 

RC4 

NC-1 -
NC ... 2, NC-3, NC-5, Broadway, 
Castro Street, 
Inner Clement Street 
Outer Clement Street, 
Upper Fillmore Street, 
Haight Street, Hayes-Gough, 
Upper Market Street, 
North Beach, Polk Street, 
Sacramento Street, Union Street, 
Valencia Street, 
24th Street-Mission, 
21{.th Street-Noe Valley 

C-1, C-2 

Basic Floor 
Area Ratio Limits 

1.8 to 1 

.3.6 to 1 

1{..8 to 1 

1.8 to 1 

3.6 to 1 

4.8 to 1 

1.8 to 1 

3.6 to 1 

3.6 to 1 

., 

,. 
-~- .... \ 

-- ;-•···-·--•·•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••-•••••••••••••••••••••••-••••••••••-••-••••-~J~~~t••••-•-••••••••'!&«>c;;,l"1l~~ . " : NOTE: To implement the Downtown Plan, the following amendment ! 

~ is proposed. It is currently effective as an interim control. 
; t 
I L 

' ' : C-3-0 "10.0 to 1 : 
• • • • 
I : 

: C-3-R, C-.3-G, C-.3-0 {SD) 6 .. 0 to 1 : 
I I 
I I 
t I 

! C-.3-S ;.o to 1 : 
: •. L .................... ., • ., ..................................................................... ., ... __ .... _ ................ e ...... _. ................... __ .. ________ ~, , 

C-M 9.0 to 1 

M-1, M-2 ;.o to J 
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(b) In Rand NC districts, the above floor area ratio limits shall not 
apply to dwellings • 

(c) In a C-2 district, the basic floor area ratio limit shall be 4.8 to l for 
a lot which is nearer to an RM-lf. or RC-4 district than to any other 
R district, and 10.0 to 1 for a lot which is nearer to a C-3 district 
than to any R district. The distance to the nearest R district or C-3 
district shall be measured from the midpoint of the front line, or 
from a point directly across the street therefrom, whichever gives 
the greatest ratio. 

(d) In the Automotive Special Use District, as described in Section 237 
of this Code, the basic floor area ratio limit shall be 10.0 to 1. 

(e) In the Northern Waterfront Special Use Districts, as described in 
Sections 2lf.O through 2lf.0.3 of this Code, the basic floor area ratio 
limit in any C district shall be 5. 0 to 1. 

,---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------. 1 r 

: NOTE: To implement the Downtown Plan, the following amendment is : 
r ' : proposed. It is currently effective as an interim control. : . ' I I 
I l 

: (f) In C-3-G and C-3-S districts, additional square footage above that l 
l permitted by the base floor area ratio limits set forth above may be ! 
l approved for dwellings, in accordance with the conditional use : 
l procedures and criteria as provided in Section 303 of this Code. l 
0 I 

• • I I 

l (g) In the mid-South of Market Special Use District, as described in ! 
! Section 249.1 of this Code, the .basic floor area ratio limit for office ~ 
: uses shall be 2.0 to 1. : 
I i 
I I . ' I I 

l (h) The allowable gross floor area on a lot which is the site of an ! 
l unlawfully demolished building that is governed by the provisions of : 
l Article 11 shall be the gross floor area of the demolished building l 
: for the period of time set forth in, and in accordance with the l 
: provisions of, Section 1114 of this Code, but not to exceed the basic : 
0 I 

: floor area permitted by this Section. : . , 
~--------------------------------------------------------------------·----------------------------------· 
~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~·~-~ I I 

l NOTE: To implement the Downtown Plan, the following amendment is i 
! proposed. It is currently not effective as an interim control. ! 
I I 
I I 

' ' ! (i) In calculating the permitted floor area of a new structure in a C-3 l 
l district, the lot on which an existing structure is located may not be l 
! included unless the existing structure and the new structure are l 
: made part of a single development complex, the existing structure is ' 
! or is made architecturally compatible with the new structure, and, 
! if the existing structure is in a Conservation District, the existing 
: structure meets or is made to meet the standards of Section 11 09(c), 

and the existing structure is reinforced to meet the standards for 
seismic loads and forces of the 197 5 Building Code. Determinations 
under this paragraph shall be made in accordance with the provisions 
of Section 309 • 
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SEC. 12.5 

SEC. 134 

• I 
• t 

• ' " ,, l (j) In calculating allowable gross floor area on a preservation lot from 
: which any TORs have been transferred p\,Jrsuant to Section 128, the • : amount allowed herein shall be decreased by the amount of gross 

.; 
'; 

• : floor area transferred. · 1 . ' 
~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------·--------------~d 

FLOOR AREA PREMIUMS, DISTRICTS OTHER THAN C-3 AND NC. 

In any district other than a C-3 or NC district in which a floor area ra.tio 
limit applies, the following premiums, where applicable, may be added to 
the basic floor area ratio limit to determine the maximum floor area ratio 
for a building or development. 

(a) Corner Lot. For a lot or portion thereof which is defined by this 
Code as a corner lot, a floor area premium may be added by 
increasing the area of the lot or portion, for purposes of floor ~ea 
computation, by 25 percent. 

(b) Interior Lot. For a lot or portion thereof which is defined by this 
Code as an interior lot, and which abuts along its rear lot line upon a 
street or alley, a floor area premium may be added by increasing the 
depth of the lot or portion along such street or alley, for purposes of 
floor area ratio computation, by one-half the width of such street or 
alley or 10 feet, whichever is the lesser.. · 

[Sections 126 through 133 are unchanged.] 

REAR YAROS, R, ~C AND M DISTRICTS •. 

The following requirements for rear yards shall apply to every building in 
an R, NC-1, or NC-2 district and to every dwelling in a(n) NC-2, NC-3L .. 
Individual Nei hborhood Commercial District where noted in Subsection 
~ C or M district. Rear yards shall not be required in N C-S districts. -
These requiremen.ts are intended to assure the protection and continuation 
of established mid-block, landscape open spaces, and maintenance of a 
scale of development appropriate to each district, consistent with the 
location of adjacent buildings. 

(a) Basic requirements. The basic rear yard requirements shall be as 
follows for the districts indicated. ((Such rear yards shall be 
provided at grade level and at each succeeding level or story of the 
building; except that in RC-2, RC-3, RC-4, C and M districts such 
rear yards shall be provided at the lowest story occupied as a 
dwelling at the rear of the building, and at each succeeding story of 
the building.)) 

1. RH-1(0), RH-1, RH-l(S), RM-3, RM-4, RC-1, RG-2, RC-3, 
RC-4, ~ C and M districts. The minimum rear yard depth 
shall be equal to 2.5 per cent of the total depth of the lot on 
which the building is situated, but in no case less than 1.5 feet. 
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(A) RH-l(D}, RH-1, RH-l{S), RM-3, RM-4-, RC-1, NC-1, 
Outer Clement Street, Haight Street, Sacramento Street, 
24th Street-Noe Valley districts. Rear yards shall be 
provided at grade level and at each succeeding level or 
story of the building. 

N C-2, Castro Street, Inner Clement Street, Upper 
Fillmore Street, North Beach, Union Street, Valencia 
Street, 24-th Street-Mission districts. .Rear yards shall be 
provided at the second story, and at each succeeding story 
of the building, and at the first story if it contains a 
dwelling unit. 

RC-2, RC-3, RC-4-, NC-3, Broadway, Hayes-Gough, Upper 
Market Street, Polk Street, C and M districts. Rear yards 
shall be provided at the lowest story containing a dwelling 
unit, and at each succeeding story of the building. 

2. RH-2, RH-2, RM-1 and RM-2 districts. The minimum rear yard 
depth shall be equal to 4-5 per cent of the total depth of the lot 
on which the building is situated, except to the extent that a 
reduction in this requirement is permitted by Subsection (c) 
below. Rear yards shall be provided at grade level and at each 
succeeding level or story of the building. 

(b) Permitted obstructions. Only those obstructions specified in Section 
136 of this Code shall be permitted in a required rear yard, and no 
other obstruction shall be constructed, placed or maintained within 
any such yard. No motor vehicle, trailer, boat or other vehicle shall 
be parked or stored within any such yard, except as specified in 
Section 136. 

(c) Reduction of requirements in RH-2, RH-3, RM-1 and RM-2 
districts. The rear yard requirement in RH-2, RH-3, RM-1 and 
RM-2 districts, as stated in Paragraph (a)2 above, shall be reduced 
in specific situations as described in this Subsection (c), based upon 
conditions on adjacent lots. Under no circumstances, however, shall 
the minimum rear yard be thus reduced to less than a depth equal to 
25 per cent of the total depth of the lot on which the building is 
situated, or to less than 15 feet, whichever is greater. 

1. General rule. In such districts, the forward edge of the 
required rear yard shall be reduced to a line on the subject lot, 
parallel to the rear lot line of such lot, which is an average 
between the depths of the rear building walls of the two 
adjacent buildings. Provided, that in any case in which a rear 
yard requirement is thus reduced, the last 10 feet of building 
depth thus permitted on the subject lot shall be limited to a 
height of 30 feet, measured as prescribed by Section 260 of this 
Code, or to such lesser height as may be established by Section 
261 of this Code • 
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2. 

3. 

Alternative method of averaging. If, under the rule stated .in' 
Paragraph (c) 1 above, a reduction in the required rear yard is 
permitted, the reduction may alternatively be averaged in an 
irregular manner; provided that the area of the resulting 
reduction shall be no more than the product of the width of the 
subject lot along the line established by Paragraph (c)l above. 
times the reduction in depth of rear yard permitted by 
Paragraph (c) 1; and provided further that all portions of the 
open area on the part of the lot to which the rear yard 
reduction applies shall be directly exposed laterally to the open 
area behind the adjacent building having the lesser depth of its 
rear building wall. · 

Method of measurement. For purposes of this Subsection (c), an 
adjacent building shall mean a building on a lot adjoining the 
subject Jot along a side lot line. In all cases the location of the 
rear building wall of an adjacent building shall be taken as the 
line of greatest depth of any portion of the adjacent building 
which occupies at least 1/2 the width between the side lot lines 
of the lot on which such adjacent building is located, and which 
has a height of at least 20 feet above grade, or two stories, 
whichever is less; excluding all permitted obstructions listed for 
rear yards in Section 136 of this Code. Where a lot adjoining 
the subject lot is vacant, or contains no dwelling or group 
housing structure, or is located in an RH-1(0), RH-1, RH-l(S), 
RM-3, RM-4, RC, NC, C, M or P district, such adjoining lot 
shall, for purposes of the calculations in this Subsection (c), be 
considered to have an adjacent building upon it whose rear 
building wall is at a depth equal to 75 percent of the total depth 
of the subject lot. 

4. Applicability to special lot situations. In the following special 
lot situations, the general rule stated in Paragraph {c)l above 
S'laU be applied as provided in this Paragraph (c)4, and the 
required rear yard shall be reduced if conditions on the adjacent 
Jot or lots so indicate and if. aU other requirements of this 
Section 134 are met. 

(A) Corner Jots and lots at alley intersections. On a corner 
lot as defined by this Code, or a lot at the intersection of 
a street and an alley or two alleys, the forward edge of 
the required rear yard shall be reduced to a line on the 
subject lot which is at the depth of the rear building wall 
of the one adjacent building. 

(B) Lots abutting properties with buildings that front 
on another street or alley. In the case of any Jot that 
abuts along one of its side lot Jines upon a lot with a 
building that fronts on another street or alley, the lot on 
which it so abuts shall be disregarded, and the forward 
edge of the required rear yard shall be reduced to a line 
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on the subject lot which is at the depth of the rear 
building wall of the one adjacent building fronting on the 
same street or alley. In the case of any lot that abuts 
along both its side lot lines upon lots with buildings that 
front on another street or alley, both lots on which it so 
abuts shall be disregarded, and the minimum rear yard 
depth for the subject lot shall be equal to 25 percent of 
the total depth of the subject lot, or 15 feet, whichever is 
greater. 

(C) Through lots abutting properties that contain two 
buildings. Where a lot is a through lot having both its 
front and its rear lot line along streets, alleys, or a street 
and an alley, and both adjoining lots are also through lots, 
each containing two dwellings or group housing structures 
that front at opposite ends of the lot, the subject through 
lot may also have two buildings according to such 
established pattern, each fronting at one end of the lot, 
provided all the other requirements of this Code are met. 
In such cases the rear yard required by this Section 134 
for the subject lot shall be located in the central portion 
of the lot, between the two buildings on such lot, and the 
depth of the rear wall of each building from the street or 
alley on which it fronts shall be established by the 
average of the depths of the rear building walls of the 
adjacent buildings fronting on that street or alley. In no 
case, however, shall the total minimum rear yard for the 
subject lot be thus reduced to less than a depth equal to 
25 percent of the total depth of the subject lot, or to less 
than 15 feet, whichever is greater. Further more, in all 
cases in which this Subparagraph {c}4{C) is applied, the 
requirements of Section 132 of this Code for front 
set-back areas shall be applicable along both street or 
alley frontages of the subject through lot. 

r~-·~--···---·-·----·-·····M·-··-------~---------------------------------------·-··-------------------~-, • • • • 
: NOTE: To implement the Downtown Plan, the following amendment is i 
: proposed. It is currently effective as an interim control. l 
• • . . 
• • ! {d) Reduction of requirements in C-3 districts. In C-3 districts, an : 
! exception to the rear yard requirements of this section may be : 
: allowed, in accordance with the provisions of Section 309, provided i 
! that the building location and configuration assure adequate light ; 
: and air to windows within the residential units and to the usable : i open space provided. i 
~-------------------·------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

{e) Reduction of Requirements in NC districts. The rear yard 
requirement may be modified or waived by the Zoning Administrator 
if all of the following criteria are met: 
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SEC. 135 

.!:. Dwelling units are included in the new or expanding 
development and a comparable amount of usable open space is 
provided elsewhere on the lot or within the development where 
it is more accessible to the residents; and 

2. The proposed new or expanding structure will not significantly 
impede the access of light and air to and views from abutting 
properties; and 

3. The proposed new or expanding structure will not adversely. 
affect the interior block open space formed by the rear yards of 
abutting properties. 

This provision shall be administered eursuant to the procedures 
which are applicable to variances, as set forth in Sections .306.1 
through 306.5 and 308.2. 

USABLE OPEN SPACE, R, NC, C AND M DISTRICTS. 

Except as provided in Section 172 and 188 of this Code, usable open space 
shall be provided for each dwelling and each group housing structure in R, 
N C, C and M districts according to the standards set forth ln this 
section. 

(a) Character. of space provided. Usable open space shall be composed 
of an outdoor area or areas designed for "'Utdoor living, recreation 
or landscaping,· including such areas on the ground and on decks, 
balconies, porches and roofs, which are safe and suitably surfaced 
and screened, and which conform to the other requirements of this 
section. Such area or areas shall be on the same lot as the dwelling 
units (or bedrooms in group housing) they serve, and shall be 
designed and oriented in a manner that will make the best practical 
use of available sun and other climatic advantages. "Private usable 
open space" shall mean an area or areas private to and designed for 
use by only one dwelling unit (or bedroom in group housing).· 
"Common usable open space" shall mean an area or areas designed 
for use jointly by two or more dwelling units (or bedrooms in group 
housing). 

(b) Access. Usable open space shall be as close as is practical to- the 
dwelling unit (or bedroom in group housing) for which it is required, 
and shall be accessible from such dwelllng unit or bedroom as 
follows: · 

1. Private usable open space shall be directly and immediately . 
accessible from such dwelling unit or bedroom; and shall be 
either on the same floor level as such dwelling unit or bedroom, 
with no more than one story above or below such floor level 
with convenient private access. 

2. Common usable open space shall be easily and independently 
accessible from such dwelling unit or bedroom, or from another 
common area of the building or lot. · 
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(c) 
' • (d) 

• 
(e) 

(f) 

• 

Permitted obstructions. In the calculation of either private or 
common usable open space, those obstructions listed in Section 136 
of this Code for usable open space shall be permitted. 

Amount required. Usable open space shall be provided for each 
building in the amounts specified herein and in the following table 
for the district in which the building is located. 

1. For dwellings, except as provided in Paragraph (d}3 below, the 
minimum amount of usable open space to be provided for use by 
each dwelling unit shall be as specified in the second column of 
the table if such usable open space is all private. Where 
common usable open space is used to satisfy all or part of the 
requirement for a dwelling unit, such common usable open 
space shall be provided in an amount equal to 1.33 square feet 
for each one square foot of private usable open space specified 
in the second column of the table. In such cases, the balance of 
the required usable open space may be provided as private 
usable open space, with full credit for each square foot of 
private usable open space so provided. 

2. For group housing structures, the minimum amount of usable 
open space provided for use by each bedroom shall be 1/3 the 
amount required for a dwelling unit as specified in Paragraph 
(d) 1 above. For purposes of these calculations, the number of 
bedrooms on a lot shall in no case be considered to be less than 
one bedroom for each two beds • Where the actuai num.ber of 
beds exceeds an average of two beds for each bedroom, each 
two beds shall be considered equivalent to one bedroom. 

3. For dwellings specifically designed for and occupied by senior 
citizens or physically handicapped persons, as defined and 
regulated by Section 209.l(m} of this Code, the minimum 
amount of usable open space to be provided for use by each 
dwelling unit shall be 1/2 the amount required for each dwelling 
unit as specified in Paragraph (d)l above. 

Slope. The slope of any area credited as either private or common 
usable open space shall not exceed five percent. 

Private usable open space: additional standards. 

1. Minimum dimensions and minimum area. Any space credited as 
private usable open space shall have a minimum horizontal 
dimension of six feet and a minimum area of 36 square feet if 
located on a deck, balcony, porch or roof, and shall have a 
minimum horizontal dimension of 10 feet and a minimum area 
of 100 square feet if located on open ground, a terrace or the 
surface of an inner or outer court. 

2. Exposure. In order to be credited as private usable open space, 
an area must be kept open in the following manner: 
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Table 3 
Minimum Usable Open Space 

District 

RH-1(0), RH-1 

RH-l(S) 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RM-1, RC-1 

RM-2, RC-2 

RM-3, RC-3 

RM-4, RC-4 

Sacramento 

Castro Street, 
Inner Clement Street, 
Outer Clement Street, 
Upper FUlmore Street, 
Haight Street, 
Union Street, 
Valencia Street, 

Square Feet 
Of Usable Open 

Space Required For 
Each Dwelling Unit 

If All Private 

300 

300 for first unit; 
100 for minor second 
unit 

12.5 

100 

100 

80 

60 

36 

100 

80 -

24th Street-Mission, 
24th Street-Noe Valley, 

Broadway, Hayes-Gough, 
Up~r Market Street, 
North Beach, 
Polk Street 

C-3, C-M, M-1, M-2 

60 -

36 

Ratio of 
Common Usable 

Open Space That 
May Be Substituted 

£or Private 

1.33 

1.33 

1.33 

1.33 

1;.33 

1.33 

1.33 

1.33 

1.33 

1 .. 33 

1.33 
----·~-

1.33 

Same as for the R district 

• \ ,J:,~:) 
'- ,·_.'•! --

NC-1, NC-2, NC-3, 
NC-S, C-1, C-2 establishing the dwelling unit -~e!l_sft)i ____ ---- - -

ratio for the NC-1, NC-2, NC-3, 
NC-S, C-1 or C-2 district property • , 
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(A) For decks, balconies, porches and roofs, at least 30 
percent of the perimeter must be unobstructed except for 
necessary railings. 

(B) In addition, the area credited on a deck, balcony, porch or 
roof must either face a street, face or be within a rear 
yard, or face or be within some other space which at the 
level of the private usable open space meets the minimum 
dimension and area requirements for common usable open 
space as specified in Paragraph 135(g)l below. 

(C) Areas within inner and outer courts, as defined by this 
Code, must either conform to the standards of 
Subparagraph (f)2(B) above or be so arranged that the 
height of the walls and projections above the court on at 
least three sides (or 75 percent of the perimeter, 
whichever is greater) is such that no point on any such 
wall or projection is higher than one foot for each foot 
that such point is horizontally distant from the opposite 
side of the clear space in the court, regardless of the 
permitted obstruction referred to in Subsection 135(c} 
above. 

3. Fire escapes as usable open space. Normal fire escape grating 
shall not be considered suitable surfacing for usable open 
space. The steps of a fire escape stairway or ladder, and any' 
space less than six feet deep between such· steps and a wall of 
the building, shall not be credited as usable open space. But the 
mere potential use of a balcony area for an emergency fire exit 
by occupants of other dwelling units (or bedrooms in group 
housing) shall not prevent it from being credited as usable open 
space on grounds of lack of privacy or usability. 

--------------~-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------' . 
NOTE: To implement the Downtown Plan, the following amendment is 

proposed. It is currently effective as an interim control. 

• • • • 
' • • I 

• • • In C-3 districts, the area of a totally or partially enclosed : 
solarium shall be credited as private usable open space if (i) ! . 
such area is open to the outdoors through openings or clear : 
glazing on not less than 50 percent of its perimeter; and (ii) not l 
less than 30 percent of its overhead area and 25 percent of its l 
perimeter are open or can be opened to the air. : 

' : 
--------------------------------------·----------------------------·-------------------·---------~----·-~ 

(g) Common usable open space: additional standards. 

1. Minimum dimensions and minimum area. Any space credited as 
common usable open space shall be at least 15 feet in every 
horizontal dimension and shall have a minimum area of 300 
square feet • 
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SEC. 136 

. . 

2. Use of inner courts. The area of an inner court, as defined by' 
this Code, may be credited as common usable open space, if the 
enclosed space is not less than 20 feet in every horizontal 
dimension and 400 square feet in area; and if (regardless of the 
permitted obstructions referred to in Subsection 135(c) above) 
the height of the walls and projections above the court on at 
least three sides (or 75 percent of the perimeter, whichever is 
greater) is such that no point on any such wall or projection is 
higher than one foot for each foot that such point is 
horizontally distant from the opposite side of the cl~ar space in 
the court. 

3. Use of solariums. The area of a totally or partially enclosed 
solarium may be credited as common usable open space if the 
space is not less than 15 feet in every horizontal dimension and 
300 square feet in area; and if such area is exposed to the sun 
through openings ·or clear glazing on not less than 30 percent of 
its perimeter and 30 percent of its overhead area. 

OBSTRUCTIONS OVER STREETS AND ALLEYS AND IN REQUIRED 
SETBACKS, YARDS AND USABLE OPEN SPACE. 

(a) The following obstructions shall be permitted, in the manner 
specified, as indicated by the symbol "X" in the columns at the left, 
within the required open areas listed herein: 

1. Projections from a build,ing or structure extending over a street 
or alley as defined by this Code. Every portion of such 
projections over a street or alley shall provide a minimum of 
7-1/2 feet of vertical clearance from the sidewalk or other 
surface above which it is situated, or such greater vertical 
clearance as may be required by the San Francisco Building 
Code, unless the contrary is stated below. The permit under 
which any such projection over a street or alley is erected over 
public property shall not be construed to create any perpetual 
right but is a· revocable license. 

2. Obstructions within legislated set-back lines and front set-back 
areas, as required by Sections 131 and 132 of this Code. 

3. Obstructions within side yards and rear yards, as required by 
Sections 133 and 134 of this Code. 

4. Obstructions within usable open space, as required by Section 
135 o:f this Code. 

(b) No obstruction shall be constructed, placed or maintained in any 
such required open area except as specified in this section • 

166 

< .• ~ 

1:~-
' c.- _ _. 

• } 



I"E 
r::: 
<:.' 
Q.. 

t!) "' 0 
"' 

;:,:. 

-"' u 
"' ~ 4J • "" >-

Ill 
J:> 

, .c u 
" " "' .... - ~ t!) 

r: t'l 

,;< V' Q.. 

"' > =Vi 

X X X X 

X X X X 

• 

• 

(c) The permitted obstructions shall be as follows: 

1. Overhead hortizontal projections (leaving at least 7-l/2 feet of 
headroom) of a purely architectural or decorative character 
such as cornices, eaves, sills and belt courses, with a vertical 
dimension of no more than two feet six inches, not increasing 
the floor area or the volume of space enclosed by the building, 
and not projecting more than: 

(A) At roof level, three feet over streets and alleys and into 
set-backs, or to a perimeter in such required open areas 
parallel to and one foot outside the surfaces of bay 
windows immediately below such features, whichever is 
the greater projection; 

(B) At every other level, one foot over streets and alleys and 
into set-backs; and 

(C) Three feet into yards and usable open space, or 1/6 of the 
required minimum dimensions (when specified) of such 
open areas, whichever is less. 

2. Bay (Projecting) windows, balconies (other than balconies used 
for primary access to two or more dwelling units or two or 
more bedrooms in group housing), and similar features that 
increase either the floor area of the building or the volume of 
space enclosed by the building above grade, when limited as 
specified herein. With respect to obstructions within yards and 
usable open space, the bay windows and balconies specified in 
Paragraph (c)3 below shall be permitted as an alternative to 
those specified in this Paragraph (c)2. 

(A) The minimum headroom shall be 7-1/2 feet. 

(B) Projection into the required open area shall be limited to 
three feet; provided that projection over streets and 
alleys shall be further limited to two feet where the 
sidewalk width is nine feet or less, and the projection 
shall in no case be closer than eight feet to the center 
line of any alley. 

(C) The glass areas of each bay window, and the open portions 
of each balcony, shall be not less than 50 per cent of the 
sum of the areas of the vertical surfaces of such bay 
window or balcony above the required open area. At least 
1/3 of such required glass area of such bay window, and 
open portions of such balcony, shall be on one or more 
vertical surfaces situated at an angle of not less than 30 
degrees to the line establishing the required open area. In 
addition, at least 1/3 of such required glass area or open 
portions shall be on the vertical surface parallel to, or 
most nearly parallel to, the line establishing each open 
area over which the bay window or balcony projects • 
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. ~ I: (D) The maximum length of each bay window or balcony shall 
II 

I: Q. be 15 feet at the line establishing the required open area, • "' .. 0 .. J: -.. ! ., ..!., and shall be reduced in proportion to the dis~ance from II>-
&Ill "0 ~u .. - ... .. lilt~~ such line by means of 45 degree angles drawn inward from v;< .... "' "'Q. 

ll'l > :;)II) the ends of such 15-foot dimension, reaching a maximum 
of nine feet along a line parallel to and at a distance of 
three feet from the line establishing the required open 
area. 

(E) Where a bay window and a balcony are located 
immediately adjacent to one another, and the floor of 
such balcony in its entirety has a minimum horizontal 
dimension of six feet, the limitations of Subparagraph 
(c)2(D) above shall be increased to a maximum length of 
18. feet at the line establishing the required open .area, 
and a maximum of 12 feet along a line parallel to and at a 
distance of three feet from the line establishing the 
required open area. 

(F) The minimum horizontal separation between bay windows, 
between balconies, and between bay windows and 
balconies (except where a bay window and a balcony are 
located immediately adjacent to one another, as provided 
for in Subparagraph (c)2(E) above), shall be two feet at 
the line establishing the required open area, and shall be 
increased in proportion to the distance from such line by • means of 135 degree angles drawn outward from the ends· 
of such two-foot dimension, reaching a minimum of eight 
feet along a line parallel to and at a distance of three 

.::~:...:./ 

feet from the line establishing the re.quired open area. 

(G) Each bay window or balcony over a street or alley, 
set-back or rear yard shall also be horizontally separated 
from interior lot lines (except where the wall of a building 
on the adjoining lot is flush to the interior lot line 
immediately adjacent to the projecting portions of such 
bay window or balcony) by not less than one foot at the 
line establishing the required open area, with such 
separation increased in proportion to the distance from 
such line by means of a 13.5 degree angle drawn outward 
from such one-foot dimension, reaching a minimum of 
four feet along a line parallel to and at a distance of 
three feet from the line establishing the required open 
area. 

X X 3. Bay (projecting) windows, balconies (other than balconies used 
for primary access to two or more dwelling units or two or 
more bedrooms in group housing), and similar features that 
increase either the floor area of the building or the volume of 
space enclosed by the building above grade, when limited as 
specified herein. With respect to obstructions within yards and • -; .. _.-" 
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"C) 
c usable open space, the bay windows and balconies specified in 
<I! 

Paragraph (c)2 above shall be permitted as an alternative to c 
"' ·6 1!1, .::<: ., u <I! those specified in this Paragraph (c)3 • ... "' 1!1 "' • <I! >- "1::) - <I! 

4.J <I! .t::l .... J:)u ..__ C) "' "' "' .r.< ;>- ... a. 
"' :::lV') (A) The minimum headroom shall be 7-1/2 feet. 

(B) Projection into the required open area shall be limited to 
three feet, or 1/6 of the required minimum dimension 
(when specified) of the open area, whichever is less. 

(C) In the case of bay windows, the maximum length of each 
bay window shall be 10 feet, and the minimum horizontal 
separation between bay windows shall be five feet, above 
all parts of the required open area. 

(D) The aggregate length of all bay windows and balconies 
projecting into the required open area shall be no more 
than 2/3 the buildable width of the lot along a rear 
building wall, 2/3 the buildable length of a street side 
building wall, or 1/3 the length of all open areas along the 
buildable length of an interior side lot line; in the case of 
yards, these limits on aggregate length shall apply to the 
aggregate of all bay windows, balconies, fire escapes and 
chimneys. 

X X X X 4. Fire escapes, leaving at least 7-1/2 feet of headroom exclusive 
of drop ladders to grade, and not projecting more than 

• necessary for safety or in any case mare than four feet six 
inches into the required open area. In the case of yards~" the 
aggregate length of all bay windows, balconies, fire escapes and 
chimneys that extend into the required open area shall be no 
morethan 2/3 the buildable width of the lot along a rear 
building wall, 2/3 the buildable length of a street side building 
wall, or 1/3 the buildable length of an interior side lot line. 

X 5. Overhead horizontal projections other than those listed in 
Paragraphs (c) 1, 2, 3 and 4 above, leaving at least 7-1/2 feet of 
headroom, where the depth of any such projection is no greater 
than the headroom it leaves, and in no case is greater than 10 
feet; and provided that, in the case of common usable open 
space at ground level, the open space under the projection 
directly adjoins uncovered usable open space that is at least 10 
feet in depth and 15 feet in width. 

X 6. Chimneys not extending more than three feet into the required 
open area or 1/6 of the required minimum dimension (when 
specified) of the open area, whichever is less; provided, that the 
aggregate length of all bay windows, balconies, fire escapes and 
chimneys that extend into the required open area is no more 
than 2/3 the buildable width of the lot along a rear building 
wall, 2/3 the buildable length of a street side building wall, or 
1/3 the buildable length of an interior side lot line • 

• 
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X 8. 

X X .9. 

X X 10. 

X X 11. 

X X 12. 

X X X 13. 

X X X 14. 

X X X X 15. 

X X X 16. 

X X X 17. 

X X 18. 

Temporary occupancy of street and alley areas during 
construction and alteration of buildings and structures, as 
regula ted by the Building Code and other portions of the 
Municipal Code. 

Space below grade, as regulated by the Building Code and other 
portions of the Municipal Code. 

Building curbs and buffer blocks at ground level, not exceeding 
a height of nine inches above grade or extending more than nine 
inches in to the required open area. 

Signs as regulated by Article 6 of this Code, at locations and to 
the extent permitted therein. 

Flag poles for projecting flags permitted by Article 6 of this 
Code. 

Marquees, awnings and canopies in P, NC, C, and M districts, as 
regulated by the Building Code and as further limited by this 
Code. 

Retaining walls that are necesssary to maintain approximately 
the grade existing at the time of construction of a building. 
Other retaining walls and the grade maintained by them shall be 
subject to the same regulations as decks (see Paragraphs (c)24 
and (c)25 below). 

Steps of any type not more than three feet above grade; and 
uncovered stairways and landings not extending higher than the 
floor level of the adjacent first floor of occupancy above the 
ground story, and, in the case of yards and usable open space, 
extending no more than six feet into the required open area for 
any portion that is more than three feet above grade, provided 
that all such stairways and landings shall occupy no more than 
2/3 the buildable width of the lot along a frot:tt or rear building 
wall, 2/3 the buildable length of a street side building wall, or 
1/3 the length of all open areas along the buildable length of an 
interior side lot line. 

Railings no more than three feet six inches in height above any 
permitted step, stairway, landing, fire escape, deck, porch or 
balcony, or above the surface of any other structure permitted 
in the required open area. 

Decorative railings and decorative grille work, other than wire 
mesh, at least 75 percent open to perpendicular view and no 
more than six feet in height above grade. 

Fences no more than three feet in height above grade. 

Fences and wind screens no more than six feet in height above 
grade. 
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19. Fences and wind screens no more than l 0 feet in height above 
grade • 

20. Normal outdoor recreational and household features such as 
play equipment and drying lines. 

21. Landscaping and garden furniture. 

22. Garden structures enclosed by walls on no more than 50 percent 
of their perimeter, such as gazebos and sunshades, if no more 
than eight feet in height above grade and covering no more than 
60 square feet of land. 

23. Other structures commonly used in gardening activities, such as 
greenhouses and sheds for storage of garden tools, if no more 
than eight feet in height above grade and covering no more than 
100 square feet of land. 

24. Decks, whether attached to a building or not, at or below the 
adjacent first floor of occupancy, if developed as usable open 
space and meeting the following requirements: 

(A) Slope of 15 percent or less. The floor of the deck shall 
not exceed a height of three feet above grade at any point 
in the required open area, nor shall such floor penetrate a 
plane made by a vertical angle 4-5 degrees above 
horizontal with its vertex three feet above grade at any 
lot line bordering the required open area. 

(8) Slope of more than 15 percent and no more than 70 
percent. The floor of the deck shall not exceed a height 
of three feet above grade at any point along any lot line 
bordering the required open area, nor shall such floor 
penetrate a plane made by a vertical angle 4.5 degrees 
above horizontal with its vertex three feet above grade at 
any lot line bordering the required open area, except that 
when two or more lots are developed with adjacent decks 
whose floor levels differ by not more than three feet, 
whether or not the lots will remain in the same ownership, 
each deck may come all the way to the lot line adjacent 
to the other deck. In addition, the vertical distance 
measured up from grade to the floor of the deck shall not 
exceed seven feet at any point in the required open area. 

(C) Slope of more than 70 percent. Because ln these cases 
the normal usability of the required open area is seriously 
impaired by the slope, a deck covering not more than 1/3 
the area of the required open area may be built exceeding 
the heights specified above, provided that the light, air, 
view, and privacy of adjacent lots are not seriously 
affected. Each such case shall be considered on its 
individual merits. However, the following points shall be 
considered guidelines in these cases: 
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C' (i) The deck shall be designed to provide the minimum 
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C' c:.. obstruction to light, air, view and privacy. "' "' 0 
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"' QJ ,._ rc 
(I (I ~ "Q .t:! u (ii) The deck shaU be at least two feet inside all side ... 

"' rc .. - ii ft: 
~< ., > :E~ lot.lines. 

(Hi) On downhill slopes, a horizontal angle of 30 
degrees drawn inward from each side lot line at 
each corner of the rear building line shall be 
maintained clear and the deck shall be kept at 
least 10 feet inside the rear lot line. 

X 25. Except in required side yards, decks, and enclosed and 
unenclosed extensions of buildings, when limited as specified 
herein. 

(A) The structure shall extend· no more than 12 feet into the 
required open area; and shall not occupy any space within 
the rear 25 percent of the total depth of the lot, or within 
the rear 15 feet of the depth of the lot, or within the rear 
1.5 feet of the depth of the lot, whichever is greater. 

(B) Within all parts of the required open area, the structure 
shall be limited in height to either: 

(i) 10 feet above grade; or 

···~ (ii) • A height not exceeding the floor level of the "'"·-~ 

second floor of occupancy, excluding the ground ·· .. ~ 

story, at the rear of the building on the subject 
property, in which case the structure shall be no 
closer than five feet to any inter lor side lot line. 

(C) Any fence or wind screen extending above the height 
specified in Subparagraph (C)25(B) shall be limited to six 
feet above such height; shall be no closer to any interior 
side lot-line than one foot for each foot above such height; 
and shall have not less than 80 percent of its surfaces 

·.· above such height composed of transparent or translucent 
materials. 

X 26. Garages which are under ground, or under decks conforming to 
the requirements of Paragraph (c)24 or (c)25 above, if their top 
surfaces are developed as usable open space, provided that no 
such garage shall occupy any area within the rear 15 feet of the 
depth of the lot. 

.. X 27. Garages, where the average slope of the required open area 
ascends from the street lot line to the line ot the set-back and 
exceeds 50 percent, provided the height of the garage is limited • to 10 feet above grade, or the floor level of the adjacent first 
floor of occupancy on the subject property, whichever height is 
less. 

~__,~ 
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28. Garages, where both adjoining lots (or the one adjoining lot 0 
d) 

where the subject property is a corner lot) contain a garage - Q) 
.i:'() 

<0 "' structure within the required set-back line or front set-back .:::,o. 
-'"" area on the same street or alley frontage, provided the garage 

on the subject property does not exceed the average of the two 
adjacent garage structures (or the one adjacent garage 
structure where the subject property is a corner lot) ln either 
height above grade or extension into the required set-back. 

29. Garages, where the subject property is a through lot having 
'>oth its front and its rear lot line along streets, alleys, or a 
street and an alley, and both adjoining lots (or the one adjoining 
lot where the subject property is also a corner lot) contain a 
garage structure adjacent to the required rear yard on the 
subject property, provided the garage on the subject property 
does not exceed the average of the two adjacent garage 
structures (or the one adjacent garage structure where the 
subject property is a corner lot) in either height above grade or 
encroachment upon the required rear yard. 

30. Driveways, for use only to provide necessary access to required 
or permitted parking that is located on the subject property 
other than in a required open area, and where such driveway has 
only the minimum width needed for such access • 

~---------------------------------------------~-------------------------------·-------------------·------~ I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• • 

NOTE: "To implement the Downtown Plan, the following amendment is 
proposed. It is currently effective as an interim control • 

(d) Notwithstanding the limitations of subsection (c) of this section, the 
following provisions shall apply in C-3 districts. 

1. Decorative Architectural Features. Decorative architectural 
features not increasing the interior floor area or volume of the 
space enclosed by the building are permitted over streets and 
alleys and into setbacks within the maximum vertical and 
horizontal dimensions described as follows: 

(A) At roof level, decorative features such as cornices, eaves, 
and brackets may project four feet with a maximum 
vertical dimension no greater than 6 feet. 

(B) At all levels above the area of minimum vertical 
clearance required in subsection (a)l above, decorative 
features, such as belt courses, entabulatures, and bosses, 
may project 2 feet with a maximum vertical dimension of 
4 feet. 

(C) At all levels above the area of minimum vertical 
clearance required by subsection (a) 1 above, vertical 
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• • • 
' • • • 
' • • 2. 

decorative features, such as pilasters, columns, and 
window frames (including pediment and sills}, with a 
cross-sectional area of not more than 3 square feet at 
midpoint, may project ! foot horizontally. 

Bay Wli\dows. Notwithstanding the provisions of subsections 
· (c)'2, (0) and (F) of this section, bay windows on non-residential 
floors of a structure are permitted only if the width of the bay 
is at least two times its depth, the total width of all bays on a 
facade plane does not exceed one-half of the width of the 
facade plane, and the maximum horizontal (plan) dimensions of 

l 

' ' ' ' ' • • I 
I 

' ' ' I 
I 
i 

' • • 
' the bay fit within the dimensions set forth in the diagram below. l 

• • 
···--------------·------------------------------~------·------------------------------------------------~ 

Obstructions over Streets and Alleys and in Required Set-Backs, 
Yards, and Usable Open Space in NC Districts. 

(a) Awnings. All portions of any permitted awning shall be not less than 
8 feet above the finished grade, excluding any valance which shall 
not be less than 7 feet above the finished grade. No portion of any 
awnin shall be hi her than the window-sill level of the lowest star 
if any that has a window or windows on the building facade to 

which the awning is attached, exclusive of the ground story and. · ·· 
mezza;nine, provided that no such awning shall in any case exceed a
height of 16 feet or the roofline of the building to which it is 
attached, whichever is lower c · 

1. NC-1 districts. The horizontal projection of any awning shall_ 
not exceed 4 feet from the face of a building. The vertical 
distance from the top to the bottom of any awning shall not 
exceed 4 feet, including any valance. 

2. All other NC districts. When the width of all awnings is less 
than 10 feet along the direction of the street, the horizontal=--~~·~· 
projection of such awnings shall not exceed 6 feet from the_·-· 
face of any supporting building and the vertical distance from--·--"~
the top to the bottom of such awnings shall not exceed 6 feet, 
including any valance. When the width of aU awnings exceeds __ ---· 
10 feet measured along the direction of the street, the "------·--···-·
horizontal projection of such awnings shaH not exceed 4 feet d-----··--· _ 
from the face of the supporting building and the vertical . --~ 
distance from the top to the bottom of such awnings shaH not 
exceed 4 feet, including any valance. -----·------··---·-

(b) ~opies. 

1. NC-1 Districts. No canopy shall be permitted in any NC-1 
district. 
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2. All other NC districts. The maximum width of any canopy shall 
be 10 feet. The horizontal projection of any canopy may extend 
to a point 2 feet from the curb. The outer column support shall 
be located in the outer one-third of the sidewalk. The vertical 
distance from the top to the bottom of the canopy shall not 
exceed 2 feet, including any valance. All portions of any 
canopy, excluding the column supports and excluding any 
valance which may be not less than 7 feet above the finished 
grade, shall be not less than 8 feet above the finished grade. 
Canopies shall not be spaced closer than 20 feet from each 
other, measured from center line to center line. 

(c) Marquees. 

1.. NC-1 Districts. No marquee shall be permitted in any NC-1 
district. 

2. All other NC districts. The vertical distance from the top to 
the bottom of any marquee shall not exceed 3 feet and the 
horizontal projection shall not extend beyond a point 2 feet 
from the curb. 

A. A marquee projecting more than two-thirds of the 
distance from the property line to the curb line shall not 
exceed 10 feet or 50 percent of the length of the building, 
along the direction of the street, whichever is less. All 
portions of such marquee shall be not less than 12 feet nor 
more than 16 feet in height above the-finished grade, nor 
higher than the window-sill level or windows on the 
building facade on which the marquee is placed, exclusive 
of the ground story and mezzanine. Each building 
frontage shall be considered separately. 

B. A marquee projecting less than two-thirds of the distance 
from the property line to the curb line shall not exceed 25 
feet or 50 percent of the length of the building along the 
direction of the street, whichever is less. All portions of 
such marquee shall be not less than 1 0 feet nor more than 
16 feet above the finished grade, nor higher than the 
window-sill level or windows on the building facade on 
which the marquee is placed, exclusive of the ground 
story and mezzanine. Each building frontage shall be 
considered separately. 

ALL DWELLING UNITS TO FACE ON OPEN AREA, R, C, NC, AND M 
DISTRICTS. 

(a) In each dwelling unit in an R, C, NC, or M district, the required 
windows (as defined by Section 501.4 of the San Francisco Housing 
Code) of at least one room that meets the 120-square foot minimum 
superficial floor area requirement of Section 501.1 of the Housing 
Code shall face directly on an open area of one of the following 
types: 

175 



SEC. 141 

1. 
. . 

A public street, public alley at least 25 feet in width, side yard . 
at least 25 feet in width, or rear yard meeting the requirements 
of this Code; provided that lf such windows are on an outer 
court whose width is less than 2.5 feet the depth of such court 
shall be no greater than its width; or 

2. An open area (whether an inner court or a space between 
separate buildings on the same lot) which is unobstructed 
(except for fir-e escapes not projecting more than necessary for 
safety and in no case more than q. feet 6 inches, chimneys, and 
those obstructions permitted in Sections 136(c) 14, 15, 16, 19, 20 
and 2 9 of this Code) and is no· less than 2 5 feet in every 
horizontal dimension for the floor at which the dwelling unit in 
question is located and the floor immediately above it, with an 
increase of five feet in every horizontal dimension at each 
subsequent floor. 

SCREENING OF ROOFTOP FEATURES R, C, NC, AND M DISTRICTS. , ..... ., 
i (a) i In R, C, NC, and M districts, rooftop mechanical equipment and 
""·----~ appurtenances to be used in the operation or maintenance of a 

building shall be arranged so as not to be visible from any point at or 
below the roof level of the subject building. This requirement shall 
apply in construction of new buildings, and 1~ any alteration of 
mechanical systems of existing buildings that results in significant 
changes in such rooftop equipment and appurtenances. The features 
so regulated shall in all cases be either enclosed by outer building 
walls or parapets, or grouped and screened in a suitable manner, or 
designed in themselves so that they are balanced and integrated 
with respect to the design of the building. Minor features not 
exceeding one foot in height shall be exempted from this regulation. 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••-•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••·••••••••-••-•••-••••-•c~·· 
I < 

: NOTE: To implement the Downtown Plan, the following amendment is i 
: proposed. It is currently effective as an interim control. : 
• • 

(b) In C-3 districts, whenever the enclosure of mechanical equipment 
and appurtenances will become a prominent feature on the sklyine, 
modifications may, in accordance with provisions of Section .309, be 
required in order to insure that: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The enclosure is designed as a logical extension of the building 
form and an integral part of the overall building design; 

Its cladding and detailing is comparable in quality to that of the 
rest of the building; 

If screened by additional volume, as authorized by Section 
260(b), the rooftop form is appropriate to the nature and 
proportions of the building, and is designed to obscure the 
rooftop equipment and appurtenances and to provide a more 
balanced and graceful silhouette for the top of the building or 
structure; and 
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4. The additional building volume is not. distributed in a manner 

which simply extends vertically the walls of the building . 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------·---------------·~ 

SCREENING OF PARKING AREAS, R DISTRICTS AND ALL NC 
DISTRICTS EXCEPT NC-3 AND NC-S DISTRICTS. 

Off-street parking areas in R districtsz and all NC except NC-3 and NC-S 
districts, shall be screened as provided in this section. 

(a) Every off-street parking space within a building, where not enclosed 
by solid building walls, shall be screened from view from all streets 
and alleys through use of garage doors or by some other means. 

(b) Along rear yard areas and other interior open spaces, all off-street 
parking spaces, driveways and maneuvering areas within buildings 
shall be screened from view and confined by solid building walls. 

(c) Off-street parking spaces in parking lots shall meet the 
requirements of Section 156 and other applicable provisions of 
Article 1.5 of this Code. Such parking areas shall be screened from 
view as provided in Section 156(d) of this Code. 

~-----------------· 
STREET TREES, R, NC, ! AND C-3 ! DISTRICTS. 

(a) 

~--·---·---------~ 
tt••••••-•••••i 
I t 

: or C-3 : 
I t 1-------------

District, street trees shall be 

installed by the owner or developer jn the case of construction of a 
new building, relocation of a building, or addition of floor area equal 
to 20 per cent or more of an existing building. 

(b) The street trees installed shall be a minimum .of one tree of 15 
gallon size for each 20 feet of frontage of the property along each 
street or alley, with any remaining fraction of 10 feet or more of 
frontage requiring an additional tree. Such tr~es shall be located 
within a set-back area on the lot or within the public right-of-way 
along such lot. 

(c) The species of trees selected shall be suitable for the site, and in 
the case of trees installed in the public right-of-way, the species 
and locations shall be subject to approval by the Department of 
Public Works. Procedures and other requirements for the 
installation, maintenance, and protection of trees in the public 
right-of-way shall be as set forth in Article 16 of the Public '¥ orks 
Code • 
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(d) In any case ln which the Department of Public Works cannot grant 
approval for installation of a tree in the public right-of-way, on the 
basis of inadequate sidewalk width, interference with utilities, or 
other reasons regarding the public welfare, and where installation of 
such tree on a lot itself is also impractical, the requirements of this 
Section 143 may be modified or waived by the Zoning Administrator 
to the extent necessary. 

t••••••••••••••••••••••••a••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••-••••••~•••••••~ 
I I 
I I 

l NOTE: To implement the Downtown Plan, the following amendment is ! 
l proposed. It is currently effective as an interim control. ! 
I ! 
I l 
I i 

i (e) In C-3 districts, the Zoning Administrator may allow the installation l 
: of planter boxes or tubs or similar landscaping in place of trees : 
I I 

: when that is determined to be more desirable in order to make the : 
I l 

: landscaping compatible with the character of .the surrounding area, ; 
I I 

: or may waive the requirement where landscaping is considered to be : 
I < 
: inappropriate because it conflicts with policies of the Downtown· ~ 
i Plan, a component of the Master Plan, such as the policy favoring ! 
l unobstructed pedestrian passage. : 
I I : ' . 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••m••••••••••••••••••••••••••••-••••••••••••••••••••o~l 

[Sections 144 and 14' are unchanged.] 

Street Frontages, Neighborhood Commercial Districts. 

In order to preserve, enhance and promote attractive, clearly defined 
street frontages which are appropriate and compatible with the buildings 
and uses in Neighborhood Commercial districts and adjacent districts, the 
following requirements shall apply to new structures or alterations to 
existing structures involving a change in the level of the first story or a 
change in the facade at the street frontage, where such structure is 
located along any block frontage that is entirely within an N C district. 

(a) 

(b) 

In all NC districts other than NC-S districts, the width of such new 
or altered structure, parallel to and facing such street, shall abut . __ ~--·-·· 
the front property line or legislated set-back, as regulated in··~---·- _____ ···----····--
Section 131, except for entrance doors, outdoor activity areas as . ·-~--
defined in Section 790.70, or walk-up facilities as defined in Section 
790.140, which may be indented. ~---·~-· 

In all NC districts other than NC-S districts, no more than one-third _____ q ___ _ 

the width of such new or altered structure, parallel to and facing _______ _ 
such street, shall be devoted to ingresses to parking. ____________ f 

(c) The floor level of the ground story shall be within one foot of grade, __ 
as defined in Section 790.118, for a horizontal distance of 10 feet ~------·· 
from the front building wall at the retail frontage • 

• 
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(d) If such structures contain at the ground story any of the permitted 
uses in the Sections listed below, at least one-half the total width of 
such new or altered structures, parallel to and facing such streetz 
shall be devoted to the ground story to entrances, windows or 
display space at the pedestrian eye-level. Such windows shall use 
clear, untinted glass, except for decorative or architectural accent. 
Any decorative railings or decorative grille work, other than wire 

·mesh, which is placed in front of or behind such windows, shall be at 
least 75 per cent open to perpendicular viewand no more than six 
feet in height above grade. 

§ 703.40 
§ 703.41 
§ 703.42 
§ 703.43 
§ 703.44 
§ 703.45 
§ 703.48 
§ 703.49 
§ 703.50 
§ 703.51 
§ 703.52 
§ 703.53 
§ 703.55 
§ 703.61 
§ 703.62 
§ 703.65 
§ 703.70 . 

Other Retail Sales and Services 
Bar 
Fufl-Service Restaurant 
Fast-Food Restaurant 
Take Out Food 
Movie Theater 
Amusement Game Arcade 
Financial Service 
Limited Financial Service 
Medical Service 
Personal Service 
Business or Professional Service 
Tourist Hotel 
Automobile Sale or Rental 
Animal Hospital 
Trade Shop 
Administrative Service 
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SEC. 1.56 

ARTICLE 1 • .5 

OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING 

(Sections 1.50 through 15.5 are unchanged.] 

PARKING LOTS. 

(a) A parking lot is hereby defined as an off-street open area or portion 
thereof solely for the parking of passenger automobiles. Such an 
area or portion shall be considered a parking lot whe~her or not on 
the same lot as another use, whether or not required by this Code 
for any structure or use, and whether classified as an accessory, 

, principal or conditional use. 

(b) Where parking lots are specified in Article 2 of this Code as a use 
for which conditional use approval is required in a certain district, 
such conditional use approval shall be required only for such parking 
lots in such district as are not qualified as accessory uses. under 
Section 204 • .5 of this Code. The provisions of this Section 156 shall, 
however, apply to all parking lots whether classified as accessory, 
principal or conditional uses. · 

(c) In considering any application for a conditional use for a parking lot 
for a specific use or uses, where the amount of parking provided 
exceeds the amount classified as accessory parking in Section 204.5 
of this Code, the City Planning Commission shall consider the 
criteria set forth in Section 1.57. 

(d) Any parking lot for the parking of two or more automobiles which 
adjoins a lot in any R district, or which faces a lot in any R district 
across a street or alley, shall be screened from view therefrom, 
except at driveways necessary for ingress and egress, by a solid 
fence, a solid wall, or a compact evergreen hedge, not less than four 
feet in height. 

(e) Any parking lot for the parking of 1 0 or more automobiles within the 
C-.3-0, C-3-R, C-3-S, or C-3-G district shall be screened from view 
from every street, except at driveways necessary for ingress and 
egress, by a solid fence, a solid wall, or a compact evergreen hedge, 
not less than four feet in height. 

(f) AU artificial lighting used to illuminate a parking lot for any number 
of automobiles in any R ((district)), NC, or C district shall be so 
arranged that all direct rays from such lighting fall entirely within 
such parking lot. 
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(g) No parking lot for any number of automobiles shall have conducted 
upon it any dead storage or dismantling of vehicles, or any repair or 
servicing of vehicles other than of an emergency nature. 

:·-----------------------------------------------------------------------------·---------------·--------~ 
NOTE: To implement the Downtown Plan, the following amendment is 

proposed. It is currently effective as an interim control. 

(h) No permanent parking lot shall be permitted in C-3-0, C-3-R, and 
C-3-G Districts; temporary parking lots may be approved as 
conditional uses pursuant to the provisions of Section 303 for a 
period not to exceed two years; permanent parking lots in C-3-·:-S 
Districts shall be permitted only as a conditional use. 

I 
I 
I . 
I 
I • 
' • • • • • 
' I • • t • . 
• • 
' ' I • • 

~---------------------------------------------------------------------··-·------------------------------' 

[Sections 157 through 161 are unchanged.] 
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SEC. 178 

ARTICLE 1.7 

COMPLIANCE 

[Sections 170 through 176 are unchanged.] 

CONDITIONAL USES. 

The following provisions shaH apply to conditional uses: 

(a) Definition. For the purposes of this Section, a permitted conditional 
use shall refer to: 

.!.:. Any use or feature authorized as a conditional use pursuant to 
Article 3 of this Code, provided that such use or feature was 
established within a reasonable time from the date or 
authorization; or 

2. Any use or feature which is classified as a conditional use in the 
district in which it is located and which lawfully existed either 
on the effective date of this Code, or on the effective date of 
any amendment imposing new conditional use requirements 

.~ 

3. 

u22n such use or feature; or ~ 

Any use deemed to be a permitted conditional use pursuant t~-:--- ·--
Section 179 of this Code~ 

Continuation. Except as provided for temporary uses in Section 205 
of this Code, and except where time limits are otherwise specified 
as a condition of authorization, any permitted conditional use may _ 
continue ln the form in which it was authorized, or in the form in 
which it lawfully existed either on the effective date of this Code or 
the effective date of any amendment imposing new conditional use 
requirements upon such use or feature, unless otherwise provided in __ u .. 

this Section or in Article 2 of this Code. 

Enl!l"Bements or Alteration. A permitted conditional use m·ay not·-------
be significantly altered, enlarged, or intensified, except Uf>2n · ... 
approval of a new conditional use application pursuant to the-
provisions of Article 3 of this Code. 

Abandonment. A permitted conditional use which is discontinued------------· __ 
for a period of three years, or otherwise abandoned, shall not be 
restored, except upon approval of a new conditional use application 
pursuant to the provisions of Article 3 of this Code. ____________ _ 

Changes in Use •. A permitted conditional use shall not be changed to __ 
another use or feature that is classified as a conditional use in the 
district in which it is located, except upon approval of a new ____ .. ~--
conditional use application pursuant to the provisions of Article 3 of __ _ 
this Code. 
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USES LOCATED IN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS. 

The following provisions shall govern with respect to uses and features 
located in Neighborhood Commercial districts to the extent that there is 
a conflict between the provisions of this section and other sections 
contained in this Article 1.7. 

An use or feature which lawfully existed on the effective date of 
Ordinance No. this ordinance which is classified as a conditional 
use by the enactment of Ordinance No. (this ordinance), shall be 
subject to the provisions of Section 178 of this Code. 

An use or feature which lawfully existed on the effective date of 
Ordinance No. this ordinance which use or feature is not ermitted 
by the enactment of Ordinance No. this ordinance is hereby 
deemed to be a permitted conditional use subject to the provisions 
of Section 178. In addition, a conditional use authorization may be 
sought, pursuant to the provisions of Article 3, for any change in use 
described below: 

1. Any use described in zoning categories .41, .42, .43, or .44, as 
defined in Sections 790.22, 790.92, 790.90, and 790.122, 
respectively, may change to another use described in zoning 
categories .41, .42, .43, or .44 even though such other use is not 
permitted in that Neighborhood Commercial district, 

2. Any use described in zoning categories .51, .52, or .53, as 
defined in Sections 790.114, 790.116, and 790.108, respectively, 
may change to another use described in zoning categories .51, 
.52, or .53, even though such other use is not permitted in that 
Neighborhood Commercial district, 

3. Any use described in zoning categories .57, .58, and .59, as 
defined in Sections 790.14, 790.17, and 790.15, respectively, 
may change to another use described in zoning categories .57, 
.58, and .59, even though such other use is not permitted in that 
Neighborhood Commercial district. 

(c) Any use located on the second story or above, in a structure located 
within a Nei hborhood Commercial district, which use existed on 
the effective date of Ordinance No. this ordinance and was 
ermitted as a conditional use rior to the ado tion of Ordinance 

No. this ordinance , but for which the required permits and 
conditional use authorization had not been obtained, and which use 
is not permitted by operation of Ordinance No. (this ordinance), will 
be deemed to be a permitted conditional use if: 

1. Within two ears of the effective date of Ordinance No. (this 
ordinance an application for conditional use authorization is 
filed pursuant to the provisions of Article 3 of this Code, and if 
an application is filed for all other permits necessary to bring 
the use into compliance with applicable Codes; and · 
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SEC. 1&4 

2. The conditional use is authorized and all other necessar~ 
permits are grante~ and 

.3. Within one year of final administrative action on the granting 
of the necessary permits, or within such alternate period which 
the City Planning Commission deems reasonable and necessary, 
all work which is required for code comoliance under all 
applicable codes is substantially completed. 

(d) Any use located on the second story or above, in a structure located 
within a Nei hborhood Commercial District, which use existed on 
the effective date of Ordinance No .. this ordinance and was 

ermitted as a rinci al use rior to the ad tion of Ordinance No. 
this ordinance , but for which the required ~rmits had not been 

obtained, and which use is either not eermitted or permitted only · 
with conditional use authorization b o ration of Ordinance No. 
this ordinance will be deemed to be a permitted conditional use if: 

1. Within two ears of the effective date of Ordinance No. (this 
ordinance an application is filed for all other eermits necessary 
to bring the use into compliance with applicable Codes; and 

2. Within one year of final administrative action on the granting 
of the necessary permits, all work which is required for code 
compliance under all applicable codes is substantiali~ 

· co·mpleted. 

[Sections 1&0 through 1&.3 are unchanged.] 

SHORT-TERM CONTINUANCE OF CERTAIN NONCONFORMING USES. 

The period of tlme during which the following nonconforml!)g uses may 
continue or remain shall be limited to five years from the effective date 
of this Code (May 2, 1960), or of the amendment thereto which caused the 
use to be nonconforming. Every such nonconforming use shall be 
completely eliminated within 90 days after the expiration of such period. -

(a) Any nonconforming commercial or industrial use of land where no 
enclosed building is involved in such use 

~-----..... ------------------·------------------------·----------------------__._..----------·-----------~· . ' • f 

: NOTE: To implement the Downtown Plan, the following amendment is 1 
! proposed. It is currently effective as an interim control. l 
• • . ' • • ! , except for permanent off-street parking lots in the C-3-0, C-3-R ! 
: and C-3-G districts existing on the effective date of Ordinance : 
i No. --l provided that such lots are screened in the manner required l •. 
: by Section 156(e). ' : :--, ___ ,_- . 

t----------------·-~--------------------·-----------------------------------------------------------~-Q=~ . _/ 

184 



• 

• 
SEC. 185 
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{b) Any use of a type first permitted as a principal or conditional use in 
an N C, C or M district or in a Residential Commercial Combined 
district, when occupying a building in an R district other than a 
Residential Commercial Combined district that has an assessed 
valuation not in excess of $500 on the effective date of this Code or 
such later date as the use becomes nonconforming, with the 
following exceptions: 

1. Any lawful use in this category in a building having an assessed 
valuation of $250 or more on the effective date of this Code, or 
such later date as the use becomes nonconforming, shall have a 
period of permitted continuance of 10 years from the date at 
which the property was placed in a Residential zoning 
classification, if such a period of continuance produces an 
expiration date which is later than the expiration date stated 
above; or 

2. Any lawful use in this category which is of a type first 
permitted in a C-1 district; or of a type first permitted in any 
other district and supplying commodities at retail, or offering 
personal services, primarily to residents of the immediate 
vicinity; shall have a period of permitted continuance of 10 
years from the effective date of this Code, or of the 
amendment thereto which caused the use to be nonconforming. 
After five years of such period have elapsed, any use as 
described in this Paragraph (b)2 shall, upon application, be 
qualified for consideration by the City Planning Commission as 
a conditional use as regulated in Section 303 of this Code. 

CONTINUANCE OF OTHER NONCONFORMING USES. 

The purpose of this section is to provide for the gradual elimination or 
conversion, after a reasonable allowance of time for the amortization of 
investments therein, of certain classes of nonconforming uses in buildings, 
in order to encourage and promote the orderly and beneficial development 
of the land and buildings with conforming uses. The section is intended to 
apply to obsolescent buildings whose use is widely at variance with the 
regulations of this Code, and is safeguarded against unnecessary hardship 
in application by provision for a minimum period of continuance of 20 
years, by procedures for extension and exceptions, and by the requirement 
of repeated notice as the buildings approach an age indicative of 
obsolescence. It is further declared that the requirement of eventual 
removal, or conversion to conforming use of such buildings, subject to the 
exceptions set forth, is in the public interest and is intended to promote 
the general welfare. 

(a) This section shall apply only to nonconforming uses occupying 
buildings in R districts, other than Residential-Commercial 
Combined districts, when such uses would first be permitted as a 
principal or conditional use in an N C, C or M district or in a 
Residential-Commercial Combined district. It shall not apply to 
exempt limited commercial uses meeting the requirements of 
Section 186, or to any nonconforming use of land or a building whose 
continuance is more strictly limited by the provisions·of Section 184. 
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(b) Every such building to which this section applies may be continued ' 
in such use for at least 20 years from the effective date of this 
Code (May 2, 1960), or of the amendment thereto which causes it to. 
be nonconforming, and may be continued for a longer period if it has 
not yet reached the age hereinafter specified, computed from the 
date the building was erected. For buildings of Type 1 or Type 2, as 
defined in the Building Code of the City, the specified age shall be 
50 years; for Type 3 buildings it shall be '+0 years; and for Type 4 and 
Type 5 buildings it shall be 30 years. 

(c) Upon the expiration of the period specified for each such building, it 
shall be completely removed or altered and converted to a 
conforming use, except as hereinafter provided. 

(d) Where special circumstances apply to any such building and use, 
which do not apply generally to others affected hereby, extension of 
.time may be granted under the variance procedure as regulated in 
Section 305, but no such extension shall be for a period in excess of 
one year. Successive extensions, subject to the same limitations, 
may be granted upon new application. 

(e) Any unconforming use affected by this section shall be qualified for 
consideration by the City Planning Commission as a conditional use 
as regulated in Section 303, upon application filed at any time 
during the period of permitted continuance specified above. In the 
event that a conditional use is authorized by the City Planning 
Commission for any such use, the provisions of Sections 180 through 
183 shall continue to apply to such use except as specifically 
provided in the action of the Commission, and no enlargement, 
intensification or extension of the nonconforming use shall be 
permitted by the Commission. 

(f) The Zoning Administrator shall give notice by mail of the date of 
expiration of the periods of permitted continuance specified herein 
to each owner of record within four years of the effective date of 
this Code, or of the date of the amendment which caused the use to 
become noncomforming, and shall repeat such notice at approximate 
intervals of four years thereafter. A final notice shall be given one 
year before said date of expiration in each instance. The notices 
shall set forth all pertinent provisions of this section, including the 
declared purposes thereof. Failure to send notiCe by mail to any 
such owner where the address of such owner is not a matter of 
public record, or where no Permit of Occupancy for a 
nonconforming use covered by this section has been issued as 
provided in Section 171 of this Code, shall not invalidate any 
proceedings under this section. 

EXEMPTION OF LIMITED COMMERCIAL NON-CONFORMING USES. 

The purposes of this section is to provide for the further continuance in R 
districts of nonconforming uses of a limited commercial character, as 
herein described, which are beneficial to, or can be accommodated within, 
the residential areas in which they are located. It is hereby found and 
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declared that, despite the general incompatibility of non-conforming uses 
with the purposes of this Code, and with other nearby uses, these limited 
commercial uses may be tolerated in residential areas, and tend to 
provide convenience goods and services on a retail basis to meet the 
frequent and recurring needs of neighborhood residents within a short 
distance of their homes. These uses tend to be small in scale, to serve 
primarily a walk-in trade, and to cause a minimum of interference with 
nearby streets and properties. Accordir1gly, this section recognizes the 
public advantages of these uses and establishes conditions for their 
continued operation. 

{a) The following nonconforming uses in R districts shall be exempt 
from the termination provisions of Section 185, provided such uses 
comply with all the conditions specified in Subsection (b) below: 

l. ((In all RH districts and RM-1 districts, any use that would be 
permitted as a principal or conditional use in an RC-1 district.)} 

Basic Requirement. Nonconforming uses located in Residential 
districts are subject to the NC-1 District provisions, as set 
forth in Section 710. These N C-1 provisions are intended to 
erovide for retail sales and services of a limited commercial 
character which will benefit the immediate community and will 
be compatible with the Residential district in which the 
nonconforming use is located. 

2. ((In all other RM districts: any use that would be permitted as a 
principal or conditional use in an- RC-2 district.)) 

Additional Requirements. Any nonconforming use which is not 
more than one--quarter mile from an Individual Area 
Neighborhood Commercial district, set forth in Sections 714 
through 72&, shall be regulated by the controls applicable in 
that Individual Area Neighborhood Commercial district if those 
controls are more restrictive than the N C-1 district controls. 

{b) The limited commercial nonconforming uses described above shall 
meet the following conditions: 

1. The building shall be maintained in a sound and attractive 
condition, consistent with the general appearance of the 
neighborhood; 

2. Any signs on the property shall be made to comply with the 
requirements of Article 6 of this Code applying to 
nonconforming uses; 

3. The hours during which the use is open to the public shall be 
limited to the period between 6:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; 

4. No public sidewalk space shall be occupied in connection with 
the use; 
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SEC. 187 

5. Truck loading shall be limited in such a way as to avoid undue ' 
interference with sidewalks, or with crosswalks, bus stops, 
hydrants and other public features; 

6. Noise, odors and other nuisance factors shall be adequately 
controlled; and 

7. All other applicable provisions of this Code shall be complied 
with. 

(c) Any use affected by this section which does not comply with all of 
the conditions herein specified shall be subject to termination in 
accordance with Section 185 at the expiration of the period 
specified in that section, but shall be qualified for consideration as a 
conditional use under Section 185(e). Any such use which is in 
compliance with such conditions at the expiration of such period but 
fails to comply therewith at any later date shall be subject to 
termination when it ceases to comply with any of such conditions. 

(d) The provisions for nonconforming uses contained in Section 180 
through 183 shall con~inue to apply to aU uses affectedby this 
Section 186, except that the cost limit for structural alterations 
contained in Section 18l(b)4 shall not be applicable thereto. 

GARMENT SHOPS AND GARMENT FACTORIES AS NONCON
PORMIN G USES. 

(a) A garment shop or a garment factory (as defined in the Building 
Code), existing on January 1, 1960, and located either in a 
commercial district or in a building having legal nonconforming 
commercial status under provisions of the City Planning Code in 
force on that date, shall be regarded as a legal nonconforming use 
under provisions of the City Planning Code becoming effective on 
May 2, 1960, if such shop or factory was brought into compliance 
with all applicable codes and ordinances prior to January 1, 1961. 
Permits of Occupancy must have been obtained prior to January 
1961, by such shop or factory, and any shop or factory which failed 
to comply with all applicable codes and ordinances prior to that date 
shall have closed and discontinued all operations. 

(b) Garment shops and garment factories located in an R district, 
except those having legal nonconforming status, shall have closed 
and ceased all operations by January 1, 1961. 

(c) Garment shops and garment factories having legal nonconforming 
status in R districts, NC2 and C districts shall be subject to the 
provisions of Sections 180 through 185 of this Code as 
nonconforming uses. No such use shall be intensified by installation 
of additional machines. 

[Sections 188 and 189 are unchanged.] 
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ARTICLE 2 

USE DISTRICTS 

N C Districts are located in Article 7 of this Code. 

CLASSES OF USE DISTRICTS. In order to carry out the purposes and 
provisions of this Code, the city is hereby divided into the following 
classes of use districts: 

p 
RH-l(D) 
RH-1 
RH-1(5) 
RH-2 
RH-3 
RM-1 
RM-2 
RM-3 
RM-4 
RC-1 
RC-2 
RC-3 
RC-4 

Public Use Districts 
Residential, House Districts, One-Family (Detached Dwellings) 
Residential, House Districts, One-Family 
Residential, House Districts, One-Family with Minor Second Unit 
Residential, House Districts, Two-Family 
Residential, House Districts, Three-Family 
Residential Mixed Districts, Low Density 
Residential Mixed Districts, Moderate Density 
Residential, Mixed Districts, Medium Density 
Residential, Mixed Districts, High Density 
Residential-Commercial Combined Districts, Low Density 
Residential-Commercial Combined Districts, Moderate Density 
Residential-Commercial Combined Districts, Medium Density 
Residential-Commercial Combined Districts, High Density 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS (Also see Article 7) 

General Area Districts 

NC-1 
NC-2 
NC-3 
NC-S 

Neighborhood Commercial Cluster District 
Small-Scale Neighborhood Commercial District 
Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial District 
Neighborhood Commercial Shopping Center District 

Individual Area Districts 

C-1 
C-2 
C-M 

Broadway Neighborhood Commercial District 
Castro Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Inner Clement Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Outer Clement Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
UPPer Fillmore Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Haight Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Hayes-Gough Neighborhood Commercial District 
Upper Market Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
North Beach Neighborhood Commercial District 
Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Sacramento Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Union Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
Valencia Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
24th Street-Mission Neighborhood Commercial District 
24th Street-Noe Valley Neighborhood Commercial District 

Neighborhood Shopping Districts 
Community Business Districts 
Heavy Commercial Districts 
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C-3-0 
C-3-R 
C-3-G 
C-3-S 
M-1 
M-2 

Downtown Office District 
Downtown Retail District 
Downtown General Commercial District 
Downtown Support District 
Light Industrial Districts 
Heavy Industrial Districts 

USES PERMITTED BY THIS CODE. 

(a) The use limitations of this Code shall be set forth in this Article 2 
for the use districts of the city, as established by Section· 201 of this 
Code and as shown on the Zoning Map referred to in Section 1 05 of 
this Code, subject to the provisions of Section 105. The uses 
permitted under this Code shall consist of the following: 

1. Principal uses, permitted as of right in each established district 
where listed for that class of districts in this Article 2, as 
regulated herein and elsewhere in this Code. 

2. Conditional uses, permitted in each established district when 
authorized by the City Planning Commission under Section 303 
of this Code, where listed for that class of districts in this 
Article 2 and as regulated herein and elsewhere in this Code. 

3. Accessory uses for such permitted principal and conditional 
uses, as defined and regulated in Sections 204- through 204-.5 of 
this Code. Any use not qualified under such sections as an 
accessory use shall be classified as a principal or conditional 
use. 

((4. Special uses, permitted in Neighborhood Commercial Special 
Use Districts, when authorized by the Zoning Administrator or 
the City Planning Commission, where listed for that class of 
districts in this Article 2 and as regulated herein and elsewhere 
in this Code.)) 

(b) Permitted uses shall include in each established district such uses 
not specifically listed in this Article 2 as are from time to time 
determined by the Zoning Administrator to be permitted uses in 
accordance with Section 307(a) of this Code. 

(c) No use shall be permitted in any R district, C district or M-1 
district which by reason of its nature or manner of operation creates 
conditions that are hazardous, noxious or offensive through emission 
of odor, fumes, smoke, cinders, dust, gas, vibration, glare, refuse, 
water-carried waste, or excessive noise. 

(d) Except as specifically provided herein to the contrary, the 
provisions of this Article 2 shall apply to all uses, properties and 
developments, both public and private, including those of the City • 
and County of San Francisco .. 

[Sections 203 through 207.1 are unchanged.] 
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• SEC. 207.2 

• 

• 

DENSITY OF DWELLING UNITS IN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
DISTRICTS. 

The density of dwelling units in Neighborhood Commercial districts shall 
be as stated in the following Subsections •. The rules for calculation oi 
dwelling unit densities set forth in Section 207.1 of this Code shall apply 
in Neighborhood Commercial districts, except that any remaining fraction 
of one-half or more of the minimum amount of lot area per dwelling unit 
shall be adjusted upward to the next higher whole number of dwelling 
units. 

(a) Dwelling Unit Density, General Area Districts. 

The dwelling unit density in Neighborhood Commercial General 
Area Districts shall be at a density ratio not exceeding the number 
of dwelling units permitted in the nearest Residential district, 
provided that the maximum density ratio shall in no case be less 
than the amount set forth in the following table. The distance to 
each Residential district shall be measured from the midpoint of the 
front lot line or from a point directly across the street therefrom, 
whichever permits the greater density. 

General Area District 

NC-1, NC-2 

NC-3, NC-S 

Residential Density Limits 

One dwelling unit for each 
&00 sg.ft. of lot area • 

One dwelling unit for each 
600 sg.ft. of lot area. 

(b) Dwelling Unit Density, Individual Area Districts. 

The dwelling unit density in Individual Area Neighborhood 
Commercial districts shall be at a density ratio not exceeding the 
amounts set forth in the following table. 

Individual Area District 

Sacramento Street 

Castro Street, 
Inner Clement Street, 
Outer Clement Street, 
Upper Fillmore Street, 
Haight Street, Union Street, 
Valencia Street, 
24th Street-Mission, 
24th Street-Nee Valley 

Broadway, Hayes-Gough 
Upper Market Street 
North Beach, Polk Street 

191 

Residential Density Limits 

One dwelling unit for each 
&00 sq.ft. of lot area. 

One dwelling unit for each 
600 sg.ft. of lot area. 

One dwelling unit for each 
400 sg.ft. of lot area • 



SEC. 208 DENSITY LIMITATIONS FOR GROUP HOUSING. 

The density llmitations for group housing as described in Sections 209.2(a), 
(b), and (c) of this Code shall be as follows: 

(a) The maximum number of bedrooms on each lot shall be as specified 
in the following table for the district in which the lot is located. 

TABLE 5A 

Maxim':lm Density :for Group Housing 

District 

RH-2 

RH-3, RM-1, RC-1 

RM-2, RC-2 

RM-3, RC-3 

RM-4, RC-4 

NC-1, NC-2, Sacramento Street 

NC-3, NC-S, Castro Street, 
Inner Clement Street, 
Outer Clement Street, 
Upper FUlmore Street, 
Haight Street, Union Street, 
Valencia Street, 24th Street-Mission 
24th Street-Nee VaHey 

Broadway, Hayes-Gough 
Upper Market Street, North Beach 
Polk Street 

Minimum 
Number of Square Feet o:f 

Lot Area for Each Bedroom 

415 

275 

210 

1 ll-0 

70 

275 

210 

140 

(b) For purposes of calculating the maximum density for group-housing 
as set forth herein, the number of bedrooms on a lot shall in no case 
be considered to be less than one bedroom for each two beds. Where 
the actual number of beds exceeds an average of two beds for each 
bedroom, each two beds shall be considered equivalent to one
bedroom. 

(c) The rules for calculation of dwe111ng unit densities as set forth in 
Section 207.1 shaH also apply in calculation of the density 
limitations for group housing, except that in NC districts, any 
remaining fraction of one-half or more of the maximum amount of_ 
lot area per bedroom shall be adjusted upward to the next higher 
whole number of bedrooms. 
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SEC. 303 

• 

ARTICLE 3 

PROCEDURES 

[Sections 301 through 302 are unchanged.] 

CONDITIONAL USES. 

(a) General. The City Planning Commission shall hear and make 
determinations regarding applications for the authorization of 
conditional uses in the specific situations in which such 
authorization is provided for elsewhere in this Code. The 
procedures for conditional uses shall be as specified in this section 
and in Sections 306 through 306.((5))£, except that Planned Unit 
Developments shall in addition be subject to Section 304, ((and)) 
medical institutions and post-secondary educational institutions 
shall in addition be subject to the institutional master plan 
requirements of Section 304.5, and conditional use applications filed 
pursuant to Article 7, or otherwise required by this Code for uses in 
Neighborhood Commercial districts shall be subject to the 
provisions set forth in Section 315, in lieu of those provided for in 
Sections 306.2 and 306.3, with respect to scheduling and notice of 
hearings. 

(b) Initiation. A conditional use action may be initiated by application 
of the owner, or authorized agent for the owner, of the property for 
which the conditional use is sought. 

(c) Determination. After its hearing on the application, or upon the 
recommendation of the Zoning Administrator if the application is 
filed ursuant to Section 315 and no hearin is re uired, the City 
Planning Commission may shall approve the application and 
authorize a conditional use if the facts presented are such to 
establish: 

1. That the proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity 
contemplated and at the proposed location, will provide a 
development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community; and 

2. That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to 
the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons 
residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property, 
improvements or potential development in the vicinity, with 
respect to aspects including but not limited to the following: 

(A) The nature of the proposed site, including its size and 
shape, and the proposed size, shape and arrangement of 
structures; 

239 



(B) The a,ccessibility and traffic patterns for persons and 
vehicles, the type and volume of such traffic, and the 
adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading; 

(C) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive 
emissions such as noise, glare, dust and odor; 

(D) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as 
·landscaping, screening, open spaces, parking and loading 
areas, service areas, lighting and signs; and 

3. That such use of feature as proposed will comply with the 
applicable provisions of this Code and will not adversely affect 
the Master Plan; and 

4. 'W'ith respect to applications filed pursuant to Article 7 of this 
Code; that such use or feature as proposed will provide 
development that is in conformity with the stated purpose of 
the applicable Neighborhood Commercial district, as set forth 
in Sections 71 0.1 through 72 8.1, and 

5. (A) 

Not be located within 1000 feet of another such 
use, if the proposed use or feature is included in 
use category .46 as defined by Section 790o36; 
and/or 

Not be open between 12 midnight and 6 a.m. 
except in the tiroadway Neighborhood Commercial 
District, as regulated in Section 714, where such 
uses shall not be open between 2 and 6 a.m.; and 

{iii) Not use electronic amplification between 10 p.m. 
and 6 a .. m; and 

Be sufficiently insulated for noise and operated so 
that fixed source eguiement noise shall not exceed 
the decibel levels specified in the San Francisco 
Noise Control Ordinance. 

Notwithstanding the above, the City Planning Commission 
rna authorize a conditional use which does not satisf the 
criteria set forth in 5 A ii and/or 5 A)iii above, if facts 
presented are such to establish that the use will be 
operated in such a way as to minimize disruption to 
residences in and around the district with respect to noise 
and crowd control. 
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• 

• 

(d) Conditions. When authorizing a condit·iona! use as provided herein 
the City Planning Commisston, or the 13oard of Supervisors on 
appeal, shall prescribe such additional conditions, beyond those 
specified in this Code, as are in its opinion necessary to secure the 
objectives of the Code. Once any portion of the conditional use 
authorization is utilized, all such conditions pertair.ling to such 
authorization shall become immediately operative. The violation of 
any condition so imposed shall constitute a violation of this Code 
and may constitute grounds for revocation of the conditional use 
authorization. Such conditions may include time limits for exercise 
of the conditional use authorization; other wise, any exercise of such 
authorization must commence within a reasonable time. 

(e) Modification of Conditions. Authorization of a change in any 
condition previously imposed in the authorization of a conditional 
use shall be subject to the same procedures as a new conditional 
use. Such procedures shall also apply to applications for 
modification or waiver of conditions set forth in prior stipulations 
and covenants relative thereto continued in effect by the provisions 
of Section 174 of this Code. 

(f)''~i~~~~ttlC.ontinuation. .::li!!jiW. 

l·:=;i~~l\~~~pt as provided for temporary uses in Section 20-?::~~~1~Wi~:· 
C~f.:f.ind except where time limits are otherwise.:~f¥Cified as a 
condi~~!!.of authorization, any conditional use tif!~:nas been · 
establfSfi~H~:P.S authorized by the City Planning:i~fnmission may 
continue ~~~Jhorized so long as it is not <;i.l~t¥ged to another 
use or featutiti¥.~~ discontinued for a con.~P8·us period of three 
years, or othedU~~~:~bandoned. .::~ffii!W' 

2. A conditional use·=;giDi~l~t be res.:~·&;::hen so abandoned, or 
changed to another use'~il{eat~f!~'that is classified as a 
conditional use in the distf.~~K·which it is located, or 
significantly altered or i .:::-f~i~d, except upon approval of a 
new conditional use aP.e( tioifl:§t~.he City Planning 

Commission. . .::itifiJ}ifJl!i
1
'' ''\~jl~l~~ll~~~::. 

3. Where a use or.:ffftiifture classified as a c~itional use in the 
district in ~iff}" it is located lawfully exi~iat the effective 
date ofJJ!f~iCode, or at the effective date ot~~~Kamendment 
impqsjljg:t'iew conditional use requirements upoff.;~~ch use or 
f~R-:~· in such district, such use or feature shalll:li!.l~eemed to 

.:~fii{permitted conditional use in the form in which l~~~&ists on 
.::fl!f!Ji~f.ich date, without further authorization except as pro~i~)n 

.,;gfttff!JE1'' this subsection or in Section 205 of Article 2 of this Code:::Jl.l~l~~· 
~ .. ::::.. ~~· 

(~:#fi"~: :· 
:fj!Jji:::· 

Delegation of Hearing. The City Planning Commission may delegate 
to a committee of one or more of its members; or to the Zoning 
Administrator, the holding of the hearing required by this Code for a 
conditional use action. The delegate or delegates shall submit to 
the City Planning Commission a record of the hearing, together with 
a report of findings and recommendations relative thereto, for the 
consideration of the Commission in reaching its decision in the case. 
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SEC. 304 

the City Planning Commission may authorize as conditional uses, in 
accordance with the provisions of Section 303, Planned Unit 
Developments subject to the further requirements and procedures of this 
section. After review of any proposed development, the City Planning 
Commission may authorize such development as submitted or may modify, 
alter, adjust or amend the plan before authorization, and in authorizing it 
may prescribe other conditions as provided in Section 303(d). The 
development as authorized shall be subject to all conditions so imposed 
and shall be excepted from other provisions of this Code only to the 
extent specified in the authorization. 

(a) Objectives. The procedures for Planned Unit Developments are 
intended for projects on sites of considerable size, developed as 
integrated units and designed to produce an environment of stable 
and desirable character which will benefit the occupants, the 
neighborhood and the city as a whole. In cases of outstanding 
over-all design, complementary to the design and values of the 
surrounding area, such a project may merit a well reasoned 
modification of certain of the provisions contained elsewhere in this 
Code.; 

(b) Nature of site. The tract or parcel of land involved must be either 
in one ownership, or the subject of an application filed jointly by the 
owners of all the property included or by the Redevelopment Agency 
of the City. It must constitute all or part of a Redevelopment 
Project Area, or if not must include an area of not less than 1/2 
acre, exclusive of streets, alleys and other public property that will 
remain undeveloped. 

(c) Application and plans. The application must describe the proposed 
development in detail, and must be accompanied by an over-all 
development plan showing, among other things, the use or uses, 
dimensions and locations of structures, parking spaces, and areas, if 
any, to be reserved for streets, open spaces and other public 
purposes. The application must include such pertinent information 
as may be necessary to a determination that the objectives of this 
section are met, and that the proposed development warrants the 
modification of provisions otherwise applicable under this Codeo 

(d) Criteria and limitations. The proposed development must meet the 
criteria applicable to conditional uses as stated in Section 303(c) and 
elsewhere in this Code. In addition, it shall: 

1. Affirmatively promote applicable objectives and policies of the 
Master Plan; 
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SEC. 306.2 

SEC. 306.3 

• 

2. Provide off-street parking adequate for the occupancy proposed; 

3. Provide open space usable by the occupants and, where 
appropriate, by the general public, at least equal to the open 
spaces required by this Code; 

4. Be limited in dwelling unit density to less than the density that 
would be allowed by Article 2 of this Code for a district 
permitting a greater density, so that the Planned Unit 
Development will not be substantially equivalent to a 
reclassification of property; 

5. In R districts, include commercial uses only to the extent that 
such uses are necessary to serve residents of the immediate 
vicinity, subject to the limitations for RC districts under this 
Code; and 

6. Under no circumstances be excepted from any height limit 
established by Article 2.5 of this Code, unless such exception is 
explicitly authorized by the terms of this Code. In the absence 
of such an explicit authorization, exceptions from the 
provisions of this Code with respect to height shall be confined 
to minor deviations from the provisions for measurement of 
height in Sections 260 and 261 of this Code, and no such 
deviation shall depart from the purposes or intent of those 
sections. 

[Sections 304.5 through 306.1 are unchanged.] 

Scheduling of Hearings. 

When an action for an amendment, conditional use or variance has been 
initiated by application or otherwise, the Zoning Administrator shall set a 
time and place for a hearing thereon within a reasonable period. In the 
case of an application for a variance, such period shall not exceed 30 days 
from the date upon which the application is accepted for filing. The 
procedures for scheduling of hearings on conditional use applicatl0f15 
where such authorization is required pursuant to zoning categories .10, 
.11, .21, .2 4 through .2 7, .38 through .90, and . 9 5 of Sections 71 0 through 
72& for each Neighborhood Commercial district, are set forth in Section 
315. 

Notice of Hearings. 

(a) Except as indicated in Subsection (b) below, and except as provided 
in Section 315 for conditional use applications where such 
authorization is required pursuant to Zoning Categories .10, .11, .21, 
.24 through .27, .38 through • 90 and • 9 5 of Sections 71 0 through 728 
for each Neighborhood Commercial district, notice of the time, 
place and purpose of the hearing on an action for an amendment, 
conditional use or variance shall be given by the Zoning 
Administrator as follows: 

243 



1. By mail to the applicant or other person or agency' initiating the 
action. • 

2. By mail, except in the case of proposed amendments to change 
the text of the Code, not less than 10 days prior to the date of 
the hearing to the owners of aH real property within the area 
that is the subject of the action and within 300 feet of all 
exterior boundaries of such area, using for this purpose the 
names and addresses of the owners as shown on the latest 
city-wide assessment roll in the office of the Tax Collector. 
Failure to send notice by mail to any such property owner 
where the address of such owner is not shown on such 
assessment roll shall not invalidate any. proceedings in 
connection with such action •. 

3. By publication, except in variance cases, at least once in a 
newspaper of generl circulation in the city not less than 20 days 
prior to the date of the hearing. 

4. Such other notice as the Zoning Administrator shall deem 
appropriate. 

(b) In the following situations, notice of hearings shall be given as 
indicated: 

l. In the case of variance applications involving a less than 10 per 
cent deviation· as described in Section 305(c), the Zoning 
Administrator need given only such notice as the aoning 
Administrator deems appropriate in cases in which a hearing is 
actually held. 

2. In the case of amendments to reclassify land on the basis of 
general zoning studies for one or more zoning districts, which 
studies either are city-wide in scope or cover a major sub-area 
of the city as determined by the City Planning Commission, and 
where the total area of land so proposed for reclassification, 
excluding the area of public streets and alleys, is 30 acres or 
more, the notice given shall be as described in Subsection (a) 
above, except that: 

A. The newspaper notice shall be published as an 
advertisement in all editions of such newspaper, and need 
contain only the time and place of the hearing and a 
description of the generl nature of the proposed 
amendment together with a map of the area proposed for 
reclassification. 

B. The notice by mail need contain only the time and place 
of the hearing and a general description of the boundaries 
of the area proposed for reclassification. 

[Section 306.lf. is unchanged.] 
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SEC. 306.5 
I • 

((SEC. 312 

• 

• 

Reconsideration. 

Whenever any application for an amendment, {{conditional use)) or 
variance, or any part thereof, has been disapproved by the City 
Planning Commission or Zoning Administrator, or by the Board of 
Supervisors or the Board of Permit Appeals on appeal as describep in 
Section 308, no application proposing an amendment, ((conditional 
use)) or variance, the same or substantially the same as that which 
was disapproved, shall be resubmitted to or reconsidered by the City 
Planning Commission or Zoning Administrator within a period of one 
year from the effective date of final action upon the earlier 
application. 

(b) Whenever any application for a conditional use, or any part thereof, 
has been disapproved by the City Planning Commission, or by the 
Board of Supevisors on appeal as described in Section 308, no 
application proposing a conditional use, the same or substantially 
the same as that which was disapproved, shall be resubmitted to or 
reconsidered by the City Planning Commission within a period of 
eighteen months from the effective date of final action upon the 
earlier application. 

[Sections 306.6 through 310 are unchanged.] .::ill~ljjll:· 
';;~~~ll~~IAL USES. .:·:::·:::::i:',::_:jW" 

>~;HU~h~ . .:::::::· 

(a) ''iq~~ral. The Zoning Administrator and the City Planning::iili~ll::· 
c3@~ssion shall make determinations regarding applic;,~l~ns for 
auth6f:litation of special uses in the specific situationS::iiiif..Jihich such 
authorii~¥;m is provided for elsewhere in this Cod~j~j~e 
procedure~~~-9f special uses shall be as specified !~1~1s section. 

(b) Purpose. ~'~i~~~al use authorization pros,!~~l~i::~s intended to 
facilitate the orif~~-processing of applic~~~~s for alteration and 
enlargement of exi~~~.uses and for es~~~1:Shment of uses in 
Neighborhood Commef.-@~ Special U~~;~istricts through a 
procedure which allows 'f~ij;~fficiel}.'!ii~ria thorough review of 
applications using criterla'~®.::P~:g~~~ments as set forth in this Code 
and guidelines as adopted frci'~~fe to time by the City Planning 
Commission so as to insure f~.~o each applicant and adequate 
and reasonable regulation.,~~if:omrti~l;r.:ial development. Except as 
provided in Subdivision.~@¥1¥io specia¥\~§~ authorization may be 
approved pursuant to.:~~jS"Chapter wh.lcttH~ not consistent with the 
policies and objec~kg~s1'of the Comprehen'§!¥.~. Plan of San francisco, 
the purposes of !;~~FCode, the general puq)Ci~~,.of Neighborhood 
Commercial S!1~al Use Districts (Section 24·~~~)1 and the purposes 
of the parti_g~~F special use district. In consid~P.~.such 
authorizc;"9BfB, the Zoning Administrator and the ·?~moing 
Commi~~n shall also consider the needs of the own-~13Uf property, 
oper.~t,~ of businesses, residents of surrounding areas~:~~s of the 
CU::~~~i%:nd the community in general. )) ·:;;lj~~;L 

.::£~~~~;~::~ ~:!~~~!~h: . 

. ::l!~li~jiiW" "'lljj~~l~~~;: 
~;;;;~;:~ ·~· 
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• SEC. 315 

SEC. 315.1 

SEC. 315.2 

• 

• 

PROCEDURES FOR CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION IN 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS. 

In addition to the provisions of Section 306.1 and 306.4, the following 
procedures shall govern applications for conditional use authorization 
where this authorization is reguired pursuant to zoning categories .1 0, • I l, 
.21, .24 through .27, .38 through .90, and .95 of Sections 710 through 72& 
for each Neighborhood Commercial district. The criteria for 
determinations on such applications are set forth in Section 303(c). 
Additional criteria for determinations on applications pursuant to zoning 
categories .1 0, .11, and .21 are set forth in the Section containing the 
control. 

Applications and Filing Fees. 

The provisions set forth in Section 306.1 shall govern with respect to 
applications and filing fees. 

Zoning Administrator Review, Scheduling of Hearing, and 
Recommendation. 

The Zoning Administrator will review and schedule applications for 
conditional use authorization for City Planning Commission 
determination; either on Consent Calendar, with a recommendation 
regarding action on the application; or at a public hearing, without a 
recommendation • 

(a) Scheduling of Determination. After an application for conditional 
use is filed at the Department, the Zoning Administrator will review 
the application, make a recommendation for determination, and set 
a time and place for determination of that application within a 
reasonable period. 

(b) Consent Calendar with Recommendation. After reviewing an 
application, the Zoning Administrator shall determine if the facts 
resented estabiish that the ro osed use or feature is in conformit 

with the criteria set forth in Section 303 c), as applicable, and in 
Sections 253.1, 121.5, and 121.7 for zoning categories .10, .11, and 
.21 1 respectively, and may recommend approval or approval with 
conditions, placing that recommendation on Consent Calendar. 

(c) Public Hearing. After reviewing an application, the Zoning 
Administrator may determine that the public interest would best be 
served by a City Planning Commission review of the application and 
shall in that event schedule the application for a public hearing. 

(d) Report and Recommendation. In all actions involving a Consent 
Calendar or public hearing, the Zoning Administrator will make 
necessary investigations and studies and submit proposed findings to 
the Director of the Department of City Planning. The report and 
any recommendation will be submitted at the Consent Calendar or 
public hearing. 
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SEC. 315.3 

SEC. 315.ll> 

Notice of Recommendation and Determination. 

After review of an application subject to these procedures and scheduling 
of the matter for Planning Commission determination the Zoning 
Administrator shall provide notice of any recommendation to be placed on 
the Consent Calendar and of the date and time that the matter will be 
considered by the Commission; or, in the event of a public hearing, shall 
provide notice of the time, place, and purpose of the hearing, as follows: 

(a) By mail to the applicant or other person or agency initiating the 
action; and 

{b) By posting on the subject property; and 

(c) By publication at least once in a newspaper of general circulation in 
the city not less than 20 days prior to the scheduled date of the 
appearance of the item on the City Planning Commission Consent 
Calendar or of the public hearing; and 

{d) By mail at least 20 days prior to the date that the matter is 
scheduled for determination by the City Planning Commission to 
property owners within 300 feet of the property that is the subject 
of the action as well as groups or individuals requesting such notice 
in writing; and 

{e) Such other notice as the Zoning Administrator shall deem 
appropriate. 

Request for Reconsideration of Consent Calendar Items at a 
Public Hearing. 

Requests. Any application which is the subject of a consent _ 
calendar recommendation will be scheduled for a full public hearing 
if a request is made in writing prior to the date that the matter is 
scheduled for determination by the City Planning Commission or at 
the Commission meeting by any· of of the following: 

1. The applicant; or 

2. Ten or more property owners or tenants of the residential or ____ p 

commercial property within 300 feet of the exterior boundaries 
of the subject property; or 

1:. Any City Planning Commissioner. 

Reschedulln • An item for which a r uest for ublic hearin has 
been made pursuant to subsection a , above, will be rescheduled for 
City Planning Commission review and determination at a public __ 
hearing. Notice of the time, place and purpose of the public hearing_ 
shall be provided as follows: _____ _ 
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SEC. 315.5 

• 

SEC. 315.6 

• 

1. By mail to the applicant or other person or agency initiating the 
action; and 

2. By posting on the subject propertyj and 

3. By publication at least once in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the city not less than 10 days prior to the 
scheduled date of the public hearing; and 

4. By mall at least 10 days prior to the scheduled date of the 
eublic hearing to all persons requesting such notice in writing; 
and 

5. Such other notice as the Zoning Administrator shall deem 
apPropriate. 

Conduct of Consent Calendar and Determination. 

On applications placed on the Consent Calendar, the City Planning 
Commission will make determinations regarding the authorization of 
conditional uses, as follows. 

The City Planning Commission will consider the Zoning Administrator's 
recommendation, as shown on Consent Calendar, and make a 
determination regarding authorization of the conditional use. 

(a) Determination. After considering the Zoning Administrator's 
recommendation regarding the application, the City Planning 
Commission may concur with that recommendation, as shown on 
consent calendar, without public testimony unless there is request 
for public hearing or the item is called off calendar as provided for 
in Section 315.4. 

(b) Decision. Such action taken by the City Planning Commission to 
approve or approve with conditions, as shown on the Consent 
Calendar, shall be final except upon filing of an appeal as provided 
for in Section 315.8. 

Conduct of Public Hearings and Determination. 

The provisions set forth in Section 306.4 with respect to conduct of 
hearings shall govern whenever a full public hearing is required pursuant 
to Section 315.2 or 315.lj. • 
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SEC. 315.7 

SEC. 315.8 

Reconsideration. 

Whenever an application for a conditional use is authorized by the City 
Planning Commission, or by the Board of Supervisors pursuant to Section 
30&elz no application which proposes a further intensification of that use 
or feature, or change to another related use, will be considered by the 
City Planning Commission within a period of eighteen months from the 
effective date of final action on the earlier application, if such 
intensification or change in use was specifically restricted in the action 
on the earlier application. 

Whenever an application for a conditional use is denied by the City 
Planning Commission or by the Board of Supervisors pursuant to Section 
308.1, no application which proposes a conditional use which is the same 
authorization or essentially the same as that which was denied will be 
considered by the City Planning Commission within a period of eighteen 
months from the effective date of final action on the earlier applicatione 

Appeal. 

A final determination by the City Planning Commission on an application 
for conditional use authorization may be appealed to the Board of 
Supervisors pursuant to the provisions· of Section 308el. 
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SEC. 350 

SEC. 351 

• 

• 

ARTICLE 3.5 

FEES 

FEES, GENERAL. 

In order to compensate the Department of City Planning for a part of the 
cost of processing permit applications for the establishment, abolition or 
modification of a set-back line, for reclassification of property, for 
conditional use authorization, for a variance, ((or for a special use 
authorization,)) and in order to compensate the Department of City 
Planning for a part of the cost of reviewing permit applications filed in 
and issued oy other City departments, fees shall be charged and collected 
as indicated for each class of application or permit listed in Sections 351 
through 353 below. 

FEES FOR APPLICATIONS TO ESTABLISH, ABOLISH OR MODIFY A 
SETBACK LINE, TO RECLASSIFY PROPERTY, TO AUTHORIZE A 
CONDITIONAL USE, TO CONSIDER A VARIANCE ((OR TO 
AUTHORIZE A SPECIAL USE)). 

Before accepting any application for filing, the Department of City 
Planning shall charge and collect a fee as follows: 

. (a) For each application to establish, abolish or modify a set-back line, 
the fee shall be $300 for each block frontage, or portion thereof, 
affected by the proposed application. 

(b) For each application to reclassify property, the fee shall be: 

Assessor's Block Assessor's Block 
or Portion Thereof Fee or Portion Thereof Fee 

1 $ 500 21 $3600 
2 750 22 3650 
3 1000 23 3700 
4- 1250 24 3750 
5 14-00 25 3800 
6 1550 26 3850 
7 1700 27 3900 
8 1850 28 3950 
9 2000 29 4000 

10 2150 30 4-050 
11 2300 31 4100 
12 2450 32 4150 
13 2600 33 4-200 
14- 2750 34 4250 
15 2900 35 4-300 
16 3050 36 4350 
17 3200 47 4400 
18 3350 38 4450 
19 3500 39 4500 
20 3550 4-0 4550 
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Assessor•s Block Assessor•s Block 
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41 $3600 47 $4900 
42 3650 48 4950 
43 3700 49 5000 
44 37.50 .50 .5020 
45 3800 51 add $20 per block 
46 3850 or portion thereof 

(c) For each application to authorize a conditional use, including 
planned unit development, the fee shall be, 

1. Where the total estimated construction cost as defined by the 
San Francisco Building Code is less than $.50,000, .$200; 

2. Where said total estimated construction cost is $.50,000 or 
more, but less than $200,000, $300; 

3. Where said total estimated c·onstruction cost is $200,000 or 
more, but less than $1,000,000, $300 plus one tenth of one 
percent of the cost over $200,000; 

4. Where said total estimated construction cost is $1,000,000 or 
more, but less than $10,000,000, $2,200 plus one hundred 
seventy-five thousandths of one per cent of the cost over 

•~ $1,000,000; 
•",•} . ._-

5. Where said total estimated construction cost is $10,000,000 or 
more, but less than $20,000,000, $17,9.50 plus one tenth of one 
per cent of the cost over $1 0,000,000; 

6 .. Where said total estimated construction cost is $20,000,000 or 
more, but less than $30,000,000, $27,950 plus five hundredths of 
one per cent o~ the cost over $20,000,000; 

7 .. Where said total estimated construction cost is $30,000,000 or 
more, but less than $100,000,000, $32,9.50 plus twenty-five 
thousandths of one per cent of the cost over $30,000,000; 

8. Where said total estimated construction cost is $100,000,000 or 
more, $50,250. 

(d) For each application to consider a variance, the fee shall be: 

1. Where the total estimated construction cost as defined by the 
San Francisco Building Code is less than $10,000, $100; 

2. Where said total estimated construction cost is $10,000 or 
more, but less than $.50,000, $200 plus one tenth of one per cent • of the cost over $1 0, 000; 

I ~· • 
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3. Where said total estimated construction cost is $50,000 or 
more, but less than $200,000, $250 plus one-tenth of one per 
cent of the cost over $50,000; 

4. Where said total estimated construction cost is $200,000 or 
more, but less than $1,000,000, $500 plus one tenth of one per 
cent of the cost over $200,000; 

5. Where said total estimated construction cost is $1,000,000 or 
more, but less than $1 0,000,000, $2, 180 plus two tenths of one 
per cent of the cost over $1,000,000; 

6. Where said total estimated construction cost is $10,000,000 or 
more, but less than $30,000,000, $20, 180 plus one tenth of one 
percent of the cost over $1 0,000,000; 

7. Where said total estimated construction cost is more than 
$30,000,000, $40,180 plus five hundreths of one per cent of the 
cost over $30,000,000; 

({ {e) For each application for authorization of a special use pursuant to 
Sections 242 et seq. of this Code, the fee shall be $200 for those 
applications which can be approved by the Zoning Administrator and 
$350 for those applications which require review by the Planning 
Commission. )) 

(f) Exemption. Any fraternal, charitable, benevolent or any other 
non-profit organization having a regular membership associated 
primarily for civic welfare, with revenue accruing therefrom to be 
used exclusively for the non-profit purposes of said organization, 
and which organization is exempt from taxation under the Internal 
Revenue laws of the United States as a bonafide fraternal, 
charitable, benevolent or other non-profit organization, shall be 
exempt from paying the fees specified in paragraphs (a) through (e) 
inclusive of this section. 

[Sections 352 and 353 are unchanged.] 
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SEC. 602.1 

• 

SEC. 602.9 

• 

ARTICLE 6 

SIGNS 

[Sections 601 and 602 are unchanged.] 

Area (Of a Sign). 

(a) The entire area within a single continuous perimeter enclosing the 
extreme limits of writing, representation, emblem, or any figure or 
similar character, together with any frame or other material or 
color forming an integral part of the display or used to differentiate 
such sign from the background against which it is placed; excluding 
the necessary supports or uprights on which such sign is placed but 
including any sign tower. Where a sign has two or more faces, the 
area of all faces shall be included in determ lning the area of the 
sign, except that where two such faces are placed back to back and 
are at no point more than two feet from one another, the area of 
the sign shall be taken as the area of one face if the two faces are 
of equal area, or as the area of the larger face if the two faces are 
of unequal area. 

(b) On windows. The area of any sign painted directly on a window shall 
be the area within a rectangular perimeter formed by extending 
lines around the extreme limits of writing, representation, or any 
figure of similar character depicted on the surface of the window. 
The area of an si n laced on or behind the window lass shall be as 
described above in paragraph a. 

(c) On awnings, canopies or marquees. The area of any sign on an 
awning, canopy or marquee shall be the total of all signage on all 
faces of the structure. All sign copy on each face shall be computed 
within one rectangular perimeter formed by extending lines around 
the extreme limits of writing, representation, or any figure of 
similar character depicted on the surface of the face of the awning, 
canopy or marquee. 

[Sections 602.2 through 602.8 are unchanged.] 

Identifying Sign. A sign for a use listed in Article 2 of this Code as either 
a principal or a conditional use permitted in an R district, regardless of 
the district in which the use itself may be located, which sign serves to 
tell only the name, address and lawful use of the premises upon which the 
sign is located, or to which it is affixed. A bulletin board of a public, 
charitable or religious institution, used to display announcements relative 
to meetings to be held on the premises, shall be deemed an identifying 
sign. · 
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SEC. 602.21 

With respect to shopping malls containing five or more stores or 
establishments in NC districts, and shopping centers containing five of ·'""·. 
more stores or establishments in NC-S districts, identifying signs shall 
include signs which tell the name of and/or describe aspects of the 
operation of the mall or center. Shopping malls, as that term is used in 
this section, are characterized by a common pedestrian passageway which 
provides access to the businesses located therein. 

' ' 

[Sections 602.10 through 602.20 are unchanged.] 

Wall Sign. A sign placed flat against a building wall with its COpY parallel 
to the wall to which it is attached and not protruding more than the 
thickness of the sign cabinet. 

SEC. ((602.21)) 

SEC. 602.22 

· SEC. 602.23 

SEC. 604 

Wind Sign. Any sign composed of two or more banners, flags, or other 
objects, mounted serially and fastened in such a manner as to move upon 
being subjected to pressure by wind or breeze. · 

Window Sign. A sign painted directly on the surface of a window glass or . 
placed behind the surface of the glass inside the building. 

. . ' 

[Section 603 is unchanged.] 

PERMITS AND CONFORMITY REQUIRED. 

(a) Any application for a permit for a sign that conforms to the 
provisions of this Code shall be approved by the Department of City · 
Planning without modification or disapproval by the Department of 
City Planning or the City Planning Commission, pursuant to the 
authority vested in them by Section 26, Part III, of the San 
Francisco Municipal Code or any other provision of said Municipal 
Code 

.\ 
"'•:;.- .. :-~} 

.. -__/ 

- · ,-••• -...... -•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .. •••••••••-•••••••G•••-••'Ijllll••~••••••••••••••-•:e>Fl'Cii_ . ' • • : NOTE: To implement the Downtown Plan, the following : 
• • : amendment is proposed. It is not currently effective as an interim i 
i mntr~. l . ' . ; 
• c 
: ; provided, however, that signs subject to the regulations set forth in ' 
: ((with the exception of)) Article 10 of the City Planning Code, i 
I I 

: Preservation of Historical, Architectural and Aesthetic Landmarks : 
I I 

: and Article 11, Preservation of Buildings and Districts of : i Architectural, Historical and Aesthetic Importance in the C-3 : 
: Districts shall be governed by the relevant provisions thereof. i : . 
t••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••--••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••~--~~~w·~ 
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(b) 

(c) 

No sign, other than those signs exempted by Section 603 of this 
Code, shall be erected, placed, replaced, reconstructed or relocated 
on any property, intensified in illumination or other aspect, or 
expanded in area or in any dimension except in conformity with the 
provisions of this Code. No such erection, placement, replacement, 
reconstruction, relocation, intensification, or expansion shall be 
undertaken without a permit having been duly issued therefor, 
except as specifically provided otherwise in this Section 604. 

The provisions of this Section 604 shall apply to work of the above 
types on all signs unless specifically exempted by this Code, whether 
or not a permit for such sign is required under the San Francisco 
Building Code. In cases in which permits are not required under the 
Building Code, applications for permits shall be filed with the 
Central Permit Bureau of the Department of Public Works on forms 
prescribed by the Department of City Planning, together with a 
permit fee of $5 for each sign, and the permit number shall appear 
on the completed sign in the same manner as required by the 
Building Code. 

No permit shall be required under this Code for a sign 

·----···-··--------------------------·---------------------------------------------------------------·---· NOTE: To implement the Downtown Plan, the following 
amendments are proposed. It is currently effective as an 
interim control. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------• 
(i) l painted or repainted directly on a door or window in a C or 

l M district, or 
I 
I 
I 

: (ii) : painted or repainted directly on a wall of a building or 
I I : l structure in a C 
: ~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------• • 
I ( I : district except for Significant and Contributory buildings : 
I I 

• and buildings in conservation districts subject to the : 
! provisions of Article 11) I 

I 4 

~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------or M district and not exceeding 100 square feet in area. 
Permits shall be required for all other painted signs in C and 
M districts, and for all painted signs in P and R districts. 
Repainting of any painted sign shall be deemed to be a 
replacement of the sign, except as provided in Subsection (f) 
below. 

(d) Except as provided in Subsection (c) above, no permit shall be 
required under this Code for ordinary maintenance and minor repairs 
which do not involve replacement, alteration, reconstruction, 
relocation, intensification or expansion of the sign. 

(e) No permit shall be required under this Code for temporary sale or 
lease signs, temporary signs of persons and firms connected with 
work on buildings under actual construction or alteration, and 
temporary business signs, to the extent that such signs are 
permitted by this Code. 
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SEC. 607 

(f) A mere change of copy on a sign the customary use of which 
involves frequent and periodic changes of copy shall not be subject 
to the provisions of this Section 604, except that a change from 
general advertising to non-general advertising sign copy or from 
non-general advertising to general advertising sign copy shall in 
itself constitute a new sign subject to the provisions of this Section 
604. In the case of signs the customary use of which does not 
involve frequent and periodic changes of copy, a change of copy 
shall in itself constitute a new sign subject to the provisions of this 
Section 604 if the new copy concerns a different person, firm, 
group, organization, place, commodity, product, service, business, 
profession, enterprise or industry. 

.-

(g) Each application for a permit for a sign shall be accompanied by a 
scaled drawing of the sign, including the location of the sign on the 
building or other structure or on the lot, and including (except in the 
case of a sign the customary use of which involves frequent and 
periodic changes of copy) such designation of the copy as is needed 
to determine that the location, area and other provisions of this 
Code are met. 

(h) Unless otherwise provided in this Code or in other Codes or 
regulations, a lawfully existing sign which fails to conform to the 
provisions of this Article 6 may remain until the end of its normal 
life. Such sign may not, however, be replaced, altered, 
reconstructed, relocated, intensified or expanded in area or in any 
dimension· except in conformity with the provisions of this Codee. ~····. .. 
Ordinary maintenance and minor repairs shall be permitted, but such \u · 
maintenance and repairs shall not include replacement, alteration, ,_. 
reconstruction, relocation, intensification or expansion of the sign. 
A sign which is damaged or destroyed by fire or other calamity shall 
be govenred by the provisions of Sections 181 (c) and 188(b) of this 
Code. A sign which is voluntarily destroyed or removed by its owner 
or which is required by law to be removed may be restored on.ly in 
fully conformity with the provisions of this Code. 

(i) Nothing in this Article 6 shall be deemed to permit any use of 
property that is otherwise prohibited by this Code, or to permit any 
sign that is prohibited by the regulations of any special sign district 
or the standards or procedures of any Redevelopment Plan or any 
other Code or legal restriction. · 

[Sections 605 through 606 are unchanged.] 

COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL DISTRICTS. 

Signs in C and M districts, other than those signs exempted by Section 603 
of this Code, shall conform to the following provisions: 

(a) General advertising signs. No general advertising sign shall be 
permitted in any C-1 district. 
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(b) Roof ·signs. No roof sign shaH be permitted in any C-1 district. In 
all other C and M districts no roof sign shall be permitted; except 
that a roof sign may be erected in such other C and M districts if: 

1. The sign does not extend more than 25 feet above the roof line 
of the building on or over which the sign is placed; and 

2. All parts of the sign are within 25 feet of, and the sign is 
mounted at not more than a 45 degree angle from, a wall of a 
building the roof line of which is at least as high as the top of 
the sign; and 

3. Such wall forms a complete backdrop for the sign, as the sign is 
viewed from all points from which the sign is legible from a 
public street or alley. 

The limitations upon roof signs in this Subsection 607(b) shall not 
apply to signs located within 200 feet of the park known as Union 
Square and facing said park. 

(c) Wind signs. No wind sign shall be permitted in any Cor M district. 

(d) Moving parts. No sign shall have or consist of any moving, rotating, 
or otherwise physically animated part (as distinguished from lights 
that give the appearance of animation by flashing, blinking or 
fluctuating), except as follows: 

1. Moving or rotating or otherwise physically animated parts may 
be used for the rotation of barber poles and the indication of 
time of day and temperature. 

2. In the case of a general advertising sign in C-2, C-3, C-M, M-1 
and M-2 districts, except signs located so as to be primarily 
viewed by persons traveling on any portion of a freeway, 
moving or rotating or otherwise physically animated parts may 
be used if such parts do not exceed a velocity of one complete 
cycle in a four-second period where such parts constitute less 
than 30 percent of the area of the sign or if, where such parts 
constitute a greater area of the sign, they do not exceed a 
velocity of one complete cycle in a four-second period and are 
stationary at least half of each eight-second period. 

(e) Illumination. Any sign may be non-illuminated or indirectly or 
directly illuminated. Signs in C-3, C-M, M-1 and M-2 districts shall 
not be limited in any manner as to type of illumination, but no sign 
in a C-1 or C-2 district shall have or consist of any flashing, 
blinking, fluctuating or otherwise animated light except in each of 
the following special districts, all as specifically designated as 
"Special Districts for Sign Illumination" on Sectional Map SSD of the 
Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, described in 
Section 608 of this Code: 
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(( 1. Along the main commercial frontage in the C-2 areas on 
Mission Street from Seventeenth Street to Randall Street, 
Geary Boulevard from Masonic Avenue to Twenty-eighth 
Avenue, and Lombard Street from Van Ness Avenue to 

(( 2.)) 
I. 

({ 3.}) 
2. 

Broderick Street. )) · 

In the C-2 area consisting of five blocks in the vicinity of 
Fisherman's Wharf. 

In the C-2 area in the vicinity of Van Ness Avenue from Golden 
Gate Avenue and Eddy Street to Sacramento Street, and Polk 
Street from Eddy Street to Geary Street, also known as the 
Automotive Special Use District. 

({ 4.)) 

(f) 

(g) 

3. In the C-2 area in the vicinity of Stockton, Washington and 
Kearny Streets and Broadway, also known as 
Washington-Broadway Special Use District Number 1. 

Projection. No sign shall project more than 75 percent of the 
horizontal distance from the street property line to the curb line 
and in no case shall a sign project more than 10 feet beyond the 
street property line or building -set-back line in C-1 districts, or 12 
feet beyond the street property line or building set-back line in any 
other Cor M district. 

Height and extension above roof line. 

1. Signs attached to buildings. No sign attached to a buiiding shall 
extend or be located above the roof line of the building to · 
which it is attached; except that up to one-half the area of a 
business sign attached to the street wall of a building may 
extend above the roof line, up to the maximum height 
permitted for free standing signs in the same district or 10 feet 
above the roof line, whichever is the lesser. In addition, no. sign 
attached to a building shall under any circumstances exceed the 
following maximum heights: 

in C-1: 40 feet; 

in C-3: 1 00 feet; 

In aU other C and M districts: 60 feet. 

The 1 00-foot height limitation stated herein shall not apply to 
signs located within 200 feet of the park known as Union Square: 
and facing said park. 
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2. Free standing signs. The maximum height for free standing 
signs sha11 be as follows: 

In C-1: 24 feet; 

In C-2: 36 feet; 

In ali other C and M districts: 1+0 feet. 

(h) Special standards for automobile service stations. For automobile 
service stations, only the following signs are permitted, subject to 
the standards in this Subsection (h) and to all other standards in this 
Section 60 7. 

1. A maximum of two oil company signs, which shall not extend 
more than 10 feet above the roof line if attached to a building, 
or exceed the maximum height permitted for free standing 
signs in the same district if free standing. The area of any such 
sign sha11 not exceed 1 80 square feet, and along each street 
frontage all parts of such a sign or signs that are within 10 feet 
of the street property line shall not exceed 80 square feet in 
area. No such sign shall project more than five feet beyond any 
street property line or building set-back line. The are'as of 
other permanent and temporary signs as covered in Paragraph 
607(h)2 below shall not be included in the calculation of the 
areas specified in this paragraph. 

2. Other permanent and temporary business signs, not to exceed 
30 square feet in area for each such sign or a total of 180 
square feet for all such signs on the premises. No such sign 
shall extend above the roof line if attached to a building, or in 
any case project beyond any street property line or building 
set-back line. 

3. General advertising signs meeting the provisions of this Section 
607 • 
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SEC. 607.1 

.• 
·~--~ ------------------

Neighborhood Commercial Districts. 

Signs located in Neighborhood Commercial districts shall be regulated as ··~", 
provided herein, except for those signs which are exempted by Section 
603. Signs not specifically regulated in this Section 607.1 shall be 
prohibited. In the event of conflict between the provisions of Section 
607.1 and other prov isons of Article 6, the provisions of Section 607.1 
shall prevail in Neighborhood Commercial districts, provided that with 
respect to properties also located in the Upper Market Special Sign 
District the provisions of Section 608.10 shall prevail. 

(a) Purposes and Findings. In addition to the purposes stated in Section 
101 and 601 of this Code, the following purposes apply to 
Neighborhood Commercial districts. These purposes constitute 
findings that form a basis for regulations and provide guidance for 
their applica tlon. · 

1.:. As Neighborhood Commercial districts change, they need to 
maintain their attractiveness to customers and potential new 
businesses alike. Physical amenities and a pleasant appearance 
will profit both existing and new enterprises. 

2. The character of signs and other features projecting from 
buildings is an important part of the visual appeal of a street 
and the general quality and economic stability of the area. 
Opportunities exist to relate these signs and projections more --
effectively to street desigri and building design. These • 
regulations establish a framework that will contribute toward a ~. -; 
coherent appearance of Neighborhood Commercial districts.. ·· '"':._~ 

3. Neighborhood Commercial districts are typically mixed-use 
areas with commercial units on the ground or lower stories and · 
residential uses on upper stories. Although signs and other 
advertising devices are essential to a vital commercial district, 
they should not be allowed to interfere with or diminish the 
livability of residential units within a Neighborhood 
Commercial district or in adjacent residential districts .. 

4. The scale of most Neighborhood Commercial districts as 
characterized by building height, bulk, and appearance; and the···-· . 
width of streets and sidewalks differs from that of other · ~-· · ·· 
commercial and industrial districts. Sign sizes should relate· ··· · 
and be compatible with the surrounding district scale. 

(b) Identifying Signs. Identifying signs, as defined in Section 602.9, 
shall be permitted in all Neighborhood Commercial DistrictS subject 
to the limits set forth below. ·· .. · 

1. One sign per lot shaH be permitted and such sign shall not 
exceed 20 square feet in ~rea. The sign may be a freestand.i:ng 
sign, if the building is recessed from the street property line, or 
may be a wall sign or a projecting sign. The existence of a ·•. 
freestanding identifying sign shaH preclude the erection of a 
freestanding business sign on the same lot. A wall or projecting ___ . 
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2. 

sign shall be mounted on the first story level; a freestanding 
sign shall not exceed 15 feet in height. Such sign may be 
non-illuminated, indirectly illuminated, or directly illuminated. 

One sign identifying a shopping center or shopping mall shall be 
. permitted subject to the conditions in Paragraph 1, but shall not· 

exceed 30 square feet in area. Any sign identifying a permitted 
use listed in Sections 603.40 through 703.71 in an NC district 
shall be considered a business si nand sub·ect to Section 
607.1 d of this Code. Such signs may be non-illuminated, 
indirectly illuminated, or directly illuminated during the hours 
of operation of the businesses in the shopping center or 
shopping mall. 

(c) General Advertising Signs. General advertising signs, as defined in 
Section 602.7, shall be permitted in Neighborhood Commercial 
districts as provided for below. In N C districts where such signs are 
permitted, general advertising signs may be either a wall sign or 
freestanding, provided that the surface of any freestanding sign 
shall be parallel to and within 3 feet of an adjacent building wall. In 
either case, the building wall shall form a complete backdrop for the 
sign, as the sign is viewed from all points from a street or alley 
from which it is legible. 

1. NC-2 Districts .. No more than one general advertising sign 
shall be permitted per lot. Such sign shall not exceed 50 sguare 
feet in area nor exceed 12 feet in height. Such sign may be 
either non-illuminated or indirectly illuminated. 

2. NC-3, NC-S and Broadway Districts. No more than two 
general advertising signs shall be permitted per lot, or in NC-S 
districts, per district. The area of any such sign shall not 
exceed 1 00 sguare feet, and the total area of all such signs on 
the lot shall not exceed 200 square feet. The height of any such 
sign ·shall not exceed 24 feet, or the height of the wall to which 
it is attached, or the height of the lowest of any residential 
window sills on the wall to which it is attached if a wall sign, or 
the adjacent wall or the top of the adjacent wall if a 
freestanding sign, whichever is lower. 

(A) NC-3 and NC-S Districts. Signs may be either 
non-illuminated or indirectly illuminated. 

(B) Broadway Neighborhood Commercial District. Signs may 
be either non-illuminated, indirectly or directly 
illuminated. 

(d) Business Signs. Business signs, as defined in Section 602.3 shall be 
permitted in all Neighborhood Commercial districts subject to the 
limits set forth below. 

l. NC-1 Districts • 

(A) Window Si ns. The total area of all window si ns, as 
defined in Section 602.1 a, shall not exceed one-third the 
area of the window on or in which the signs are located. 
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Such signs may be non-iUuminated, indirectly illuminated1 
or directly illuminated. .-;: 

Wall Signs. The area of all wall sigrys shall not exceed 2 
square feet per foot of street frontage occupied by the 
business measured along the wall to which the signs are 
attached, or 100 square feet, whichever is less. The 
height of any wall sign shall not exceed 1 5 feet or the 
height of the wall to which it is attached. Such signs may 
be non-illuminated or indirectly illuminated; or during · 
business hours, may be directly illuminated. 

Projecting Signs. The number of projecting signs shaU not 
exceed one er business. The area of such si n as defined 
in Section 602.1 a , shall not exceed 20 square feet. The 
height of such sign shall not exceed 15 feet or the height 
of the wall to which it is attached. No part of the sign 
shall project more than 7 5 percent of the horizontal 
distance from the street property line to the curb line, or 
6 feet, whichever is less. The sign may be 
non-illuminated or indirectly illuminated, or during 
business hours, may be directly illuminated. 

NC-2, Castro Street, Inner Clement Street, Outer 
Clement Street, Upper Fillmore Street, Haight Street, 
Hayes-Gough, Upper Market Street, North Beach2 Polk 
Street, Sacramento Street, Union Street, Valencia 
Street, 2q.th Street-Mission, and 2q.th Street-Noe Valley 
Neighborhood Commercial Districts. 

Window Si s. The total area of all window si ns as 
defined in Section 602.1 a z shall not exceed one-third the _ 
area of the window on or in which the signs are located. 
Such signs may be non-illuminated, indirectly illuminated, _ 
or directly Ulu minated. 

Wall Signs. The area of all wall signs shall not exceed 2 
square feet per foot of street frontage occupied by the 
use measured along the waH to which the signs are 
attached, or 100 sguare feet, whichever is less. The 
height of any wall sign shall not exceed 24 feet, or the 
height of the waH to which it is attached, or the height of 
the lowest of any residential window sill on the wall to 
which the sign is attached2 whichever is lower. Such signs .~ 
may be non-illuminated, indirectly, or directly illuminated\. . . . 
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(C) Projecting Signs. The number of projecting signs shall not 
exceed one er business. The area of such si n, as defined 
in Section 602.1 a , shall not exceed 2 0 square feet. The 
height of such sign shall not exceed 24 feet, or the height 
of the wall to which it is attached, or the height of the 
.lowest of any residential window sill on the wall to which 
the sign is attached, whichever is lower. No part of the 
sign shall project more than 7 5 percent of the horizontal 
distance from the street property line to the curb line, or 
6 feet, whichever is less. Such signs may be 
non-illuminated or indirectly illuminated; or during 
business hours, may be directly illuminated. 

(D) Signs on Awnings and Marquees. Sign copy may be 
located on permitted awnings or marquees in lieu of 
ro·ectin si ns. The area of such si nco as defined in 

Section 602.1 c shall not exceed 30 square feet. Such 
sign copy may be non-illuminated or indirectly 
illuminated; except that sign copy on marquees for movie 
theatres or places of entertainment may be directly 
illuminated during business hours. 

(E) Freestanding Signs and Sign Towers. One freestanding 
sign or sign tower per lot shall be permitted in lieu of a 
projecting sign, if the building or buildings are recessed 
from the street property line. The existence of a 
freestanding business sign shall preclude the erection of a 
freestanding identifying sign on the same lot. The area of 
such freestandin si n or si n tower, as defined in Section 
602.1 a , shall not exceed 20 square feet nor shall the 
height of the sign exceed 24 feet. No part of the sign 
shall project more than 7 5 percent of the horizontal 
distance from the street property line to the curb line, or 
6 feet, whichever is less. Such signs may be 
non-illuminated or indirectly illuminated; or during 
business hours, may be directlz: illuminated. 

4. NC-3, NC-S, Broadwax Neighborhood Commercial Districts. 

(A) Window Si ns. The total area of all window si ns as 
defined in Section 602.1 a , shall not exceed one-third the 
area of the window on or in which the signs are located. 
Such signs rnay be non-illuminated, indirectly illuminated, 
or directlz: illuminated. 

(B) Wall Signs. The area of all wall signs shall not exceed 3 
square feet per foot of street frontage occupied by the 
use measured along the wall to which the signs are 
attached, or 150 square feet, whichever is less. The 
height of any wall sign shall not exceed 24 feet, or the 
height of the wall to which it is attached, or the height of 
the lowest of any residential window sill on the wall to 
which the sign is attached, whichever is lower. Such signs 
may be non-illuminated, indirectly, or directly illuminated. 
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Projecting Signs. The number of projecting signs shall rtot 
exceed one er business. The area of such si n, as defined · ..•. : 
in Section 602.1 a , shall not exceed 30 square feet. The 
height of the sign shall not exceed 24 feet, or the height 
of the wall to which it is attached, or the height of the 
lowest of any residential window sill on the wall to which 
the sign is attached, whichever is lower. No part of the 
sign shall project more than 75 percent of the horizontal 
distance from the street property line to the curb line, or 
6 feet, whichever is less. Such signs may be 
non-i11uminated, indirectly, or directly illuminated. 

(0) Sign Copy on Awnings and Marquees. Sign copy may be 
located on permitted awnings or marquees in lieu of 
ro ·ectin si ns. The area of such si n co as defined in 

Section 602.1 c , shall not exceed 40 square feet. Such 
sign copy may be non-illuminated or indirectly 
illuminated; except that sign copy on marguees for movie 
theatres or places of entertainment may be directly 
illuminated during business hours. 

Freestanding Signs and Sign Towers. One freestanding 
sign or sign tower per lot shall be permitted in lieu of a 
projecting sign if the building or buildings are recessed 

. from the street property line. The existence of a .. 
freestanding business sign shall preclude the erection of a 
freestanding identifying sign on· the same lot. The area of • 
such frees1iandin si n or si n tower as defined in Section C . \ 

-"<-""" _,.1 

602.1 a , shall not exceed 30 square feet nor shall the -- " 
height of the sign exceed 24 feet. No part of the sign 
shall project more than 7 5 percent of the horizontal 
distance from the street property line to the curb line, or 
6 feet, whichever is less. Such signs may be 
non-Uluminated or indirectly illuminated, or during 
business hours, may be directly illuminated • 

.5. Special Standards fQr Automotive Gas and Service Stations. 
For automotive gas service stations in Neighborhood 
Commercial districts, onl the followin si ns are ermittecr.--·····~-··-

subject to the standards in this Paragraph d) 5 and to all otlier ·~---
standards in this Section 607.1. - ----- · 

A maximum of two oil company signs, which shall not 
extend more than 10 feet above the roof line if attadied 
to a building, or exceed the maximum height permitted 
for free standing signs in the same district if free 
standing. The area of any such sign shall not exceed 1 &0 
sguare feet, and along each street frontage, all parts of 
such a sign or signs that are within 10 feet of the street 
property line shall not exceed 80 square feet in area. No -
such sign shaH project more than five feet beyond anr 
street ro e:t line. The ~r~as ~f other e~m~~n~ and • 
temporary s1gns as covere m su -earagrap e ow . > •· 

shall not be included in the calculation of the areas 
specified ln this sub-paragraph. 
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(B) Other permanent and temporary business signs, not to 
exceed 30 square feet in area for each such sign or a total 
of 180 square feet for all such signs on the premises. No 
such sign shall extend above the roof line if attached to a 
building, or in any case project beyond any street property 
line or building set-back line. 

Special Sign Districts. Additional controls apply to certain 
Neighborhood Commercial districts that are designated as Special 
Si n Districts. The desi nations, locations and boundaries of these 
Special Sign Districts are provided on ectional Map SSD of the 
Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, and are 
described within Sections 608.1 through 608.10. of this Code. 

Special Districts for Sign Illumination. Signs in Neighborhood 
Commercial districts shall not have nor consist of any flashing, 
blinking, fluctuating or otherwise animated light except in the 
following special districts, all specifically designated as "Special 
Districts for Sign Illumination" on Sectional Map SSD of the Zoning 
Ma of the Cit and Count of San Francisco, and described in 
Section 607 e of this Code. 

1. Broadway Neighborhood Commercial District. Along the main 
commercial frontage of Broadway between Wayne and Osgood. 

2. NC-3. NC-3 district along Lombard Street from Van Ness 
A venue to Broderick Street. 

~ Other Sign Requirements. Within Neighborhood Commercial 
districts, the foUowing additional requirements shall apply: 

1. Public Areas. No sign shall be placed upon any public street, 
alley, or public plaza, or in any portion of a transit system, 
except such signs, structures, and features as are specifically 
approved by the appropriate public authorities under applicable 
laws and regulations not inconsistent with this Code and under 
such conditions as may be imposed by such authorities. 

2. 

3.. Maintenance. Every sign pertaining to an active establishment 
shall be adequately maintained in its appearance, or else 
removed or obscured. When the space occupied by any 
establishment has been vacated, all signs pertaining to such 
establishment shall be removed within 180 days following the 
date of vacation • 
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SEC. 608.1 

[Section 608 is unchanged.] 

Near R Districts. No general advertising sign, and no other sign 
exceeding 100 square feet in area, shall be located in a!! N C, C or M 
district within 100 feet of any R district in such a manner as to be 
primarily viewed from residentially-zoned property or from any street or 
alley within an R district; any sign of which the face is located parallel to 
a street property line and lies for its entire width opposite an N C7 C or M 
district shall be deemed prima facie not to be primarily so viewed. No 
sigf} of any size within 100 feet of any R district shall project beyond the 
street property line or building set-back line of any street or alley leading 
off the main commercial frontage into the R district. 

[Sections 608.2 through 609.12 are unchanged.] 

270 

• 



• 

• 

INTRODUCTION 

PLANNING CODE MAP 
AMENDMENTS 

This chapter presents zoning map amendments proposed to establish four new general area 
neighborhood commercial use districts, fifteen new individual area neighborhood 
commercial use districts, including minor amendments to abutting residential use 
districts, to amend or delete certain Special Use and Special Sign District boundaries, and 
to establish a new 65-/\-1 height and bulk district ln the North Beach and Broadway 
N'=ighborhood Commercial districts. 

Detailed maps showing block and lot changes are included for the fifteen individual area 
use districts and the North Beach and Broadway 65-A-1 height and bulk district. Similarly 
detailed maps for all affected districts are on file at the Department of City Planning, 
it50 McAllister Street, Room 405, 558-2104. 

Existing zoning use district boundaries are also presented for all areas to be maintained as 
C-2, RC-2, RC-3, RC-4, and CM. 

An index of all proposed district changes presented alphabetically by street name follows 
this chapter • 
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PA C!FIC OCt! AN 

EXISTING ZONING 
(Schematic Boundary Only) 

C-1 C-2 C-M 
Commercial Districts 
RC-1 RC-2 RC-3 RC-4 
Residential-Commercial Combined Districts 
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Map 10 
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NCRS 

PACIFIC OC~AN 

PROPOSED ZONING 
(Schematic Boundary Only) 

NC-1 NC-2 NC-3 NC-S NCO 
Neighborhood Commercial Districts 
C-2 C-M 
Commercial Districts 
RC-3 RC-4 
Residential-Commercial Districts 
RH-1 RH-2 RH-3 RM-1 RM-2 RM-3 P 
Residential And Public Districts 

279 

• 

Map 11 
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NCRS 

EXISTING ZONING Map 12 
(Schematic Boundary Only) 

C-1 C-2 C-M 
Commercial Districts 
RC-1 RC-2 RC-3 RC-4 
Residential-Commercial Combined Districts 
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PROPOSED ZONING 
(Schematic Boundary Only) Map 13 

· Exhibit 5 
. 
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HARDIN(; PARK 
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EXISTING ZONING 
(Schematic Boundary Only) 

C-1 C-2 C..;M 
Commercial Districts 
RC-.1 RC-2 RC-3 RC-4 
Residential-Commercial Comb' d o· . 

me tstncts 
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HARDINtl PARK 

-

PROPOSED ZONING 
(Schematic Boundary OnJy) 

NC-1 NC~2 NC-3 NC-S NCD 
Neighborhood Commercial Districts 
C-2 C-M 
Commercial Districts 
RC•3 RC-4 
Residential-Commercial Districts 
RH-1 RH-2 RH-3 R~1 RM-2 RM-3 
Residential Districts 
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' • INDEX OF RECOMMENDED ZONING MAP CHANGES BY STREET NAME 

•• 

• 

Street or Area 

Alemany Blvd. 

Alemany Plaza 

Arguello Blvd. 

Army St. 

Balboa St. 

Banks St. 

Bayshore Blvd. 

Brazil Ave. 

Broadway 

Buchanan St. 

Generalized District Boundaries 

U.S. 101 to Putnam St. 
Putnam to Banks Sts. 
Banks to Ellsworth Sts. 
at Ocean Ave. 
Whipple to Lawrence Aves. 
Lawrence to Sickles Aves. 
at Sickles Ave. 
at Sickles Ave. 
at San Jose Ave. 
Worcester to St. Charles Aves. 

Shopping Center 

at McAllister St. 

at Hampshire St. 
at Bryant St. 
Shotwell to Valencia Sts. 
Bartlett to Guerrero Sts. 

3rd to 7th Aves. 
17th to 20th Aves. 
21st to.22nd Aves. 
at 28th Ave. 
33rd to 39th Aves. 
41st to 42nd Aves. 
at 45th Ave. 

Crescent Ave. to A1emany Blvd. 

at Silver Ave. 
at Thornton Ave. 
at Hester Ave. 
at Blanken Ave. 
Arleta to Visitacion Aves. 
Visitacion Ave. to County Line 

at Paris St. 
Paris to Edinburgh Sts. 

Sansome to Powell Sts. 

Post to Bush Sts. 
Bay to Beach Sts. 
North Point St. to Marina Blvd. 
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Existing Proposed 
Zoning Zoning 

C-M NC-5 
C-2 NC-S 
C-2 RM-1 
C-2 NC-3 
C-2 NC-S 
C-2 RH-2 
C-2 NC-1 
C-1 NC-1 
C-1 NC-1 
C-2 NC-S 

C-2 NC-S 

C-1 NC-1 

C-2 NC-1 
C-1 NC-1 
C-2 NC-3 
C-2 Valencia 

C-1 NC-2 
RC-1 NC-1 
RC-1 NC-1 
RC-1 NC-1 
C-2 NC-2 
C-1 NC-1 
RC-1 NC-1 

C-2 RH-1 

C-1 NC-1 
C-1 NC-1 
C-1 C-2 
C-1 NC-1 
C-2 NC-2 
C-2 NC-3 

RC-1 NC-l 
RC-1 RM-1 

C-2 a roadway 

C-2 NC-2 
C-2 NC-2 
C-2 NC-S 



Existing Proposed .. 
Street or Area Generalized District Boundaries 

Bush St. Larkin to Polk Sts. 
Fillmore to Steiner Sts. [south side] 
Scott to Broderick Sts. [south side] 

Cabrillo St. at 7th Ave. C-1 NC-1 
at 1Oth Ave. R.C-1 NC-1 
45th to 46th Aves. RC-1 NC-1 

California St. Hyde to Polk Sts. RC-3 Polk 
Fillmore to Steiner Sts. C-2 Upper Fillmore 
Divisadero to Broderick Sts. C-2 NC-2 
Lyon St. to Presidio Ave. C-2 NC-2 
at Presidio Ave. RM-1 NC-2 
Laurel St. to Parker Ave. C-2 NC-S 
4th to 6th Aves. C-1 NC-2 
6th to 7th Aves. RC-1 NC-2 
at 17th Ave. RC-1 NC-1 
at 22nd Ave. R<;:-1 NC-1 
at 23rd Ave. RC-1 NC-1 
at 25th Ave. RC-1 NC-1 

Cambon Dr. at Castelo Ave. C-1 NC-S 

Capitol Ave. at Broad St. RC-1 NC-1 

Carroll· Ave. Thornton Ave. to Quint St. C-1 NC-1 ~•-:,. t•;r"; . 
•. ;:!'· 

Castro St. 1 7th to 19th Sts. C-2 Castro 
24th to 25th Sts. RC-1 24th-Noe Valley 

Chestnut St. Powell to Mason Sts. RC-3 North Beach 
Mason to Jones Sts. C-2 North Beach 
Fillmore to Divisadero Sts. C-2 NC-2 
Divisadero to t3roderick Sts. . C-2 RH-3. 

Church St. Hermann to Market Sts. C-2 NC~3 

Duboce Ave. to 15th Sts. C-2 Upper Market 
at 25th St. RC-1 NC-1 
at Clipper St. RC-1 NC-1 

.. 
at 26th St. RC-1 NC-1 
at Army St. RC-1 NC-1 
at 27th St. RC-1 NC-1 
at Duncan St. RC-1 NC-1 
at 28th St. RC-1 NC~l 

Valley to 30th Sts. C-1 NC-1 

·Clement St. Arguello Blvd. to Funston Ave. C-2 Inner Clement 
14th to 16th /\ ves. RM-1 NC-1 
17th to 18th Aves. RH-3 NC-1 • 19th to 27th Aves. C-1 Outer Clement 
31 st to 33rd Aves. C-1 NC-1 

/ 
--~ 
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Existing Proposed 
Generalized District Boundaries 

St. Carl St. to Parnassus Ave. RC-1 NC-1 

Columbus Ave. Pacific Ave. to Broadway C-2 Broadway 
Broadway to Francisco St. C-2 North Beach 

Cortland St. Bonview to Folsom Sts. C-2 NC-2 

Dewey Blvd. at Laguna Honda Blvd. C-1 NC-1 

Diamond St. Chenery to Bosworth Sts. C-2 NC-2 

Diamond Heights Shopping Center C-1 NC-S 

Diamond Heights Blvd. Duncan St. to Gold Mine Dr. C-1 NC-S 

Divisadero St. Haight St. to Golden Gate Ave. C-2 NC-2 
Golden Gate Ave. to Turk St. C-2 RM-1 
Turk to Eddy Sts. C-2 RM-3 
Eddy to O'Farrell Sts. C-2 NC-2 
O'Farrell to Bush Sts. C-2 NC-3 
Bush to Sacramento Sts. C-2 NC-2 

Duboce Ave • Guerrero to Church Sts. C-2 NC-3 

• Eddy St. Gough to Laguna Sts. C-1 NC-S 
at Buchanan St. C-1 NC-S 
at Pierce St. RC-2 NC-1 

Farmer's Market Area C-M/C-2 NC-S 

Fillmore St. Germania to Haight Sts. RC-1 NC-1 
McAllister to Bush Sts. C-2 NC-3 
Bush to Jackson Sts. C-2 Upper Fill more 
Union to Moulton Sts. C-2 Union 

Fitzgerald Ave. at Ingalls St. C-1 NC-1 

Francisco St. Powell to Mason Sts. [north side] RC-4 North Beach 
Powell to Mason Sts. [south side] RC-3 North Beach 
Mason to Jones Sts. C-2 North Beach 

Franklin St. Market to Oak Sts. C-M NC-3 
Hickory to Ivy Sts. C-2 Hayes-Gough 
Ivy to Turk Sts. C-2 NC-3 
Myrtle to California Sts. C-2 NC-3 

Frederick St. at Stanyan St. [NW corner] C-2 NC-1 
at Stanyan St. [NE,SW ,SE corners] RC-1 NC-1 

• 
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Existing Proposed 
Street or Area · Generalized District Boundaries Zoning Zoning I 

Fulton St .. Franklin to Gough Sts. C-2 NC-3 .~ 
Gough to Octavia Sts. C-M NC-3 
Octavia to Laguna Sts. C-M RM-2 
at Fillmore St. RC-f#. NC-1 
Central to Masonic Aves. [south side] C-1 NC-1 
Central to Masonic Aves. [north side] C-1 NC-S 
at Masonic Ave. [S 'f/ corner] RH-3 NC-1 
at 8th Ave. C-1 RM-3 

Geary Blvd. · Franklin to Gough Sts. C-2 NC-3 
Laguna to Fillmore Sts. C-2 NC-S 
Fillmore to Steiner Sts. C-2 NC-3 
Scott St. to Funston Ave. C-2 NC-3 
Lyon St. to Presidio Ave. RC-3 NC-3 
1 fl.nd to 28th Aves. C-2 NC-3 
33rd to 34th Aves. RC-2 NC-1 

Geneva Ave. at San Jose Ave. RC-1 NC-1 
Alemany Blvd. to Paris St. C-2 NC-3 
Paris to Edinburgh Sts. RC-1 RH-1 
Edinburgh to Vienna Sts. C-2 NC-2 
at Prague St. C-1 NC-1 
at Walbridge Ave. C-2 NC-S 
Carrizal to Pasadena Sts. C-1 NC-1 

G.E~T. Shopping Center C-2 NC-S t.\ 
~ ··1>{,~_:) 

Gilman Ave. Griffith to Fitch Sts. C-1 NC-1 

Glen Park Area C-2 NC-2 

Gough St. Market to Lily Sts. C-M NC-3 
Lily to Grove Sts. C-2 Hayes-Gough 
Ivy to Turk Sts., C-2 NC-3 
Geary to Fern Sts. C-2 NC-3 

·Grant Ave. Broadway to Filbert St. C-2 North Beach 

Great Hwy. Balboa to Fulton Sts. C-1 RM-1 
at Cabrillo St. C-1 NC-1 
Lincoln Wy. to Irving St. C-2 NC-2 

Green St. Grant Ave. to Powell St. C-2 North 13each 

Grove St. Franklin to Octavia Sts. C-2 NC-3 

:Guerrero St. Market St. to Duboce Ave. . - C-2 NC-3 
at 14th St. RC-1 NC-1 
at 17th St. RC-1 NC-1 • at 18th St. RC-1 NC-1 
at 22nd St. RC-1 NC-1 ., 

-.,;·.'· 
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Existing Proposed 
• Street or Area Generalized District Boundaries Zoning Zoning 

Ocean Ave. Mission St. to Cayuga Ave. C-2 NC-3 
Otsego to San Jose Aves. C-2 NC-2 
Phelan Ave. to Manor Dr. C-2 NC-3 
Paloma Ave. to Junipero Serra Blvd. C-2 NC-2 
Junipero Serra !31vd. to 19th Ave. C-2 NC-3 
Everglade to Clearfield Drs. C-2 NC-S 

Ogden Ave. Putnam to Bradford Sts. C-M NC-S 

Ortega St. 18th to 1 9th Aves. C-1 NC-1 

Pacific Ave. Powell to Taylor Sts. RC-3 NC-2 
Taylor to Polk Sts. RC-2 NC-2 

Page St. Franklin to Gough Sts. C-M NC-3 

Palou Ave. at Crisp Rd. C-1 NC-1 

Parkmerced Shopping Center C-1 NC-S 

Parkside Shopping Center C-2 NC-S 

Peralta Ave. Jarboe to Tompkins Aves. C-2 NC-S 

• Petrini Plaza Shopping Center C-1 NC-S 

Pierce St. at Post St. C-2 RH-3 

Pine St. Larkin to Polk Sts. C-2 Polk 
Fillmore to Steiner Sts. C-2 Upper Fillmore 

Plymouth Ave. San Jose Ave. to Farallones St. C-1 NC-1 
Sagamore to Broad Sts. [east side] C-1 RH-2 

Point Lobos Ave. 42nd to 43rd Ave. C-1 NC-1 
at El Camino del Mar C-2 p 

Polk St. Post to Filbert Sts. C-2 Polk 

Portola Dr. O'Shaughnessy Blvd to Evelyn Wy. C-1 NC-S 

Post St. Larkin to Polk Sts. [north side] C-2 Polk 
Van Ness Ave. to Gough St. C-2 NC-3 
Laguna to ''VI ebster Sts. [north side] C-2 NC-2 
Laguna to Fillmore Sts. [south side] C-2 NC-S 
Fillmore to Pierce Sts. C-2 RM-3 
Scott to Broderick Sts. C-2 NC-3 

Potrero Ave. at 25th St. C-2 NC-1 • 
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Existing Proposed 
' Street or Area Generalized District Boundaries Zoning Zoning 

·~ Powell St. Broadway to Greenwich St. C-2 North Beach 
Chestnut to Francisco Sts. C-2 North Beach 

Preclta Ave. Folsom to Treat Sts. C-1 NC-1 
at Hampshire St. C-2 NC-1 

Randolph St. at Orizaba St. RC-1 NC-1 
Victoria to Ramsell Sts. C-1 NC-1 

Sacramento St. at Baker St. RC-1 NC-1 
Lyon to Spruce Sts. C-2 Sacramento 

San Bruno Ave. Hale to Woolsey Sts. C-2 NC-2 
Dwight to Olmstead Sts. C-2 NC-2 
at Wilde Ave. C-1 NC-1 

San Jose Ave. Standish to Nantucket Aves. C-1 NC-1 

Sanchez St. at 26th St. RC-1 NC-1 

Scott St. Geary 81 vd. to Bush St. C-2 NC-3 

Silver Ave. Holyoke to Goettingen Stse C-1 NC-1 

• Sloat Blvd. Ever.glade to Clearfield Drs. C-2 NC-S •-44th Ave. to Great Hwy. C-2 NC-2 / ,~· '. 

-.~:./ 

South Van Ness Ave. at 19th St. C-2 NC-1 
23rd to 2~th Sts. C-2 NC-1 

Stanyan St .. at Page St. RC-2 NC-1 
Page to Waller Sts. C-2 Haight 
Waller to Beulah Sts. RC-1 Haight 
at Frederick St. RC-1 NC-1 
at Parnassus Ave. C-1 NC-1 

· Steiner St. Golden Gate Ave. to O'Farrell St. C-2 RM-3 
Geary Blvd. to Bush St. C-2 RM-3 

Stockton St. Broadway to Greenwich St. C-2 North .Beach 

SuMydale Ave. at Hahn St. C-1 NC-1 

Sutter St. Larkin to Polk Sts. C-2 Polk 
Yan Ness Ave. to Gough St. C-2 NC-3 
Steiner to Pierce Sts. C-2 NC-2 
Scott to Broderick Sts. C-2 NC-3 

Taraval St. 12th to 36th Aves. C-2 NC-2 • 40th to ~1st Aves. C-1 NC-1 
46th to 47th Aves. C-1 NC-1 
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Existing Proposed 
Generalized District Boundaries 

Ave. at Bridgeview Dr. C-1 NC-1 

Tunnel Ave. Bayshore Blvd. to Blanken Ave. C-1 NC-1 

Union St. Van Ness Ave. to Steiner St. C-2 Union 

Valencia St. 14th to 20th Sts. C-M Valencia 
20th to Army Sts. C-2 Valencia 

VaUejo St. Grant Ave. to Powell St. C-2 North Beach 
Polk St. to Van Ness Ave. C-2 RH-3 

Vandewater St. Powell to Mason Sts. [south side] RC-4 North Beach 

Vicente St. 22nd to 24th Aves. C-1 NC-2 
34th to 35th Aves. C-1 NC-1 
39th to 40th Aves. C-1 NC-1 
42nd to 43rd Aves. C-1 NC-1 

Waller St. Octavia to Laguna Sts. C-2 NC-3· 

Washington St. at Broderick St. RC-1 NC-1 

Webster St. Ellis to Post Sts. C-2 NC-S 

.West Portal Ave. Ulloa St. to 15th Ave. C-2 NC-3 

Williams Ave. Newhall to Phelps Sts. C-2 NC-S 

3rd St. 22nd to 23rd Sts. RC-2 NC-2 
Innes to La Salle Aves. C-M NC-3 
La Salle to Yosemite Aves. C-2 NC-3 
Gilman to Key Aves. C-2 NC-3 
Key to Meade Aves. C-2 RH-1 

7th Ave. Cabrillo to Fulton Sts. C-1 NC-1 

9th Ave. Lincoln Wy. to Judah St. C-2 NC-2 

14th ·St. Dolores to Church Sts. C-2 NC-3 
Church to Belcher Sts. C-2 Upper Market 

15th St. Natoma to Julian Sts. C-M NC-3 
Church to Sanchez Sts. C-2 Upper Market 

16th St. Capp to Valencia Sts. C-M NC-3 
Valencia to Dolores Sts. C-2 Valencia 
Sanchez to N oe Sts. C-2 Upper Market 

• 
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Existing Proposed 
Street or Area Generalized District Boundaries Zoning Zoning . 
17th St. Capp to Valencia Sts. C-M NC-3 ·~ Hartford to Castro Sts. [north side] C-2 Upper Mar;-ket 

Hartford to Castro Sts. [south side] C-2 Castro 

18th St. . Texas to Connecticut Sts. C-2 NC~2 

Capp to San Car los Sts. C-2 NC-3 
Guerrero to Oakwood Sts. RC-1 NC-1 
at Dolores St. RC-1 NC-1 
N oe to Hartford Sts. RC-1 Castro 
Hartford to Diamond Sts. C-2 Castro 

19th Ave. Junipero Serra Blvd. to Randolph St. C-2 NC-2 

19th St. Capp to San Car los Sts. C-2 NC-3 

20th St. Missouri to Arkansas Sts. C-2 NC-2 
Treat St. to South Van Ness Ave. C-2 NC-2 
Capp to San Carlos Sts. C-2 NC-3 
San Carlos to Lexington Sts. RC-1 NC-1 

21st St. Capp to Valencia Sts. C-2 NC-3 

22nd St. 3rd to Minnesota Sts. RC-2 NC-2 
at Folsom St. RC-1 NC-1 :., South Van Ness Ave. to Capp St. RC-1 NC-1 
Capp. to Bartlett Sts. C-2 NC-3 "'' 'i I 

" ."J 

23rd St. Arkansas to Wisconsin Sts. RC-1 NC-1 
Capp to Bartlett Sts. C-2 NC-3 

24th St. Vermont St. to San Bruno Ave. C-2 RH-2 
San Bruno Ave. to Bartlett St. C-2 24th -Mission 
Chattanooga to Diamond Sts. RC-1 24th-Noe Valley 
at Douglass St. RC-1 NC-1. 

26th St. Shotwell to Bartlett Sts. C-2 NC-3 

29th St. Mission St. to San Jose Ave. C-2 NC-2 
at Dolores St. RC-1· NC-1 
at Sanchez St. RC-1 NC-1 -

• 
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Western Shoreline
Area Plan

INTRODUCTION

The conservation of the California coast has always been of interest and concern to San Francisco. From the early years

of the city’s history, the coastal beach and cliff areas have been an important recreational and natural resource to the

people of San Francisco and the Bay Area. There has always been an intense interest among the city’s citizens in

maintaining the area for the use and enjoyment of the public. This position was underscored by the enthusiastic

participation of the City in establishing the Golden Gate National Recreation Area and the overwhelming voter support for

Proposition 20 in 1972 which led to the passage of the Coastal Act of 1976. Pursuant to that act San Francisco prepared

a Local Coastal Program adopted by the City Planning Commission, and the Board of Supervisors, and certified by the

California Coastal Commission on April 26, 1984.

The City Planning Commission is responsible for adopting and maintaining a comprehensive long-term general plan for

future development of the City and County of San Francisco known as the Master Plan. The Plan is divided into a

number of functional elements, including Urban Design, Residence, Recreation and Open Space, Commerce and

Industry, Environmental Protection, Transportation, and a number of subarea plans, including the Civic Center Plan,

Northeastern Waterfront Plan and the Central Waterfront Plan.

The policies of the Local Coastal Program, together with the addition of summary objectives to the various section

readings to make it compatible with other area plans, are being incorporated in the City’s Master Plan, as an area plan

under the title Western Shoreline Plan.

The San Francisco Coastal Zone extends approximately 6 miles along the western shoreline from the Fort Funston cliff

area in the south to the Point Lobos recreational area in the north. The south end of the Coastal Zone includes the Lake

Merced area, the Zoo, the Olympic Country Club, and the seashore and bluff area of Fort Funston. The Coastal Zone

spans the Ocean Beach shoreline and includes Golden Gate Park west of Fortieth Avenue, the Great Highway corridor

and the adjacent residential blocks in the Sunset and Richmond districts. The north end of the seashore includes the Cliff

House and Sutro Baths area, Sutro Heights Park, and Point Lobos recreational area.

Most of the San Francisco western shoreline is publicly owned. Golden Gate Park, the Zoo, and Lake Merced contain

60% of the 1,771 acres which comprise the Coastal Zone area. Another 25% of the Coastal Zone is within the Golden

Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Only 14% of the land is privately owned, and 9% of this land is within the

Olympic Country Club area. The remainder 5% is private residential and commercial property which fronts or lies in close

proximity to the seashore.

The Coastal Zone is the area shown on Map 1.
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 MAP 1 - Coastal Zone Area

The area covered by the Western Shoreline Plan is divided into ten subareas as listed below and shown on Map 2.
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 MAP 2 - Western Shoreline Plan

• The Great Highway

• Golden Gate Park
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• The Zoo

• Lake Merced

• Ocean Beach

• Sutro Heights Park

• Cliff House Sutro Baths

• Fort Funston

• Olympic Country Club

• Richmond and Sunset Residential Neighborhoods

The Plan consists of transportation policies for the entire Coastal Zone and of specific policies relating to the ten

subareas.

 

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES

Transportation

OBJECTIVE 1
IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT ACCESS TO THE COAST.

POLICY 1.1
Improve crosstown public transit connections to the coastal area, speci�cally Ocean Beach, the Zoo and the
Cli� House.

POLICY 1.2
Provide transit connections amongst the important coastal recreational destinations

POLICY 1.3
Connect local transit routes with regional transit, including BART, Golden Gate Transit, and the Golden
Gate National Recreation Transit.

POLICY 1.4
Provide incentives for transit usage.

POLICY 1.5
Consolidate the Municipal Railway turnaround at the former Playland-at-the-Beach site.

POLICY 1.6
Provide transit shelters at the beach for transit patrons.
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The Great Highway

OBJECTIVE 2

REDESIGN THE GREAT HIGHWAY TO ENHANCE ITS SCENIC QUALITIES AND RECREATIONAL
USE.

POLICY 2.1
Develop the Great Highway right-of-way as a four lane straight highway with recreational trails for bicycle,
pedestrian, landscaping, and parking. Emphasize slow pleasure tra�c and safe pedestrian access to beach.

POLICY 2.2
Maintain the landscaped recreational corridor adjacent to the development at the former Playland-at-the-
Beach site to provide a link between Golden Gate park and Sutro Heights park.

POLICY 2.3
Provide for a continuation of the bicycle trail by an exclusive bicycle lane on public streets between the
Great Highway and Point Lobos.

POLICY 2.4
Improve public access to Ocean Beach from Golden Gate Park by providing a landscaped bridge over
vehicular underpass, if funds are not available improve public access by providing grade crossings with
signals, walkways, lighting and landscaping.

POLICY 2.5
Locate parking for users of Ocean Beach and other coastal recreational areas so that the Great Highway
need not be crossed. Provide limited parking east of the highway for park use. Design parking to a�ord
maximum protection to the dune ecosystem.

POLICY 2.6
Provide permanent parking for normal use required by beach users in the Great Highway corridor (taking
into account the increased accessibility by transit); provide multiple use areas which could be used for
parking at peak times, but could be used for recreational uses when not needed for parking.

POLICY 2.7
improve pedestrian safety by providing clearly marked crossings and installing signalization.

POLICY 2.8
Enhance personal safety by lighting parking areas and pedestrian crossings.

POLICY 2.9
Improve public access to Ocean Beach south of Lincoln Way by providing grade crossing with signals and
walkways at every other block.

Golden Gate Park
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OBJECTIVE 3

ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL CONNECTION BETWEEN GOLDEN GATE PARK AND THE BEACH
FRONTAGE.

POLICY 3.1
Strengthen the visual and physical connection between the park and beach. Emphasize the naturalistic
landscape qualities of the western end of the park for visitor use. When possible eliminate the Richmond-
Sunset sewer treatment facilities.

POLICY 3.2
Continue to implement a long-term reforestation program at the western portion of the park.

POLICY 3.3
Develop and periodically revise a Master Plan for Golden Gate Park to include speci�c policies for the
maintenance and improvement of recreational access in the western portion of the park.

POLICY 3.4
Rehabilitate the Beach Chalet for increased visitor use.

The Zoo

OBJECTIVE 4

IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF THE ZOO AND ITS RELATIONSHIP TO THE COASTAL ZONE
RECREATIONAL SYSTEM.

POLICY 4.1
Maintain the landscaped park-like atmosphere of the Zoo.

POLICY 4.2
Enhance visitor interest in the Zoo by pursuing a speci�c Zoo Master Plan for modernization and
improvement of Zoo facilities and enhancement of the animal collection.

POLICY 4.3
Allow location of a sewage treatment plant and a pump station to serve the western area of San Francisco
on Zoo property. Locate and design the facilities to maximize their joint use by the Zoo.

POLICY 4.4
Expand the existing Zoo area west toward the Great Highway and south toward Skyline Boulevard.

POLICY 4.5
Provide a wind berm along the Great Highway for protection and public viewing of Ocean Beach and the
Paci�c Ocean.

POLICY 4.6
Enhance the entrance to the Zoo by providing visitor amenities at the northwest corner.

POLICY 4.7
Provide parking near the entrance to the Zoo for those visitors who cannot reasonably use public
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transportation.

POLICY 4.8
Provide for the reasonable expansion of the Recreation Center for the Handicapped for recreation
purposes. Accommodate that expansion in a way that will not inhibit the development of either the Zoo or
the treatment plant.

Lake Merced

OBJECTIVE 5

PRESERVE THE RECREATIONAL AND NATURAL HABITAT OF LAKE MERCED.

POLICY 5.1
Preserve in a safe, attractive and usable condition the recreational facilities, passive activities, playgrounds
and vistas of Lake Merced area for the enjoyment of citizens and visitors to the city.

POLICY 5.2
Maintain a recreational pathway around the lake designed for multiple use.

POLICY 5.3
Allow only those activities in Lake Merced area which will not threaten the quality of the water as a standby
reservoir for emergency use.

POLICY 5.4
As it becomes obsolete, replace the police pistol range on the southerly side of South Lake with recreational
facilities.

Ocean Beach

OBJECTIVE 6

MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL USE OF SAN FRANCISCOʼS OCEAN BEACH
SHORELINE.

POLICY 6.1
Continue Ocean Beach as a natural beach area for public recreation.

POLICY 6.2
Improve and stabilize the sand dunes where necessary with natural materials to control erosion.

POLICY 6.3
Keep the natural appearance of the beach and maximize its usefulness by maintaining the beach in a state
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free of litter and debris.

POLICY 6.4
Maintain and improve the physical condition and appearance of the Esplanade between Lincoln Way and
the Cli� House.

POLICY 6.5
Enhance the enjoyment of visitors to Ocean Beach by providing convenient visitor-oriented services,
including take-out food facilities.

POLICY 6.6
Extend the seawall promenade south to Sloat Boulevard as funds become available.

Sutro Heights Park

OBJECTIVE 7

PRESERVE AND RESTORE SUTRO HEIGHTS PARK.

POLICY 7.1
Continue the use of Sutro Heights Park as a park, preserve its natural features, and retain its quiet
neighborhood orientation.

POLICY 7.2
Restore elements of the historic garden and landscaping and include minor interpretive displays and
seating areas.

POLICY 7.3
Improve access between Golden Gate Park and Sutro Heights Park by providing a new trail system up the
south slope of Sutro Heights Park within the La Playa Street right-of-way for equestrians, pedestrians and
joggers.

POLICY 7.4
Protect the natural blu�s below Sutro Heights Park. Keep the hillside undeveloped in order to protect the
hilltop landform, and maintain views to and from the park. Acquire the former Playland-at-the-Beach site
north of Balboa if funds become available.

Cliff House - Sutro Baths

OBJECTIVE 8

MAINTAIN THE VISITOR ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE CLIFF HOUSE AND SUTRO BATH COMPLEX.
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POLICY 8.1
Develop the Cli� House/Sutro Bath area as a nature-oriented shoreline park. Permit limited commercial-
recreation uses if public ownership is retained and if development is carefully controlled to preserve the
natural characteristics of the site.

POLICY 8.2
Restore the Cli� House to its 1909 appearance or, if �nancially feasible, to an accurate replica of the
original 1890 structure.

POLICY 8.3
Insure hiker safety by providing a clearly marked and well maintained pathway system.

POLICY 8.4
Redesign parking and vehicular circulation in the area to relieve congestion and provide for the safety of
pedestrians crossing Point Lobos.

POLICY 8.5
To increase visitor enjoyment, mitigate the noise and air pollution caused by tour buses by relocating bus
waiting areas.

Fort Funston

OBJECTIVE 9

CONSERVE THE NATURAL CLIFF ENVIRONMENT ALONG FORT FUNSTON.

POLICY 9.1
Maximize the natural qualities of Fort Funston. Conserve the ecology of entire Fort and develop
recreational uses which will have only minimal e�ect on the natural environment.

POLICY 9.2
Permit hanggliding but regulate it so that it does not signi�cantly con�ict with other recreational and more
passive uses and does not impact the natural quality of the area.

Olympic Country Club

OBJECTIVE 10

RETAIN THE OPEN SPACE QUALITY OF THE OLYMPIC COUNTRY CLUB AREA.

POLICY 10.1
If the private golf course use is discontinued, acquire the area for public recreation and open space, if
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feasible.

POLICY 10.2
Maintain the existing public easement along the beach. Encourage the granting of an additional easement
by the Olympic Country Club to the National Park Service for public use and maintenance of the sensitive
blu� area west of Skyline Boulevard as part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.

POLICY 10.3
Protect the stability of the westerly blu�s by consolidating the informal trails along the blu� area into a
formal trail system which would be clearly marked. Coordinate the lateral trail system along the blu� with
the San Mateo trail system south of the San Francisco boundary.

Richmond and Sunset Residential
Neighborhoods

OBJECTIVE 11

PRESERVE THE SCALE OF RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ALONG THE
COASTAL ZONE AREA.

POLICY 11.1
Preserve the scale and character of existing residential neighborhoods by setting allowable densities at the
density generally prevailing in the area and regulating new development so its appearance is compatible
with adjacent buildings.

POLICY 11.2
Develop the former Playland-at-the-Beach site as a moderate density residential apartment development
with neighborhood commercial uses to serve the residential community and, to a limited extent, visitors to
the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.

POLICY 11.3
Continue the enforcement of citywide housing policies, ordinances and standards regarding the provision
of safe and convenient housing to residents of all income levels, especially low- and moderate-income
people.

POLICY 11.4
Strive to increase the amount of housing units citywide, especially units for low- and moderate-income
people.

POLICY 11.5
Work with federal and state funding agencies to acquire subsidy assistance for private developers for the
provision of low- and moderate-income units.

POLICY 11.6
Protect the neighborhood environment of the Richmond and Sunset residential areas from the tra�c and
visitor impacts from the public using adjacent recreation and open space areas.

POLICY 11.7
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Maintain a community business district along Sloat Boulevard within the Coastal Zone to provide goods and
services to residents of the outer Sunset and visitors to the Zoo and Ocean Beach.

Coastal Hazards

OBJECTIVE 12

PRESERVE, ENHANCE, AND RESTORE THE OCEAN BEACH SHORELINE WHILE PROTECTING
PUBLIC ACCESS, SCENIC QUALITY, NATURAL RESOURCES, CRITICAL PUBLIC
INFRASTRUCTURE, AND EXISTING DEVELOPMENT FROM COASTAL HAZARDS.

POLICY 12.1
Adopt Managed Retreat Adaptation Measures Between Sloat Boulevard and Skyline Drive.

Erosion ofthe bluff and beach south of Sloat Boulevard has resulted in damage to and loss of beach parking and portions

of the Great Highway, and threatens existing critical wastewater system infrastructure. Sea level rise will likely exacerbate

these hazards in the future. The City shall pursue adaptation measures to preserve, enhance, and restore public access,

scenic quality, and natural resources along Ocean Beach south of Sloat Boulevard and to protect existing wastewater

and stormwater infrastructure from impacts due to shoreline erosion and sea level rise. Federal projects in the Coastal

Zone are not subject to city-issued coastal development permits. Local Coastal Program policies regarding adaptation

within Golden Gate National Recreation Area simply provide guidance to both the National Park Service and California

Coastal Commission, which review federal projects under the Coastal Zone Management Act. All non-federal

development on federal lands is subject to coastal development permit review by the California Coastal Commission.

Implementation Measures:
(a) As the shoreline retreats due to erosion and sea level rise, incrementally remove shoreline protection devices, rubble

that has fallen onto the beach, roadway surfaces, and concrete barriers south of Sloat Boulevard.

(b) Relocate public beach parking and public restrooms to areas that will not be affected by shoreline erosion or sea level

rise for their expected lifespan given current sea level rise projections and mapping. The relocated facilities should not

require the construction of shoreline protection devices and should be relocated if they are threatened by coastal hazards

in the future.

(c) Close the Great Highway between Sloat and Skyline boulevards and make circulation and safety improvements along

Sloat and Skyline boulevards to better accommodate bicyclists, pedestrians, and vehicles.

(d) Import sand to restore the beach and construct dunes. Stabilize dunes with vegetation, beach grass straw punch,

brushwood fencing, or other non-structural methods.

(e) Extend the coastal trail to Fort Funston and Lake Merced by constructing a multi-use public access pathway along the

shoreline from Sloat Boulevard to Skyline Boulevard.

(f) Permit shoreline protection devices if necessary to protect coastal water quality and public health by preventing

damage to existing wastewater and stormwater infrastructure due to shoreline erosion onlv when less environmentally

damaging alternatives are determined to be infeasible.

(g) Maintain service vehicle access necessary for the continued operation and maintenance of existing wastewater and

stormwater infrastructure systems.

POLICY 12.2
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Develop and Implement Sea Level Rise Adaptation Plans for the Western Shoreline.

Sea level rise and erosion threaten San Francisco's coastal resources and their impacts will worsen over time. San

Francisco shall use the best available science to support the development of adaptation measures to protect our coastal

resources in response to sea level rise and coastal hazards.

Implementation Measures:
(a) Conduct detailed sea level rise vulnerability assessments and develop adaptation plans to minimize risks to life,

property, essential public services, public access and recreation, and scenic and natural resources from shoreline

erosion, coastal flooding and sea level rise for the Western Shoreline Area.

(b) The vulnerability assessments shall be based on sea level rise protections for likely and worst-case mid-century and

end-of-century sea level rise in combination with a 100-year storm event, and shall include one or more scenarios that do

not rely on existing shoreline protection devices.

(c) Adaptation measures shall be designed to minimize impacts on shoreline sand supply, scenic and natural resources,

public recreation, and coastal access.

(d) The adaptation plans shall consider a range of alternatives, including protection, elevation, flood proofing, relocation

or partial relocation, and reconfiguration.

(e) Adaptation measures that preserve, enhance, or restore the sandv beach, dunes, and natural and scenic resources

such as beach nourishment, dune restoration, and managed retreat shall be preferred over new or expanded shoreline

protection devices.

(f) The adaptation plans shall consider the recommendations contained in the SPUR Ocean Beach Master Plan.

(g) Create and maintain sea level rise hazard maps to designate areas within the coastal zone that would be exposed to

an increased risk of.flooding due to sea level rise. The maps shall include likely and worst case mid-century and end-of-

century sea level rise projections in combination with a 100-year storm event. The maps shall include a scenario that

does not include existing shoreline protection devices. The maps shall be updated when new information warranting

significant adjustments to sea level rise projections becomes available.

POLICY 12.3
Develop and Implement a Beach Nourishment Program to Sustain Ocean Beach.

Shoreline erosion has substantially narrowed the sandy beach south of Sloat Boulevard. Sea level rise will likely

exacerbate the loss of sandy beach south of Sloat Boulevard and may extend this effect to the north towards the Cliff

House. The City shall pursue the development and implementation of a long-term beach nourishment program to

maintain a sandy beach along the western shoreline to preserve Ocean Beach as a public recreational resource for

future generations and to protect existing public infrastructure and development from coastal hazards.

Implementation Measure:
Work with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to develop and implement a beach nourishment program involving the

placement of sand dredged from the San Francisco bar navigation channel offshore of the Golden Gate onto Ocean

Beach. Other sources of suitable sand for beach nourishment may also be identified and permitted. Sand shall not be

removed from stable dunes.

POLICY 12.4
Develop the Shoreline in a Responsible Manner.

Sea level rise and erosion impacts will worsen over time and could put private and public development in the Western

Shoreline Area at risk of flooding. Given these future impacts, development in the Coastal Zone should be sited to avoid

coastal hazard areas when feasible. If avoidance is infeasible, development shall be designed to minimize impacts to

public safety and property from current or future flooding and erosion without reliance on current or future shoreline

Western Shoreline | San Francisco General Plan https://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Western_Shoreline.htm

12 of 14 1/15/2024, 5:39 PM



protection features.

New development and substantial improvements to existing development located in areas exposed to an increased risk

of flooding or erosion due to sea level rise shall be designed and constructed to minimize risks to life and property.

New development and substantial improvements to existing development shall ensure stability and structural integrity,

and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding

area.

New development and substantial improvements to existing development shall not require the construction of shoreline

protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. If new development becomes

imminently threatened in the future, it shall rely on alternative adaptation measures up to and including eventual removal.

Public recreational access facilities (e.g., public parks, restroom facilities, parking, bicycle facilities, trails, and paths),

public infrastructure (e.g., public roads, sidewalks. and public utilities), and coastal-dependent development shall be sited

and designed in such a way as to limit potential impacts to coastal resources over the structure's lifetime. As appropriate,

such development may be allowed within the immediate shoreline area only if it meets all of the following criteria:

1. The development is required to serve public recreational access and/or public trust needs and cannot be feasibly

sited in an alternative area that avoids current and future hazards.

2. The development will not require a new or expanded shoreline protective device and the development shall be sited

and designed to be easy to relocated and/or removed, without significant damage to shoreline and/or bluff areas,

when it can no longer serve its intended purpose due to coastal hazards.

3. The development shall only be allowed when it will not cause, expand, or accelerate instability of a bluff.

POLICY 12.5
Limit Shoreline Protection Devices

Shoreline protection devices such as rock revetments and seawalls can negatively impact coastal resources by

disrupting sand transport and fixing the shoreline in a specific location, leading to the eventual narrowing and ultimate

loss of sandy beaches. Such structures are expensive to construct and maintain, may be incompatible with recreational

uses and the scenic qualities of the shoreline, and may physically displace or destroy environmentally sensitive habitat

areas associated with bluffs, dunes, beaches, and intertidal areas. Because of these impacts, shoreline protection

devices shall be avoided and only implemented where less environmentally damaging alternatives are not feasible.

Shoreline protection devices such as rock revetments and seawalls shall be permitted only where necessary to protect

existing critical infrastructure and existing development from a substantial risk of loss or major damage due to erosion

and only where less environmentally damaging alternatives such as beach nourishment, dune restoration and managed

retreat are determined to be infeasible. New or expanded shoreline protection devices should not be permitted solely to

protect parking, restrooms, or pedestrian or bicycle facilities.

POLICY 12.6
Minimize Impacts of Shoreline Protection Devices.

Shoreline protection devices may be necessary to protect existing critical infrastructure or development. These shoreline

protection devices shall be designed to minimize their impacts on coastal resources while providing adequate protection

for existing critical infrastructure and existing development.

All shoreline protection devices shall be designed and constructed to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on shoreline

sand supply, environmentally sensitive habitat areas, scenic quality, public recreation, and coastal access.

Shoreline protection devices shall be designed to blend visually with the natural shoreline, provide for public recreational

access, and include proportional mitigation for unavoidable coastal resource and environmentally sensitive habitat

impacts.

Coastal permit applications for reconstruction, expansion, or replacement of existing shoreline protection devices shall

include a re-assessment of the need for the device, the need for any repair or maintenance of the device, any additional

required mitigation for unavoidable impacts to coastal resources and the potential for removal or relocation based on
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changed conditions. Coastal permits issued for shoreline protection devices shall authorize their use only for the life of

the structures they were designed to protect.

 

 

Amendment by Board of Supervisors Ordinance 0009-18 Adopted 01/23/2018.

Amendment by Board of Supervisors Ordinance 0009-18 adopted on 5/10/2018.

San Francisco Planning Department
sfplanning.org

Questions or comments on the General Plan? Please email us at pic@sfgov.org.
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Th9a 
Prepared April 20, 2018 for the May 10, 2018 Hearing 

To: Commissioners and Interested Persons 

From: Jeannine Manna, District Manager 
 Stephanie Rexing, District Supervisor 

Patrick Foster, Coastal Planner 

Subject: San Francisco LCP Amendment Number LCP-2-SNF-18-0028-1 (Western 
Shoreline Area Plan) 

 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The City and County of San Francisco (“the City”) proposes to amend its Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) Land Use Plan (LUP), also referred to as the Western Shoreline Area Plan, by adding new 
policies related to coastal hazards.  The proposed amendment primarily addresses erosion, 
flooding, and sea level rise along the Ocean Beach shoreline in San Francisco’s coastal zone and 
transforms some of the broad visions on these points developed through the Ocean Beach Master 
Plan planning process1 into a set of LCP policies that provide direction at a similarly broad level 
of detail.  The proposed amendment requires the City to develop and implement proactive 
adaptation measures applicable to the most severe areas of erosion south of Sloat Boulevard, 
including managed retreat and beach nourishment, and outlines a framework for the development 
of future adaptation measures along the entire shoreline based upon best available science.  In 
that sense, the proposed amendment text is primarily a statement of the City’s overall intentions, 
and a precursor to further LCP work.  At the same time, the amendment includes several 
requirements applicable to the review of development proposed in potentially hazardous areas. 
As a whole, the amendment provides objectives and policies designed to help preserve, enhance 
and restore the Ocean Beach shoreline in light of the significant resources present there, 
including those related to public access, scenic quality, natural resources, and critical public 
infrastructure. 
 
The proposed amendment is the outcome of an LCP Local Assistance Grant Award received by 
the City from the Commission and the State Ocean Protection Council in November 2014, and 
                                                 
1 The Ocean Beach Master Plan (SPUR, 2012) is a collaborative document that represents the cooperation and involvement of the 
City/County of San Francisco and a host of federal, state, and local agencies, as well as community stakeholders in an 18-month 
planning process. The Plan presents recommendations for the management and protection of San Francisco’s Ocean Beach,   
addressing seven focus areas related to land use in San Francisco’s coastal zone: ecology, utility infrastructure, coastal dynamics, 
image and character, program and activities, access and connectivity, and management and stewardship. 
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the proposed policy language has been developed in close coordination with Commission staff, 
local stakeholders and the public.  It is also the City’s first attempt at an LCP amendment since 
the LCP was originally certified in 1986.  Given that the original LCP lacks specificity on a 
range of coastal issues, including issues that have become more pronounced in over three 
decades since certification, Commission staff have discussed the need for a full LCP update with 
the City, including one that could transform the conclusions and recommendations of the full 
Ocean Beach Master Plan into LCP policies.  To be clear, however, this amendment is not that 
update.  Rather, it should be considered a first step, and one that is focused on at least providing 
a baseline of LCP policy language designed to address some of the most pressing issues facing 
the San Francisco shoreline, which will ultimately lead to the City’s long-term goal of a more 
comprehensive LCP update to respond to changes in circumstances and understandings since 
original LCP preparation and adoption in the 1980s. 
 
Staff believes that the proposed amendment can be found consistent with the coastal resource 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and that it reflects the recommendations of the 
Commission’s 2015 Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance.  Indeed, some of the proposed policies 
codify Coastal Act language directly, including permitting requirements related to armoring and 
new development in the coastal zone.  For example, the proposed text explicitly recognizes the 
threat posed by coastal hazards and the need to identify appropriate siting out of harm’s way, 
while ensuring that armoring is avoided wherever feasible and that it be accompanied by 
appropriate mitigation when required to protect existing structures in danger from erosion.  Also 
in line with the Coastal Act’s mandate to protect coastal resources, and in light of the fact that 
the San Francisco shoreline is entirely publicly owned and entirely fronted by public 
development and infrastructure, the amendment discourages new development in areas subject to 
an increased risk of coastal hazards by limiting new public development in the Ocean Beach area 
to that which is required to serve public recreational access or public trust needs, cannot be 
feasibly sited in an alternative area that avoids current and future hazards, will not require new or 
expanded shoreline armoring, and will not contribute to bluff instability.   
 
In short, the proposed amendment represents a first step towards a more comprehensive LCP 
update, and ensures that the City’s LCP includes appropriate coastal hazards-related objectives 
and policies in the interim.  No changes to the existing LUP or IP policies and procedures are 
proposed, so existing policies pertaining to other issues (e.g., coastal access, public recreation, 
transportation, land use, and habitat protection) remain entirely intact.  The proposed text 
strengthens the LCP, is the result of a healthy collaboration between City and Commission staff, 
and staff recommends that the Commission approve the amendment as submitted.  The motion 
and resolution are found on page 4 below. 
 
Staff Note: LCP Amendment Action Deadline  
This proposed LCP amendment was filed as complete on March 30, 2018. It amends the 
LUP only, and thus the 90-day action deadline is June 30, 2018 (pursuant to Coastal Act Sections 
30512 and 30514(b)). Therefore, unless the Commission extends the action deadline (it may be 
extended by up to one year per Coastal Act Section 30517), the Commission has until June 30, 
2018 to take a final action on this LCP amendment. 
 
 

Evan Rosen
Highlight

Evan Rosen
Highlight
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION 

Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve the proposed LCP Land 
Use Plan (LUP) amendment as submitted.  This amendment applies to the LUP only, so the 
Commission needs to make only a single motion in order to act on this recommendation.  Thus, 
staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below.  Passage of the motion will result in the 
certification of the LUP amendment as submitted and adoption of the following resolution and 
findings.  The motion passes only upon an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed 
Commissioners. 

Motion: I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Amendment LCP-2-SNF-18-
0028-1 as submitted by the City and County of San Francisco, and I recommend a yes vote. 

Resolution: The Commission hereby certifies Land Use Plan Amendment LCP-2-SNF-18-
0028-1 as submitted by the City and County of San Francisco and adopts the findings set 
forth below on the grounds that the amendment conforms with the policies of Chapter 3 of 
the Coastal Act. Certification of the Land Use Plan amendment complies with the California 
Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or 
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of 
the plan on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts which the Land Use 
Plan Amendment may have on the environment. 
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II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

A. BACKGROUND 
The City and County of San Francisco prepared its Local Coastal Program (LCP), comprised of 
the Western Shoreline Area Plan and implementing policies of the City’s Planning Code, in the 
early 1980s, and the City’s LCP was originally certified by the Coastal Commission on March 
14, 1986.  There have been no amendments since that time, and thus this current amendment is 
the City’s first attempt at modifying the LCP since it was certified over three decades ago.  
 
In light of issues related to coastal hazards, including as informed by Commission CDP decisions 
in the late 2000s, the City began to explore options for a planning framework to address erosion 
and coastal access along the shoreline through the Ocean Beach Task Force and the Ocean Beach 
Vision Council, culminating in 2012 with the completion of the Ocean Beach Master Plan, 
prepared by the San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR), an urban 
planning nonprofit organization.  The Ocean Beach Master Plan represents the cooperation and 
involvement of the City and the Coastal Commission, among other federal, state, and local 
agencies, as well as community stakeholders in an 18-month planning process addressing seven 
focus areas: ecology, utility infrastructure, coastal dynamics, image and character, program and 
activities, access and connectivity, and management and stewardship.  In November of 2014, the 
City was awarded a LCP Local Assistance Grant Award from the Commission to amend its LCP 
in accordance with the Coastal Act to both better address and account for erosion and sea level 
rise, as well as to convert the vision presented in the Ocean Beach Master Plan into actionable 
LCP policies.  
 
The proposed LCP amendment would lay the foundation for implementation of some of the 
recommendations of the Ocean Beach Master Plan, including those related to the stated goals of 
addressing sea level rise, protecting infrastructure, restoring coastal ecosystems and improving 
public access.  Specifically, the proposed amendment requires the City to develop and implement 
proactive adaptation measures applicable to the most severe areas of erosion south of Sloat 
Boulevard, including managed retreat and beach nourishment, and outlines a framework for the 
development of future adaptation measures along the entire shoreline based upon best available 
science.  In that sense, the proposed amendment text is primarily a statement of the City’s broad 
intentions, and a precursor to further LCP work.  At the same time, the amendment includes 
several requirements applicable to the review of development proposed in potentially hazardous 
areas.  Overall, the amendment provides objectives and policies designed to help preserve, 
enhance and restore the Ocean Beach shoreline in light of the significant resources present there, 
including those related to public access, scenic quality, natural resources, and critical public 
infrastructure. 
 
Work conducted by the City under the LCP Assistance Grant included a public and agency 
involvement strategy consisting of regular meetings with an Interagency Advisory Committee, 
the Ocean Beach Community Advisory Committee, and the general public, to solicit input and 
address questions or concerns.  Existing data and analyses on coastal vulnerability and the 
potential impacts of sea level rise to the City’s coastal zone were integrated to provide a baseline 
understanding of current and future risk to inform development of LCP policies.  Coastal 
Commission staff worked closely with City staff and stakeholders throughout the grant term, 
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participating in the public and interagency meetings, as well as individual meetings with City 
staff, to ensure that LCP policy language reflects the objectives of the Coastal Act and 
recommendations in the Commission’s Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance.  The proposed policies 
are also best designed to fit the unique landscape of development in San Francisco’s coastal zone 
where the immediate shoreline is entirely publicly owned and entirely fronted by public 
development and infrastructure, and thus presents a different set of challenges and objectives 
than those faced by other local governments, where much, if not most of the shoreline is fronted 
by private development and houses. 
 
In addition, another unique fact set here is that the City’s LCP has been untouched since it was 
originally certified in the 1980s.  Given that the original LCP lacks specificity on a range of 
coastal issues, including issues that have become more pronounced in over three decades since 
certification, Commission staff have discussed the need for a full LCP update with the City, 
including one that could transform the conclusions and recommendations of the full Ocean 
Beach Master Plan into LCP policies.  To be clear, however, this amendment is not that update. 
Rather, it should be considered a first step, and one that is focused on at least providing a 
baseline of LCP policy language designed to address some of the most pressing issues facing the 
San Francisco shoreline, which will ultimately lead to the City’s long-term goal of a more 
comprehensive LCP update to respond to changes in circumstances and understandings since 
original LCP preparation and adoption in the 1980s.  
 
 
B. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED LCP AMENDMENT 
The proposed amendment will add a “Coastal Hazards” section to the existing LUP, comprised 
of an objective and policies that seek to address hazards unique to the coastal zone, including 
erosion, coastal flooding, and sea level rise.  The amendment would transform some of the broad 
visions on these points developed through the Ocean Beach Master Plan planning process into a 
set of LCP policies that also provide direction at a similarly broad level of detail.  The proposed 
amendment requires the City to develop and implement proactive adaptation measures applicable 
to the most severe areas of erosion south of Sloat Boulevard, including managed retreat and 
beach nourishment, and outlines a framework for the development of future adaptation measures 
along the entire shoreline based upon best available science.  In that sense, the proposed 
amendment text is primarily a statement of the City’s overall intentions, and a precursor to 
further LCP work.  At the same time, the amendment includes several requirements applicable to 
review of development proposed in potentially hazardous areas.  As a whole, the amendment 
provides objectives and policies designed to help preserve, enhance and restore the Ocean Beach 
shoreline in light of the significant resources present there, including those related to public 
access, scenic quality, natural resources, and critical public infrastructure. 
 
The proposed amendment’s overarching objective, which each of the six proposed policies is 
designed to implement, states: 
 

Objective 12. Preserve, enhance, and restore the Ocean Beach shoreline while protecting 
public access, scenic quality, natural resources, critical public infrastructure, and existing 
development from coastal hazards. 
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Subsequently, each of the proposed policies is directed towards that broader vision.  Specifically, 
LCP Policy 12.1 outlines specific managed retreat adaptation measures that the City will pursue 
in response to impacts from shoreline erosion and sea level rise between Sloat and Skyline 
Boulevards, including incremental removal of shoreline protection devices and other beach 
obstructions, relocation of public beach parking and restrooms to areas that will not require 
shoreline protective devices to ensure the safety of those structures, eventual closure of the Great 
Highway in the area, importation of sand for beach/dune restoration, extension of the coastal trail 
to Fort Funston and Lake Merced through construction of a multi-use pathway along the 
shoreline, and consideration of shoreline armoring to prevent damage to wastewater and 
stormwater infrastructure only when no feasible less environmentally damaging alternatives exist 
and subject to Coastal Act criteria in other proposed policies.   
 
LCP Policy 12.2 provides an overarching framework for the City as they develop future 
adaptation measures for the entire shoreline.  This policy directs the City to develop sea level rise 
adaptation measures using the best available science, including preparation of sea level rise 
vulnerability assessments, hazard maps, and related adaptation plans.  The policy requires that 
such vulnerability assessments and maps be based on sea level rise projections for worst-case 
mid-century and worst case end-of-century sea level rise in combination with a 100-year storm 
event, and includes a scenario that does not rely on existing shoreline protection devices.  
According to this policy, adaptation plans must be designed to minimize coastal resource impacts 
and prioritize measures that preserve, enhance or restore sandy beach areas (e.g., nourishment, 
dune restoration, and managed retreat) over new or expanded shoreline armroing.  Such plans 
must also consider a wide range of non-armoring alternatives, as well as the recommendations 
contained in the Ocean Beach Master Plan. 
 
To further promote soft shoreline protection measures and maintain a sandy beach, LCP Policy 
12.3 requires the City to pursue the development and implementation of a long-term beach 
nourishment program to preserve Ocean Beach as a public recreational resource and protect 
existing public infrastructure.  The City is actively nourishing south Ocean Beach currently 
through the provisions of CDP 2-15-1357, and is exploring additional options and opportunities, 
specifically related to use of dredge spoils from the main Golden Gate Bridge channel dredging 
operations, that could significantly expand such efforts in the future.    
 
Recognizing that sea level rise and erosion are expected to worsen over time, proposed LCP 
Policy 12.4 describes requirements to ensure that the Ocean Beach shoreline is developed in a 
responsible manner, including limiting new public development in the immediate shoreline area 
to that which is required to serve public recreational access and/or public trust needs only if 
certain criteria are met.  The policy also requires that new development and substantial 
improvements to existing development be sited and designed to minimize risks to life and 
property, ensure stability and structural integrity, not contribute to geologic instability, and not 
require protective devices that would alter the natural bluff and shoreline landforms.   
 
The proposed amendment also addresses the potential impacts of proposed shoreline armoring 
with a policy specifically entitled “Limit Shoreline Protective Devices” that provides stringent 
requirements for when such armoring may and may not be allowed.  Specifically, LCP Policy 
12.5 requires shoreline protection devices be avoided, allowing for them only where less 
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environmentally damaging alternatives are not feasible and where necessary to protect existing 
structures from a substantial risk of loss or major damage due to erosion.  In addition, according 
to this proposed policy, new or expanded shoreline protection devices are discouraged to solely 
protect parking, restrooms, or other pedestrian or bicycle facilities.  Further, LCP Policy 12.6 
outlines measures to minimize impacts of otherwise allowable shoreline armoring, including a 
requirement that coastal permit applications for reconstruction, expansion, or replacement of 
existing shoreline protection devices include a re-assessment of the need for the device, the need 
for any repair or maintenance of the device, any additional required mitigation for unavoidable 
impacts to coastal resources, and the potential for removal or relocation based on changed 
conditions.  In addition, the policy requires that such protective devices be designed and 
constructed to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts to sand supply, sensitive habitat areas, the 
area’s scenic qualities, and coastal access. 
 
Thus, some of the proposed policies codify Coastal Act language directly, including permitting 
requirements related to armoring and new development in the coastal zone.  For example, the 
proposed text explicitly recognizes the threat posed by coastal hazards and the need to identify 
appropriate siting out of harm’s way, while ensuring that armoring is avoided wherever feasible 
and that it be accompanied by appropriate mitigation when required to protect existing structures 
in danger from erosion.  Also in line with the Coastal Act’s mandate to protect coastal resources, 
and in light of the fact that San Francisco’s immediate shoreline is entirely publicly owned and 
entirely fronted by public development and infrastructure, the proposed policies discourage new 
development in areas subject to an increased risk of coastal hazards by limiting new public 
development in the Ocean Beach area to that which is required to serve public recreational 
access or public trust needs, cannot be feasibly sited in an alternative area that avoids current and 
future hazards, will not require a new or expanded shoreline armoring, and will not contribute to 
bluff instability.   
 
In short, the proposed amendment represents a first step towards a more comprehensive LCP 
update, and ensures that the City’s LCP includes appropriate coastal hazards-related objectives 
and policies in the interim.  No changes to the existing LUP or IP policies and procedures are 
proposed, so existing policies pertaining to other issues (e.g., coastal access, public recreation, 
transportation, land use, and habitat protection) remain entirely intact.  The proposed text is 
thereby designed to strengthen the LCP, and should be understood in that context.  
 
Please see Exhibit 1 for full text of the policies proposed for addition to the LCP through this 
amendment.   
 
 
C. CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 

Standard of Review 
The proposed amendment affects only the LUP component of the San Francisco LCP.  Pursuant 
to Coastal Act Section 30512.2, the standard of review for LUP amendments is that they must 
conform with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  Applicable Coastal Act policies include: 
 

Section 30235. Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff 
retaining walls, and other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall 
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be permitted when required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing 
structures or public beaches in danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or 
mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. Existing marine structures 
causing water stagnation contributing to pollution problems and fish kills should be 
phased out or upgraded where feasible. 
 
Section 30253. New development shall do all of the following: 
(a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 
(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding 
area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially 
alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. … 
(e) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods that, because of 
their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. 
 
Section 30210. In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational 
opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and 
the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource 
areas from overuse. 
 
Section 30211. Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the 
sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, 
the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 
 
Section 30212(a)(1)(2) (in relevant part). Public access from the nearest public roadway 
to the shoreline and along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except 
where: (1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection 
of fragile coastal resources, (2) adequate access exists nearby… 
 
Section 30213 (in relevant part). Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be 
protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public 
recreational opportunities are preferred… 
 

Section 30220. Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot 
readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses. 
 
Section 30221. Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for 
recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for 
public or commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property 
is already adequately provided for in the area. 
 
Section 30223. Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be 
reserved for such uses, where feasible. 
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The Coastal Act recognizes that development along the California shoreline can be affected by a 
wide variety of coastal hazards, ranging from strong storms and wave uprush to erosion, 
landslides and liquefaction.  Therefore, the Act places a strong emphasis on minimizing risks 
associated with such hazards, and ensuring stability for development over time in such a way as 
to avoid adverse impacts to natural processes and coastal resources.  The latter concept is 
particularly important at the shoreline and bluff interface where shoreline-altering development 
is often undertaken to protect private and public development, oftentimes with significant coastal 
resource consequences.  Such shoreline altering development can lead to coastal resource 
impacts of many types, including adverse effects on sand supply and ecology, public access, 
coastal views, natural landforms, and overall shoreline beach dynamics on and off site.  Thus, the 
Coastal Act prohibits most shoreline protective devices with new development, and only allows 
armoring in limited circumstances, subject to impact avoidance and mitigation. 
 
Coastal Act Section 30235 acknowledges that certain types of development (such as seawalls, 
revetments, retaining walls, groins and other such structural or “hard” methods designed to 
forestall erosion) can alter natural shoreline processes.  Accordingly, along with coastal-
dependent uses, Section 30235 authorizes such construction if “required to protect existing 
structures or public beaches in danger from erosion.”  More specifically, Coastal Act Section 
30235 requires approval of shoreline protective devices when specified criteria are met.  Namely, 
when 1) they are necessary, 2) to protect existing structures or coastal-dependent uses, 3) in 
danger of erosion, 4) are designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts to sand supply, 5) 
mitigate for other coastal resource impacts, and 6) are the least environmentally damaging 
feasible alternative.  Therefore, in cases where shoreline protection can be approved, the coastal 
permit authorization must preserve public beach access, sand supply, coastal ecosystems, natural 
landforms, and other coastal resource values. 
 
Relatedly, Coastal Act Section 30253 requires that risks be minimized, long-term stability and 
structural integrity be provided, and that new development be sited, designed, and built in such a 
way as to not require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural 
landforms along bluffs and cliffs.  Thus, new development must be sited and designed in such a 
way as to avoid shoreline armoring over its lifetime that would substantially alter these key 
natural shoreline landforms while also ensuring that the public will not be exposed to hazardous 
structures or be held responsible for any future stability issues that may affect the development. 
 
The Coastal Act’s access and recreation policies provide significant direction regarding not only 
protecting public recreational access, but also ensuring that access is provided and maximized.  
Specifically, Coastal Act Section 30210 requires that maximum public access and recreational 
opportunities be provided.  This direction to maximize access and recreational opportunities 
represents a different threshold than to simply provide or protect such access, and is 
fundamentally different from other like provisions in this respect.  In other words, it is not 
enough to simply provide access to and along the coast, and not enough to simply protect such 
access; rather such access must also be maximized.  This terminology distinguishes the Coastal 
Act in certain respects, and provides fundamental direction with respect to significant public 
recreational areas along the California coast that raise public access issues, such as at Ocean 
Beach.  
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Beyond the fundamental mandate that public recreational access opportunities be maximized for 
all in the coastal zone, the Coastal Act provides a series of mechanisms designed to meet that 
objective and to ensure public access under appropriate time, manner, and place considerations.  
For example, Section 30211 prohibits development from interfering with the public’s right of 
access to the sea when acquired by legislative authorization or by use.  In approving new 
development, Section 30212(a) requires new development to provide access from the nearest 
public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast, except in certain limited exceptions, such as 
when there is existing adequate access nearby.  Section 30212.5 identifies that public facilities 
are to be appropriately distributed throughout an area so as to help mitigate against overcrowding 
and overuse at any single location.  Importantly, Section 30213 requires that lower-cost visitor 
and recreational access facilities be protected, encouraged, and provided, while giving a stated 
preference to development that provides public recreational access opportunities.  Coastal Act 
Section 30220 requires that areas that provide water-oriented recreational activities, such as the 
offshore areas in this case, be protected, while Section 30221 states that oceanfront land suitable 
for recreational use shall be protected for recreational use and development.  Similarly, Section 
30223 protects upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses.   All of these policies 
are implicated by the proposed coastal hazards policies in one form or another in this case.  
 
Finally, the Coastal Act’s various other policies protecting coastal resources such as water 
quality, sensitive habitat, and visual character are also affected by the proposed coastal hazard 
policies, especially when considering development (such as armoring) with the potential to affect 
such resources in potentially hazardous areas.  Thus, as a whole, Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act 
requires that the proposed LUP amendment provide for initial siting and design of development 
out of harm’s way, along with direction on what to do when existing development is endangered 
by erosion and how best to protect all of the significant coastal resources implicated by coastal 
hazards along San Francisco’s shoreline at Ocean Beach.  In short, the proposed LUP text must 
effectively translate these Coastal Act requirements in a way that addresses the range of coastal 
hazard issues present in San Francisco’s coastal zone. 
 
Coastal Act Consistency Analysis 
The City’s current 1986 LCP covers coastal access, public recreation, transportation, land use, 
and habitat protection within the coastal zone.  However, the current LCP does not explicitly 
address coastal hazards or sea level rise at a policy level.  The primary intent of the proposed 
LCP text is to provide a coastal hazards framework given coastal hazards are already impacting 
public access, recreation, and habitat resources along the San Francisco shoreline.  Such hazards 
are also currently endangering critical public infrastructure and public recreational facilities, 
while existing shoreline armoring is leading to its own resource impacts, especially in the south 
Ocean Beach area. 
 
In recent years, erosion of South Ocean Beach damaged the Great Highway and resulted in the 
loss of public beach parking and related public facilities, and now threatens to damage critical 
wastewater system infrastructure.  Going forward, sea level rise and the increased frequency and 
severity of coastal storms anticipated due to global climate change is expected to continue to 
exacerbate these effects, demonstrating a need to approach the management of coastal hazards in 
a more proactive way.  The proposed amendment is designed to help address such hazards by 
providing measures to begin to implement some of the recommended adaptation methods 
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identified in the collaborative Ocean Beach Master Plan for south of Sloat Boulevard, which 
focus on avoiding armoring in favor of nature-based solutions that will enhance public access, 
recreation, and scenic and visual qualities while still providing protection to important 
infrastructure.  Further, the amendment outlines a framework for the development of future 
adaptation strategies based on best available science, includes requirements for evaluating and 
planning future development proposed in hazard areas, and addresses the impacts of new and 
existing shoreline protective devices for the City’s coastal zone. 
  
The large majority of San Francisco’s western shoreline is publicly owned.  Approximately 85 
percent of the 1,771 acres which comprise the coastal zone area are owned and operated either 
by the City (Golden Gate Park, San Francisco Zoo, and Lake Merced), or the Federal 
Government (Golden Gate National Recreation Area, which includes all of Ocean Beach itself).  
The remaining land is privately owned, though this also includes the Olympic Club, which 
remains an area of deferred certification not subject to the LCP.  Thus, San Francisco’s LCP does 
not apply to either the Olympic Club or to areas managed by the National Park Service as part of 
the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, both of which are directly subject to Commission 
oversight (through CDP processes for the former, and through federal consistency processes for 
the latter).  Due to San Francisco’s unique shoreline configuration, there are no private property 
owners along the immediate shoreline, and although such inland private properties may 
indirectly benefit from the existing O’Shaughnessy, Taraval, and Noriega seawalls currently 
fronting the Great Highway, the City owns and maintains those facilities for public purposes.  In 
addition, the City determined that no buildings are exposed to current coastal flood risk and only 
seven buildings (including public facilities) are predicted to experience temporary flooding 
through 2050 based on a high-end estimate of 24 inches of sea level rise by that time.  Therefore, 
the proposed coastal hazard and sea level rise adaptation policies are not expected to affect 
private development in the City’s coastal zone unless and until existing public infrastructure is 
abandoned or redeveloped to the extent that shoreline armoring is no longer necessary. 
 
Although shoreline protective devices may offer protection to existing structures from ocean 
waves and storms, the devices can have negative impacts on recreational beach uses, scenic 
resources, natural landforms, and the supply of sand to shoreline areas, as well as the character of 
the City’s coastal zone.  The proposed amendment allows San Francisco’s LCP to explicitly 
acknowledge these issues for the first time, and makes clear that the use of shoreline-altering 
protective devices must be avoided wherever feasible, while including appropriate mitigations 
when armoring is necessary and allowable.  The LCP amendment also sets up a phased approach 
that will proactively address hazards in a way that not only limits the need for new armoring, but 
will result in the removal of armoring in favor of nature-based adaptation strategies including 
managed retreat and soft shoreline protection.  The amendment further ensures impacts of 
shoreline protective devices are minimized by including a requirement that coastal permit 
applications for reconstruction, expansion, or replacement of existing shoreline protection 
devices include a re-assessment of the need for the device, the need for any repair or 
maintenance of the device, any additional required mitigation for unavoidable impacts to coastal 
resources, and the potential for removal or relocation based on changed conditions.    
 
As described above, Coastal Act Section 30235 limits the circumstances when armoring must be 
approved.  The proposed LUP policies carry out the requirements of 30235.  In particular, 
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proposed Policy 12.5 states: “Shoreline protection devices such as rock revetments and seawalls 
shall be permitted only where necessary to protect existing critical infrastructure and existing 
development from a substantial risk of loss or major damage due to erosion and only where less 
environmentally damaging alternatives such as beach nourishment, dune restoration and 
managed retreat are determined to be infeasible.”  Policy 12.6, in turn, ensures that any permitted 
protective devices are designed to avoid, minimize, and mitigate their impacts.   
 
Accordingly, as with Section 30235, shoreline armoring will only be allowed under the LCP 
when necessary to protect certain existing structures at risk of erosion, where there are no 
feasible less damaging alternatives, and when impacts are avoided (and where unavoidable they 
are minimized and mitigated for).  San Francisco’s coastal zone has a unique development 
pattern, and its approach to addressing hazards is also unique.  In fact, there is very limited 
private development in the vulnerable area of San Francisco’s coastal zone (which was largely 
built out prior to the Coastal Act), and a distinct lack of any residential development in danger 
from current or reasonably foreseeable future erosion.  Thus, the development that is or could 
become in danger from shoreline hazards in the future is all public infrastructure, such as the 
Great Highway which extends along the entire beach and which was originally built over a 
century ago, well before the Coastal Act.  The Great Highway has been explicitly recognized by 
the Commission as a pre-Coastal Act structure that qualifies for consideration of shoreline 
armoring under the Coastal Act (see, for example, CDP 2-15-1357), and has been deemed in the 
past to meet the first test for when a shoreline armoring can be allowed consistent with Section 
30235.  As indicated, the Great Highway runs the length of Ocean Beach, and decisions relative 
to hazards and armoring will all be understood in that context, as well as in light of prior City 
commitments and requirements.2 
 

                                                 
2 For example, in the South Ocean Beach area where significant public wastewater treatment infrastructure is in 
place, decisions must be understood in the context of CDP 2-15-1357 approved by the Commission in 2015. 
Specifically, in that CDP the Commission approved Phase I of a two-phased project to implement temporary coastal 
protection measures and a management strategy for the area south of Sloat Boulevard with the simultaneous goal of 
protecting critical public infrastructure and the coastal environment. Phase I involved temporary authorization of 
some revetment areas and sand bag structures, as well annual sand relocation from accreting areas of North Ocean 
Beach to the erosion hotspots identified at South Ocean Beach south of Sloat, and the placement of stacked sandbags 
on an as-needed basis. Phase I was designed as an interim project to be implemented while the Phase II long-term 
solution is developed for submittal and Coastal Commission action. The long-term solution envisions narrowing and 
ultimately abandoning the Great Highway south of Sloat, removing temporary armoring, and ultimately managing 
shoreline retreat in this area differently, all as called out in the Ocean Beach Master Plan. CDP 2-15-1357 requires 
the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to develop their preferred long term plan for Coastal 
Commission consideration consistent with the deadlines established in the California Coastal Protection Network 
and the City and County of San Francisco Settlement Agreement, and no later than the end of 2021 when 
authorization of the temporary measures expires, and to permit and implement the plan thereafter. The PUC’s 
preliminarily identified preferred approach would involve the removal of existing revetments and other shoreline 
protection measures that are currently in place, the restoration of the bluffs and beach, and the phased construction 
of a low-profile shoreline protection device landward of the current bluff face and adjacent to the Lake Merced 
Tunnel (SPUR/ESA PWA, April 24, 2015). However, the PUC is in the midst of an alternatives analysis and 
assessment that includes a variety of options, including relocation of affected infrastructure inland, and their plans 
may change moving forward. The main point, though, is that the adaptation discussion and project for South Ocean 
Beach is in process under those CDP provisions, all of which dovetails with the City’s proposed LCP on these 
points.  
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The second factor unique to San Francisco is that even though such development may qualify for 
protection under Section 30235, the City has gone further to set up a phased approach that will 
proactively address hazards in a way that not only limits the need for new armoring, but will 
result in the removal of existing armoring in favor of nature-based adaptation strategies for 
managed retreat and soft shoreline protection.  Finally, the amendment includes a robust 
framework for requiring mitigation, not only for sand supply impacts, but also for other impacts 
to public access caused by shoreline protection.  These factors, together, properly address the 
provisions of Section 30235, particularly given the development context in San Francisco.  
 
Likewise, the proposed policies ensure consistency with Coastal Act Section 30253 by 
prohibiting new development that would require shoreline armoring for protection and requiring 
new development to ensure structural stability without the use of shoreline armoring that alters 
natural landforms.  Furthermore, new development is discouraged in areas that would be exposed 
to an increased risk of coastal hazards through policies that limit new public development in the 
Ocean Beach area to that which is required to serve public recreational access or public trust 
needs, cannot be feasibly sited in an alternative area that avoids current and future hazards, will 
not require a new or expanded shoreline protective device, and will not contribute to bluff 
instability.  Finally, in developing policies that implement some of the primary goals and 
approaches outlined in the Ocean Beach Master Plan, the proposed LCP will set up a phased 
approach that will proactively address hazards in a way that not only limits the need for new 
armoring, but will result in the removal of armoring in favor of nature-based adaptation 
strategies.  In combination with this phased approach, the proposed LCP commits the City to 
develop sea level rise vulnerability assessments, adaptation plans, sea level rise hazard maps, and 
a long term beach nourishment program, thereby ensuring that Ocean Beach and the recreational 
opportunities it affords will be preserved over short-, medium-, and long-term horizons. 
 
Overall, the proposed amendment adds adaptation policies to the LUP, recognizes the unique 
pattern of development and hazards in the City’s coastal zone, and provides a framework for 
implementation in both the short and long term.  The proposed amendment represents a first step 
towards a more comprehensive LCP update, and ensures that the City’s LCP includes 
appropriate coastal hazards-related objectives and policies in the interim.  For these reasons, the 
proposed LUP amendment conforms with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  While 
not the standard of review, certification of this amendment will additionally satisfy requirements 
of grants awarded to the City by the Coastal Commission and State Ocean Protection Council, 
and will help San Francisco’s LCP implement the recommendations within the Coastal 
Commission’s 2015 Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance.     
 
D. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 
The Coastal Commission’s review and development process for LCPs and LCP amendments has 
been certified by the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency as being the functional 
equivalent of the environmental review required by CEQA.  Local governments are not required 
to undertake environmental analysis of proposed LCP amendments, although the Commission 
can and does use any environmental information that the local government has developed.  
CEQA requires that alternatives to the proposed action be reviewed and considered for their 
potential impact on the environment and that the least damaging feasible alternative be chosen as 
the alternative to undertake.  
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The City and County of San Francisco determined that adoption of this LCP amendment is 
exempt from environmental review under CEQA pursuant to Public Resources Section 21080.9.  
Nevertheless, the Commission is required in an LCP submittal or, as in this case, an LCP 
amendment submittal, to find that the LCP as amended conforms with CEQA provisions. This 
report has discussed the relevant coastal resource issues with the proposed amendment and 
concludes that the amendment would not result in an intensification of land uses, or have adverse 
impacts on coastal resources.  The proposed LCP amendment promotes consideration of a 
variety of adaption measures and solutions to avoid and minimize hazards, as well as to 
minimize impacts of shoreline armoring.  As such, there are no additional feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
environmental effects which approval of the amendment would have on the environment within 
the meaning of CEQA.  Thus, the proposed amendment will not result in any significant 
environmental effects for which feasible mitigation measures have not been employed consistent 
with CEQA Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A). 
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Executive Summary
Coastal Zone Permit

HEARING DATE: November 9, 2023

Record No.: 2022-007356CTZ
Project Address: Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way & Sloat Boulevard; plus surrounding streets
Zoning: Various
Cultural District: Sunset Chinese Cultural District
Block/Lot: N/A
Project Sponsor: Brian Stokle

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department
49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1200
San Francisco, CA

Property Owner: City and County of San Francisco
Staff Contact: Alex Westhoff – (628) 652-7314

alex.westhoff@sfgov.org
Environmental
Review: Exempt

Recommendation: Approval with Conditions

Project Description
The Great Highway Pilot Project restricts automobile access, on a temporary basis, to the Upper Great Highway
between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (approximately 2.0 miles), for a car-free bicycle and pedestrian
promenade on weekends and holidays. This stretch of the Upper Great Highway was originally closed to
automobiles full-time in April 2020 to offer an outdoor recreational corridor where users could safely distance
during the COVID-19 pandemic. In August 2021, the City modified the closure to apply only between Fridays at
noon and Mondays at 6 a.m., and on holidays. In December 2022 the Park Code was amended through an
ordinance passed by the Board of Supervisors (File No. 220875) to extend the restrictions instituted in 2021 for a
pilot period expiring December 31, 2025.  This Coastal Zone Authorization is being sought retroactively for the
current pilot closure and also for related traffic calming measures which have been implemented on
surrounding streets, including detour and warning signs, turn restrictions, speed tables, speed cushions, and
stop signs.

Evan Rosen
Highlight
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Required Commission Action

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 330, the Commission must grant a Coastal Zone Permit. The Great Highway
Pilot Project area lies fully within San Francisco’s Coastal Zone Area, as do most of the traffic calming measures.

Issues and Other Considerations
 Sunset Chinese Cultural District : The Project is located within the boundaries of the Sunset Chinese Cultural

District, which was established in July 2021. The District’s mission is to recognize the neighborhood’s history,
preserve the legacy and traditions uniquely born in the Sunset, recognize and memorialize the Chinese
American experience, and preserve and increase the depth and impact of the Chinese American legacy in
San Francisco. Currently, this Cultural District does not include any land use regulations that apply to the
Project.

Environmental Review

The Great Highway Pilot Project was issued an exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)
as a statutory exemption pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.25 (case no. 2022-007356ENV). The
Traffic Calming measures occurred through a separate independent action by the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and were issued an exemption from CEQA as a Class 1 categorical exemption (case
no. 2021-001354ENV).

Basis for Recommendation
The Department finds that the Project is, on balance, consistent with applicable zoning and land use controls
and the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan, including the Western Shoreline Area Plan. The Project
offers increased safe public access to and along Ocean Beach for pedestrians and cyclists, while ultimately
maintaining the Upper Great Highway for automobile use due to the temporary nature of the Project.

Attachments:
Draft Motion – Coastal Zone Permit with Conditions of Approval
Exhibit B – Plans and Renderings
Exhibit C – Park Code Amendment Ordinance – Upper Great Highway Pilot (File No. 220875)
Exhibit D – Maps and Context Photos
Exhibit E – Statutory Exemption (Great Highway Pilot Project)
Exhibit F – Categorical Exemption with SFMTA Public Hearing Agenda (Traffic Calming Measures)
Exhibit G - Project Sponsor Brief



Planning Commission Draft Motion
HEARING DATE: November 9, 2023

Record No.: 2022-007356CTZ
Project Address: Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way & Sloat Boulevard; plus surrounding streets
Zoning: Various
Cultural District: Sunset Chinese Cultural District
Block/Lot: N/A
Project Sponsor: Brian Stokle

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department
49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1200
San Francisco, CA

Property Owner: City and County of San Francisco
Staff Contact: Alex Westhoff – (628) 652-7314

alex.westhoff@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A COASTAL ZONE PERMIT PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE
SECTION 330 TO PERMIT TEMPORARY RESTRICTION OF AUTOMOBILE ACCESS TO THE UPPER GREAT HIGHWAY
BETWEEN LINCOLN WAY AND SLOAT BOULEVARD (APPROX. 2.0 MILES) FOR A CAR-FREE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN
PROMENADE ON WEEKENDS AND HOLIDAYS THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2025; AS WELL AS THE IMPLEMENTATION
OF VARIOUS TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES ON SURROUNDING STREETS; IN DISTRICTS INCLUDING THE PUBLIC
(P), NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SMALL-SCALE (NC-2), RESIDENTIAL-MIXED LOW DENSITY (RM-1),
RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, ONE FAMILY (RH-1), RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, TWO FAMILY (RH-2), AND RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE,
THREE FAMILY (RH-3) ZONING DISTRICTS AND OS, 40-X, AND 100-A HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS AND AFFIRMING
THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S EXEMPT DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMNETAL QUALITY
ACT.
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PREAMBLE
On January 18, 2023, the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed 
Application No. 2022-007356CTZ (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter 
“Department”) for a Coastal Zone Permit for the Great Highway Pilot Project to allow for weekend and holiday 
closure of the Upper Great Highway to automobile traffic on a temporary basis, and for surrounding traffic calming 
measures.

The Great Highway Pilot Project is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) 
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.25. The CEQA determination is attached as Exhibit E.

The traffic calming measures are exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 
categorical exemption. The CEQA determination is attached as Exhibit F.

On November 9, 2023, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Coastal Zone Permit Authorization Application No. 
2022-007356CTZ.

The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the Custodian of Records; the File for Record No. 2022-
007356CTZ is located at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further 
considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff, and other 
interested parties.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Coastal Zone Permit as requested in Application No. 2022-
007356CTZ, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following findings:
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FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments,
this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

2. Project Description. The Coastal Zone Permit is required for the Great Highway Pilot Project including
related traffic calming measures. In April 2020, the Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) at the
recommendation of Supervisor Gordon Mar and in consultation with Mayor London N. Breed, temporarily
closed the four-lane Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard to automobiles. The
closure was a response to the unprecedented COVID-19 pandemic to allow for safe, distanced outdoor
recreation. In August 2021, the City modified vehicular restrictions to apply only during weekends,
beginning Fridays at noon and ending Monday at 6 a.m., in addition to holidays.

On December 6, 2022, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (BOS) passed an ordinance (Board File
220875) amending the Park Code to restrict private vehicles on the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln
Way and Sloat Boulevard on weekends and holidays until December 31, 2025. The restriction was
proposed as a pilot effort, including studies and analysis of the car-free use of the Upper Great Highway
to inform a long-term plan for the future of this space. The ordinance specified:

“Upon enactment of this ordinance, the Recreation and Park Department intends to apply to the Planning
Department for a permit to ensure compliance with any coastal development requirements. The Planning
Commission will review the application at a public hearing to determine whether the permit will be issued,
as required by law.”

Few physical changes related to the Upper Great Highway weekend closures are proposed. Currently there
are two existing fixed swing gates, one at the northbound entry and one at the southbound entry. The
existing gates are closed when excessive amounts of sand or flood water accumulate on the road and
make it unsafe for car travel, as well as when the road functions as a promenade. Traffic cones and
moveable gates are currently being placed on the northeast and southwest exits to serve as traffic barriers
during the weekends and holidays. RPD is proposing installation of new swing gates installed in a chicane
layout (i.e., staggered and on opposite sides of the roadway) to allow emergency vehicles to access the
westernmost lanes of the roadway without needing to stop and open the gates. This design supports the
continued recreational use of the beach while also enhancing the safe recreational use of the roadway by
pedestrians and bicyclists during private vehicular closure times for promenade use, or during sand/water
accumulation events.

Related improvements include traffic calming measures constructed by the San Francisco Municipal
Transit Agency (SFMTA), for the safety of pedestrian and cyclists. The measures aimed to reduce traffic
volumes and speeds on local streets which saw an increase in automobile traffic resulting from the Upper
Great Highway closure. In spring 2020, eight detour and warning signs, a road closure barricade, five turn
restrictions, and five speed tables were constructed at the intersections of Great Highway along Lincoln
Way and Sloat Boulevard and in the adjacent neighborhood to support the Upper Great Highway closure
to private vehicles. In April 2021, additional tools were added, including 24 speed cushions, one speed
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table, and 12 stop signs. In August 2021, when the Upper Great Highway was reopened to weekday 
vehicular use, some of the tools were no longer necessary and thus removed. In November 2021, 
additional stop signs were added to the Lower Great Highway at Ortega and Ulloa streets. Exhibit F 
documents SFMTA approvals of the traffic calming measures.

3. Site Description and Present Use. The Project Site includes a roughly 2-mile stretch of the Upper Great
Highway within the Public Zoning District in the Western Shoreline Area plan, bound by Lincoln Way to the
North, Sloat Boulevard to the South, Ocean Beach/Pacific Ocean to the West and the Lower Great Highway
to the East within the Outer Sunset neighborhood. The Upper Great Highway, developed in 1929, is a four-
lane straight highway, divided by a narrow median.

4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. Ocean Beach is a popular recreational hub for surfing and
other beach-related activities, and is part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, which is
administered by the National Park Service. The sloped, vegetated median separating the Upper and Lower
Great Highways is managed by the RPD and also includes a 10-foot wide asphalt multi-use recreational
pathway.

The traffic calming measures implemented by SFMTA are located throughout the adjacent surrounding
neighborhood spanning multiple Zoning Districts including NC-2, RM-1, RH-2, and RH-3. The surrounding
neighborhood is predominately residential, characterized by one to two story single- or double- family
homes with some larger multi-family apartments.

The Project is also located within the boundaries of the Sunset Chinese Cultural District, which was
established in July 2021. The District’s mission is to recognize the neighborhood’s history, preserve the
legacy and traditions uniquely born in the Sunset, recognize and memorialize the Chinese American
experience, and preserve and increase the depth and impact of the Chinese American legacy in San
Francisco. Currently, this Cultural District does not include any land use regulations that apply to the
Project.

5. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

The Project falls within the Coastal Zone Permit Area and is subject to Coastal Zone Permit Review
pursuant to Planning Code Section 330. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 330.2, the Local Coastal
Program shall be the San Francsico Western Shoreline Plan, a part of the City’s General Plan. The project
is consistent with objectives and policies of the Western Shoreline Plan as outlined in this motion.

6. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and
Policies of the General Plan:

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies



Draft Motion RECORD NO. 2022-007356CTZ
November 9, 2023 Great Highway Pilot Project

5

OBJECTIVE 3
MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF THE BAY, OCEAN, AND SHORELINE AREAS.

Policy 3.1
Cooperate with and otherwise support regulatory programs of existing regional, State, and Federal
agencies dealing with the Bay, Ocean, and Shorelines.

Policy 3.2
Promote the use and development of shoreline areas consistent with the General Plan and the best
interest of San Francisco.

OBJECTIVE 7
ASSURE THAT THE LAND RESOURCES IN SAN FRANCISCO ARE USED IN WAYS THAT BOTH
RESPECT AND PRESERVE THE NATURAL VALUES OF THE LAND AND SERVE THE BEST INTERESTS
OF ALL THE CITYʼS CITIZENS.

Policy 7.1
Preserve and add to public open space in accordance with the objectives and policies of the Recreation
and Open Space Element.

OBJECTIVE 9
REDUCE TRANSPORTATION-RELATED NOISE.

Policy 9.2
Impose traffic restrictions to reduce transportation noise.

OBJECTIVE 15
INCREASE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF TRANSPORTATION AND ENCOURAGE LAND USE
PATTERNS AND METHODS OF TRANSPORTATION WHICH USE LESS ENERGY.

Policy 15.1
Increase the use of transportation alternatives to the automobile.

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1
ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE SYSTEM.

Policy 1.1
Encourage the dynamic and flexible use of existing open spaces and promote a variety of recreation and
open space uses, where appropriate.
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Policy 1.4
Prioritize the better utilization of McLaren Park, Ocean Beach, the Southeastern Waterfront and other
underutilized significant open spaces.

 OBJECTIVE 2
INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TEM NEEDS OF THE CITY AND
BAY REGION.

Policy 2.2
Provide and promote a balanced recreation system which offers a variety of high quality recreational
opportunities for all San Franciscans.

Policy 2.4
Support the development of signature public open spaces along the shoreline.

Policy 2.7
Expand partnerships among open space agencies, transit agencies, private sector and nonprofit
institutions to acquire, develop and/or manage existing open spaces.

OBJECTIVE 3
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE.

Policy 3.1
Creatively develop existing publicly owned right-of-ways and streets into open space.

Policy 3.3
Develop and enhance the City s̓ recreational trail system, linking to the regional hiking and biking trail 
system and considering restoring historic water courses to improve stormwater management.

Policy 3.4
Encourage non-auto modes of transportation – transit, bicycle and pedestrian access—to and from open
spaces while reducing automobile traffic and parking in public open spaces.

Policy 3.5
Ensure that, where feasible, recreational facilities and open spaces are physically accessible, especially
for those with limited mobility.

SAFETY AND RESILIENCY ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 2.1
CLIMATE RESILIENCE. PURSUE SYNERGISTIC EFFORTS THAT BOTH ELIMINATE GREENHOUSE
GASES (CLIMATE MITIGATION) AND PROTECT PEOPLE, THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT, AND
NATURE FROM THE UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE CLIMATE CRISIS (CLIMATE ADAPTATION).



Draft Motion RECORD NO. 2022-007356CTZ
November 9, 2023 Great Highway Pilot Project

7

Policy 2.1.2
Direct City actions to reduce local contributions towards the climate crisis by mitigating greenhouse
gasses and by increasing carbon sequestration.

Policy 2.1.4
Ensure that City projects and private developments provide multi-benefit solutions that mitigate hazard
risk and contribute to a zero-emission future.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER PARTS
OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY
AREA.

 Policy 1.2
 Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.

Policy 1.3
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of meeting
San Francisco's transportation needs, particularly those of commuters.

OBJECTIVE 2
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 2.2
Reduce pollution, noise and energy consumption.

Policy 2.3
Design and locate facilities to preserve the historic city fabric and the natural landscape, and to protect
views.

OBJECTIVE 8
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE REGIONAL PEDESTRIAN, HIKING AND BIKING ACCESS TO THE
COAST, THE BAY AND RIDGE TRAILS.

Policy 8.1
Ensure that the Coast Trail, the Bay Trail and the Ridge Trail remain uninterrupted and unobstructed
where they pass through San Francisco.
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OBJECTIVE 19
ESTABLISH A STREET HIERARCHY SYSTEM IN WHICH THE FUNCTION AND DESIGN OF EACH
STREET ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE CHARACTER AND USE OF ADJACENT LAND.

Policy 19.4
Discourage high-speed through traffic on local streets in residential areas through traffic "calming"
measures that are designed not to disrupt transit service or bicycle movement.

Policy 19.5
Mitigate and reduce the impacts of automobile traffic in and around parks and along shoreline
recreation areas.

OBJECTIVE 27
EMPLOY A MULTI-DISCIPLINARY APPROACH TO IMPROVING PEDESTRIAN SAFETY

Policy 27.4
Apply best practices in street design and transportation engineering to improve pedestrian safety
across the City.

OBJECTIVE 29
ENSURE THAT BICYCLES CAN BE USED SAFELY AND CONVENIENTLY AS A PRIMARY MEANS OF
TRANSPORTATION, AS WELL AS FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES.

Policy 29.1
Expand and improve access for bicycles on city streets and develop a well-marked, comprehensive
system of bike routes in San Francisco.

Policy 29.8
Encourage biking as a mode of travel through the design of safer streets, education programs and
targeted enforcement.

Policy 29.9
Identify and expand recreational bicycling opportunities.

OBJECTIVE 31
CITY GOVERNMENT SHOULD PLAY A LEADERSHIP ROLE IN INCREASING BICYCLE USE.

Policy 31.1
Consider the needs of bicycling and the improvement of bicycle accommodations in all city decisions.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies
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OBJECTIVE 4
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL SAFETY,
COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY.

Policy 4.1
Protect residential areas from the noise, pollution and physical danger of excessive traffic.

Policy 4.8
Provide convenient access to a variety of recreation opportunities.

Policy 4.9
Maximize the use of recreation areas for recreational purposes.

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN

Land Use
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 2
REDESIGN THE GREAT HIGHWAY TO ENHANCE ITS SCENIC QUALITIES AND RECREATIONAL
USE.

Policy 2.1
Develop the Great Highway right-of-way as a four lane straight highway with recreational trails for
bicycle, pedestrian, landscaping, and parking. Emphasize slow pleasure traffic and safe pedestrian
access to beach.

OBJECTIVE 3
ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL CONNECTION BETWEEN GOLDEN GATE PARK AND THE BEACH
FRONTAGE.

Policy 3.1
Strengthen the visual and physical connection between the park and beach. Emphasize the naturalistic
landscape qualities of the western end of the park for visitor use. When possible eliminate the Richmond-
Sunset sewer treatment facilities.

OBJECTIVE 6
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL USE OF SAN FRANCISCOʼS OCEAN BEACH 
SHORELINE.

Policy 6.1
Continue Ocean Beach as a natural beach area for public recreation.
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OBJECTIVE 11
PRESERVE THE SCALE OF RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ALONG THE
COASTAL ZONE AREA.

Policy 11.6
Protect the neighborhood environment of the Richmond and Sunset residential areas from the traffic
and visitor impacts from the public using adjacent recreation and open space areas.

The Project offers a myriad of public benefits aligned with various policies of the General Plan and Western
Shoreline Area Plan. It improves public access to and along Ocean Beach, opening a new paved path as a
safe outdoor recreational corridor for persons of all socioeconomic circumstances and varying physical
abilities. The Project helps achieve one of the California Coastal Commission’s basic goals and associated
policies of public coastal access and recreation as mandated by the California Coastal Act of 1976. Moreover,
the Upper Great Highway runs adjacent to the Great Highway Dune Trail, a segment of the California Coastal
Trail which is an integrated trail network being developed for over 1,230 miles of California’s coastline.
Ultimately the Great Highway Pilot Project bolsters the capacity of the area for cyclists and pedestrians;
enhancing Ocean Beach’s existing recreational qualities as a destination that can be appreciated by both
local residents and international tourists alike. The Project encourages non-motorized vehicle traffic, which
ultimately results in less carbon emissions than private automobiles, helping to reduce San Francisco’s
contributions to the climate crisis and thus aligning with the City’s Climate Action Plan. The City’s Transit-First
policy prioritizes safe and accessible biking and walking over private automobiles, which this Project also
supports. Given the pilot is only temporary, the Upper Great Highway will ultimately remain a four-lane
highway, thus consistent with the Western Shoreline Area Plan which states that the Upper Great Highway
should be developed as a four-lane highway. Furthermore, even during the pilot period, the Upper Great
Highway will remain a four-lane highway during nearly all weekdays.  On balance, the Project is consistent
with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan.

7. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of
permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies in that:

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

The Project site does not possess any neighborhood-serving retail uses. However, increased visitors
to Ocean Beach resulting from the Project can bolster patronage to nearby businesses including
cafes, restaurants, food trucks, shops, and more.

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

The Project includes few physical improvements, thus having virtually no impact on the
neighborhood’s built form. Reduced automobile usage can help improve the neighborhood’s
physical and visual connection to Ocean Beach and the Pacific Ocean.

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.
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The Project does not affect affordable housing.

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

The Project Site is served by nearby public transportation options including the N-Judah, L-Taraval,
and 7, 48, and 23 bus lines. To support the pilot Project, RPD and SFMTA are collecting and analyzing
data such as visitor usage and traffic conditions. No new parking is provided by the Project. Currently
Ocean Beach visitors can park their vehicles in the vicinity and walk to the beach using Upper Great
Highway crosswalks.

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project does not include commercial office development and does not eliminate any industrial
or service uses.

F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life
in an earthquake.

The Project does not include any structural or seismic improvements.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The Project Site does not contain or impact any City Landmarks or historic buildings.

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.

The Project fundamentally enhances the City’s open space amenities. It does not propose any
development that would inhibit the access to sunlight and vistas for existing parks and open space.
Reduced automobile usage on the Upper Great Highway can improve visual access to Ocean Beach.

8. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code provided
under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character and stability of
the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

9. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Coastal Zone Permit would promote the health, safety
and welfare of the City.



Draft Motion RECORD NO. 2022-007356CTZ
November 9, 2023 Great Highway Pilot Project

12

DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested
parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials
submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Coastal Zone Permit Application No. 2022-
007356CTZ subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans
on file, dated December 9, 2022, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though
fully set forth.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Coastal Zone Permit to the
Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the
date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board
of Appeals if appealed to the Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals
at (628) 652-1150, 49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1475, San Francisco, CA 94103.

Additionally, any aggrieved person may appeal this Coastal Zone Permit to the California Coastal Commission
within ten (10) working days after the California Coastal Commission receives notice of final action from the
Planning Department pursuant to the provisions of Section 330.9. Appeals to the California Coastal Commission
are subject to the aggrieved party provisions in Section 330.2(a). An applicant is required to exhaust local appeals
before appealing to the California Coastal Commission. For further information about appeals to the California
Coastal Commission, including current fees, contact the North Central Coast District Office at (415) 904 - 5260.

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that is
imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020. The
protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of
the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or
exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of
the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the Project, the Planning
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s
Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the development and the City hereby
gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City has
already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this document
does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on November 9, 2023.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES:
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NAYS:

ABSENT:

RECUSED:

ADOPTED: November 9, 2023
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EXHIBIT A
Authorization

This authorization is for a Coastal Zone Permit to allow the temporary restriction of automobile access on
weekends and holidays to the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (approximately
2.0 miles) for a car-free bicycle and pedestrian promenade on weekends and holidays through December 31, 2025
and installation of new swing gates at the north and south ends of the Upper Great Highway; as well as the
implementation of various traffic calming measures on surrounding streets subject to conditions of approval
reviewed and approved by the Commission on November 9, 2023 under Motion No XXXXXX. This authorization
and the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or
operator.

Recordation of Conditions Of Approval

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning Administrator
shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and County
of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the Project is subject to the conditions of
approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on November 9, 2023 under
Motion No XXXXXX.

Printing of Conditions of Approval on Plans

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall be
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the permit application for the Project. The
Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference the Coastal Zone Permit authorization and any subsequent
amendments or modifications.

Severability

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section or any
part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not affect or impair
other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys no right to construct,
or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible party.

Changes and Modifications

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. Significant
changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new Conditional Use
authorization.
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance,
Monitoring, and Reporting

Performance

1. Expiration and Renewal. This Coastal Zone Permit shall expire on December 31, 2025. Pursuant to Planning
Code Section 330.13(a) a final decision on an application for an appealable Project shall become effective
after a 10 working day appeal period to the California Coastal Commission has expired, unless either of the
following occur: (1) a valid appeal is filed in accordance with City and State regulations, or (2) local government
requirements are not met per Section 330.6(b). When either of the above occur, the California Coastal
Commission shall, within five calendar days of receiving notice of that circumstance, notify the local
government and the applicant that the local government action has been suspended. The applicant shall
cease construction immediately if that occurs.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463,
www.sfplanning.org

2. Extension. The Zoning Administrator may extend a Coastal Zone Permit prior to its expiration for up to 12
months from its original date of expiration. Coastal Zone Permit extensions may be granted upon findings that
the Project continues to be in conformance with the Local Coastal program.

All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator
where implementation of the Project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal, or a legal challenge and only
by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463,
www.sfplanning.org

Monitoring - After Entitlement

3. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this Motion or
of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the enforcement
procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1. The
Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city departments and agencies for
appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463,
www.sfplanning.org

4. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in complaints from
interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved by the Project Sponsor
and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific conditions of approval for the Project as
set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission,
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after which it may hold a public hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463,
www.sfplanning.org
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
FILE NO. 220875 11/28/2022 ORDINANCE NO. 258-22 

[Park Code - Upper Great Highway - Pilot Weekend and Holiday Vehicle Restrictions] 

Ordinance amending the Park Code to restrict private vehicles on the Upper Great 

Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard, on a pilot basis, on weekends and 

holidays until December 31, 2025; making associated findings under the California 

Vehicle Code; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 

Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, 

and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in st1·ikethrough italics Times 1V.ew Romfflifent. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underl ined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial f.ont. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

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

Section 1. Background and Findings. 

(a) In April 2020, the City temporarily closed the four-lane limited access Upper 

Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (hereafter, "the Upper Great 

Highway") to private motor vehicles, in response to the unprecedented COVID-19 pandemic, 

to ensure the safety and protection of persons using the Upper Great Highway to safely 

recreate. On August 15, 2021, with reduced pandemic restrictions and people resuming in

person work and school, the City modified the vehicular restrictions to apply only between 

Fridays at noon and Mondays at 6 a.m., and on holidays. 

(b) The restrictions on private motor vehicles have enabled people of all ages and 

all walks of life to safely use the Upper Great Highway as a recreational promenade for 
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walking, jogging, biking, scooting, and rolling. From April 2020 until May 2022, there were an 

estimated two million visits or more to the Upper Great Highway, with a total of 3,700 average 

daily visits during the period when the Upper Great Highway was closed to private vehicles 

and the recreational promenade was open at all times. There have been an estimated 3,300 

average daily weekend visits since August 2021 when the weekend and Friday afternoon 

promenade was instituted. The New York Times listed the promenade as one of 52 places to 

go in the world in 2022, writing that a "Great Highway has become a unique destination - in a 

city full of them - to take in San Francisco's wild Pacific Ocean coastline by foot, bike, skates 

or scooter, sample food trucks and explore local cafes, restaurants, record stores, bookstores 

and more." 

(c) In 2012, the Ocean Beach Master Plan was released, calling for six key 

infrastructure improvements for the City to implement for a sustainable "managed retreat" on 

the length of Ocean Beach needed as a result of the anticipated impacts of climate change to 

the western waterfront. As a result, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission is planning 

the Ocean Beach Climate Change Adaptation Project ("OBCCAP"), to improve the City's 

stormwater infrastructure near Ocean Beach and make it resilient to climate change and 

erosion. This project includes converting the Great Highway Extension roadway between 

Sloat Boulevard and Skyline Boulevard to a multi-use pathway. The project will protect key 

stormwater infrastructure with a buried seawall, and will enhance recreational access to the 

corridor with a multi-use path bridging a link in the Coastal Trail between Fort Funston and 

Ocean Beach, new beach access points, and a new parking lot. 

(d) Under this ordinance, the weekend and holiday vehicle restrictions on the Upper 

Great Highway that were instituted on August 15, 2021 would be extended for a pilot period 

expiring December 31, 2025. These proposed restrictions are consistent with the following 

policies: 
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(1) Section 4.113 of the Charter, which states that park land, which includes the 

Upper Great Highway, shall be used for recreational purposes. 

(2) The Recreation and Park Department Strategic Plan, which calls for 

developing more open space and improving access to existing facilities to address population 

growth in high-need and emerging neighborhoods; and strengthening the City's climate 

resiliency by protecting and enhancing San Francisco's precious natural resources through 

conservation, education, and sustainable land and facility management practices. 

(3) The Transit First Policy, codified at Section 8A.115 of the Charter, which 

encourages the use of public right-of-way by pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transit, and 

strives to reduce traffic and improve public health and safety; calls for enhanced pedestrian 

areas, to improve the safety and comfort of pedestrians and to encourage travel by foot; and 

promotes bicycling by encouraging safe streets for riding, convenient access to transit, bicycle 

lanes, and secure bicycle parking. 

(4) San Francisco's General Plan Transportation Element, which classifies the 

Great Highway as a recreational street under Objective 18 with the major function to provide 

for slow pleasure drives and cyclist and pedestrian use; more highly valued for recreational 

use than for traffic movement. According to Objective 18, the order of priority for these streets 

should be to accommodate: 1) pedestrians, hiking trails, or wilderness routes, as appropriate; 

2) cyclists; 3) equestrians; 4) automobile scenic driving. The General Plan specifies that the 

design capacity of the Great Highway should be reduced substantially to correspond with its 

recreational function; emphasis to be on slow pleasure traffic, bicycles.I. and safe pedestrian 

crossings. 

(5) The 2021 Climate Action Plan, which calls for creating a complete and 

connected active transportation network that shifts trips from automobiles to walking and 

biking; and restoring and enhancing parks, natural lands, and large open spaces. 
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(e) On June 10, 2021, the Recreation and Park Commission and the San Francisco 

Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors held a joint meeting regarding the 

weekend and holiday restrictions on private vehicles using the Upper Great Highway. After 

considering staff presentations and public comment, each body recommended that staff 

pursue a pilot closure of the Upper Great Highway. Based on the foregoing and on the further' 

information presented to the Board of Supervisors, the Board finds that the closures set forth 

herein are consistent with California Vehicle Code Section 21101, and that:. 

(1) The pilot project leaves a sufficient portion of the streets in the surrounding 

area for other public uses, including vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic. 

(2) The pilot project is necessary for the safety and protection of persons who 

are to use those parts of the streets during the closure or traffic restriction. 

(3) Staff have done outreach and engagement for abutting residents and 

property owners, including facilities located along the Upper Great Highway and surrounding 

neighbors of the project. 

(4) The City maintains a publicly available website with information about the 

pilot program that identifies the streets being considered for closure and provides instructions 

for participating in the public engagement process. 

(5) Prior to implementing the pilot project, the Recreation and Park Department 

shall provide advance notice of the pilot project to residents and owners of property abutting 

those streets and shall clearly designate the closures and restrictions with appropriate 

signage consistent with the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 

(f) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 
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Supervisors in File No. 220875 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 

this determination. 

(g) On September 28, 2022, the Planning Department determined that the actions 

contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the City's General Plan and 

eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The Board adopts this determination 

as its own. A copy of said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in 

File No. 220875, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

(h) Upon enactment of this ordinance, the Recreation and Park Department intends 

to apply to the Planning Department for a permit to ensure compliance with any applicable 

coastal development requirements. The Planning Commission will review the application at a 

public hearing to determine whether the permit will be issued, as required by law. 

(i) In conjunction with the restrictions on private vehicular traffic imposed by this 

ordinance, the Recreation and Park Department and the Municipal Transportation Agency 

shall study transportation and recreational impacts of weekend and holiday vehicle 

restrictions, including multi-modal transportation usage, open-space usage, and traffic impacts 

to adjacent intersections. City staff shall engage in public outreach and collect data, to inform 

a final decision by the Board of Supervisors at or near the end of the pilot program established 

by this ordinance. 

Section 2. Article 6 of the Park Code is hereby amended by adding Section 6.13, to 

read as follows: 

SEC. 6.13. RESTRICTING MOTOR VEHICLES ON THE UPPER GREAT HIGHWAY. 

(a) Findings and Purpose. In 2022. following the temporary closure ofthe Great Highway 

between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (hereafter. the "Upper Great Highway ") due to the COVID-
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19 pandemic. and on recommendation of the Recreation and Park Commission and San Francisco 

Municipal Transportation Agency(' SFMTA ") Board o{Director . the Board o{Supervisors found that 

it would be appropriate to restrict private vehicles from the four-lane limited-access Upper Great 

Highway at certain times. as described herein. due to the need to ensure the safety and protection of 

persons who are to use those streets; and because the restriction · would leave a sufficient portion of 

Lhe streets in the surrounding area for other public uses including vehicular. pedestrian. and bicycle 

traffic. 

(b) Restrictio11s on Private Vehicles. The Recreation and Park Department shall restrict 

private vehicles fi'om the Upper Great Highway from Fridays at 12:00 p.m. afternoons until Monday 

morning at 6:00 a.m .. and on holidays. as set forth herein. These closures shall remain in effect until 

December 31. 2025. unle ·s extended by ordinance. The temporary closure o(the Upper Great 

Highway due to the OVID-I 9 pandemic from April 2020 until the commencement of the pilot proiecl 

is hereby ratified. 

(c) Public Notice and Engagement. 

(1) The Recreation and Park Department shall include on its web ite a map depicting 

the street segments subiect to the street closures and traffic re frictions authorized in subsection (b), 

and such other information as it may deem appropriate to as ·isl the public.· and ·hall provide advance 

notice of any changes to these Lreet closure or traffic restrictions to residents and owners o{propertv 

abutting those treets. 

(2) The Recreation and Park Department and SFMTA shall collect and publicly report 

data on pedestrian and cyclist usage and vehicular traffic on the Upper Creal Highway and 

surrounding streets al regular intervals throughout the duration of the pilot program established in this 

Section 6. 13. 

(3) FMTA shall develop and release draft recommendations for traffic management no 

later than July 31. 2023. The draft recommendations shall build upon past traffic management 
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measures and past traffic studies. and shall be updated during the pilot program based on data 

monitoring. tratfic conditions, and community outreach. SFMTA shall also develop final 

recommendations which may propose traffic management measures {or after the pilot period, with a 

description o(potenliaf improvements to the surrounding circulation system, cost estimates, and an 

implementation schedule for accommodating anv future vehicular traffic restrictions that may be in the 

public interest. 

(4) The Recreation and Park Department. in coordination with SFMTA. shall engage in 

community outreach during the pilot period to gain public input on the ef{ectiveness o[the pilot 

program and inform the development ofthe Westside Traff:ic Management Plan. 

(5) Public Works or its successor agency shall develop an Upper Great Highway Sand 

Management Plan by no later than JanuaryMarch 1, 2023. This plan shall detail how Public Works 

will manage and maintain an Upper Great Highway fi·ee o{sand incursions. along with any resource 

or policy changes needed to accomplish this. 

{!jJ_ Exempt Motor Ve/lie/es. The following motor vehicle are exempt from the restrictions 

in. subsection (b): 

(1) Emergency vehicles. including but not limited to police and fire vehicles. 

(2) Official City. State. or federal vehicles, or any other authorized vehicle, being used 

to perform official iO,, late, or federal business pertaining to the Upper Great Highway or any 

property or facility therein.. including but not limited to public transit vehicles, vehicles o[lhe 

Recreation and Park Department. and construction vehicles authorized by the Recreation and Park 

Department. 

(3) Authorized intra-park transit shuttle buses, paratransit vans. or similar authorized 

vehicle. u ed ro lransport persons along the Upper Great Highwav. 

(4) Vehicles authorized by the Recreation and Park DepaYtmenr in connection with 

permitted events and activities. 

Supervisors Mar; Preston, Dorsey, Mandelman 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(e) Emergency Authority. The General Manager o[the Recreation and Park Department 

shall have the authority to a/Low vehicular traffic on segments o(lhe Upper Great Highway that would 

otherwise be closed to vehicles in accordance with this eclion 6. I 3 in circumstances which in. the 

General Manager's iudgment constitute cm emergency such that the benefit to Lhe public fi·om the 

vehicular street closure is outweighed by the tra(fic burden or public safety hazard created by the 

emergency circumstances. 

CO Promotion oftlte Gen.era/ Welfare. In enacting and implementing thi · Section 6.13. the 

'ity is as uming an undertaking onlv lo promote the general welfare. Ji is not assuming, nor is it 

imposing on it officers and employees, an obligation for breach of which it is liable in money damages 

to any person who claims that such breach proximately caused iniury. 

(g) Severability. If anv subsection. sentence. clau e. phra e, or word of this ection 6. 13 or 

any application thereof to any person or circumstance. is held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a 

decision of a court of competent iuri. diction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining 

passed this Section and each and even , subse lion, sentence, clause. phrase, and word not declared 

invalid or uncon tilutional without regard to whether any other portions o(Section 6.13 or application 

thereo(would be ubsequently declared invalid or unconstitutional. 

(h.) Sunset Clause. This Section 6.13, and the temporary closures o(the Upper Great 

Highway authorized herein, shall expire by operation of!aw on December 31 , 2025. unless extended by 

ordinance. lf'not extended by ordinance. upon expiration the Cily Attorney is aulhorized to remove this 

Section 6. I 3 fi·om Lhe ode. 

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

Supervisors Mar; Preston, Dorsey, Mandelman 
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ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DAVID CHIU, City Attorney 

By: /s/ ;,.:;M,:..,..A..,.....,N..,.....,U,.....,,P=R:e--,A'""'D,.....,.H..,....,A,_N-,------
Deputy City Attorney 
n:\legana\as2022\2200412\01617615.docx 
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File Number: 220875 Date Passed: December 13, 2022 

Ordinance amending the Park Code to restrict private vehicles on the Upper Great Highway between 
Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard, on a pilot basis, on weekends and holidays until December 31, 
2025; making associated findings under the California Vehicle Code; affirming the Planning 
Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101 .1. 

November 28, 2022 Land Use and Transportation Committee - AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT 
OF THE WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE 

November 28, 2022 Land Use and Transportation Committee - DUPLICATED AS AMENDED 

November 28, 2022 Land Use and Transportation Committee - REFERRED WITHOUT 
RECOMMENDATION AS AMENDED 
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WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE 

Ayes: 3 - Chan, Melgar and Walton 
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December 06, 2022 Board of Supervisors - PASSED ON FIRST READING 
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Noes: 2 - Chan and Melgar 
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Noes: 2 - Chan and Melgar 

Page I Printed at ll:43 am on 12/14/22 



File No. 220875 

London N. Breed 
Mayor 

City and County of San Francisco Page] 

I hereby certify that the foregoing 
Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on 
12/13/2022 by the Board of Supervisors of 
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Map 1: Great Highway Project Location  

 

 



GREAT HIGHWAY AT SLOAT BOULEVARD (looking north) 

GREAT HIGHWAY AT LINCOLN WAY (looking south) 
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CEQA Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address

The Great Highway Project

Block/Lot(s)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Permit No.

Addition/ 

Alteration

Demolition (requires HRE for 

Category B Building)

New 

Construction

The San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) proposes the Great Highway Project, which would 

implement a pilot program to create a car-free bicycle and pedestrian promenade on weekends, holidays, and a 

portion of Fridays by restricting private vehicle access to the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat 

Boulevard (2.0 miles). When closed to private vehicles, the roadway would become a separated right-of-way 

promenade for the exclusive use of pedestrians, bicyclists, emergency vehicles, and other permitted vehicles. The 

roadway would continue to operate as a four-lane vehicular roadway on weekdays from Monday to the Friday 

closure time.

See attachments for a full project description and project plans.

Case No.

2022-007356ENV

STEP 1: EXEMPTION TYPE

The project has been determined to be exempt under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one building; 

commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or 

with a CU.

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 10,000 

sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 

policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 

substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 

water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Statutory Exemption per Public Resources Code section 21080.25 as demonstrated in the attached Senate 

Bill 288 Eligibility Checklist

Other ____

Common Sense Exemption (CEQA Guidelines section 15061(b)(3)). It can be seen with certainty that 

there is no possibility of a significant effect on the environment . FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY



STEP 2: ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING ASSESSMENT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 

project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g. use of diesel construction 

equipment, backup diesel generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to The Environmental 

Information tab on the San Francisco Property Information Map)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 

hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 

manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or more 

of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? 

Note that a categorical exemption shall not be issued for a project located on the Cortese List

if box is checked, note below whether the applicant has enrolled in or received a waiver from the San 

Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, or if Environmental Planning staff has 

determined that hazardous material effects would be less than significant. (refer to The Environmental 

Information tab on the San Francisco Property Information Map)

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a 

location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian 

and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two

(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive

area? If yes, archeology review is required. 

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment

on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to The Environmental Information tab on the San Francisco 

Property Information Map) If box is checked, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Average Slope of Parcel = or > 25%, or site is in Edgehill Slope Protection Area or Northwest Mt. 

Sutro Slope Protection Area: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) New building construction, 

except one-story storage or utility occupancy, (2) horizontal additions, if the footprint area increases more 

than 50%, or (3) horizontal and vertical additions increase more than 500 square feet of new projected roof 

area? (refer to The Environmental Planning tab on the San Francisco Property Information Map) If box is checked, 

a geotechnical report is likely required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Does the project involve any of the following: (1) New building construction, except one-story storage or 

utility occupancy, (2) horizontal additions, if the footprint area increases more than 50%, (3) horizontal and 

vertical additions increase more than 500 square feet of new projected roof area, or (4) grading performed at 

a site in the landslide hazard zone? (refer to The Environmental tab on the San Francisco Property Information 

Map) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the 

exemption.

Seismic Hazard: Landslide or Liquefaction Hazard Zone:

Comments and Planner Signature (optional):



STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Property Information Map)

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include

storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public

right-of-way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each

direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a

single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original

building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW

TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Reclassification of property status. (Attach HRER Part I)

Reclassify to Category A

a. Per HRER

b. Other (specify):

(No further historic review)

Reclassify to Category C

2. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

3. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces that do not remove, alter, or obscure character

defining features.

4. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with

existing historic character.

5. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

NOT APPLICABLE



6. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining

features.

7. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

8. Work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties  

(Analysis required):

9. Work compatible with a historic district (Analysis required):

10. Work that would not materially impair a historic resource (Attach HRER Part II).

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST sign below.

Project can proceed with exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature:

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 6: EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

Project Approval Action: Signature:

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a n exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31of the 

Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination to the Board 

of Supervisors can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.

Ryan Shum

09/28/2022

No further environmental review is required. The project is exempt under CEQA.

Approval via majority YES Vote of Board of Supervisors



TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the

Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes  a 

substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed  changes 

to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be subject to  additional 

environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

MODIFIED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code

Sections 311 or 312;

Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known

at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Planner Name:

The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project

approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning 

Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. In 

accordance with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be 

filed to the Environmental Review Officer within 10 days of posting of this determination.

Date:



Eligibility Checklist: Senate Bill 288 (SB288) and Public Resources 
Code Section 21080.25 

Date of Preparation: September 28, 2022 
Record No.:  2022-007356ENV, The Great Highway Project 
Project Sponsor: Jordan Harrison, San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department 
Staff Contact:  Ryan Shum, ryan.shum@sfgov.org, (628) 652-7542 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Great Highway project would implement a pilot program to create a car-free bicycle and 
pedestrian promenade on weekends, holidays, and a portion of Fridays by restricting private 
vehicle access to the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (2.0 
miles). When closed to private vehicles, the roadway would become a separated right-of-way 
promenade for the exclusive use of pedestrians, bicyclists, emergency vehicles, and other 
permitted vehicles. The roadway would continue to operate as a four-lane vehicular roadway on 
weekdays from Monday to the Friday closure time. 

The full project description and additional project information is attached to this checklist as 
Attachment A. Project plans are included as Attachment B. 

Constructed by: Contracted through: 
☐ Public Works ☐ Public Works
☐ SFMTA ☐ SFMTA
☒ RPD ☒ RPD

SB288 ELIGIBILITY CHECKLIST 
This project, as proposed, would be eligible for a Statutory Exemption per Public Resources 
Code section 21080.25 as demonstrated below. 

mailto:ryan.shum@sfgov.org


Eligibility Checklist: Senate Bill 288 (SB288) and  
Public Resources Code Section 21080.25 

2 

Table 1: Project Type Checklist – Public Resources Code Section 21080.25(b) 
The project must meet at least one project type to qualify for this Statutory Exemption. See Attachment 1 
below for definitions of terms. 

☒ 
(1) Pedestrian and bicycle facilities, including new facilities. For purposes of this paragraph, “bicycle 
facilities” include, but are not limited to, bicycle parking, bicycle sharing facilities, and bikeways as 
defined in Section 890.4 of the Streets and Highways Code. 

☐ (2) Projects that improve customer information and wayfinding for transit riders, bicyclists, or 
pedestrians. 

☐ (3) Transit prioritization projects. 

☐ 
(4) On highways with existing public transit service or that will be implementing public transit service 
within six months of the conversion, a project for the designation and conversion of general purpose 
lanes or highway shoulders to bus-only lanes, for use either during peak congestion hours or all 
day. 

☐ 
(5) A project for the institution or increase of new bus rapid transit, bus, or light rail service, including 
the construction of stations, on existing public rights-of-way or existing highway rights-of-way, 
whether or not the right-of-way is in use for public mass transit. 

☐ 

(6) A project to construct or maintain infrastructure to charge or refuel zero-emission transit buses, 
provided the project is carried out by a public transit agency that is subject to, and in compliance 
with, the State Air Resources Board’s Innovative Clean Transit regulations (Article 4.3 (commencing 
with Section 2023) of Chapter 1 of Division 3 of Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations) and 
the project is located on property owned by the transit agency or within an existing public right-of-
way. 

☐ (7) The maintenance, repair, relocation, replacement, or removal of any utility infrastructure 
associated with a project identified in items (1) to (6) above, inclusive. 

☐ (8) A project that consists exclusively of a combination of any of the components of a project 
identified in items (1) to (7) above, inclusive. 

☐ (9) A project carried out by a city or county to reduce minimum parking requirements. 

 
 
 

(continued on the following page) 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info


Eligibility Checklist: Senate Bill 288 (SB288) and  
Public Resources Code Section 21080.25 

3 

 
Table 2: Other Project Eligibility Criteria – Public Resources Code Section 21080.25(c) 

The project must meet all the criteria listed below to qualify for this Statutory Exemption. See Attachment 
1 below for definitions of terms. Note: Table 2 does not apply to a project carried out by a city or county to 
reduce minimum parking requirements. 

☒ (1) A public agency is carrying out the project and is the lead agency for the project.  

☒ (2) The project is located in an urbanized area. 

☒ (3) The project is located on or within an existing public right-of-way (or on property owned by the 
transit agency per Table 1, Item 6 above). 

☒ 
(4) The project shall not add physical infrastructure that increases new automobile capacity on 
existing rights-of-way except for minor modifications needed for the efficient and safe movement of 
transit vehicles, such as extended merging lanes. The project shall not include the addition of any 
auxiliary lanes. 

☒ (5) The construction of the project shall not require the demolition of affordable housing units. 

☒ (6)   The project would not exceed one hundred million dollars ($100,000,000) in 2020 United 
States dollars.1 

1 If the project exceeds $100,000,000, then Section 21080.25(c)(6) imposes additional requirements. Please consult 
with the Planning Department staff. 

Table 3: Project Labor Requirements – Public Resources Code Section 21080.25(d) 
In addition to meeting the criteria in Table 2, the project must meet labor requirements to qualify for a 
Statutory Exemption. See Attachment 1 below for definitions of terms. Note: Table 3 does not apply to a 
project carried out by a city or county to reduce minimum parking requirements. 

☐  

(1) Before granting an exemption under this section, the lead agency shall certify that the project 
will be completed by a skilled and trained workforce. 
(2) (A) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), for a project that is exempted under this section, 
the lead agency shall not enter into a construction contract with any entity unless the entity 
provides to the lead agency an enforceable commitment that the entity and its subcontractors at 
every tier will use a skilled and trained workforce to perform all work on the project or a contract 
that falls within an apprenticeship occupation in the building and construction trades in accordance 
with Chapter 2.9 (commencing with Section 2600) of Part 1 of Division 2 of the Public Contract 
Code. 
(B) Subparagraph (A) does not apply if any of the following requirements are met: 
(i) The lead agency has entered into a project labor agreement that will bind all contractors and 
subcontractors performing work on the project or the lead agency has contracted to use a skilled 
and trained workforce and the entity has agreed to be bound by that project labor agreement. 
(ii) The project or contract is being performed under the extension or renewal of a project labor 
agreement that was entered into by the lead agency before January 1, 2021. 
(iii) The lead agency has entered into a project labor agreement that will bind the lead agency and 
all its subcontractors at every tier performing the project or the lead agency has contracted to use a 
skilled and trained workforce. 

☐ A portion of the project would be constructed by SFMTA and/or Public Works Shops and this 
portion would not require the use of contractors for labor. 

☒ Not Applicable. The project would be entirely constructed by RPD, SFMTA and/or Public Works 
Shops and would not require the use of contractors for labor. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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ATTACHMENT 1: DEFINITIONS 
 

Definitions for terms 1 through 8 are the same as provided in the text of Senate Bill 288. 
 
(1) “Affordable housing” means any of the following: 

(A) Housing that is subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law that restricts rents 
or sales prices to levels affordable, as defined in Section 50052.5 or 50053 of the Health 
and Safety Code, to persons and families of moderate, lower, or very low income, as 
defined in Section 50079.5, 50093, or 50105 of the Health and Safety Code, 
respectively. 
(B) Housing that is subject to any form of rent or price control through a public entity’s 
valid exercise of its police power. 
(C) Housing that had been occupied by tenants within five years from the date of 
approval of the development agreement by a primary tenant who was low income and 
did not leave voluntarily. 
 

(2) “Highway” means a way or place of whatever nature, publicly maintained and open to the 
use of the public for purposes of vehicular travel. “Highway” includes a street. 
 
(3) “New automobile capacity” means any new lane mileage of any kind other than sidewalks 
or bike lanes. 
 
(4) “Project labor agreement” has the same meaning as defined in paragraph (1) of 
subdivision (b) of Section 2500 of the Public Contract Code. 
 
(5) “Skilled and trained workforce” has the same meaning as provided in Chapter 2.9 
(commencing with Section 2600) of Part 1 of Division 2 of the Public Contract Code. 
 
(6) “Transit lanes” means street design elements that delineate space within the roadbed as 
exclusive to transit use, either full or part time.  
 
(7) “Transit prioritization projects” means any of the following transit project types on 
highways: 

(A) Signal coordination. 
(B) Signal timing modifications. 
(C) Signal phasing modifications. 
(D) The installation of wayside technology and onboard technology. 
(E) The installation of ramp meters. 
(F) The installation of dedicated transit or very high occupancy vehicle lanes, and shared 
turning lanes. 
 

(8) “Very high occupancy vehicle” means a vehicle with six or more occupants. 
 
(9) For the purpose of this statutory exemption, bikeway is defined the same way as in Section 
890.4 of the California Streets and Highways Code. “Bikeway” means all facilities that provide 
primarily for, and promote, bicycle travel. Bikeways shall be categorized as follows: 

 
(a) Bike paths or shared use paths (Class I bikeways) provide a completely separated 
right-of-way designated for the exclusive use of bicycles and pedestrians with crossflows 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Public Resources Code Section 21080.25 
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by motorists minimized. 
 
(b) Bike lanes (Class II bikeways) provide a restricted right-of-way designated for the 
exclusive or semi exclusive use of bicycles with through travel by motor vehicles or 
pedestrians prohibited, but with vehicle parking and crossflows by pedestrians and 
motorists permitted. 
 
(c) Bike routes (Class III bikeways) provide a right-of-way on-street or off-street, 
designated by signs or permanent markings and shared with pedestrians and motorists. 
In San Francisco, many of these routes are marked with shared lane markings referred 
to as sharrows. 
 
(d) Cycle tracks or separated bikeways (Class IV bikeways) promote active 
transportation and provide a right-of-way designated exclusively for bicycle travel 
adjacent to a roadway and which are separated from vehicular traffic. Types of 
separation include, but are not limited to, grade separation, flexible posts, inflexible 
physical barriers, or on-street parking. 
 

(10) Pedestrian Facilities as a term is not defined in Senate Bill 288. The Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways (MUTCD) is a national standard approved by 
the Federal Highway Administrator in accordance with Title 23 of the U.S. Code. In the MUTCD, 
Pedestrian Facilities is “a general term denoting improvements and provisions made to 
accommodate or encourage walking.”2 This definition will be used by San Francisco Planning 
Department to determine if a project or project component includes a pedestrian facility and 
meets the eligibility criteria of SB288. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration. 2009. Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devises for Streets and Highways. See page 17. Online at 
https://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/pdfs/2009r1r2/mutcd2009r1r2edition.pdf. Accessed December 21, 2020 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Attachment A: Great Highway Project Information 

Pilot Project Summary 

The Great Highway project would implement a pilot program to create a car-free bicycle and pedestrian 
promenade on weekends, holidays, and a portion of Fridays by restricting private vehicle access to the 
Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (2.0 miles). When closed to private 
vehicles, the roadway would become a separated right-of-way promenade for the exclusive use of 
pedestrians, bicyclists, emergency vehicles, and other permitted vehicles1. The roadway would continue 
to operate as a four-lane vehicular roadway on weekdays from Monday to the Friday closure time. 

• Promenade: Friday afternoons (exact time of private vehicular closure to be determined) to 
Monday at 6:00am, plus holidays 

• Vehicular Roadway: Monday 6:00am to Friday closure time 

At the time the roadway is closed to private motor vehicles, the roadway would become a bicycle and 
pedestrian promenade used for active transportation modes, including bicycles, walkers, runners, 
scooter riders, skateboarders, and motorized wheelchairs, etc.  

The location of the project is shown in Map 1. 

Approval Action and Pilot Period  

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors approval of legislation for the pilot (board file number 220875) 
would constitute the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San 
Francisco Administrative Code section 31.04(h). The pilot would begin upon such legislative approval, 
which is anticipated Fall 2022 and would end on December 31, 2025, unless extended by ordinance. The 
project would include data collection during this pilot period, as described below. 

Project Background 

The Great Highway has been under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission since the 
1870s. The Upper Great Highway is a four-lane vehicular roadway. There are existing swing gates located 
at the intersection of Sloat Boulevard and Upper Great Highway to block the northbound lanes and at 
the intersection of Lincoln Way and Upper Great Highway to block the southbound lanes. The gates are 
closed when excessive amounts of sand blown onto the road make it unsafe for car travel. An existing 
multi-use pathway located within the median between the Upper and Lower Great Highway is used by 
walkers and cyclists. An existing dirt pathway located west of the Upper Great Highway along Ocean 
Beach is used by walkers. 

In April 2020, the roadway was closed to private vehicles by the Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) 
General Manager under an emergency action. This was in response to the COVID-19-related shelter-in-

 
1 Examples of permitted vehicles include official City, State, or federal vehicles being used to perform official City, 
State, or federal business (e.g., sand removal), intra-park shuttle busses, paratransit vans, and others as defined by 
the legislation. 



place order to provide people more space outdoors while social distancing. In August 2021, the General 
Manager issued a directive reopening the Upper Great Highway to private vehicles weekdays starting 
Monday at 6:00am through Friday at 12:00pm, excluding holidays. 

The Great Highway extension south of Sloat Boulevard is currently open to vehicular traffic; however, 
this stretch is planned to be permanently closed to vehicular traffic in 2024 as part of the Ocean Beach 
Climate Change Adaptation Project (Planning Department case number 2019-020115ENV). 

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority conducted a “Great Highway Concepts Evaluation 
Report” (September 2022) for the long-term future of the Upper Great Highway. This pilot would be an 
extension of that report and would support pedestrian and bicyclist usage based on an evaluation in the 
report.2 

Pilot Physical Changes: 

To create a protected bicycle and pedestrian promenade on weekends and holidays, the project would 
install new swing gates with road closure signage on Upper Great Highway to restrict private vehicle 
access. The existing swing gates may be modified for reuse with this project, or removed and replaced.  

At the intersection with Sloat Boulevard and Upper Great Highway, the project would install swing gates 
at the entry of the northbound lanes. The new swing gates would be arranged in a chicane layout (i.e., 
staggered and on opposite sides of the roadway) at the exit of the south-bound lanes.  

At the intersection with Lincoln Way and Upper Great Highway, there are two options being considered, 
a chicane and the median pass through. With the “chicane” option, the project would install new gates 
in a chicane layout at the exit of the south-bound lanes. With the “median pass through” option, the 
project would install swing at the entry of the southbound lanes and about 100 feet south of the exit of 
the northbound lanes. The project would install a paved segment in the median between the north and 
southbound lanes just north of the new gates in the northbound lanes. The median pass through would 
also include hatching in the newly paved median, delineators along the east side, a pair of double yellow 
lines on each side of median, and thru arrows on the northbound approach to the intersection. The 
project may install red rectangular pavement markers along the outside of crosswalk facing the 
intersection. See Existing and Proposed illustrations of the two intersections, attached.  

The chicane and median would allow emergency vehicles and other permitted vehicles to access the 
western-most lanes of the roadway without needing to stop and open the gates. This would allow 
emergency vehicles to better respond to calls from Ocean Beach and would support the continued safe 
recreational use of Ocean Beach while enhancing the safe recreational use of the roadway by 
pedestrians and bicyclists during private vehicular closure times.  

 
2 For example, section 2.2 of the report evaluates the bicycle and pedestrian usage of five different concepts for 
the Great Highway. The section identifies a four-lane roadway for vehicles projected to have the lowest bicycle and 
pedestrian usage of the concepts (which is pre-COVID-19 conditions), and a timed promenade (which is this pilot) 
having a medium amount of bicycle and pedestrian usage, or more bicycle and pedestrian usage than a four-lane 
roadway. https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2022-09/SFCTA_Great-Highway-Evaluation-Report_2021-07-
13_FINAL_a.pdf. 



The project would maintain vehicle access on the Great Highway north of Lincoln Way, along the Lower 
Great Highway, and other areas (e.g., throughout the Sunset District). The project would not change the 
existing multi-use pathway within the median between the Upper and Lower Great Highway or the dirt 
path west of Upper Great Highway along Ocean Beach. 

Pilot Data Collection 

Throughout the duration of the pilot program, RPD and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
(SFMTA) staff would collect and publicly report data on pedestrian and cyclist usage and vehicular traffic 
on the Upper Great Highway and surrounding streets at regular intervals. The pilot does not propose 
any changes to traffic management (e.g., changing traffic signal timings) or parking. The pilot would 
collect data on promenade users (detailed list below), conduct public outreach, and conduct network 
analysis of the broader circulation system to inform recommendations for the future use of the Upper 
Great Highway, including consideration of data collected because of permanent closure of vehicular 
traffic on the Great Highway extension south as part of the Ocean Beach Climate Change Adaptation 
Project (anticipated in 2024). Data collection would include: 

1. Vehicular traffic counts, speeds, travel times, and turning movements using tube counts, video 
counts, and/or disaggregated cellular data along the Great Highway and nearby intersections 
and side streets.  

2. Bicycle counts using tube counts, video counts, infrared counters, and/or disaggregated cellular 
data along the Great Highway and nearby intersections and side streets.  

3. Pedestrian and other mode counts using video counts, infrared counters, observation, and/or 
disaggregated cellular data along the Great Highway and nearby intersections. 

4. Length of stay by all modes using cellular data, intercept surveys, and/or public life study 
methodology. 

5. Design efficacy and safety assessing whether vehicles are yielding to pedestrians and 
pedestrians and bicyclists are complying with traffic signals using video data and/or observation. 

6. Surveys of non-motorized users and drivers; solicit suggestions from all users; solicit user 
demographics. 

RPD and SFMTA would determine exact locations for data collection after the San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors approval of the pilot. 



Map 1: Great Highway Project Location  
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Exhibit F:

Categorical Exemption

with SFMTA Public Hearing Agenda

(Traffic Calming Measures)

Planning Commission Hearing 
Case Numbers 2022-007356CTZ 
Great Highway Pilot Project



 09.24.2013 

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION APPLICATION COVER MEMO - PUBLIC PROJECTS ONLY 

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption 

determination can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.  

Please attach this memo along with all necessary materials to the Environmental Evaluation Application. 

Project Address and/or Title: 

Project Approval Action: 

Will the approval action be taken at a noticed public hearing?  YES*    NO 

* If YES is checked, please see below.

IF APPROVAL ACTION IS TAKEN AT A NOTICED PUBLIC HEARING, INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING CALENDAR 
LANGUAGE: 

End of Calendar: CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code If the 

Commission approves an action identified by an exemption or negative declaration as the Approval Action (as 

defined in S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), 

then the CEQA decision prepared in support of that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the 

time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 

calendar days of the Approval Action.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk 

of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or 

call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from 

further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at 

http://sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited 

to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered 

to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or 

department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 

Individual calendar items: This proposed action is the Approval Action as defined by S.F. Administrative Code 

Chapter 31.  

THE FOLLOWING MATERIALS ARE INCLUDED: 

   2 sets of plans (11x17) 

   Project description 

   Photos of proposed work areas/project site 

  Necessary background reports (specified in EEA) 
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The Sustainable Streets Division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency will  
hold an on-line public hearing on Friday, February 19, 2021, at 10:00 AM to consider the various 
matters listed on the agenda below. 

The purpose of the public hearing will be to get public feedback on these proposals. No 
decisions will be made on these items at the public hearing.  Based upon all public 
feedback received, the SFMTA will make and post the decision on these items by 5.pm. the 
following Friday on the SFTMA website. 

Public opinion about these proposals can be shared in any of the following ways: 

 Online Skype Meeting: SFMTA.com/ENGHearing

 To speak about any items, please follow the phone-in instructions.

 Phoning during the public hearing: please dial 888-398-2342 and enter the code
8647385. When public comment is open key in “1” and then “0” to join the queue of
people wishing to comment.

 Sending an email to Sustainable.Streets@SFMTA.com with the subject line “Public
Hearing.”

Online Participation 

Phone Participation 

 Ensure you are in a
quiet location

 Speak clearly
 Turn off any TVs or

radios around you

1. For the best online experience, join the Skype session
and select “Don’t join audio”. For the audio, use the phone
instructions below. This will allow you to listen and
participate through the same audio experience.

1. When prompted, dial "1 - 0" to be added to the speaker
line. The auto-prompt will indicate callers are entering
"Question and Answer" time; this is the "Public Comment"
period.

2. Callers will hear silence when waiting for your turn to
speak.

3. When prompted, callers will have the standard two
minutes to provide comment.

For clarification about any items before the public hearing, the responsible staff person is listed, 
along with an email address. 

Irving Street, south side, between 8th Avenue and 9th Avenue 
1. ESTABLISH – RESIDENTIAL PERMIT PARKING ELIGIBILITY, AREA J

Irving Street, south side, between 8th Avenue and 9th Avenue
(Supervisor District 5) Kathryn Studwell, kathryn.studwell@sfmta.com

Extension of RPP Area J will enable residents to obtain RPP permits for Area J. 

2021-001354ENV
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Monterey Boulevard, both sides, at Hazelwood Avenue – Red Zones 
2. ESTABLISH - RED ZONES

A. Monterey Boulevard, north side, 26 feet to 30 feet east of Hazelwood Avenue (Engineer)
B. Monterey Boulevard, north side, from Hazelwood Avenue to 20 feet westerly

(removes 1 parking space) (Engineer)
C. Monterey Boulevard, south side, 15 feet to 35 feet west of Hazelwood Avenue

(removes 1 parking space) (Engineer)
D. Monterey Boulevard, south side, 14 feet to 30 feet east of Hazelwood Avenue

(removes 1 parking space) (Engineer)
(Supervisor District 7) David Sindel, david.sindel@sfmta.com

Additional daylighting requested by SFMTA to address pattern of left-turn collisions. 

Joice Street, between Clay Street and Sacramento Street – Speed Hump 
3. ESTABLISH – SPEED HUMP

Joice Street, between Clay Street and Sacramento Street (1 speed hump)
(Supervisor District 3) Daniel Carr, daniel.carr@sfmta.com

This proposal installs a traffic calming speed hump on the block at the request of the
community.

Minnesota Street between 23rd & 25th Streets; 24th Street between Minnesota &
Tennessee Streets- One-Way Street, Red Zone & Sidewalk

4. ESTABLISH – ONE WAY STREET
24th Street, eastbound, from Minnesota Street to Tennessee Street
(Supervisor District 10) Shahram Shariati, Shahram.shariati@sfmta.com

This project is designed to improve safety and convert the street from a two way into a one
way street.

Cole Street, both sides, between Haight Street and Waller Street – Residential 
Permit Parking Extension 

5(a). ESTABLISH – RESIDENTIAL PERMIT PARKING AREA J 
Cole Street, both sides, between Haight Street and Waller Street 

5(b). ESTABLISH – 2-HOUR PARKING, 8AM TO 5PM, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY, 
EXCEPT VEHICLES WITH AREA J PERMITS  
Cole Street, east side, from 76 feet south of Haight Street to Waller Street  
Cole Street, west side, from 113 feet south of Haight Street to Waller Street 
(Supervisor District 5) Kathryn Studwell, kathryn.studwell@sfmta.com  

This proposal will extend RPP Area J to the 600 block of Cole Street. 

2021-001354ENV
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Polk Street/Pacific Ave – Red Zone 
6(a). RESCIND - YELLOW METERED LOADING ZONE 

(30 MIN LIMIT 8AM-1PM, MON-FRI) 
Polk Street, west side, from 7 feet to 47 feet north of Pacific Avenue 
(meter space #2001 & 2003). (Engineer)   

6(b). RESCIND – YELLOW METERED LOADING ZONE 
(30 MIN LIMIT 10AM-1PM, MON-FRI) 
Polk Street, east side, from 104 feet to 148 feet south of Broadway Street 
(meter space #2024 & 2020). (Engineer)   

6(c). RESCIND - RED ZONE 
Polk Street, west side, from 64 feet to 68 feet north of Pacific Avenue. (Engineer) 
Polk Street, west side from 86 feet to 89 feet north of Pacific Avenue. (Engineer)  

6(d). ESTABLISH - RED ZONE 
Polk Street, west side, from 7 feet to 20 feet north of Pacific Avenue. 
(Engineer)   

6(e). ESTABLISH - YELLOW METERED LOADING ZONE 
(30 MIN LIMIT 8AM-6PM, MON-SAT) 
Polk Street, west side, from 20 feet to 47 feet north of Pacific Avenue  
(extends yellow meter space #2003 from 22 feet to 27 feet) (Engineer) 
Polk Street, west side, from 64 feet to 89 feet north of Pacific Avenue  
(converts general meter space #2011 into a 25-foot yellow metered 
space). (Engineer)   

6(f). ESTABLISH – YELLOW METERED LOADING ZONE 
(30 MIN LIMIT 10AM-6PM, MON-SAT) 
Polk Street, east side, from 104 feet to 148 feet south of Broadway Street  
(meter space #2024 & 2020) (Engineer) (Supervisor District 3) Shahram Shariati, 
Shahram.Shariati@sfmta.com 

This project is designed to improve pedestrian safety by daylighting the intersection. 

Tenderloin – Speed Limit 
RESCIND – 25 MPH SPEED LIMIT 

7. ESTABLISH – 20 MPH SPEED LIMIT
A. Grove Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Market Street
B. McAllister Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Market Street
C. Golden Gate Avenue, between Van Ness Avenue and Market Street
D. Turk Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Market Street
E. Eddy Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Mason Street
F. Ellis Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Mason Street
G. O’Farrell Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Mason Street
H. Geary Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Mason Street
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I. Post Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Mason Street
J. Sutter Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Mason Street
K. Polk Street, between Sutter Street and Grove Street
L. Larkin Street, between Sutter Street and Grove Street
M. Hyde Street, between Sutter Street and Market Street
N. Leavenworth Street, between Sutter Street and Market Street
O. Jones Street, between Sutter Street and Market Street
P. Taylor Street, between Sutter Street and Market Street
Q. Mason Street, between Sutter Street and Market Street
(Supervisor Districts 3 and 6) Tom Folks, tom.folks@sfmta.com

These streets are all part of the City's High Injury Vision Zero Network, with either the entire 
street segment or a substantial portion included. The signal timing progression in this area 
was set at 20 mph in the recent NOMA/SOMA area-wide retiming effort. 

Tenderloin – No Turn on Red 
8. ESTABLISH – NO TURN ON RED

A. Sutter Street, westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
B. Sutter Street, westbound, at Hyde Street  (Engineer)
C. Sutter Street, westbound, at Leavenworth Street (Engineer)
D. Sutter Street, westbound, at Jones Street (Engineer)
E. Sutter Street, westbound, at Taylor Street (Engineer)
F. Sutter Street, westbound, at Mason Street (Engineer)
G. Post Street, eastbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
H. Post Street, eastbound, at Hyde Street (Engineer)
I. Post Street, eastbound, at Leavenworth Street (Engineer)
J. Post Street, eastbound, at Jones Street (Engineer)
K. Post Street, eastbound, at Taylor Street (Engineer)
L. Post Street, eastbound, at Mason Street (Engineer)
M. Geary Street, westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
N. Geary Street, westbound, at Hyde Street (Engineer)
O. Geary Street, westbound, at Leavenworth Street (Engineer)
P. Geary Street, westbound, at Jones Street (Engineer)
Q. Geary Street, westbound, at Taylor Street (Engineer)
R. Geary Street, westbound, at Mason Street (Engineer)
S. O'Farrell Street, eastbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
T. O'Farrell Street, eastbound, at Hyde Street (Engineer)
U. O'Farrell Street, eastbound, at Leavenworth Street (Engineer)
V. O'Farrell Street, eastbound, at Jones Street (Engineer)
W. O'Farrell Street, eastbound, at Taylor Street (Engineer)
X. O'Farrell Street, eastbound, at Mason Street (Engineer)
Y. Ellis Street, westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
Z. Ellis Street, eastbound, at Hyde Street (Engineer)
AA. Ellis Street, westbound, at Leavenworth Street (Engineer)
BB. Ellis Street, westbound, at Taylor Street (Engineer)
CC. Ellis Street, westbound, at Mason Street (Engineer)
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DD. Eddy Street, westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
EE. Eddy Street, eastbound, at Hyde Street (Engineer)
FF. Eddy Street, westbound, at Leavenworth Street (Engineer)
GG. Eddy Street, eastbound, at Mason Street (Engineer)
HH. Turk Street, westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
II. Turk Street, westbound, at Taylor Street (Engineer)
JJ. Golden Gate Avenue, eastbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
KK. McAllister Street, eastbound and westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
LL. McAllister Street, westbound, at Leavenworth Street (Engineer)
MM. McAllister Street, eastbound, at Charles J. Brenham Place (Engineer)
NN. Fulton Street, westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
OO. Fulton Street, eastbound, at Hyde Street (Engineer)
PP. Grove Street, westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
QQ. Larkin Street, northbound, at Post Street (Engineer)
RR. Larkin Street, northbound, at Geary Street (Engineer)
SS. Larkin Street, northbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer)
TT. Larkin Street, northbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer)
UU. Larkin Street, northbound, at Eddy Street (Engineer)
VV. Larkin Street, northbound, at Turk Street (Engineer)
WW. Larkin Street, northbound, at Golden Gate Avenue (Engineer)
XX. Larkin Street, northbound, at McAllister Street (Engineer)
YY. Larkin Street, northbound, at Fulton Street (Engineer)
ZZ. Larkin Street, northbound and southbound, at Grove Street (Engineer) 
AAA. Hyde Street, southbound, at Sutter Street (Engineer) 
BBB. Hyde Street, southbound, at Post Street (Engineer)   
CCC. Hyde Street, southbound, at Geary Street (Engineer)
DDD. Hyde Street, southbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer)
EEE. Hyde Street, southbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer)
FFF. Hyde Street, southbound, at Eddy Street (Engineer)
GGG. Hyde Street, southbound, at Fulton Street (Engineer)
HHH. Leavenworth Street, northbound, at Sutter Street (Engineer) 
III. Leavenworth Street, northbound, at Post Street (Engineer)
JJJ. Leavenworth Street, northbound, at Geary Street (Engineer)
KKK. Leavenworth Street, northbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer)
LLL. Leavenworth Street, northbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer)
MMM. Leavenworth Street, northbound, at Eddy Street (Engineer)
NNN. Charles J. Brenham Place, northbound, at McAllister Street (Engineer)
OOO. Jones Street, southbound, at Sutter Street (Engineer)
PPP. Jones Street, southbound, at Post Street (Engineer)
QQQ. Jones Street, southbound, at Geary Street (Engineer)
RRR. Jones Street, southbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer)
SSS. Taylor Street, northbound, at Post Street (Engineer)
TTT. Taylor Street, northbound, at Geary Street (Engineer)
UUU. Taylor Street, northbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer)
VVV. Taylor Street, northbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer)
WWW. Taylor Street, northbound, at Eddy Street (Engineer)
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XXX. Mason Street, southbound, at Sutter Street (Engineer)
YYY. Mason Street, southbound, at Post Street (Engineer)
ZZZ. Mason Street, southbound, at Geary Street (Engineer) 
AAAA. Mason Street, southbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer) 
BBBB. Mason Street, southbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer) 
CCCC. Mason Street, southbound, at Eddy Street (Engineer)
DDDD. Sutter Street, westbound, at Polk Street (Engineer)
EEEE. Post Street, eastbound, at Polk Street (Engineer)   
FFFF. Geary Street, westbound, at Polk Street (Engineer) 
GGGG. O'Farrell Street, eastbound, at Polk Street (Engineer) 
HHHH. Ellis Street, westbound, at Polk Street (Engineer) 
IIII. Eddy Street, eastbound, at Polk Street (Engineer)
JJJJ. Eddy Street, westbound, at Polk Street (Engineer)
KKKK. Turk Street, westbound, at Polk Street (Engineer) 
LLLL. Golden Gate Street, eastbound, at Polk Street (Engineer)
MMMM. McAllister Street, eastbound, at Polk Street (Engineer)
NNNN. Grove Street, eastbound, at Polk Street (Engineer) 
OOOO. Grove Street, westbound, at Polk Street (Engineer) 
PPPP. Polk Street, southbound, at Sutter Street (Engineer) 
QQQQ. Polk Street, northbound, at Post Street (Engineer) 
RRRR. Polk Street, northbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer) 
SSSS. Polk Street, northbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer)   
TTTT. Polk Street, northbound, at Eddy Street (Engineer) 
UUUU. Polk Street, northbound, at Golden Gate Street (Engineer) 
VVVV. Polk Street, northbound, at McAllister Street (Engineer)
WWWW. Polk Street, southbound, at McAllister Street (Engineer)
XXXX. Polk Street, southbound, at Grove Street (Engineer)
YYYY. Polk Street, southbound, at Hayes Street (Engineer) 
ZZZZ. Cyril Magnin Street, northbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer) 
AAAAA. Cyril Magnin Street, southbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer)   
BBBBB. Cyril Magnin Street, northbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer)   
CCCCC. Eddy Street, westbound, at Taylor Street (Engineer)   
(Supervisor Districts 3 and 6) (Engineer) 
David Sindel, david.sindel@sfmta.com & Amy Chun, amy.chun@sfmta.com 

Adding NO TURN ON RED restrictions in the Tenderloin. 

43rd Avenue, between Irving Street and Judah Street – Speed Cushions 
9. ESTABLISH – SPEED CUSHIONS

43rd Avenue, between Irving Street and Judah Street (2 3-Lump Speed Cushions)
(Engineer) (Supervisor District 4) Daniel Carr, daniel.carr@sfmta.com

This proposal installs two traffic calming speed cushions on the block at the request of the 
community. Installation will follow the construction of SFUSD teacher housing at the Francis 
Scott Key Annex (Playland Community Park) property. 
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37th Avenue, between Rivera Street and Santiago Street – Speed Humps 
10. ESTABLISH – SPEED HUMPS

37th Avenue, between Rivera Street and Santiago Street (2 speed humps) (Engineer)
(Supervisor District 4) Jeff Banks, jeffrey.banks@sfmta.com

This proposal installs traffic calming devices on the block at the request of SFMTA. SFMTA 
collected data and confirmed that typical motorist speeds exceed agency thresholds to 
qualify for traffic calming.  

37th Avenue, between Vicente Street and Wawona Street – Speed Humps 
11. ESTABLISH – SPEED HUMPS

37th Avenue, between Vicente Street and Wawona Street (2 speed humps) (Engineer)
(Supervisor District 4) Jeff Banks, jeffrey.banks@sfmta.com

This proposal installs traffic calming devices on the block at the request of block residents. 
SFMTA collected data and confirmed that typical motorist speeds exceed agency thresholds 
to qualify for traffic calming.  

46th Avenue, between Lincoln Way and Irving Street – Speed Cushions 

12. ESTABLISH - SPEED CUSHIONS
46th Avenue, between Lincoln Way and Irving Street (Two 5-lump speed cushions)
(Engineer) (Supervisor District 4) Philip Louie, philip.louie@sfmta.com

Supervisor requested speed cushions on this block to address speeding concerns. 

Various Outer Sunset Intersections from 46th Avenue to La Playa – STOP Signs 
13(a). ESTABLISH - STOP SIGNS (Converting 2-Way to All-Way Controlled) 

A. 46th Avenue northbound and southbound at Pacheco Street (Engineer)
B. Lawton Street westbound and eastbound at 47th Avenue (Engineer)
C. Moraga Street westbound and eastbound at 47th Avenue (Engineer)
D. Santiago Street westbound and eastbound at 47th Avenue (Engineer)
E. Taraval Street westbound and eastbound at 47th Avenue (Engineer)
F. Ulloa Street westbound and eastbound at 47th Avenue (Engineer)
G. Lawton Street at westbound and eastbound 48th Avenue (Engineer)
H. Moraga Street westbound and eastbound at 48th Avenue (Engineer)
I. Santiago Street westbound and eastbound at 48th Avenue (Engineer)
J. Irving Street westbound and eastbound at La Playa (Engineer)
K. Lower Great Highway, northbound and southbound, at Moraga Street (Engineer)
L. Lower Great Highway, northbound and southbound, at Quintara Street (Engineer)
(Supervisor District 4) Maurice Growney, maurice.growney@sfmta.com

Various along Lower Great Highway, La Playa and Outer Avenues – Speed 
Cushions 

13(b). ESTABLISH – SPEED CUSHIONS 
A. Lower Great Highway, Lincoln Way to Irving Street (Engineer)
B. Lower Great Highway, Irving Street to Judah Street (Engineer)
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C. Lower Great Highway, Judah Street to Kirkham Street (Engineer)
D. Lower Great Highway, Lawton Street to Moraga Street (Engineer)
E. Lower Great Highway, Moraga Street to Noriega Street (Engineer)
F. Lower Great Highway, Noriega Street to Ortega Street (Engineer)
G. Lower Great Highway, Ortega Street to Pacheco Street (Engineer)
H. Lower Great Highway, Pacheco Street to Quintara Street (Engineer)
I. Lower Great Highway, Quintara Street to Rivera Street (Engineer)
J. Lower Great Highway, Rivera Street to Santiago Street (Engineer)
K. Lower Great Highway, Santiago Street to Taraval Street (Engineer)
L. Lower Great Highway, Taraval Street to Ulloa Street (Engineer)
M. Lower Great Highway, Ulloa Street to Vicente Street (Engineer)
N. Lower Great Highway, Cutler Avenue to Wawona Street (Engineer)
O. La Playa Street, Lincoln Way to Irving Street (Engineer)
P. La Playa Street, Irving Street to Judah Street (Engineer)
Q. La Playa Street, Judah Street to Kirkham Street (Engineer)
R. Irving Street, 47th Avenue to 48th Avenue (Engineer)
S. Irving Street, 48th Avenue to La Playa Street (Engineer)
T. 47th Avenue, Lincoln Way to Irving Street (Engineer)
U. 47th Avenue, Wawona Street to Sloat Boulevard (Engineer)
V. 48th Avenue, Lincoln Way to Irving Street (Engineer)
W. 48th Avenue, Rivera Street to Santiago Street (Engineer)
X. 48th Avenue, Santiago Street to Taraval Street (Engineer)

13(c). ESTABLISH – SPEED TABLE 
Lower Great Highway at Moraga Street (Engineer) 
(Supervisor District 4) Maurice Growney, maurice.growney@sfmta.com 

Addressing traffic diversion due to the Upper Great Highway vehicular closure and 
increasing pedestrian safety and comfort along the Lower Great Highway and 
surrounding neighborhood. 

Categorically exempt from Environmental Review: 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 Class 1(c): Operation, 
repair, maintenance, or minor alteration of existing 
highways and streets, sidewalks, gutters, bicycle  
and pedestrian trails, and similar facilities. 

 
Andrea Contreras, SFMTA    Date 

The following items have been environmentally cleared by the Planning Department on January 
14, 2021 Case No. 2011.1323E: 

Avalon Avenue, Lisbon Street, and Mission Street – Tow-Away, No Stopping 
Anytime, Red Zone 

Andrea Contreras 2/5/2021 

2021-001354ENV

mailto:maurice.growney@sfmta.com
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14(a). ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME 
ESTABLISH – SIDEWALK WIDENING 
Avalon Avenue – north side, from 123 feet to 246 feet east of Mission Street, 
(sidewalk widening for 6-foot-wide bulb, removes 6 parking spaces) 
Lisbon Street – west side, from 27 feet to 131 feet south of Silver Street,  
(sidewalk widening for 4-foot-wide bulb, removes 4 parking spaces) 

TOW AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME due to the sidewalk improvements for the 302 
Silver Street project 

14(b). ESTABLISH – RED ZONE 
ESTABLISH – SIDEWALK WIDENING 
Mission Street – east side, from 10 feet to 49 feet north of Avalon Avenue, (sidewalk 
widening for 6-foot-wide bulb, removes 2 metered parking spaces #4359 and #4357) 
Lisbon Street - west side, from 60 feet to 72 feet north of Avalon Avenue,  
(sidewalk widening for 6-foot-wide bulb, removes 1 parking space) 

RED ZONE due to sidewalk improvements for the 302 Silver Street project 

 Items denoted with (Engineer) can be given approval by the City Traffic Engineer after the
public hearing.  Otherwise, the SFMTA Board will make the final approval at a later date based
on the outcome at the public hearing.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code: 
For Approval Actions, the Planning Department has issued a CEQA exemption determination or negative declaration, 
which may be viewed online at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Following approval of the item by the 
SFMTA City Traffic Engineer, the CEQA determination is subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. 
Administrative Code Section 31.16, typically within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action. For information on filing a 
CEQA appeal, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San 
Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising 
only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of 
Supervisors or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing 
process on the CEQA decision. 

Whether the City Traffic Engineer’s decision is considered a Final SFMTA Decision is determined by Division II, Section 
203 of the Transportation Code.  If the City Traffic Engineer approves a parking or traffic modification, this decision is 
considered a Final SFMTA Decision.  If a City Traffic Engineer disapproves a parking or traffic modification and a member 
of the public requests SFMTA review of that decision, the additional review shall be conducted pursuant to Division II, 
Section 203 of the Transportation Code.  City Traffic Engineer decisions will be posted on 
https://www.sfmta.com/committees/engineering-public-hearings by 5 p.m. on the Friday following the public hearing. Final 
SFMTA Decisions involving certain parking or traffic modifications, whether made by the City Traffic Engineer or the 
SFMTA Board, can be reviewed by the Board of Supervisors pursuant to Ordinance 127-18. Information about the review 
process can be found at: https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/SFMTA_Action_Review_Info_Sheet.pdf.   

Approved for Public Hearing by: 

_________________________ 
Ricardo Olea 
City Traffic Engineer 

2021-001354ENV

https://www.sfmta.com/committees/engineering-public-hearings
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/o0127-18.pdf
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Sustainable Streets Division 
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Date:  October 27, 2023 

To:  San Francisco Planning Commission 

From:  Brian Stokle, Planner, San Francisco Recreation and Parks 
Cc: Yael Golan, Deputy Director of Planning, San Francisco Recreation and Parks 
 Stacy Bradley, Director of Capital and Planning, San Francisco Recreation and Parks 
 Thalia Leng, Senior Transportation Planner, SFMTA 

Adrienne Heim, Transportation Planner, SFMTA 
Re:  Great Highway Pilot Coastal Zone Permit PROJECT SPONSOR BRIEF 

  

The Great Highway Pilot Project restricts automobile access, on a temporary basis, to the Upper 
Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (approximately 2.0 miles), for a car-
free bicycle and pedestrian promenade on weekends and holidays in the (P) Public Zoning 
District. This stretch of the Upper Great Highway was originally closed to automobiles full-time 
in April 2020 to offer an outdoor recreational corridor where users could safely distance during 
the COVID-19 pandemic. In August 2021, the City modified the vehicular restrictions to apply 
only between Fridays at noon and Mondays at 6 a.m., and on holidays. In December 2022 the 
Park Code was amended through an ordinance passed by the Board of Supervisors (File No. 
220875) to extend the restrictions instituted in 2021 for a pilot period expiring December 31, 
2025.  Authorization is also being sought for related traffic calming measures which have been 
developed on surrounding streets, including detour and warning signs, turn restrictions, speed 
tables, speed cushions, and stop signs. 
 
Background 
In April 2020, the Upper Great Highway was closed to private vehicles by the RPD General 
Manager (GM) in response to the COVID-19-related shelter-in-place order to provide people 
more space to recreate outdoors while social distancing. In August 2021, the GM issued a 
directive reopening the Upper Great Highway to private vehicles weekdays from Monday at 
6:00am through to Friday at 12:00 noon. 
 
During both the 13 ½ month period of 24-hour promenade, and the subsequent 2 years of 
weekend promenade, there have been over 2.8 million visits to the Great Highway promenade. 
In that time, various community members and groups have held numerous activities and events 
at the promenade, ranging from the Great Hauntway Halloween event to political protests, 
yoga classes, and music performances. 
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A median of over 3,800 visits to the promenade occurred per weekend day from December 
2022 to October 2023.  Based on vehicular counts performed in 2022 by SFTMA, average daily 
vehicular trips on the Upper Great Highway have diminished from the pre-pandemic 18,000 
daily vehicles to 12,000 vehicles per day in 2022. A new count planned for Fall of 2023 will 
determine whether counts have gone up or down compared to 2022, and to pre-pandemic 
averages.  

By counting both visitors using the promenade, and vehicle usage on and near the Upper Great 
Highway, the City can determine how to best manage vehicular traffic while also providing a 
new active transportation and recreational space. For more qualitative measurements, the City 
will soon be conducting in-person intercept surveys on the promenade to determine how 
people reach the promenade, how they use it, and how often. 

Figure 1: Map of Project Area 

 
 

Add gates or other physical control 
devices, + signage and paint to direct 
vehicular, pedestrian and bike traffic. 
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Existing Conditions: The Upper Great Highway is a four-lane vehicular roadway. Existing swing 
gates are located at Sloat Boulevard to block entry to the northbound lanes and at Lincoln Way 
to block entry to the southbound lanes. The existing gates are closed when excessive amounts 
of sand, or flood water, accumulates on the road and make it unsafe for car travel, as well as 
when the road functions as a promenade. An existing multi-use asphalt pathway located within 
the approximately 85-foot-wide park space between the Upper and Lower Great Highways is 
used by pedestrians and bicyclists. An existing pathway system west of the Upper Great 
Highway is located approximately 20 to 30 feet west of the Upper Great Highway along the 
back of the dunes and beside the beach within RPD jurisdiction, very close to the National Park 
Service boundary. 

The Lower Great Highway is a neighborhood street with houses and apartment buildings on its 
east side. The streets with traffic calming features added are part of the Outer Sunset 
neighborhood. Streets from the Outer Sunset running east-west only intersect the Lower Great 
Highway, but not the Upper Great Highway, apart from Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard. 
Vehicles cannot access the Upper Great Highway from Irving Street south to Cutler Avenue, but 
pedestrians and people biking may use paths to reach crosswalks across the Upper Great 
Highway.  

Traffic Installations 
Traffic Calming Tools:  In spring 2020, the Phase 1 Great Highway Traffic Management tools 
were constructed at the intersections of Great Highway along Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard 
and in the adjacent neighborhood to support the Upper Great Highway closure to private 
vehicles. These included eight detour and warning signs, a road closure barricade, five turn 
restrictions, and five speed tables. In April 2021, additional tools were added, including 24 
speed cushions, one speed table, and 12 stop signs. On August 16, 2021, the Upper Great 
Highway was reopened to weekday vehicular use, which resulted in the removal of some of the 
tools. In November 2021, additional stop signs were added to the Lower Great Highway at 
Ortega and Ulloa streets. Exhibit 1 includes the Great Highway Traffic Management tools in 
place as of October 2023 and the coastal zone boundary.  
 
Traffic Impact Analysis: 
Vehicular Traffic - The SFMTA conducted traffic counts in the Outer Sunset in order to study 
how vehicle travel patterns have changed following implementation of the car-free Great 
Highway during the following time periods: 

1. Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic.  
2. During the period the Upper Great Highway was fully closed to private vehicles (April 

2020 to August 2021). 
3. During the period when the roadway was closed to vehicles only on weekends (August 

2021 to present).  

The SFMTA analyzed vehicle volume changes from pre-COVID to Winter 2021. Overall, vehicle 
volumes decreased on almost all roads studied. In a 2022 SFMTA traffic study during the 
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promenade configuration on Fridays, vehicle traffic on Lower Great Highway and Sunset 
Boulevard were still below pre-pandemic levels, indicating that diversion from the Upper Great 
Highway was not significantly impacting these roadways on Fridays. 
 
Beach Access - No change to formal access to the beach has resulted from the project. 
Currently, nine signal-controlled crosswalks provide access from the adjacent Sunset District to 
Ocean Beach, as well as to the adjoining dunes and Noriega seawall promenade. During the 
promenade periods, beach access is facilitated by easier roadway crossings.  
 
Parking – vehicular and bicycle - The Upper Great Highway has no vehicular nor bicycle street 
parking. Designated bike racks exist at both the Taraval and Judah restroom building sites, as 
well as at the intersection of Lincoln and Great Highway. Visitors may park their vehicles in the 
vicinity and walk to the beach using the crosswalks or from parking facilities to the north and 
south of the Upper Great Highway, especially like the O’Shaughnessy Ocean Beach Parking lot 
near Golden Gate Park, or Sloat Boulevard parking. 
With the installation of the Golden Gate Park JFK Promenade, which ends near the Great 
Highway at MLK Drive and Lincoln Way, access to the Great Highway via bicycle has greatly 
improved and is now a popular way to reach the Great Highway from the east. 
 
Visit experience by mode - The Pilot facilitates greater access to outdoor recreation space along 
the coast. Compared to a visit by a private vehicle on the Upper Great Highway, which lasts 
approximately five minutes, the visit experienced by a walker or cyclist lasts 15 to 45 minutes. 
The increase in time spent along the coast by promenade visitors results in increased access to 
a coastal recreation area. In addition, the flat and wide nature of the Great Highway in its 
promenade format makes for a very accessible experience for people using wheelchairs, 
walkers and other mobility devices.  
 

  
Person in a rolling mobility device entering the Great Highway. Person pushing a walker. 

Great Highway Pilot Site Management and Installations  
To support the Great Highway’s operation and use as a vehicular roadway on weekdays, and a 
park for walking and biking spaces on weekends and Friday afternoons, as well as required 
sand-related closures, RPD is partnering with other agencies including SFMTA, Public Works 
(PW), and the NPS to monitor and manage the Great Highway.  
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Access to Emergency Responders - The pilot project includes the proposed installation of new 
swing gates installed in a chicane layout (i.e., staggered and on opposite sides of the roadway). 
This would allow emergency vehicles to access the western-most lanes of the roadway without 
needing to stop and open the gates. Emergency vehicles will be able to respond to calls from 
Ocean Beach more quickly compared to gates that are not staggered. This design supports the 
continued recreational use of Ocean Beach while enhancing the safe recreational use of the 
roadway by pedestrians and bicyclists during private vehicular closure times for promenade 
use, or during sand accumulation events.  
 
Interagency Coordination of Great Highway and Ocean Beach - RPD, in coordination with its 
partner agencies is developing a more comprehensive approach to address litter, pilot new uses 
along the Great Highway, and develop improved visitor services and experiences.  
RPD has met with the California Coastal Commission (CCC) to address some of the staff 
concerns around litter, visitor management and access. The harsh conditions of the site include 
strong winds, sand movement and salt. The department is working with its city, state and 
federal partners in the following ways: 
 
Litter - Trash is currently collected seven days per week from the 32-gallon cans and toters. 
Department staff cleans trash and site litter daily. Service is also increased during special 
occasions and events. RPD and Recology have added toter recycling receptacles at each of the 
intersections with marked crosswalks. Recology has also increased the frequency of collection 
service to further address the increased volume of waste.  
RPD and PW custodial teams work together to manage trash collection within the constraints of 
available City resources. In addition, RPD will be converting bins at major intersections to larger, 
dual stream (land fill and recycling) “bear saver” trash receptacles in fiscal year 2023/24.   
 

   
Recology truck collecting trash, Recology employee emptying trash receptacle  

 
Dune and sand management - The Sunset Natural Resiliency Project, led by the San 
Francisco Estuary Institute and funded by the California Coastal Conservancy is an effort 
led by a team of coastal and dune scientists, along with public agencies, to develop long-
term strategies for improved dune health, dune habitat, beach/coastal erosion and sand 
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management in this area. The goal of this project is to identify best management 
practices for stabilizing dune vegetation. The Department is participating in the study, 
along with the National Park Service (NPS) and other partners. 
  
With the anticipated release of the coastal beach and dune management 
recommendations in November 2023, RPD will work with the NPS, who has jurisdiction 
over most dune areas, to evaluate and pilot improved dune and habitat management 
practices and seek funding for such pilots.  
 
Achieving our Citywide Goals 
Use of the Upper Great Highway as a partial promenade aligns with many City goals and 
adopted policies, including: 
- The Transit-First Policy, which prioritizes public transit and promotes access and 

safety for transit, bicycling, walking, and other alternatives to individual vehicles, 
and is built upon in SFMTA’s Strategic Plan and the Vision Zero Action Plan. 

- Ongoing work to update the Climate Action Plan, which charts a pathway to achieve 
net zero greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 2050 by shifting trips from vehicles to 
walking, biking, and other active transportation modes.  

- Builds on the Western Shoreline Area Plan and supports numerous policy goals 
outlined in the General Plan, particularly the Recreation and Open Space Element 
and strategies in RPD’s Strategic Plan to increase access to open space. 

The department has reviewed consistency of these roadway changes with the applicable 
sections of the Western Shoreline Area Plan and the Coastal Act.  
Public Outreach 
The Great Highway has had a promenade format starting in April 2020. Since then, a series of 
public meetings and hearings focusing on the near- and medium-term future of the Great 
Highway have taken place:  

• SFCTA Great Highway Concepts Evaluation District 4 Town Hall Meetings (2020-2021) 
• SFRPD & SFMTA Joint Commission Hearing: June 2021 
• Board of Supervisor Land Use and Transportation Committee Hearing: November 2022 

 
Concerns raised by the public at these meetings included: slower traffic through the 
neighborhood when the promenade in place - this was addressed by adding more flashing signs 
to show when Great Highway was inaccessible to vehicles; concerns about the timing and 
speed of sand removal on Great Highway, which were relayed by RPD staff to PW, who is 
developing an updated sand management plan; and concerns regarding additional trash, which 
have been addressed by installing additional receptacles and increasing trash collection as 
described above.  
 
Elements of the Project were also included in a ballot measure in 2022, Proposition I, which 
called for restoring 24/7 vehicular access to the Great Highway. The proposition failed with 65% 
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voting “NO”, showing strong support for the weekend promenade configuration that was in 
place at the time.   
 
Conclusion 
Whether it is a playground, promenade or open green field, parks and open spaces are a respite, 
people value them as an extension of their community. The Great Highway Pilot is enhancing and 
facilitating access to the beach, as well as to accessible and active recreation along the 
promenade, while also supporting several City goals and policies around active transportation 
and climate resiliency. The changes to use of roadways resulting from implementation of the pilot 
project are consistent with several Coastal Act, Western Area Shoreline Plan objectives, and 
Citywide and policies, including: 
 
• Coastal Act (30001.5):  

o (b) Ensure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal zone resources 
taking into account the social and economic needs of the people of the state.  

o (c) Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public recreational 
opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound resources conservation 
principles and constitutionally protected rights of private property owners.  

 
Therefore, the approval of this CZP application is consistent with CCC requirements. RPD is 
working with other City and non-City partners to continue studying, monitoring and addressing 
the impacts of the pilot project to conditions at the site and its vicinity, including traffic, litter, 
dune health and sand management, and to collaborate across departments and with non-City 
partners to effectively manage the space across its various jurisdictions. RPD plans to continue 
engaging its partners as the pilot project progresses and more information is collected, to 
improve management practices of the Upper Great Highway and its surroundings.   
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January 18, 2024 

Appeal No.: 23-064 
Appeal Title: Geoffrey Moore vs. PC 
Subject Property: Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Blvd. 
Determination Type: Coastal Zone Permit 
Record No.: 2022-007356CTZ (Motion No. 21437) 

Appellant Brief from Geoffrey Moore, submitted to the San Francisco Board of Appeals, with copies to 
Brian Stokle, Agent for Permit Holder(s), and associated parties 

Capitalized terms may correspond to those terms defined in the November 9, 2023 submission materials and exhibits 
(together, the “Applica on”).  Certain documents discussed below have been listed in a Table of Exhibits at the end of 
this brief and each document should please be incorporated by reference into the review and administra ve record. 

Overview of Procedural and Substantive Issues 

Thank you sincerely for the opportunity to respectfully express my concerns with the requested 

Coastal Zone Permit (“CZP”) related to the Project. My opinion, which I hope you will conclude is supported 

by the law, facts and discussion below, is that the Application for the Project has not fully addressed various 

compelling environmental issues, nor adhered to applicable statutory and procedural requirements. My 

primary request for relief is that all applicable law be fully evaluated, and then enforced - with additional 

input not only from the San Francisco City Attorney but also experts in state coastal and environmental laws 

- and that the CZP be denied in its entirety, or the Project modified with conditions that are responsive to my 

concerns and the critical environmental issues. 

San Francisco’s Ocean Beach (“OB”) and nearby Outer Sunset and Outer Richmond communities 

include multi-jurisdictional property and “Coastal Zone” (“CZ”) land that is subject to the express provisions 

of the California Coastal Act (“CCA”), as administered with full and unequivocal jurisdiction by the 

California Coastal Commission (“CCC”). While the CCC has delegated certain conditional authority to the 

City of San Francisco (“SF”) to manage a CCC-approved Local Coastal Program (“LCP”), that delegation 

does not absolve SF from requirements to follow all applicable CCA law – not only with respect to fully 

compliant LCP administration, but all provisions of the CCA in its entirety (particularly if the LCP itself is 

outdated, ambiguous, defective in its design or administration, has been amended without express CCC 

approval, and/or appears contrary to a proposed development).    
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In addition to the mandatory enforcement of all lawful requirements, certain aspects of the Project 

appear substantively to contradict the spirit and terms of the LCP and other SF plans, as discussed further 

below.  Therefore, the CZP must be denied on substantive grounds, or modified to address these issues. 

The LCP does not allow permits to be issued retroactively for previously developed unpermitted property. 

The Application indicates that “Pursuant to Planning Code Section 330, the [Planning] Commission 

must grant a Coastal Zone Permit.” However, no mandate exists anywhere in Section 330 which requires any 

city or state agency to grant a permit sight-unseen after a project has already been completed, nor is the 

authority of the Commission exclusive, nor is any specific statutory description or factual assertion offered 

for this erroneous conclusory statement. To the contrary, section 330.1 allows rather than requires the 

submission of a permit application, which is subject to public and administrative reviews prior to both the 

granting of a permit and the development of property pursuant to that approved permit. Specifically, Section 

330.1(b) provides that “[a]ll public projects, except those specifically exempt, shall be required to apply to 

the San Francisco Planning Department for a Coastal Zone Permit” (emphasis added). Further, Section 330.5 

highlights the temporal and conditional nature of the approval process by providing that “[a] Coastal Zone 

Permit shall be applied for at the Planning Department concurrent with other necessary project permit(s)” 

(emphasis added). These express terms, as well as other provisions throughout Section 330, make clear that 

permitting is a conditional and chronological process, with defined linear steps which include an application, 

followed by a review (which requires sufficient public notice, and comment), followed by the granting of a 

permit if deemed appropriate - all occurring BEFORE any project construction is allowed.  To interpret the 

LCP as allowing the city to just engage in construction as it pleases before a permit has actually been secured 

is wholly contrary to both the purpose and the express provisions of state law, as well as the limited delegation 

of authority by the California Coastal Commission in the LCP at issue.    

In approving the LCP, the CCC has reserved certain powers and jurisdiction. The nature of this limited 

delegation, and the ultimate authority of the CCC to directly administer state law, is underscored in Section 
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330.5(d)(2), which prohibits SF from engaging in actions that are inconsistent with existing LCP 

requirements absent direct CCC approval. As such, it is entirely unclear from a statutory perspective what 

authority is being relied upon by the Commission when it receives and then acts upon a permit request which 

indicates that “[t[his Coastal Zone Authorization is being sought retroactively for the current pilot closure.”   

Likewise, it is unclear how an ordinance which changes the terms of the LCP could have been approved by 

the SF Board of Supervisors. The Commission and its Commissioners appear to have knowingly violated 

applicable law – despite this issue being clearly raised by the public during the November 9, 2023 hearing, 

when public commentary about the legal requirement was completely ignored by the Commissioners.  The 

CCC has been explicit in its statement that “[d]evelopment within the coastal zone generally may not 

commence until a coastal development permit has been issued by either the Commission or a local 

government” (see Exhibit 1 at https://www.coastal.ca.gov/cdp/cdp-forms.html, and as detailed further in 

Exhibit 2).  As such, the CZP must be denied as a matter of law, and irrespective of any substantive analysis.   

The LCP does not contemplate temporary and expiring permits for projects which have no removal plan or 

remain intact after the questionable expiration. 

The Project by its very terms indicates that certain of its portions are a “pilot” while other portions 

either are not a pilot, or do not have an accurate temporal description about their permanence (for example, 

speed bumps, speed tables, and signage). Reference is made to the planned December 2025 expiration of an 

ordinance which appears to have been approved by the SF Board of Supervisors at a time when no Coastal 

Zone Permit was even in effect, and no notice of Coastal Zone permitting had been timely provided to the 

public (see section (h) of exhibit C of the Application). Yet despite the acknowledged temporary nature of 

the ordinance, and portions of the Application itself - which rely on a local ordinance being passed as 

justification only for achieving CEQA compliance but with no mention of CCA compliance or CCC approval 

of an LCP amendment - no clear description has been provided to the public of the LCP authority which 

allows for the future expiration of permits associated with permanent development. In fact, it seems common-

sense that the CCA by its plain terms is not designed for development of the coast which will be partially 
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removed and partially retained in the future at the sole discretion of the developer and with no clear plan 

expressed to the public about which portions are temporary, which are permanent, and how each portion will 

either be managed indefinitely or dismantled properly upon expiration of the “temporary” permit. 

The permitting process, including the provision of clear and actionable plans and notice to the public, 

is predicated upon clarity and certainty, rather than temporary or pilot permits with no written plan for 

demolition or removal of some (or all?) of the permitted project.  Given that the Permit terms appear to expire 

on December 31, 2025 while some, but not all, of the proposed development appears designed for 

permanence, the Permit must be denied.   

The Application is written ambiguously to cure an illegal unpermitted development, and the public has been 

misled about necessary environmental review. 

As noted above, no permit was in effect at the time that coastal development was illegally approved 

by the SF Board of Supervisors. In fact, the Application was filed on January 18, 2023, after the ordinance 

was passed approving unpermitted portions of the Project (other portions, such as speed bumps and signage 

had selectively occurred prior to this Application as well). The negligent ignorance of CCA requirements is 

apparent when considering the various 2022 and 2023 materials produced by SF in the Application, as there 

are erroneous assertions that the Recreation and Parks Commission (“RPC”) maintains jurisdiction over land 

subject to state coastal laws and CCC jurisdiction.  

However, the jurisdiction of the RPC in the Coastal Zone is limited by operation of state law – period.   

Though it may choose which city agency or agencies can operate pursuant to city rules, the city of San 

Francisco does not have carte blanche to manage or develop coastal zone property contrary to state law.  The 

CCC maintains this jurisdiction pursuant to terms of the CCA, and further subject to its limited delegation of 

authority pursuant to an approved LCP.  

 The RPC’s ignorance of state law requirements is troubling, and appears at best to be misguided, 

inexperienced, and negligent. But what should citizens of San Francisco expect when RPC’s most senior 
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leadership has previously been found unanimously by the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force to have willfully 

violated public records requests associated directly with this same Project? See Exhibit 3 Sunshine Ordinance 

Task Force Unanimous Finding. There appears to be an active attempt with the Application to continue 

misleading the public by surreptitiously seeking “retroactive” terms devoid of clarity and transparency, all 

while public notice is deficient and public records access has been impaired. The Permit simply cannot be 

approved under circumstances where public access to records has not been transparent, robust, and compliant 

in advance of the Application, and where the local agency that erroneously claims exclusive responsibility 

for management of the Project has demonstrated a willful inability to adhere to both local and state rules. 

 Further, SF has previously promised the public that environmental review of the road closure would 

in fact take place. Specifically, SF previously represented to the public that an environmental review would 

be conducted with respect to the Project (See page 5 and footnote 7 to “Exhibit 4 Public Comment Regarding 

Sloat Extension EIR” which references and discusses the September 9, 2020 “Exhibit 5 EIR Representation” 

associated with the proposed closure of the Sloat roadway extension; this notice from SF stated explicitly 

that “[e]ach of these separate projects would be subject to separate environmental review.”).  SF has refused 

to provide the community with a comprehensive plan and EIR across these and other geographically and 

practically related projects, stating only that comments will be transmitted for consideration to unnamed “city 

decision-makers.”  (see Exhibit 6 page 212 excerpt of Draft EIR Response to Comments).  To date, no 

unnamed city decision-maker has been identified, and no response has been provided, on behalf of the public 

to the CCC to address these material comments regarding SF promises that were made directly in furtherance 

of a separate EIR that is related to significant coastal zone issues appurtenant to the subject property. 

 It is further troubling that SF would leave Coastal Zone management in the hands of a single ill-

equipped city department. SF including its Board of Supervisors is already well-aware that the area has been 

the subject of prior litigation and regulatory enforcement, and that policy decisions require careful and lawful 

administration from a multi-jurisdictional perspective to preserve natural resources as well as city resources, 
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minimize litigation risk, and comply with multiple laws beyond local laws. In addition to legacy 

Environmental Protection Agency findings, and recent voter initiatives, SF has previously been subject to 

direct litigation related to coastal management at OB (see Exhibit 7 Settlement Terms and Exhibit 8 

Settlement Approval).  Curiously, the subject ordinance seems to have been approved while the Exhibit 7 

Settlement Terms may still have been in effect.  

 Exemplifying SF’s incomplete internal management of Project review due to faulty jurisdictional 

assumptions is the issue of emergency management.   The Upper Great Highway (”UGH”) is a critical part 

of the city’s emergency response system for purposes of ocean safety as well as natural disaster mitigation 

and transportation. The UGH is the key access point for emergency vehicles to conduct safety operations in 

a beachfront area which experiences ocean safety events on a regular basis, including multiple fatalities from 

drownings. The Application engages in no review of the increased response times for emergency vehicles 

associated with the locked gates at the UGH entrances – not only with respect to the fundamentally time-

critical access for beach rescues, but also the necessary emergency access for the public during tsunami and 

earthquake evacuation events. It appears from the available public record that RPC facilitated no coordination 

whatsoever with SF’s Department of Emergency Management to address the current status of the UGH as a 

designated emergency route (see Exhibit 9 Emergency Response Plan and Exhibit 10 ERP Transportation 

Annex, indicating respectively a last amendment date of May 2017, and the status of UGH as an Emergency 

Priority Route per Appendix B). Such coordination would be necessary if SF determined that the UGH no 

longer was part of emergency infrastructure.  Was that determination made in advance of the Application, 

and in full public view?  If not, the Permit must be denied due to noncompliance with established SF policies. 

While the Project goal obviously creates material environmental impacts, there has been insufficient review of 

and planning for such impacts. 

SF has steadfastly maintained that rerouting thousands of vehicles into residential streets (thereby 

increasing neighborhood pollution and danger) is necessary and justified because of the large number of 
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actual or planned park visitors (see for example Exhibit C of the Application). The city has repeatedly but 

vaguely pointed to excessive park visitors that it alleges must number in the thousands, yet simultaneously it 

has asserted that a pilot program is necessary to count the actual numbers. However, in no instance has SF 

taken any steps to acknowledge that if a large number of park visitors is indeed occurring then it must 

necessarily mean just from a fundamental common-sense perspective that there is a corresponding 

environmental effect from that large number of park visitors.  This paradox underscores exactly why 

comprehensive environmental review is needed before any type of coastal zone development is approved. 

Either there are lots of people – with a corresponding effect upon the environment which requires closer 

inspection – or there simply aren’t material visitors nor associated environmental impacts in need of 

accommodation. It simply defies basic logic to create a large park due to assertions of significant public use 

while simultaneously claiming that a careful environmental review is unnecessary alongside that use. Yet SF 

has asserted that a “pilot” is needed to inform a public policy decision which seems to have been made 

already, with no comprehensive environmental review, and little data or even advance notice available for 

public inspection. 

People create impacts – period. It is unreasonable to open a new oceanside park with the expectation 

that there will be no effect upon the dunes, the nearby endangered species, the beach, the nearby public 

restrooms, the garbage, the infrastructure, the parking and traffic, and the nearby community. Shouldn’t a 

comprehensive review of environmental effects (and planned mitigation and management) take place before 

a new public resource is simply opened? It may very well be the case that a properly managed park, supported 

by full awareness, planning, and budgeting, will address the inevitable consequences of numerous park 

visitors – but we simply do not know in this instance. Will the public be provided with an opportunity in 

advance to evaluate with full transparency the Project’s impacts upon the environment, and the city’s plans 

for effective environmental management? This type of planning is core to applicable provisions of the CCA 

(see e.g., Exhibit 2, page 5). The CZP must be denied until sufficient review and planning has materialized 

and been evaluated to determine impacts to this sensitive ecological area. 
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The Project does not substantively conform to city planning and LCP environmental standards. 

There are numerous substantive problems with closing a public highway that carries thousands of 

vehicles daily and rerouting that traffic into a local neighborhood. The Application does not sufficiently 

address these problems, and in turn cannot mitigate material environmental impacts upon the Coastal Zone. 

A key environmental issue which requires further review is the transmission of significant highway 

emissions into a neighborhood community. It is common knowledge that traditional motorized vehicles create 

pollution, notwithstanding ongoing efforts to increase efficiency. And it is equally common knowledge that 

the further such a vehicle travels, and the more it stops and starts, the more emissions are created. Shifting 

vehicles from the UGH into stop and go traffic likely increases emissions in the Coastal Zone because the 

UGH is not subjected to cross-traffic or intersections but is managed by timed lights along a straight unbroken 

path. The roadway has a beneficial profile for emissions efficiency, while neighborhood streets such as the 

Lower Great Highway (“LGH”) are subjected to stop and go design due to multiple intersections. Ironically, 

pursuant to the Project the LGH has been further subjected to additional emissions inefficiency due to 

multiple speed tables and cushions in between each cross-traffic intersection, which further impede the 

mechanics of vehicle efficiency. Finally, there has been insufficient evaluation of the Vehicle Miles Traveled 

(“VMT”) due to rerouted traffic, and it appears that VMT has been increased by UGH road closure – 

particularly when considering the dynamic increase in traffic in the Chain of Lakes region of Golden Gate 

Park due to rerouted Richmond District commuters, as well as the dynamic increase in traffic at the 

intersection of Sloat and 39th Avenue due to the closure of the Sloat extension roadway. The Permit should 

be denied unless VMT emissions effects have first been fully evaluated, and in turn determined to be 

improved (see e.g., Exhibit 2, page 5, which provides that “[n]ew development shall . . . (d) minimize energy 

consumption and vehicle miles traveled”). Failing to take this step would be a direct violation of various 

portions of the General Plan and Transportation Plan, and in fact there are multiple questionable sections of 

various city plans noted in the Application which require further analysis, including: 
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General Plan, Policy 3.1 –“Cooperate with and otherwise support regulatory programs of existing regional, 

State, and Federal agencies dealing with the Bay, Ocean, and Shorelines.” The retroactive Permit 

demonstrates on its face that there was no necessary advance coordination with state agencies responsible for 

state coastal law compliance.   

General Plan, Policy 9.2 - “Impose traffic restrictions to reduce transportation noise.” Any resident along the 

LGH recognizes that neighborhood noise has been increased rather than decreased by rerouting thousands of 

highway vehicles past their front doors. 

General Plan, Objective 15 - “Increase the energy efficiency of transportation and encourage land use patterns 

and methods of transportation which use less energy.” Clogging local routes for Muni buses and personal 

drivers alike by closing roads and reducing parking is categorically not increasing energy efficiency.  Further 

VMT analysis is needed, as discussed above, to fully evaluate the energy efficiency of the Project. 

Recreation and Open Space Element, Policy 3.5 - “Ensure that, where feasible, recreational facilities and 

open spaces are physically accessible, especially for those with limited mobility.”   As discussed below, when 

the UGH is closed there is no visual access for individuals who rely upon their vehicles for mobility.  

Safety and Resiliency Element, Policy 2.1.2  - “Direct City actions to reduce local contributions towards the 

climate crisis by mitigating greenhouse gasses and by increasing carbon sequestration.” If the Project actually 

reduces VMT then the public should be provided with proof, in advance, prior to the Permit being approved. 

Transportation Element, Policy 1.2 “Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.” No 

explanation or analysis has been provided which describes the newly created safety issues caused by rerouting 

thousands of commuter vehicles from a highway into a residential neighborhood. 

Transportation Element, Policy 2.2 - “Reduce pollution, noise and energy consumption.”  As discussed above, 

when functioning for commuter traffic the UGH is one of the most energy-efficient transit routes in the city. 

Transportation Element  - Policy 19.5 –  “Mitigate and reduce the impacts of automobile traffic in and around 

parks and along shoreline recreation areas.” The Project worsens rather than improves coastal zone traffic. 



Appellant Brief for Appeal No.: 23-064          
2022-007356CTZ (Motion No. 21437) 

 
Transportation Element, Policy 27.4  - “Apply best practices in street design and transportation engineering 

to improve pedestrian safety across the City.” There has been no analysis to determine that pedestrian 

incidents in newly congested areas improved versus the UGH legacy history, and so safety effects are unclear. 

Urban Design Element, Policy 4.1 - “Protect residential areas from the noise, pollution and physical danger 

of excessive traffic.” It seems impossible to rationally explain how this objective could be met by rerouting 

thousands of highway vehicles into a residential neighborhood.  The Permit fails abjectly on this basis.  

Western Shoreline Area Plan (“WSAP”), Policy 2.1 – “Develop the Great Highway right-of-way as a four 

lane straight highway with recreational trails for bicycle, pedestrian, landscaping, and parking. Emphasize 

slow pleasure traffic and safe pedestrian access to beach.” It is unclear how the Project would emphasize 

slow pleasure traffic by eliminating it. Additionally, the Project contradicts the Ocean Beach Master Plan, 

which presumes that roadway closure will only take effect south of Sloat (see Exhibit 11 at  

https://www.spur.org/publications/spur-report/2012-05-21/ocean-beach-master-plan). 

WSAP, Policy 3.1 - “When possible eliminate the Richmond-Sunset sewer treatment facilities.”  It is unclear 

how developing a new park over existing sewage infrastructure meets this objective, and the public needs 

more information before proceeding.  Does RPC plan to decommission the infrastructure beneath the road? 

WSAP, Policy 11.6 - “Protect the neighborhood environment of the Richmond and Sunset residential areas 

from the traffic and visitor impacts from the public using adjacent recreation and open space areas.” This 

element really sums up the problem and underscores why further analysis is needed before a Permit is 

approved.   No budget, no visitation mitigation, and no usage planning has been detailed in the Application 

which addresses the impacts upon the local community or environment from visitors. Instead, local residents 

are subjected to an impermissible and illegal pilot experiment, while the dunes continue to be trampled. 

The Project does not substantively conform to LCP access standards. 

Many community members have expressed concern that a closed roadway could impair beach access 

for certain citizens. Rerouting members of the public away from the scenic portion of OB along the roadway 

and into neighborhood streets deprives individuals from visiting and enjoying the scenic beauty of the natural 
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resource. This result discriminates against local residents and tourists alike, but is particularly inappropriate 

when considering the needs of those individuals who suffer from physical limitations that generally impede 

their ability to navigate public spaces without mechanical assistance. There is insufficient information in the 

Application to evaluate the access impacts for these individuals who are hoping to visit OB, and no Permit 

may be issued unless access considerations have been addressed for all members of the public.  

The Project is not consistent with “managed retreat” principles under the CCA. 

Ocean Beach is tilting. Unbeknownst to the casual short-term observer (and also many public servants 

responsible for the proper stewardship of the public resource) the assumed erosion along the beach is not 

uniform, and in fact recent sand migration patterns seem to demonstrate that there is accretion rather than 

erosion towards the northern end of OB (see for example page 9 discussion of Exhibit 12 Baykeeper Sand 

Issues, discussing imminent “threat to adjacent sewer mains”). There are many possible causes for the slow 

counterclockwise rotation of the land, with a rough “fulcrum” in the vicinity of the seawall which frames a 

section of OB from Santiago to Noriega streets.   These possible causes include excessive sand mining in the 

San Francisco Bay; the softer geology of the rock and sediment in southern OB; a purported “attempt” by 

Lake Merced to reconnect with the ocean north of Fort Funston in a wetlands orientation; and the natural 

sand movement caused by twice-daily exhalations of tremendous quantities of water, brine, and debris 

through the narrow Golden Gate which eventually settle on the ocean floor to form a multi-mile semi-circle 

of silt and sand (the western exterior of which must be periodically “pricked” via dredging to maintain the 

SF shipping channel, and the southern boundary of which lies roughly just offshore of the fulcrum, leaving 

the Sloat area more exposed to large ocean swells than the northern stretches of OB - see Exhibit 13 NOAA 

Four Fathom Bank).  Whatever the cause, the Application does not examine them, nor account for the intense 

erosion patterns at the southern section of the subject property; accordingly, the Application provides for no 

direct or contingency planning to address erosion of the subject property. In fact, by some accounts SF simply 
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is fine with the roadway eventually being covered or melting away, which is a curious disposition in light of 

the significant city sewage infrastructure which lies directly beneath the UGH. 

In any event, it is clear that the “managed retreat” principles embedded in state coastal laws have not 

been analyzed or fully addressed by the Application. The goal of managed retreat is to proactively move 

people, structures, and infrastructure out of harm's way, not to create more development. Those principles 

place a preference upon minimizing new projects and development in erosion areas, and managing them so 

they are moved inland and away from erosion risks. Managed retreat principles would seem to point towards 

the need for less rather than more development along the entire UGH roadway, or at least updated plans to 

shift property development efforts towards the accretion rather than erosion areas. The Permit must be denied 

until managed retreat principles have been properly evaluated and addressed, ideally with current analysis 

which updates the type of detailed and exemplary erosion review previously documented in Exhibit 14 

Surfrider Erosion Analysis.  Otherwise, more critical dune erosion will occur, as described further in the 

video at Exhibit 15 Dune Erosion at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lXrA1iDRV0w&t=24s ). 

Conclusion 

SF must develop a comprehensive plan to address property erosion across the entirety of Ocean 

Beach, including a funded plan to relocate its wastewater infrastructure away from the ocean.  It is curious 

and troubling that SF seems instead to be focused upon encouraging its own protective sand dunes to be 

trampled.  This approach impairs the city’s credibility, and the community support for important compromise 

decisions aimed to foster the greatest use of and access to the public resource.  Please kindly ensure that a 

comprehensive multi-jurisdictional review of these critical environmental issues has been managed properly 

to its conclusion pursuant to the law before proceeding with permitting.  Thank you.  

Sincerely, 

Geoffrey Moore 

Geoffrey Moore, Appellant  
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Coastal Development
Permit Applications & Appeal Forms

evelopment within the coastal zone generally may not commence until a coastal

development permit has been issued by either the Commission or a local

government. The Coastal Act defines development broadly (with a few narrow

exceptions), to include not only typical land development activities such as construction of

buildings, but also changes in the intensity of use of land or water, even where no

construction is involved.

Coastal Development Permits are the regulatory mechanism by which proposed

developments in the coastal zone are brought into compliance with the policies of Chapter 3

of the Coastal Act. After the Commission certifies a Local Coastal Program (LCP), most coastal

development permit authority is delegated and coastal development permit applications are

then reviewed and acted on by cities and counties. In the ports of Port Hueneme, Long Beach,

Los Angeles and San Diego, the port governing bodies exercise similar permit authority under

certified Port Master Plans. But the Commission has permanent ongoing responsibilities: it

retains continuing permit jurisdiction over certain specified lands (such as tidelands and

public trust lands), and it has appellate authority over specified categories of development.

Apply for a Permit
STEP 1

Is this an emergency?

Yes

Download your Emergency Permit Application

No

Proceed to Step 2

California Coastal Commission 

https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/cdp/emergency-cdp-appl.pdf
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/cdp/emergency-cdp-appl.pdf
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/cdp/emergency-cdp-appl.pdf
https://www.coastal.ca.gov/
https://www.coastal.ca.gov/
https://www.coastal.ca.gov/
https://www.coastal.ca.gov/
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An Introduction to the California Coastal Act
Alarmed that private development was cutting off public access to the shore, 
and catalyzed by a huge oil spill off the coast of Santa Barbara, Californians in 
1972 rallied to “Save Our Coast” and passed a voter initiative called the Coastal 
Conservation Initiative (Prop 20).
 
Prop 20 created the California Coastal Commission to make land use decisions 
in the Coastal Zone, while additional planning occurred. Then in 1976 the State 
Legislature passed the Coastal Act, which made the Coastal Commission a 
permanent agency with broad authority to regulate coastal development. 
 
The Coastal Act guides how the land along the coast of California is developed, 
or protected from development. It emphasizes the importance of the public 
being able to access the coast, and the preservation of sensitive coastal and 
marine habitat and biodiversity. It dictates that development be clustered in 
areas to preserve open space, and that coastal agricultural lands be preserved. It 
prioritizes coastal recreation as well as commercial and industrial uses that need 
a waterfront location. It calls for orderly, balanced development, consistent with 
these priorities and taking into account the constitutionally protected rights of 
property owners.
 
The Coastal Act defines the area of the coast that comes under the jurisdiction 
of the California Coastal Commission, which is called the “coastal zone.” The 
Coastal Zone extends seaward to the state’s outer limit of jurisdiction (three 
miles), including offshore islands. The inland boundary varies according to land 
uses and habitat values. In general, it extends inland 1,000 yards from the mean 
high tide line of the sea, but is wider in areas with significant estuarine, habitat, 
and recreational values, and narrower in developed urban areas. Coastal Zone 
boundary maps are available on the Coastal Commission website.
 
The Coastal Zone does not include San Francisco Bay, which is under the 
jurisdiction of a separate state agency, the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission.
 

Annotated Reading of Selected Coastal Act Sections
 
The following is a selection of excerpts from the Coastal Act, which contains 
many additional policies and procedures not addressed here. To read the entire 
Coastal Act, visit www.coastal.ca.gov/coastact.pdf. The quoted sections below 
are each referenced with their identifying section number in the Coastal Act.
 
The Coastal Act begins with a section (30001) on the importance of the 
California coast and its ecological balance:
 

The Legislature hereby finds and declares:
(a) That the California coastal zone is a distinct and valuable natural resource 
of vital and enduring interest to all the people and exists as a delicately 

Group 1
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balanced ecosystem.
(b) That the permanent protection of the state’s natural and scenic resources is 
a paramount concern to present and future residents of the state and nation.
(c) That to promote the public safety, health, and welfare, and to protect 
public and private property, wildlife, marine fisheries, and other ocean 
resources, and the natural environment, it is necessary to protect the 
ecological balance of the coastal zone and prevent its deterioration  
and destruction.
(d) That existing developed uses, and future developments that are carefully 
planned and developed consistent with the policies of this division, are 
essential to the economic and social well-being of the people of this state and 
especially to working persons employed within the coastal zone.

 
Thus, the law recognizes the importance of both the natural environment and 
economic development that is dependent upon the resources of the coast.
 
The Coastal Act (30001.5) declares that the basic goals of the state for the coastal 
zone are to:
 

(a) Protect, maintain, and where feasible, enhance and restore the  
overall quality of the coastal zone environment and its natural and  
artificial resources.
(b) Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal zone 
resources taking into account the social and economic needs of the people  
of the state.
(c) Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public 
recreational opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound  
resources conservation principles and constitutionally protected rights  
of private property owners.
(d) Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development 
over other development on the coast.
(e) Encourage state and local initiatives and cooperation in preparing 
procedures to implement coordinated planning and development for 
mutually beneficial uses, including educational uses, in the coastal zone.

 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act contains the policies that are to guide coastal 
resource planning and decisions on individual development proposals. The 
Coastal Act recognizes that at times there will be conflicts between these policies, 
and states that “such conflicts be resolved in a manner which on balance is the 
most protective of significant coastal resources.” (30007.5)
 
The Coastal Act prioritizes the public’s right to access the shoreline  
(30210 to 30214):

[M]aximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational 
opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public 
safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property 
owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.

Group 2
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Coastal development should not impede existing rights of access:

Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea 
where acquired through use or legislative authorization...

 
The previous statement makes reference to different ways public access rights are 
established. The government may establish these rights (such as by purchasing 
land to create a public path to the beach) or they are sometimes established 
through historic public use. 

New public access is encouraged in the Coastal Act:

Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the 
coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: (1) it is 
inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of 
fragile coastal resources, (2) adequate access exists nearby, or, (3) agriculture 
would be adversely affected.

 
In practice, most new accessways require that an organization (public or private) 
first accept responsibility for maintenance and liability before being opened to 
the public.
 
The Coastal Act (30252) recognizes that it is not sufficient to provide access to the 
coast; sensible planning for encouraging coastal recreation includes addressing 
transportation needs and other considerations, such as preventing overcrowding 
of recreation areas:

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance 
public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of 
transit service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining 
residential development or in other areas that will minimize the use of 
coastal access roads, (3) providing non automobile circulation within 
the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing 
substitute means of serving the development with public transportation,  
(5) assuring the potential for public transit for high intensity uses such as 

Introduction to the California Coastal Act, continued

Acquisition through historic use is explained in the California Coastal Access Guide, published 
by UC Press:

According to court decisions, in order for the public to obtain an easement by way of implied 
dedication, the essential elements that must be established are that the public has used the land 1) for 
a continuous period of five years as if it were public land, 2) with the actual or presumed knowledge 
of the owner, and 3) without significant objection or significant attempts by the owner to prevent or 
halt such use.
The ultimate determination of prescriptive rights, if they are challenged, takes place in court. 
However, Section 30211 of the Coastal Act requires the Coastal Commission to make determinations 
as to the existence of these rights where there is evidence of historic use of a given area.
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high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the recreational needs of 
new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating  
the amount of development with local park acquisition and development 
plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the  
new development.

 
The Coastal Act (30221) calls for lower cost visitor and recreational facilities, 
addressing the concern that coastal recreational opportunities be available to all 
Californians regardless of income level. In addition, “Developments providing 
public recreational opportunities are preferred.” Also:

Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for 
recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable future 
demand for public or commercial recreational activities that could be 
accommodated on the property is already adequately provided for in  
the area.

The Coastal Act (30230) also prioritizes ecological resources. Marine resources, 
such as wetlands, rocky intertidal areas, and the open ocean are addressed  
as follows:

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, 
restored. Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special 
biological or economic significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be 
carried out in a manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal 
waters and that will maintain healthy populations of all species of marine 
organisms adequate for long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and 
educational purposes.

 
The Coastal Act (30240) includes special protection for Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas, often referred to as ESHA:

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those 
resources shall be allowed within those areas.
(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts 
which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with 
the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas.

 
The law recognizes the importance of maintaining adequate water quality for 
coastal zone organisms and human health (30231):
 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, 
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations 
of marine organisms and for the protection of human health shall be 
maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, 
minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, 

Group 3
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controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and 
substantial interference with surface waterflow, encouraging waste water 
reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian 
habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams.

 
The Coastal Act prioritizes certain types of activities and development 
over other types in the coastal zone. For instance, visitor-serving commercial 
recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal 
recreation are prioritized over private residential, general industrial, or general 
commercial development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry 
(30222). Recreational boating and its related facilities are encouraged in the 
Coastal Act (30224).
 
The Coastal Act (30253) dictates that new development be designed and sited to 
minimize adverse impacts to coastal resources, both natural and visitor-serving, 
as follows:
 

New development shall do all of the following: (a) Minimize risks to life and 
property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. (b) Assure stability 
and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to 
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area 
or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. (c) Be consistent 
with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the State 
Air Resources Board as to each particular development. (d) Minimize energy 
consumption and vehicle miles traveled. (e) Where appropriate, protect 
special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique 
characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses.

 
Views and local character are protected by the Coastal Act (30251):

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall 
be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to 
restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.

 
The Coastal Act (30235) calls for limits on the use of shoreline armoring:

Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining 
walls, and other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes 
shall be permitted when required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to 
protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from erosion, and 
when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline 
sand supply.
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The issue of whether new shoreline armoring should be allowed will arise with 
increasing frequency as global warming causes sea level rise. In applying the 
Coastal Act, the Commission tries to avoid shoreline armoring by locating new 
development away from hazard areas if feasible. 
 
The Coastal Act (30006) includes a statement on the importance of public 
participation in its implementation...

The Legislature further finds and declares that the public has a right to 
fully participate in decisions affecting coastal planning, conservation 
and development; that achievement of sound coastal conservation and 
development is dependent upon public understanding and support; and 
that the continuing planning and implementation of programs for coastal 
conservation and development should include the widest opportunity for 
public participation.

 
...as well as public education (30012):
 

The Legislature finds that an educated and informed citizenry is essential 
to the well-being of a participatory democracy and is necessary to protect 
California’s finite natural resources, including the quality of its environment. 
The Legislature further finds that through education, individuals can be 
made aware of and encouraged to accept their share of the responsibility for 
protecting and improving the natural environment.

 
The Coastal Commission 

There are 15 California Coastal Commissioners. Twelve are voting members 
and three are non-voting members. The voting members are appointed by 
the Governor, the Speaker of the Assembly, and the Senate Rules Committee; 
each appoint four Commissioners, of which two are selected from the public at 
large and two are locally elected officials. The local officials on the Commission 
represent six coastal regions in California. The Governor’s appointments must 
include at least one representative who resides in and works directly with 
communities with diverse racial and ethnic populations and communities 
with low-income populations burdened disproportionately by high levels of 
pollution and issues of environmental justice. The non-voting Commissioners 
are the Secretary of the Resources Agency, the Secretary of the Business and 
Transportation Agency, and the Chairperson of the State Lands Commission.
 
The Coastal Commission meets each month to hear from the public and make 
decisions. The meetings are held in different coastal locations and generally last 
three days. You can find out about these meetings on the Coastal Commission 
website at www.coastal.ca.gov. Meetings are open to the public as well as 
streamed live online, and previous meetings can be viewed in a video archive.
 

Introduction to the California Coastal Act, continued

California Coastal Voices, by the California Coastal Commission
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SUNSHINE ORDINANCE TASK FORCE 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Minutes 

REMOTE REGULAR MEETING 
 

 

 

January 5, 2022 - 4:00 PM 
 

Seat 1 Dean Schmidt Seat 7 Matthew Yankee - Vice-Chair 

Seat 2 Lila LaHood Seat 8 Chris Hyland 

Seat 3 Vacant Seat 9 Laurie Jones Neighbors 

Seat 4 Jaya Padmanabhan Seat 10 Vacant 

Seat 5  Jennifer Wong Seat 11 Bruce Wolfe - Chair 

Seat 6 Laura Stein   

 

Ex-officio (non-voting) Clerk of the Board of Supervisors or his or her designee 

Ex-officio (non-voting) Mayor or his or her designee 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL, AND AGENDA CHANGES.   

 

Chair B. Wolfe called the meeting to order at 4:03 PM.  On the call of the roll Chair B. 

Wolfe and Members Hyland, LaHood, Padmanabhan, Wong, Stein, Yankee, Neighbors 

were noted present.  Member Schmidt was noted not present. A quorum was present.  

 

Action: Moved by Chair Wolfe, seconded by Member Neighbors, to request that 

Item 9 be moved to Item 5 and other cases to be moved down accordingly. 

 

Public Comment: 

 

Wynship Hillier stated he only wanted to make public comment on this issue, not 

the entire item. 

 

The motion PASSED by the following vote: 

 

Ayes: 8 - B. Wolfe, Neighbors, Wong, Yankee, LaHood, Stein, Padmanabhan,  

  Hyland 

Noes: 0 - None 

Absent: 1 - Schmidt 

 

1A.  FINDINGS TO ALLOW TELECONFERENCED MEETINGS UNDER 

CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54953(e).   

The Task Force is expected to consider a motion setting forth findings required 

under Assembly Bill 361 (AB 361) that would allow the committee to hold the 
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meeting remotely according to the modified Brown Act teleconferencing set forth 

in AB 361.   

 

The Task Force is expected to consider a motion setting forth findings required 

under Assembly Bill 361 (AB 361) that would allow the committee to hold the 

meeting remotely according to the modified Brown Act teleconferencing set forth 

in AB 361.  

 

The SOTF noted that every thirty days, the SOTF must have findings for continued 

meetings of this body, to recognize that the state of emergency will continue to impact 

the body and as long as local officials continue to recommend that emergency procedures 

remain in place.  The SOTF is required to approve these findings, or the remote meeting 

cannot take place.   

 

Action: Moved by Vice-Chair Yankee, seconded by Member LaHood to approve the 

attached motion 1A. 

 

Public Comment: 

  

 None. 

 

The motion PASSED by the following vote: 

 

Ayes: 8 - Yankee, LaHood, B. Wolfe, Neighbors, Wong, Stein, Padmanabhan,  

  Hyland 

Noes: 0 - None 

Absent: 1 - Schmidt 

 

Member Schmidt was present at 4:08 PM. 

 

2. Approval of the minutes from the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force December 1, 

2021, meeting with recommended changes.   

 

Action: Moved by Member Stein, seconded by Member Padmanabhan to approve 

the December 1, 2021, Sunshine Task Force minutes with recommended 

amendments. 

 

 Public Comment: 

 

Peter Warfield addressed the process of providing a 150-word statement in place 

of the summary offered by the same person at the hearing. 

 

Patrick Monette-Shaw asked the SOTF to not delay the processing of the 

December minutes because he has an outstanding Order of Determination. 

 

David Pilpel agreed with Mr. Monette-Shaw that an Order of Determination 

should not be delayed and provided suggested amendments. 

 



Sunshine Ordinance Task Force Minutes January 5, 2022 

 

 

  Page 3 

 

 

The motion PASSED by the following vote: 

 

Ayes: 9 - Stein, Padmanabhan, Yankee, Neighbors, LaHood, Wong, Hyland,  

 B. Wolfe, Schmidt 

Noes: 0 - None 

 

3. Supervisor of Records Report.   

 

 Jen Kwart, Communications Director for the City Attorney’s Office, presented the 2020 

 Supervisor of Records Report and responded to questions from the SOTF. 

 

 Action: Moved by Member Wong, seconded by Vice-Chair Yankee to receive the 

 Supervisor of Records Report. 

 

 Public Comment: 

 

Anonymous #3 stated that he has pointed out that many determinations are made 

in favor of the public and that it is ironic in this case of how many of them were 

regarding future calendars. 

 

David Pilpel welcomed Ms. Kwart and suggested that the report should have been 

made available earlier in the year. 

 

The motion PASSED by the following vote: 

 

Ayes: 9 - Wong, Yankee, Stein, Padmanabhan, Neighbors, LaHood, Hyland,  

 B. Wolfe, Schmidt 

Noes: 0 - None 

 

4. Public Comment: Members of the public may address the Sunshine Ordinance Task  

Force (SOTF) on matters that are within SOTF’s jurisdiction, but not on today’s agenda.  

Public comment shall be taken at 5:00 p.m. or as soon thereafter as possible. 

 

Patrick Monette-Shaw stated that his Order of Determination should have been drafted 

three months ago.  Mr. Monette-Shaw expressed support for Chair Wolfe’s 2022 budget 

request and will write to Supervisor Haney regarding this issue. 

 

Mark Sullivan provided the following written public comment.  Nowhere in the Sunshine 

Ordinance or CPRA does it require the public to write or say “Public Record Request” 

when requesting records. The request just has to reasonably describe an identifiable 

record or records and can be a category of records. Sunshine encourages agencies to 

publish records in online searchable database. A search of records is a request for records. 

Having an online record database does not relieve an agency of its obligations under 

sunshine laws to have the requested records produced. As stated in the CPRA, the 

responsible agency needs to make record database searchable by commonly used Internet 

search applications. Search must reliably produce records requested or the agency is 
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withholding. When an agency receives a direct request for identifiable records, it must 

search for those records both on /off the database. An agency should not be allowed to 

just point to a database. They required to assist. 

 

David Pilpel noted that General Public Comment began before 5:00 PM and that if taken 

up before that time the SOTF could be found in violation.  Mr. Pilpel expressed 

disappointment in the Chair that his 6-paragraph memo related to AB631 was not 

included in the Agenda packet. 

 

Anonymous #3 stated that two articles were published noting that the Mayor, several 

other department heads and elected officials have ignored the Ordinance regarding their 

Prop G calendars.  Anonymous #3 also noted there were articles published in the 

Examiner regarding this subject. 
 

Wynship Hillier provided the following written public comment. Attorney-client 

privilege is like deliberative-process privilege.  The purpose of deliberative-process 

privilege is to ensure that all options are considered, even those which may be politically 

damaging if the public were to learn that they were being considered.  Waiving this 

privilege too often will cause the Office of the City Attorney to become cagey about their 

advice in proportion to the probability that it will be made public.  Over the long term, 

the quality of the SOTF's decisions will suffer.  Nevertheless, we ask that SOTF waive it 

in this instance, because due process requires it.  Due process requires notice, as well as 

the opportunity to be heard.  For example, CCP 1005(b) requires opposition papers be 

submitted nine court days in advance of the hearing, and most judges will not allow oral 

argument by the non-movant on any issue not in the opposition papers. 

 

5. File No. 21152: Complaint filed by Jarmee Thieu against Ken Pang and the Human 

Services Agency Investigation Division for allegedly violating Administrative Code 

(Sunshine Ordinance), Section(s) 67.21, by failing to respond to public records request in 

a timely and/or complete manner. 

 

Jarmee Thieu (Petitioner) provided a summary of the complaint and requested the 

Committee to find a violation.  Ms. Thieu stated that on October 8.2021, she requested 

emails from Ken Pang of the Human Services Agency (HSA) regarding the hiring 

process and the review of the Hiring Committee.  Ms. Thieu stated that she was 

requesting emails, communications, screen shots and anything that pertains to the hiring 

process.  Ms. Thieu stated that at the Education, Outreach and Training Committee 

December 14, 2021, meeting Mr. Pang was ordered to provide the requested records and 

she has received nothing. 

 

Ken Pang (Human Services Agency) (Respondent) provided a summary of the 

department’s position.  Mr. Pang stated that Ms. Thieu requested emails, communications 

and records of the Hiring Committee regarding the hiring process are confidential and 

will not be produced.   

 

Rebecca Needens (Human Services Agency) stated that HSA was advised by their 

Deputy City Attorney that the screen shots and emails exchanged between members of 

the hiring committee are personnel records and therefore not disclosable under CPRA 

6254. 
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A question and answer period occurred.   The parties were provided an opportunity for 

rebuttals.    

 

Action: Moved by Member Hyland, second by Member Schmidt, to find that Ken 

Pang and the Human Services Agency violated Administrative Code, (Sunshine 

Ordinance) Sections; 67.21(c) by failing to provide assistance to the requestor; 

67.21(b) by failing to provide any documents, including documents, screenshots, 

templates and emails pertaining to the timeline between July 1, 2021, and October 

13, 2021, regarding HSA’s position numbers 00313347 and 01072508 in a complete 

and timely manner and that such documents be provided to the Petitioner by 

January 21, 2022, and include an index or timeline of records provided with regard 

to opening positions, posting the interview period and announcing that the positions 

and all communications received have been filled by January 21, 2022.   

 

Action: Moved by Member Padmanabhan, seconded by Member Stein to amend the 

motion and find a violation of Administrative Code, (Sunshine Ordinance) Sections 

67.21(b) for failing to provide records between July 1, 2021, and October 13, 2021, 

in a complete and/or timely manner and 67.21(c) for failing to provide assistance to 

the requestor.  

 

Vice-Chair Yankee suggested amending the original motion and change the violation 

from 67.21(b) to Government Code 6253(b). 

 

Member Padmanabhan revised their motion as follows:   

 

Member Hyland made the motion. 

 

Action: Moved by Member Padmanabhan, seconded by Member Stein to amend the 

motion and find a violation of California Government Code 6253(b) for failing to 

provide a timeline of records between July 1, 2021, and October 13, 2021, in a 

complete and/or timely manner and a violation of Administrative Code, (Sunshine 

Ordinance) Section 67.21(c) for failing to provide assistance to the requestor.  

 

Public Comment: 

 

Patrick Monette-Shaw supported this motion and noted that his former colleague 

Sin Yee Poon retired from HSA, was well aware that HSA had a checkered 

history of not following posting job announcements and ranking scores for 

interviewees being considered for various positions. 

 

Anonymous #3 suggested keeping the 67.21(c) violation and add a violation of 

67.26 for failing to keep withholding to a minimum and instead provide redacted 

records including emails about the hiring process. 

 

Mark Sullivan cited Administrative Code 67.21(e) and noted that if the Custodian 

fails or refuses to comply with the order within five days, the SOTF shall notify 

the District Attorney or the Attorney General. 
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Action: Moved by Member Hyland, second by Member Schmidt, to amend their 

original motion to find that Ken Pang and the Human Services Agency violated 

Administrative Code, (Sunshine Ordinance) Section 67.26 for nonminimal 

withholding and for failing to provide any documents, including screen shots and 

emails pertaining to the timeline between July 1, 2021, and October 13, 2021, in a 

complete and timely manner regarding HSA’s position numbers 00313347 and 

01072508 and that such documents be provided to the Petitioner with appropriate 

redactions by January 21, 2022, and include an index or timeline of records 

provided with regard to opening positions, posting the interview period and 

announcing the positions that have been filled by January 21, 2022.   

 

Public Comment: 

 

 Anonymous #3 supports the amendment to the original motion. 

 

 Patrick Monette-Shaw noted that the amendment needs to be further amended that 

 the deadline should be a five-day period to respond with records and wants the 

 SOTF to revise the motion. 

 

The motion PASSED by the following vote: 

 

Ayes: 9 - Hyland, Schmidt, Yankee, Stein, Padmanabhan, Neighbors, LaHood,  

 B. Wolfe, Wong 

Noes: 0 - None 

 

Action: Moved by Member Hyland, second by Member Schmidt, to find that Ken 

Pang and the Human Services Agency violated California Government Code 

6253(b) for failing to make records available promptly and Administrative Code 

(Sunshine Ordinance) Sections 67.21(c) by failing to provide assistance to the 

requestor, 67.26 for nonminimal withholding and ordered that Ken Pang and the 

Human Services Agency produce a timeline to include all communications from 

July 1, 2021 to October 13, 2021, emails, screen shots, documents with appropriate 

redactions pertaining to positions 00313347 and 01072508 in a complete and/or 

timely manner regarding information on when the job was opened, closed and all 

communications by HSA employees be provided to the Petitioner by January 21, 

2022. 

 

The motion PASSED by the following vote: 

 

Ayes: 9 - Hyland, Schmidt, Yankee, Stein, Padmanabhan, Neighbors, LaHood,  

 B. Wolfe, Wong 

 Noes: 0 - None 

 

 The SOTF recessed at 7:15 p.m. and reconvened at 7:25 p.m. 

 

6. File No. 21081: Complaint filed by Mary Miles against Tiffany Lin-Wilson, Philip 

Ginsberg and the Recreation and Parks Department for allegedly violating Administrative 
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Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.21 by failing to respond to a records request in a 

complete and/or timely manner; 67.24 by failing to provide public information; 67.25 by 

failing to respond in a complete and timely manner to an Immediate Disclosure Request; 

67.26 by failing to provide non-minimum withholding, 67.27 by failing to provide 

written justification for withholding, 67.29-2 by failing to provide access to the 

Department Web Page; and 67.29-7 by failing to keep and preserve correspondence and 

records 

 

Mary Miles (Petitioner) provided a summary of the complaint and requested the 

Committee to find a violation.  Ms. Miles stated that she made two records requests on 

June 4, 2021, requesting the approval action and environmental records on the closure of 

the Golden Gate Park gate to Great Highway and Great Highway.  Ms. Miles stated that 

she received records but not anything acknowledging who made the order.  Ms. Miles 

stated that the gate was closed April 20, 2021. 

 

Ashley Summers (Recreation and Parks Department) (Respondent), provided a summary 

of the department’s position.  Ms. Summers stated that she was not the custodian of 

records at the time the request was made and is happy to work with Ms. Miles and 

provide the requested records.  Ms. Summers noted that she is in the process of 

responding to Ms. Miles other requests which are similar in nature. 

 

A question and answer period occurred.   The parties were provided an opportunity for 

rebuttals.    

 

Action: Moved by Vice-Chair Yankee, seconded by Member Padmanabhan, to find 

Phil Ginsburg, Tiffany Lin-Wilson and the Recreation and Parks Department in 

violation of Government Code 6253(b) by failing to make records available 

promptly, Government Code 6253(c) by failing to make available disclosable public 

records in the possession of the agency in a timely manner and Administrative Code, 

(Sunshine Ordinance) Sections 67.21(c) for not providing assistance to the requestor 

and 67.21(e) for not sending a person most knowledgeable to the hearing.    

 

Public Comment: 

 

 None. 

 

The motion PASSED by the following vote: 

 

Ayes: 9 - Yankee, Padmanabhan, Hyland, Schmidt, Stein, Neighbors, LaHood,  

 B. Wolfe, Wong 

Noes: 0 - None 

 

 

7. File No. 21084: Complaint filed by Charles Perkins and Concerned Residents of the 

Sunset against Phil Ginsburg and the Recreation and Parks Department for allegedly 

violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.24 by failing to provide 

public information that must be disclosed; 67.25 by failing to respond in a complete and 
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timely manner to an Immediate Disclosure Request; 67.27 by failing to provide written 

justification for withholding.  

 

Vice-Chair Yankee stated that this matter has not yet been heard by the full SOTF. 

 

Charles Perkins (Petitioner) provided a summary of the complaint and requested the 

Committee to find a violation.  Mr. Perkins stated that he submitted a request asking for 

all information related to the initial decision to close Great Highway.  Mr. Perkins stated 

that he brought this matter to the Ethics Commission who referred it to the SOTF noting 

that there could be a violation.  Mr. Perkins stated that on September 14, 2021, a hearing 

took place before the Education, Outreach and Training Committee who also determined 

that there could be a possible willful misconduct violation of Phil Ginsburg, Director of 

Recreation and Parks Department.   

 

Ashley Summers (Recreation and Parks Department) (Respondent), provided a summary 

of the department’s position.  Ms. Summers stated that as the Custodian she has no 

intention of hiding records and is happy to work with Mr. Perkins and provide his 

requested records. 

 

A question and answer period occurred.   The parties were provided an opportunity for 

rebuttals.    

 

Action: Moved by Member Neighbors, seconded by Vice-Chair Yankee to find a 

violation of Administrative Code, Sunshine Ordinance Section 67.34 for failure to 

discharge the duties as related to willful misconduct by Phil Ginsburg, Director of 

Recreation and Parks Department.    

 

Member Neighbors rescinded their motion. 

 

Action: Moved by Member LaHood, seconded by Member Stein to find Phil 

Ginsburg and the Recreation and Parks Department in violation of 67.21(c) for 

failing to assist the petitioner in responding to the request in a complete and/or 

timely manner, 67.21(e) by failing to order disclosure of records; California 

Government Code 6253(b) by failing to respond in a complete and timely manner; 

and 6253(c) to include a violation of 67.34 for willful failure against Phil Ginsburg 

and orders the Recreation and Parks Department to comply with the request under 

67.21(e) and refer the matter back to the Ethics Commission. 

 

Public Comment: 

 

Patrick Monette-Shaw expressed support to the SOTF for referring the matter 

back to the Ethics Commission and suggested that the matter also be referred to 

the Board of Supervisors. 

 

Anonymous #3 supported the motion and suggested that the matter be referred to 

Ethics Commission because Phil Ginsburg already has a violation and move to 

further refer the case to the District Attorney. 
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Vice-Chair Yankee expressed support for referring the matter to the Board of Supervisors 

and the District Attorney, but not all at the same time and noted concern that either entity 

may state that one or the other may be working to enforce the violation. 

 

Action: Moved by Chair Wolfe, seconded by Member Stein to amend the motion to 

include that the SOTF orders the compliance and immediate disclosure of records 

under 67.21(e) within five days.   

 

Public Comment: 

 

Patrick Monette-Shaw fully supports adding 67.21(e) and to order Recreation and 

Parks to produce the records within five days. 

 

Anonymous #3 agreed with Vice-Chair Yankee. 

 

The motion PASSED by the following vote: 

 

Ayes: 9 - B. Wolfe, Stein, Yankee, Padmanabhan, Hyland, Schmidt, Neighbors,  

  LaHood, Wong 

Noes: 0 - None 

 

Action on the original motion as amended: Moved by Member LaHood, seconded 

by Member Stein to find Phil Ginsburg and the Recreation and Parks Department 

in violation of Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance) Section(s) 67.21(c) by 

failing to assist the petitioner in responding to the request in a complete and/or 

timely manner and 67.21(e) by failing to provide access to the requested records and 

the SOTF orders the compliance and immediate disclosure those records within five 

days; Government Code 6253(b) by failing to respond in a complete and timely 

manner; and Government Code 6253(c) for failing to provide the records in a 

complete and/or timely manner; a violation of 67.34 for willful failure against Phil 

Ginsburg and orders the Recreation and Parks Department and refer the matter 

back to the Ethics Commission. 

 

The motion PASSED by the following vote: 

 

Ayes: 9 - LaHood, Stein, B. Wolfe, Yankee, Padmanabhan, Hyland, Schmidt,  

  Neighbors, Wong 

Noes: 0 - None 

 

8. File No. 21088: Complaint filed by Mark Sullivan against the Recreation and Parks 

Department for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 

67.21(b), 67.26, 67.27, and 67.29-7(a), and California Government Code 6253(c), by 

failing to respond to a public records request in a timely and/or complete manner, failing 

to keep withholding to a minimum, failing to provide justification for withholdings, and 

failing to maintain and disclose correspondence.  

 

Mark Sullivan (Petitioner) indicated his desire for the SOTF to conduct the hearing 

without his presence via email. 
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Ashley Summers (Recreation and Parks Department) (Respondent), provided a summary 

of the department’s position.  Ms. Summers stated that the previous Custodian responded 

to Mr. Sullivan’s request and provided 58 separate documents.  Ms. Summers 

acknowledged that the response was five days late.   

 

A question and answer period occurred.   The parties were provided an opportunity for 

rebuttals.    

 

Action: Moved by Member Neighbors, seconded by Member Stein to find a 

violation of CPRA 6253(b) by failing to provide to provide the records and CPRA 

6253(c) bv failing to provide those records in a timely manner.  

 

Public Comment: 

 

Anonymous #3 expressed support for the motion and suggested that cases similar 

to this one become part of the Pilot Program. 

 

The motion PASSED by the following vote: 

 

Ayes: 9 - Neighbors, Stein, B. Wolfe, Yankee, Padmanabhan, Hyland, Schmidt, 

  LaHood, Wong 

Noes: 0 - None 

 

9. Consideration to Waive the Attorney-Client Privilege applicable to the City 

Attorney’s Advice on File Nos. 20011 and 20100. 

 

Chair Wolfe stated that advice from the SOTF Deputy City Attorney previously received 

was provided in legal memos that the SOTF no longer receives.  Chair Wolfe noted that 

because of this issue, if the information received is attorney/client privileged a vote is 

required to waive confidentiality.  Chair Wolfe noted that instruction from the DCA has 

been that the advice cannot be provided outside the purview of the SOTF. 

 

Member Stein stated that she doesn’t understand why the advice is considered 

confidential and is in favor of making these memos public.  

 

Member Schmidt stated that he is not in favor of making the advice public. 

Mark Sullivan provided the following written public comment.  Privilege only works if 

the information is kept between the client and attorney. You cannot choose which of the 

public or government employees outside of the task force gets access to this privileged 

information. Sec 67.30 (a) This attorney shall serve solely as legal advisor and advocate 

for the Task Force, so have they told you why they want to keep this information 

privileged?  an ethical wall *will be maintained between the work of this attorney* and 

*any person* or Office that the Task Force determines may have a conflict of interest 

with regard to the matters being handled by the attorney.  
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Taskforce members determining whether to make this privileged information public 

needs to think to what extent the information is already public. Sec 67.1 (e) Only strong 

Open Government and Sunshine Ordinance, enforced by a strong Sunshine Ordinance 

Task Force, can protect the public's interest in open government. 

Action: Moved by Member Stein, seconded by Member Hyland, to waive the 

attorney/client privilege for cases 20100 and 20011. 

 

 Public Comment: 

 

Wynship Hillier stated that Member Hyland stated that the information would be 

disclosed.  Mr. Hillier noted that this is a deliberative privilege because the 

decision maker might have political drawbacks and if waived this privilege too 

often it can impact the quality of the advice. 

 

David Pilpel stated that it is not easy to comment on the merits of a waiver request 

without knowing the nature of the advice. 

 

Anonymous #3 stated that he is strongly in favor of SOTF disclosing the 

privileged advice. 

 

Patrick Monette-Shaw stated that complainants should be given lead time to fully 

consider their presentation and supports Anonymous #3’s remarks. 

 

Mark Sullivan cited the definition of ethical wall and how it is maintained.   

  

The motion PASSED by the following vote: 

 

Ayes: 8 - Stein, Hyland, Wong, Yankee, Padmanabhan, Neighbors, LaHood,  

 B. Wolfe 

Noes: 1 - Schmidt 

 

10. Chair’s Report – Budget request for 2022. 

 

Chair Wolfe opened the discussion and stated that he has spoken with Clerk of the 

Board Angela Calvillo and Supervisor Haney regarding the budget request for an 

additional clerk to work on Sunshine matters.   

 

Member Wong agreed to draft language to use when writing to BOS members to 

request additional budget resources. 

 

 Public Comment: 

 

Patrick Monette-Shaw stated that he is happy to advocate on behalf of SOTF 

Complainants and city residents that the budget be increased rapidly. 

 

Mark Sullivan provided the following written public comment.  Floored by 

position of taskforce legal advisors advocates. Rule of Professional Conduct, Rule 
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1.2 Scope of Representation and Allocation of Authority (a) Subject to rule 1.2.1, 

a lawyer shall abide by a client’s decisions concerning the objectives of 

representation and, as required by rule 1.4 shall reasonably* consult with the 

client as to the means by which they are to be pursued. Client is not the city. 

Supposed to represent client’s decisions. Redefining legal memos as “file 

summaries” is semantics, so call them now legal advice. Chair states 

“unacceptable and offensive”. “tried to reason with legal counsel and City 

Attorney staff” show that ethical wall broken. Sec 67.1 (e) Only a strong Open 

Government and Sunshine Ordinance, enforced by a strong SOTF, can protect the 

public's interest in open government. Legal council wants to undermine SOTF, 

people’s right of access. Smacks of politics, closed government, only opens door 

to misconduct.  

 

Anonymous #3 agreed with prior commentors and that there should be additional 

paid staff. 

 

11. Administrator’s Report, Complaints and Communications. 

 

 SOTF Administrator Leger presented the report and responded to questions from the 

 members. 

 

 Public Comment: 

 

Anonymous #3 stated that more articles are being published in the next few weeks 

regarding the Sunshine Ordinance. 

  

12. Announcements, Comments, Questions, and Future Agenda Items by Members of 

the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force. 

 

 There were no actions taken. 

 

 Public Comment: 

 

  None.  
 

13. ADJOURNMENT 

 

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 10:25 p.m. 

 

APPROVED: 2/5/22 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 

 

N.B. The Minutes of this meeting set forth all actions taken by the Sunshine Ordinance 

Task Force on the matters stated, but not necessarily in the chronological sequence in 

which the matters were taken up.   
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The Sunshine Ordinance Task Force was established by the San Francisco Administrative Code, 

Chapter 67.  The purpose of the Task Force is to protect the public's interest in open government 

and to carry out the duties enumerated in Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.  

For additional information concerning Sunshine Ordinance Task Force please contact the Task 

Force by e-mail sotf@sfgov.org or by calling (415) 554-7724. 

 

Agenda Item Information 

 

Each item on the agenda may include the following documents:  

  1) Department or Agency cover letter and/or report;  

  2) Public correspondence;  

  3) Other explanatory documents.   

 

These items will be available for review at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 

244, Reception Desk.   

 

Meeting Procedures  

 

1. Complainant presents his/her facts and evidence 5 minutes 

 Other parties of Complainant present facts and evidence  Up to 3 minutes each 

2. City responds 5 minutes 

 Other parties of City respond Up to 3 minutes each 

Above total speaking times for Complainant and City to be the same. 

3. Matter is with the Task Force for discussion and questions.  

4. Respondent and Complainant presents clarification/rebuttal  3 minutes 

5. Matter is with the Task Force for motion and deliberation.  

6. Public comment (Excluding Complainant & City response, 

witnesses) 

Up to 3 minutes each 

7. Vote by Task Force (Public comment at discretion of chair on 

new motion and/or on new motion if vote fails.)  

 

 

Public Comment will be taken before or during the Committee’s consideration of each agenda 

item.  Speakers may address the Task Force for up to three minutes on that item.  During General 

Public Comment, members of the public may address the Task Force on matters that are within 

the Task Force’s jurisdiction and are not on the agenda.  Any person speaking during a public 

comment period may supply a brief written summary of their comments, which shall, if no more 

than 150 words, be included in the official file. 

 

Each member of the public will be allotted the same maximum number of minutes to speak as set 

by the Chair at the beginning of each item, excluding persons requested by the Task Force to 

make presentations, except that public speakers using interpretation assistance will be allowed to 

testify for twice the amount of the public testimony time limit.   If simultaneous interpretation 

services are used, speakers will be governed by the public testimony time limit applied to 

speakers not requesting interpretation assistance.  

 

Each member of the public who is unable to attend the public meeting or hearing may submit to 

the City, by the time the hearing begins, written comments regarding the agenda items.  These 
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comments will be made a part of the official public record.  Written communications should be 

submitted to the SOTF at:   

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco CA 94102.    

 

AGENDA PACKET: Available for review in the Office of the Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 

Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, or on the internet at:  http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine.   

 

AUDIO RECORDINGS: Audio recordings of the meeting of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 

are available at: http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine.     

 

LANGUAGE INTERPRETERS:  Requests must be received at least 48 hours in advance of the 

meeting to help ensure availability.  Contact Wilson Ng at (415) 554-7725.   

 

Paunawa: Ang mga kahilingan ay kailangang matanggap sa loob ng 48 oras bago mag miting 

upang matiyak na matutugunan ang mga hiling. Mangyaring tumawag ka sa (415) 554-5184. 

  

 
 

Disability Access 

 

The hearing rooms in City Hall are wheelchair accessible.  Assistive listening devices for the 

hearing rooms are available upon request with the SOTF Clerk.  The nearest accessible BART 

station is Civic Center (Market/Grove/Hyde Streets).  Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, 

K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness Stations).  MUNI bus lines also serving the area 

are the 5, 5R, 6, 7, 7R, 7X, 9, 9R, 19, 21, 47, and 49.  For more information about MUNI 

accessible services, call (415) 701-4485.  There is accessible parking in the vicinity of City Hall 

at Civic Center Plaza and adjacent to Davies Hall and the War Memorial Complex.  Accessible 

curbside parking is available on Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place and Grove Street. 

 

The following services are available on request 48 hours prior to the meeting; except for Monday 

meetings, for which the deadline shall be 4:00 p.m. of the last business day of the preceding week: For 

American sign language interpreters or the use of a reader during a meeting, a sound enhancement 

system, and/or alternative formats of the agenda and minutes, please contact the SOTF Clerk at (415) 

554-7724 to make arrangements for the accommodation. Late requests will be honored, if possible. 

 

In order to assist the City's efforts to accommodate persons with severe allergies, environmental illnesses, 

multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, attendees at public meetings are reminded that other 

attendees may be sensitive to various chemical based products.  Please help the City accommodate these 

individuals.  
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 

 

Government’s duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public.  Commissions, 

boards, councils, and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people’s business.  This 

ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to 

the people’s review.  

 

For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (San Francisco Administrative Code, 

Chapter 67) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact: Sunshine Ordinance Task Force, 1 Dr. 

Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-

5163; or email sotf@sfgov.org. 

 

Citizens may obtain a free copy of the Sunshine Ordinance by printing the San Francisco Administrative 

Code, Chapter 67 on the Internet at http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine.  

 

 

Cell Phones, Pagers and Similar Sound-Producing Electronic Devices 

 

The ringing of and use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices are 

prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal from the meeting room 

of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a cell phone, pager, or other similar sound-

producing electronic devices (Chapter 67A of the San Francisco Administrative Code). 

 

Ethics Requirements 

 

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action 

may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign & Governmental Conduct 

Code, Section 2.100] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist 

Ordinance, please contact the Ethics Commission at: 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 

94102; telephone (415) 581-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; web site www.sfgov.org/ethics 

 

Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial 

interest in a land use matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building 

Inspection Commission, Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation 

Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island Development Authority 

Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the 

Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter 

commenced until 12 months after the board or commission has made a final decision, or any appeal to 

another City agency from that decision has been resolved.  For more information about this restriction, 

visit sfethics.org. 
 



Exhibit 4 

Public Comment Regarding Sloat Extension EIR 



 

To the SFPUC and affected stakeholders and regulators: 

I am writing to both support and object to certain portions of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (“DEIR”) for the Ocean Beach Climate Change Adaptation Project (“Project”), and to raise 
significant questions with respect to the Project framework itself. 

While I support the efforts of certain employees of the City of San Francisco (the “City”) to 
consider and address material issues with Ocean Beach, and I also support the broad concepts of providing 
beach and recreational access amidst important environmental considerations, I cannot support an 
initiative which continues to demonstrate an insufficient and fundamentally flawed response to the 
current issues in the area.  I am hopeful that my disposition towards support of the DEIR, and the Project 
itself, is respectfully considered by appropriate regulatory agencies such that additional steps are taken 
to address material risks and concerns in the region. 

Specifically, the DEIR has failed to coordinate its analysis with a full review by all necessary City 
and California state agencies, has been conducted in an information vacuum (which the DEIR itself 
acknowledges), and demonstrates that one or more city agencies may not be operating in good faith, nor 
providing sufficient, full, and credible information to the Ocean Beach community about infrastructure 
needs and risks.   As such, I believe that the Project should be rejected and that the California Coastal 
Commission and other appropriate state agencies should secure and maintain direct oversight of all 
ongoing project initiatives in the region, and with the City’s authority to unilaterally approve construction 
permits alongside Ocean Beach immediately rescinded. 

The Project is fundamentally and materially flawed for several reasons, including: 

1. Certain City agencies have not provided sufficient information to the public about possible project 
considerations and environmental effects and risks, and may be operating in bad faith due to one 
or more potential conflicts of interest, including with respect to budgeting deficiencies and special 
interest considerations. 

2. The Project has not been properly coordinated amidst other area projects, and contrary to 
representations made previously to the public that separate environmental reviews would in fact 
take place. 

3. The Project affects state infrastructure and coastal regions amidst the City’s unilateral authority 
to issue permits. 

4. The Project directly contradicts state requirements with respect to “managed retreat” concepts 
for proper coastal management, including the development of brand new construction which 
relies upon a vertical seawall that will enhance the pace of erosion near critical local and state 
infrastructure. 

5. The Project does not address the long-term risks and multi-billion-dollar costs associated with the 
critical sewage management infrastructure in the area, including with respect to material erosion 
threats to the Lake Merced Tunnel (“LMT”) and Westside Pump Station (“WPS”). 

6. The Project may create additional environmental impacts in the form of noise and emissions 
which have not been fully studied, yet are inappropriately assumed to be immaterial without 
sufficient supporting information. 



7. The Project acknowledges but provides no proposed solution to significant traffic impacts, 
including increased miles traveled, and increased traffic congestion, which likely will create 
additional emissions. 

8. The Project could have a material impact on the City’s litigation profile, as well as federal and state 
environmental regulatory obligations, and jeopardizes city regulatory compliance as well as tax 
revenue. 

9. The Project may impair the City’s ability to adhere to City Charter requirements with respect to 
sand and pollution management obligations. 

For all of these reasons the Project should be terminated unless and until each of these material issues 
have been properly addressed in collaboration with and to the satisfaction of all appropriate and 
necessary federal and state authorities, and consistent with applicable regulation.  

The source of all these shortcomings has not only been a negligent failure by the City to properly 
manage the area, but a purposefully deceptive campaign by one or more city agencies or officials to 
obfuscate certain risks due to potential conflicts of interest.  The City has a direct vested interest in limiting 
costs associated with proper management of its sewage infrastructure, and has been avoiding its civic 
responsibilities to analyze the long-term solution and costs to a metastasizing problem:  the sewage 
treatment infrastructure along Ocean Beach - which by some accounts handles a third of the City’s raw 
sewage - is under assault, and must be relocated.    The very basis for the DEIR and the Project – the 
assumption that erosion will remove sand on the west side of the WPS and LMT – seems not to be 
analyzed sufficiently to its obvious conclusion with respect to this critical infrastructure.    

Unfortunately, the erosion isn’t a “goldilocks” scenario where there is not too little, nor too much, but 
just the right amount of erosion such that existing roadway infrastructure should be displaced in favor of 
a new bike path, yet no managed retreat simultaneously undertaken with respect to the LMT and the 
WPS.   If there is indeed erosion it must necessarily mean that the nearby sewage infrastructure is 
threatened.  While the concept of beach erosion is a fundamentally sound concern, the extent, pace, and 
effects of possible erosion have not been fully vetted.  No further Project work should proceed on an 
environmental review when the underlying concern has not been examined sufficiently.  It is possible that 
there are not material erosion threats to the LMT and roadway above it, particularly if the periodic 
continuation of the sensible and ongoing project to place dredged sand from the Golden Gate shipping 
channel by the Army Corps of Engineers is successful.  Alternatively, if there are indeed material erosion 
threats (my personal opinion, for what it may be worth) and those threats have been identified, 
quantified, and validated such that the project area does indeed require threat mitigation, then the 
analyzed threat should be addressed by relocating the sewage infrastructure consistent with managed 
retreat principles rather than just engaging in new construction.  San Francisco needs to be clear with its 
citizens what exact erosion threat it is addressing, how it will be addressed, and whether its residents and 
other environmentally sensitive parts of the ecosystem are or are not exposed to the risk of raw sewage 
outfall due to a failure of the LMT and/or the WPS.  Given the legacy history of mismanagement in this 
area – we’ve smelled the sewage before, and will undoubtedly encounter the issue again unless a full 
solution is implemented – there needs to be a deeper and closer review accompanied by a clearly 
enunciated statement for the community about the intended handling of the sewage infrastructure.  

This review also needs to be conducted independent from the City, which simply does not have the 
stomach nor budgeting resources to come clean with its residents about where the sewage infrastructure 



will be relocated, and how such relocation will be funded.   Exacerbating this political issue, and beyond 
the fundamental conflict of interest associated with City budgeting, is that a more insidious conflict of 
interest has infected the local community in the form of special interest needs subverting common sense.   
Specifically, one or more public servants have been supporting the efforts of special interest groups 
hoping to restrict certain types of vehicular travel, which has a direct impact on the environment and 
requires further review before the Project may proceed.  The targeted type of vehicular travel has been 
with respect to some but not all motorized vehicles, including personal and commercial vehicles which 
emit greenhouse gas, such as typical non-electric automobiles and trucks.  Certain special interest groups 
with “sole source” contracts that rely almost entirely on taxpayer money to fund their existence have 
been encouraging certain city officials to actively impair certain types of vehicular traffic for purported 
safety and environmental concerns.  None of these conflicts, and the associated impact on environmental 
analysis and issues, have been addressed sufficiently in the DEIR. 

To be clear, my personal view is that vehicular travel that minimizes the reliance on fossil fuel vehicles 
should be encouraged and achieved wherever reasonably possible.  Global warming is a real and 
existential threat which requires good and careful solutions.   However, impairing the efficiency of 
vehicular traffic flow just to build a bike path or park is not a holistic solution to a complicated problem, 
and could in fact create more detrimental emissions.  This possible outcome has been observed and 
questioned by many residents, and was a focal point of attention in a July 27, 2021 letter from the Sierra 
Club to certain City agencies regarding the use of the Upper Great Highway (“UGH”) roadway, and its 
proposed closure (“UGH Project”).    Unfortunately, while the sewage system beneath the roadway is 
under threat, certain transportation officials have frittered with road closure goals that are misguided and 
impair efficient traffic flow for all vehicles.   

Evidence of conflicted officials, and even the possibility of their corruption, seems sadly obvious and 
overwhelming, and at minimum the appearance of impropriety impairs the public process and the 
credibility of the City and those employees and public servants who are working honestly to address 
significant issues.    In fact, the mishandling of the UGH Project has implicated one transportation leader 
who was being paid two separate salaries – one as a publicly elected member of the BART Board, and 
another simultaneously as an advocate for a special interest group – and who was the subject of a BART 
Inspector General Investigation regarding their statements about the UGH Project and the communication 
protocols associated with their public office.1   Another senior leader of the city, and the manager for the 
city agency directly responsible for UGH oversight, has recently been deemed to have willfully violated the 
law with respect to the production of public records in relation to the UGH Project.2   One member of the 
Board of Supervisors, who has sensibly advocated for neighborhood safety with respect to emergency 
firefighter water pressure amidst obvious earthquake risks, has inexplicably also advocated for the 
community’s tsunami and earthquake risk to be increased by ongoing road closures - and despite open 
comments from the city’s fire personnel that closed streets raise risks and impair emergency response 
times.3  Another member of the City’s own Board of Supervisors has publicly advocated in social media 

 
1 https://www.bart.gov/sites/default/files/docs/064-
2022_RPT_Public%20Summary_Elected%20Official%20Social%20Media%20Best%20Practices_Final_111221_0.pdf 
2 Refer to the unanimous finding of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force on July 5, 2022 under Administrative Code 
Section 67.34 that Phil Ginsburg as General Manager of the Recreation and Parks Department committed willful 
violations of the law, constituting official misconduct. 
3 See e.g., https://sf-fire.org/files/2021-06/May%2012%202021%20meeting%20minutes.pdf  



that bike protestors purposefully block vehicular traffic on the UGH and violate transportation code 
requirements to yield lane usage,4 while the City’s own police force has not enforced the transportation 
code (by some accounts, directly at the instruction of the Mayor of the City).  In fact, the Mayor has taken 
no action with respect to these issues despite community requests5, which is particularly unsettling when 
a senior public official has willfully and in bad faith withheld relevant documents.   Meanwhile, City 
leadership has been working to undermine CEQA requirements despite opposition from the Sierra Club 
and other advocates for balanced environmental review processes.6  The civic duties associated with a 
project involving an environmentally sensitive area must be managed according to the law and the highest 
ethical standards of public servants.  These willful incursions cannot be tolerated by those of us who 
advocate for lawful discourse and common sense legislative processes – including those bicycle and 
environmental enthusiasts who are disgusted by the selfish protests of a few misguided riders, which not 
only serve ironically to create more emissions in blocked traffic (arguably the same irony demonstrated 
by area projects generally) but also impair the credibility of the broader and just cause for better vehicle 
planning and resources.  

Amidst this backdrop of possible malfeasance, the DEIR surprisingly asks residents and regulatory 
officials to just simply take things on faith.  Specifically, the DEIR indicates that missing data related to the 
UGH Project and this Project will be forthcoming and will show that there is no material environmental 
impact when (if?) the information ever happens to materialize (at some undetermined time and in some 
undetermined form in the future).  Brazenly and openly, the DEIR acknowledges that data is missing but 
will be forthcoming in “good faith” and must necessarily demonstrate unseen that there are no material 
environmental concerns.  In fact, the single instance of the phrase “good faith” even being used in the 
DEIR appears as follows: “Because detailed analyses of the Upper Great Highway project have not been 
conducted by other agencies (e.g., Rec and Park, SFMTA or SFCTA), the analysis of this additional 
cumulative scenario is a good faith effort that considers the best available information.”    Translation – 
“you should just trust us as we move forward, and this project is fine because we think other agencies will 
do their job properly, eventually, even though there isn’t sufficient information available and a full analysis 
has not been conducted to conclude whether we might be right . . . because that is the responsibility of 
another part of the City, and we just can’t be bothered to coordinate things.”  

The obvious lack of information is staggering, and the conflicted behavior of certain public officials is 
on full display.  There is no explanation in the EIR for why the City should have unilateral authority to 
proceed in a “good faith” information vacuum in which a public official tied to the project has already 
been found unanimously by an ethics mechanism to have operated in bad faith.    The California Coastal 
Commission and associated state agencies cannot permit this unilateral approach in “good faith” in an 
information vacuum under these conditions.   It is not acceptable for the City to take the position that 
essentially says: “we would like to proceed even though we don’t have all the information, because we 
just think that the information will be forthcoming in good faith and won’t adversely affect any issues for 

 
4 Dean Preston social media account on Twitter https://twitter.com/deanpreston/status/1430661127483002881  
5 See e.g., comments raised by Supervisor Chan in previous public proceedings asking for greater transparency and 
review of the City’s ongoing decisions to close roads for public access, as well as 
https://www.openthegreathighway.com/lettertobreed?fbclid=IwAR0L_6xacukD1RUGtQS8_wPn-Xu0R90bWJDRre-
UTZWzNgt2chCWMXMvLBM  
6 See e.g., https://www.sierraclub.org/san-francisco-bay/blog/2021/05/take-action-protect-california-
environmental-quality-act-san  



which we’ve already indicated that there are material traffic impacts.”  This hamfisted approach impairs 
the credibility of the process and underscores the need for state oversight by state officials. 

If there is any doubt that the UGH Project and this Project are not inextricably intertwined, consider 
what the City itself has previously said.   In addition to public officials advocating with circular logic that 
the UGH closure must necessarily be justified because the Sloat extension will just be closed too (and in 
some cases, vice versa), the City represented directly to the public that environmental concerns with 
respect to both projects were critical, and that the concerns would be addressed properly via multiple 
EIRs.  

Specifically, the City is already aware of the important linkage among various area projects, and has 
previously acknowledged that critical environmental concerns require further consideration and 
coordination.  The City previously represented to the public that an EIR would be conducted with respect 
to the UGH Project, yet has refused to conduct such a review, and continues to attempt to subvert CEQA 
requirements with respect to the UGH Project due to the conflicts discussed above.  Specifically, page 5 
of the September 9, 2020 EIR notice indicates that the UGH Project will be subjected to an EIR.7  Yet no 
such action has taken place, and so no data exists which informs this Project which is itself relying on an 
acknowledged gap in data.  Instead, the DEIR takes the position that future data may be forthcoming, and 
asks the public to proceed based on “best available information.”    That’s not an approach in compliance 
with EIR requirements, nor the representation the City made to the public  – either the data exists and 
should be considered properly, or it doesn’t exist and should be collected first before project analysis is 
undertaken.   

Importantly, the environmental effects of multiple road closures are unknown, but there is the 
possibility that additional road closures will create additional greenhouse gas emissions due to traffic 
congestion, as well as additional neighborhood noise.   There is also the possibility that the Project will 
create new erosion due to a vertical wall.  The current proposal does not factor in any consideration or 
review of the possible effects noted by multiple environmental groups, including Surfrider Foundation 
and the Sierra Club.  The project will in fact cause additional vehicle miles traveled by altering the 
transportation network – this is stated plainly in the DEIR, with no mitigation described, and insufficient 
discussion of greenhouse gas emission effects.  The DEIR simply suggest to reroute traffic into residential 
neighborhoods, as if this is not a big deal, and concludes that traffic impact may be “significant and 
unavoidable.”    For a DEIR to conclude that there are “significant and unavoidable” traffic impacts – words 
used in the DEIR itself – but not analyze the noise or emission effects of those significant impacts nor any 

 
7 The DEIR notes the following:  “There are also several other separate projects that may occur in the vicinity of South 
Ocean Beach. The city and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) have proposed separate projects 
to improve the operations and safety of Skyline Boulevard (State Route 35) at its Great Highway and at Sloat 
Boulevard intersections. NPS is planning a trail to link the proposed multi-use trail to Fort Funston’s existing trail 
network. The city and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Army Corps) are currently planning and designing a project 
to place sand dredged from San Francisco’s main shipping channel along South Ocean Beach in 2021. The San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority is leading the District 4 Mobility Study and will be exploring the feasibility 
of modifying the Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard, which is currently temporarily closed 
due to COVID-19. In addition, Rec and Park, with support from SFMTA and Public Works, is considering temporary 
closure of the southbound lanes of the Great Highway between Sloat and Skyline boulevards. Each of these separate 
projects would be subject to separate environmental review.”   Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting,  September 9, 2020, Page 5 (emphasis added). 



mitigation considerations (which have simply been precluded without explanation) is at best intellectually 
corrupt.   

While vehicle miles traveled (“VMT”) may have been quantified in the DEIR, increased congestion (and 
resulting emissions) was not.   This failure is sadly consistent with the shortsighted viewpoint that vehicle 
impairment must necessarily be a byproduct of new bike path construction.  The DEIR states that “[n]o 
feasible mitigation measures are available for the VMT impact. The substantial additional VMT is caused 
by the project’s closure of the Great Highway between Sloat and Skyline boulevards and associated 
vehicular travel redistribution. This roadway closure is a key component of the project that is needed to 
accommodate the shoreline changes for long-term coastal management, including managed retreat, sea 
level rise adaptation, and to preserve and enhance coastal public access and recreation, habitat, and 
scenic quality at South Ocean Beach. Therefore, its removal from the project would not be feasible.”    
There is no explanation as to why public access for “vehicles” is framed such that some motorized vehicles 
would be precluded from further use in the area, while other motorized vehicles and non-motorized 
vehicles would be given preference, nor why a “managed retreat” strategy includes the creation of new 
infrastructure for certain vehicles in the erosion zone – not only bicycles, but public works vehicles at the 
exclusion of community vehicles.  There is also no explanation as to why roadway usage must be 
repurposed at all when the Project goal seemingly is directed towards the ongoing protection of separate 
infrastructure just beneath it, nor why the existing vehicle roadway would be repurposed for use solely 
by public official vehicles when the roadway could simply be narrowed to one lane in each direction for 
broad and ongoing community use.8 

The circular logic underpinning the Project is then underscored further below this discussion, as transit 
options are considered.  The DEIR states: “Development of such new intercounty transit service would be 
beyond SFPUC’s control and would require coordination and participation between multiple jurisdictions 
and transit agencies. In addition, such a new transit service would require funding commitments well 
beyond the fair share of this project’s impact.”   Translation – we know that transit is a big issue, and we 
know there will be negative impacts, but we just can’t be responsible for coordinating it, nor paying for it, 
and so the project should just proceed without this significant impact being addressed properly.”   Further 
below in the report, this twisted logic is applied again in the discussion of pricing strategies, which includes 
an acknowledgement that neighborhood roadways and local streets could be affected, but without any 
plan to do anything about that acknowledged impact. 

Likewise, there is no material review of noise pollution and its effects on habitat, endangered species, 
and residents from increased usage and congested traffic.    Noise levels will certainly increase, but there 
is once again a concept of operating in an information vacuum alongside the UGH project.   How can local 
residents know that resulting noise levels will not be material when there has been no EIR with respect to 
proposed changes with the UGH?  

 
8 The possibility of maintaining the Sloat extension in single lanes for community usage, or otherwise moving the 
road inland closer to the zoo, was raised when the Ocean Beach Master Plan was first being formulated, and was 
ignored by SPUR and other project coordinators so intent on maximizing bike access that they were unable to avoid 
designing a mutually exclusive framework.   This idea continues to be discounted by City officials with no analysis or 
explanation of possible traffic and emissions benefits, notwithstanding the significant congestion that has been 
introduced at the Sloat, Skyline, and 39th Avenue intersection during UGH closure, as well as the significant new 
safety risks introduced at 45th and Sloat by the inexplicable and reactive closure of the intersection at 47th and Sloat. 



Underscoring this faulty analysis and defective project justification is the very real possibility that 
multiple projects are negatively impacting the area without appropriate independent oversight and 
common sense.  The City has supported significant real estate development along the westward section 
of Sloat Boulevard, with significant additional vehicles, while simultaneously proposing that the end of 
the road essentially be transformed into a dead end with no exits except into residential neighborhoods.  
Skyline Boulevard is a state facility, and has already seen increased congestion during the UGH closure, 
which highlights the need for a comprehensive project with multiple EIRs scoped together for the area. 
Yet the City continues to assert that a large number of people are now suddenly using a closed UGH such 
that closure can be justified by the new usage demand, but resisting the obvious conclusion that a large 
influx of people does not require an environmental assessment of the garbage, sand displacement, dunes 
and other impacted areas along the UGH.  The City continues to ignore the possibility that its sewage 
system may fail due to increased erosion, yet insists it must build a new erosion-inducing vertical wall as 
the solution.   

If City officials are so concerned with the level of erosion that they feel a vertical wall must be built, 
doesn’t that demonstrate that there are significant enough erosion issues in play that the WPS should be 
moved, or at minimum that a clear and actionable management plan be included in the Project and vetted 
for approval?  Accelerated erosion due to a vertical wall could threaten the ecosystem, the LMT, and 
surrounding homes, and backfire versus the intended project.   Property owners may have a private cause 
of action, potentially as a represented class, to the extent that the city fails to adhere to the requirements 
of the city charter with respect to sand pollution, let alone raw sewage discharge. 

In short, the process has been defective, and the Project as proposed clearly reflects the defect.  The 
Draft EIR admits in writing that sufficient analysis has not been conducted, nor sufficient coordination 
achieved.  The Sunshine Ordinance Task force has voted unanimously that willful violation of the law was 
committed by a senior public servant directly responsible for project coordination in the area, a removable 
offense for the public servant.   The city attorney is well aware that the project area has historically been, 
and continues to be, a subject of regulatory findings and litigation, and that prior settlement terms with 
respect to the management of the area may be in effect.9   As such the city attorney, and the client that 
is represented, are on notice of the possibility of significant legal and regulatory risk and taxpayer cost if 
the project is not handled in accordance with the law.  In the event that local public servants cannot follow 
this basic process, any approvals of this project should be voided by the California Coastal Commission.    
Deceiving the community, ignoring sand removal requests, failing to maintain and protect critical public 
sewage and roadway infrastructure, willfully ignoring public records requests, and fiddling with a bike 
path when a multi-billion dollar time bomb is ticking within the City’s sewage system is not what residents 
and voters want.   The City represented that EIRs would be conducted with respect to surrounding projects 
– there has been no such coordination, and the city has been resisting an EIR related to the UGH Project, 
and has not done its homework with this Project.   The City has impaired its credibility, cannot and should 
not be trusted, and needs to immediately be subjected to state and federal oversight. 

The mismanagement of these collective projects demonstrates at minimum gross negligence on the 
part of the city of San Francisco, and cannot be permitted to proceed under the theory that “good faith” 
analysis will eventually be forthcoming from an agency whose leader has been found to have exhibited 

 
9 See e.g., https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/6591934-California-Coastal-Protection-Network-
Settlement.html  



bad faith and willful misconduct.   The credibility of the city is at issue with respect to the mismanagement 
of traffic that affects a state roadway, and must be reviewed and considered independently and in 
collaboration with the California Coastal Commission, whose jurisdiction on any approval must be handled 
unilaterally by that state agency.  Environmental reviews should not be subjected to conjecture and 
assumptions amidst willful violations of public rules, nor should the residents of the area and affected 
state infrastructure be placed at risk in such a grossly negligent fashion.   The obvious inability or 
unwillingness of all City agencies to fully coordinate, which is noted in the DEIR itself, and the obviously 
deficient analysis resulting from that failure, all highlight exactly why the city’s jurisdiction to approve 
coastal development should be immediately withdrawn.   The San Francisco Planning Commission should 
have its authority to issue coastal development permits withheld unless and until the City has 
demonstrated to state authorities that it is capable of operating pursuant to process rather than good 
faith assumptions about information vacuums and the proper coordination of all city agencies.   
Meanwhile, the City should go back to the drawing board, explain to the public why a vertical seawall is 
necessary if the wastewater treatment plant is somehow not itself at risk, and describe why a managed 
retreat plan supports the creation of any new infrastructure, particularly infrastructure which could 
enhance erosion, or which favors certain modes of transportation even though the acknowledged vehicle 
impacts are again - in the words of the DEIR itself – significant and unavoidable.   

The City of San Francisco continues to treat the local area and its residents like a petri dish in an 
unwelcome experiment of assumptions and conjecture, with insufficient coordination among agencies, 
admitted deficiencies in information, and reliance upon a “good faith” guess about the handling of area 
projects despite the clear and obviously purposeful mishandling of civic responsibilities to date.  We can 
all do better than this – this isn’t the Embarcadero.  It’s Ocean Beach, and its natural beauty and the safety 
of its inhabitants hasn’t just been suffering from beach erosion, but from the erosion in public trust and 
management that our public servants owe to the area. 

 

Sincerely, 

Goffrey Moore, Ocean Beach resident 
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and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting 

Date: September 9, 2020 

Case No.: 2019-020115ENV 

Project Title: Ocean Beach Climate Change Adaptation Project 

Location: Ocean Beach and the Great Highway between Sloat and Skyline Boulevards, and Ocean Beach north 

of Lincoln Boulevard, San Francisco 

Zoning: P (Public) and RH-1D (Residential House, One Family Detached) 

Zoning Districts, OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk District 

Western Shoreline Area Plan 

Block/Lot: 7281/006, 007, 009, 010 

7282/008, 009 

Project Sponsors: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission  

Karen Frye – (415) 554-1652 

KFrye@sfwater.org 

 San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department 

Brian Stokle – (415) 575-5606 

Brian.Stokle@sfgov.org 

Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 

Staff Contact: Julie Moore – (628) 652-7566 

Julie.Moore@sfgov.org 

This notice of preparation (NOP) of an environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared by the 

San Francisco Planning Department in connection with the project listed above. The purpose of an EIR is to 

provide information about potential significant physical environmental effects of a proposed project, to identify 

possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and to describe and analyze possible alternatives to the project 

in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The San Francisco Planning Department is 

issuing this NOP to inform the public, responsible agencies, and interested parties about the project and the 

intent to prepare an EIR, and to solicit comments regarding the scope of the environmental review. Pursuant to 

CEQA section 21083.9 and CEQA Guidelines section 15206, a public scoping meeting will be held to receive oral 

comments concerning the scope of the EIR. The meeting will be held on September 30, 2020 at 6 p.m. Due to 

the COVID-19 emergency, in order to protect the health of city staff and members of the public, the meeting will 

occur virtually through video and teleconference. Members of the public are encouraged to participate in the 
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meeting remotely, either through internet video conference application (http://bit.ly/oceanbeachscoping), or by 

telephone (877-853-5247; Meeting ID: 828 5908 1146).  Written comments may also be submitted by mail or email 

(more information on page 17). This NOP, staff scoping meeting presentation, and meeting 

procedures/instructions are available for public review at sfplanning.org/sfceqadocs.  

Project Summary 

The City and County of San Francisco (the city) is proposing a coastal adaptation and sea level rise resiliency 

project to improve the portion of Ocean Beach from Sloat Boulevard to Fort Funston known as “South Ocean 

Beach.” The Ocean Beach Climate Change Adaptation Project (also referred to generally as the “project,”) is needed 

to address shoreline erosion, severe coastal storm and wave hazards, and sea level rise, which threaten city 

infrastructure, coastal access and recreational facilities, and public safety. The project is a collaborative, multi-

agency initiative involving the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), San Francisco Recreation and 

Parks (Rec and Park), San Francisco Public Works (Public Works), San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

(SFMTA), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the National Park Service (NPS).1 Major project 

components include: (1) permanently closing the Great Highway between Sloat and Skyline boulevards, and 

reconfiguring affected intersections and San Francisco Zoo parking access; (2) removing pavement, rock and 

sandbag revetments2, rubble and debris, recontouring the bluff, and planting dune vegetation; (3) improving public 

access, maintaining coastal parking and continuing to provide restroom facilities; (4) installing a buried wall to 

protect existing sewer infrastructure from shoreline erosion; and (5) long-term beach nourishment.3 

Project location 

The project area generally encompasses the portion of San Francisco’s Ocean Beach extending south from Sloat 

Boulevard to the northern edge of the Fort Funston bluffs, and the Great Highway from Sloat Boulevard to 

Skyline Boulevard, along with a portion of Ocean Beach north of Lincoln Boulevard where sand is harvested for 

placement south of Sloat Boulevard. Figure 1 shows the project location. The majority of the project area is 

along the Great Highway, which is under Rec and Park jurisdiction. Public Works performs sand removal along 

the roadway. The NPS owns and manages lands to the west of Great Highway (i.e., parking lots, bluffs, and 

beach) as part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. Various agencies own or manage the properties to 

the east, such as those occupied by the San Francisco Zoo, the California Army National Guard, the Oceanside 

Water Pollution Control Plant, the Westside Pump Station, and the Pomeroy Recreation and Rehabilitation 

Center. 

The project is situated within the city’s westside watershed, amidst various city-owned and -operated 

wastewater collection, storage, conveyance and treatment facilities. The Oceanside Water Pollution Control 

Plant (Oceanside Treatment Plant) treats 20 percent of the city's combined wastewater and stormwater and is 

located east of the Great Highway and north of Fort Funston. The Westside Pump Station, which pumps  

                                                                  
1 The FHWA and NPS will be lead agencies for a separate federal environmental review process, including preparation of National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance documentation. 
2 In coastal engineering, revetments are sloping structures placed on the shoreline to protect the shoreline from erosion or other 

modification by waves.  
3 Beach nourishment is the practice of adding large quantities of sand or sediment to beaches to slow erosion, increase beach 

width, and provide for continued public beach access and recreation opportunities. 
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combined wastewater and stormwater from surrounding subterranean conveyance and storage infrastructure to 

the Oceanside Treatment Plant, is located east of the Great Highway and south of the Great Highway/Sloat 

Boulevard intersection. The Lake Merced Tunnel, which serves as a conveyance and storage facility for large 

combined sewer flows, is buried beneath the Great Highway along South Ocean Beach and drains to the 

Westside Pump Station.  

Project Background 

Ocean Beach comprises a 4½-mile stretch of sandy beach that forms the western boundary of San Francisco. It is 

influenced by complex coastal processes, including an intense wave climate, strong tidal currents, and irregular 

offshore features. Currently, chronic erosion of the beach and bluffs by episodic coastal storms occurs at South 

Ocean Beach. The beach varies in width by season and location. For example, monitoring performed between 

June 1, 2018 and May 31, 2019 found the beach width in fall to be about 96 feet on average, and spring to be 

about 42 feet on average. Notably, portions of the beach with revetments were found to have the smallest beach 

width, including some such segments with no measurable beach.4 

Shoreline erosion has undermined and damaged beach parking lots, stormwater drainage facilities and the Great 

Highway, threatens existing underground wastewater system infrastructure, and has constrained public shoreline 

access and recreational opportunities.  

Since the 1990s, the city has responded to the erosion through implementation of a series of both hard shoreline 

armoring (e.g., construction of rock and rubble revetments) and soft shoreline protection measures (e.g., beach 

nourishment and sandbag revetments). In the intervening period, the city has also undertaken planning initiatives 

aimed at developing a long-term strategy for managing the South Ocean Beach shoreline. Notably, the city partially 

funded and participated in the preparation of the 2012 Ocean Beach Master Plan (master plan). Led by the San 

Francisco Bay Area Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR), the master planning process brought 

together community members, agency representatives, and other stakeholders to develop a sustainable long-term 

vision for Ocean Beach, addressing public access, recreational use, environmental protection, and infrastructure 

needs in the context of erosion and climate-related sea level rise. The terms of a 2014 legal settlement agreement5 

and a 2015 California Coastal Commission permit6 both establish timelines for developing and implementing a 

long-term solution to shoreline management at South Ocean Beach.  

In 2018, the city amended its local coastal program, the Western Shoreline Area Plan,7 to adopt policies that 

advance the Ocean Beach Master Plan’s vision for South Ocean Beach. The local coastal program policies 

concerning managed retreat, beach nourishment, and shoreline armoring strategies aim to preserve and enhance 

public access, coastal recreation, and scenic resources at South Ocean Beach, while protecting critical wastewater 

system infrastructure from damage due to coastal hazards. The proposed project design represents the city’s 

long-term strategy for addressing current and future erosion challenges at South Ocean Beach, drawing upon 

                                                                  
4 ESA, Ocean Beach Short-term Erosion Protection Measures Project – 2018-2019 Monitoring Report. Prepared for San Francisco 

Public Utilities Commission. July 2019. This document, and all other documents referenced in this NOP unless otherwise noted, is 

available for review at https://tinyurl.com/Ocean-Beach-EIR.  
5 California Coastal Protection Network and City and County of San Francisco, 2014. Settlement Agreement and Mutual Release in 

the case California Coastal Protection Network v. City & County of San Francisco, Case No. CGC-11-513176. 
6 California Coastal Commission, Coastal Development Permit 2-15-1537, Issued November 9, 2015.  
7 The Western Shoreline Area Plan is the land use plan component of the city’s local coastal program. The city obtained California 

Coastal Commission certification of the amendment in May 2018.  
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ideas and information obtained through many years of community engagement, technical investigation, and 

interim management efforts. 

There are also several other separate projects that may occur in the vicinity of South Ocean Beach. The city and 

the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) have proposed separate projects to improve the 

operations and safety of Skyline Boulevard (State Route 35) at its Great Highway and at Sloat Boulevard 

intersections. NPS is planning a trail to link the proposed multi-use trail to Fort Funston’s existing trail network. 

The city and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Army Corps) are currently planning and designing a project to 

place sand dredged from San Francisco’s main shipping channel along South Ocean Beach in 2021. The 

San Francisco County Transportation Authority is leading the District 4 Mobility Study and will be exploring the 

feasibility of modifying the Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard, which is currently 

temporarily closed due to COVID-19.8 In addition, Rec and Park, with support from SFMTA and Public Works, is 

considering temporary closure of the southbound lanes of the Great Highway between Sloat and Skyline 

boulevards. Each of these separate projects would be subject to separate environmental review. 

Project Components 

Through the project, the city would implement its certified local coastal program coastal hazards policies, which 

are based in part on the recommendations of the Ocean Beach Master Plan. The major components of the project 

fall into five categories: (1) permanently closing the Great Highway south of Sloat Boulevard and modifying affected 

intersections and zoo parking access; (2) removing pavement, rock and sandbag revetments,  rubble and debris, 

recontouring the bluff, and planting dune vegetation; (3) improving public access, maintaining coastal parking and 

continuing to provide restroom facilities; (4) installing a buried wall to protect existing sewer system infrastructure; 

and (5) long-term beach nourishment. Figure 2 shows the project components, each of which is described in more 

detail below. 

Roadway and Intersection Modifications 

The city would permanently close the Great Highway between Sloat and Skyline boulevards. A portion of the Great 

Highway’s northbound travel lanes would be retained or reconstructed as a service road, as described further 

below. To accommodate the road closure, the city would modify intersections at Sloat Boulevard/Great Highway 

and Skyline Boulevard/Great Highway, and reconfigure access to the Oceanside Treatment Plant, Westside Pump 

Station, and the San Francisco Zoo, each of which is currently accessible via the northbound lane of Great Highway 

(see Figure 1). Following the Great Highway closure, the city would remove the road’s southbound travel lanes and 

the parking lot and restrooms near the Sloat Boulevard/Great Highway intersection. The Great Highway’s existing 

eastern northbound travel lane would be retained in place (or reconstructed east of the current road alignment to 

allow for more open space) to provide continued, restricted vehicle access to the Oceanside Treatment Plant and 

Westside Pump Station for SFPUC operations (service road). The remaining portion of the Great Highway’s existing 

northbound travel lane would be removed and replaced with a multi-use trail to the west of the service road. A 

sculptural barrier9 or sand berms and landscaping would be installed between the service road and the multi-use 

trail to avoid conflicts among the respective user groups. With the closure of the Great Highway to through traffic, 

access to the zoo would be maintained through modifications to the Sloat Avenue entrance (as an entrance and 

                                                                  
8 This study is underway and anticipated at the end of the year. 
9 A sculptural barrier is a physical barrier designed to meet safety requirements that also provides visual or aesthetic interest. 
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exit), creating a new public entrance/exit from Herbst Road, and/or allowing zoo access on the service road along 

the Great Highway.  

Debris and Revetment Removal, Bluff Recontouring and Revegetation 

In addition to removing the Great Highway’s southbound lanes, the city would remove the existing shoreline 

protection structures and debris from the beach and bluff, including rock and sandbag revetments and rubble, 

and recontour and stabilize the bluff to provide a more gradual slope towards the beach. The city would place 

sand over the stabilized slope and implement wind-erosion control measures to help keep the placed sand on 

the beach and bluff. These measures may include sand fencing10 and placing a layer of coarse sand over the finer 

beach sand. 

Public Access, Parking, and Restroom Improvements 

The project would improve public access and recreation at South Ocean Beach through the construction of a multi-

use trail, beach access stairways, parking, and restrooms. The multi-use trail would extend from Sloat Boulevard to 

Skyline Boulevard and include two beach accessways and several waysides, or turnouts. The service road may also 

be used as a bikeway. Figure 3 illustrates conceptual beach access improvements.  

As a project awarded to Rec and Park, the FHWA’s Federal Lands Access Program would deliver some components 

of the multi-use trail and a coastal parking lot once the SFPUC has completed the buried wall (described below) 

and recontoured the bluff. The coastal parking lot would be located within the approximate limits of the closed 

Great Highway southbound lanes and median, near their intersection with Skyline Boulevard. In addition, the 

project may expand parking capacity within the zoo. 

New restrooms would be constructed near the Sloat Boulevard/Great Highway intersection in one of two locations. 

The first potential restroom location is approximately 50 feet east (inland) of the existing Sloat Boulevard restrooms, 

and east of the proposed buried wall. The second potential restroom location would be approximately 225 feet 

northeast of the existing restrooms, in the undeveloped area along the north side of Sloat Boulevard, between 

Lower and Upper Great Highway (see Figure 2). 

The turnaround route and layover space for Muni Line 23 would change in response to the Sloat Boulevard/Great 

Highway intersection reconfiguration. Muni Line 23 would continue service to the existing last bus stop on the 

north side of Sloat Boulevard between Lower Great Highway and 47th Avenue. This stop would then serve as the 

layover space instead of the current layover location at the western terminus of Sloat Boulevard. The city would 

modify Muni Line 23’s turnaround route to follow a clockwise loop along Lower Great Highway, Wawona Street, 

and 47th Avenue. The bus would then turn east onto Sloat Boulevard at the signalized 47th Avenue/Sloat 

Boulevard intersection before reaching its first return stop at the existing bus stop located just east of the zoo’s 

main pedestrian entrance at 45th Avenue. 

                                                                  
10 Sand fencing consists of wooden slats, plastic, or fabric attached to fence posts and is designed to reduce local wind speed and 

trap sand. Sand fencing on a beach or berm can assist in building additional berms, and helps prevent sand from blowing onto 

roads and paths.  
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Buried Wall 

To protect the Lake Merced Tunnel from exposure to coastal hazards, the city would install a below-grade wall 

adjacent to and seaward of the Lake Merced Tunnel. The proposed wall would consist of a secant pile wall system 

with tiebacks and would extend from Sloat Boulevard to approximately 3,000 feet to the south.11 The wall would be 

approximately 3 feet thick, set back as far from the shoreline as feasible, and buried under sand. To stabilize the 

recontoured bluff inland of the wall, the city would install a 4-foot thick, gently sloping (3:1 horizontal to vertical 

slope) layer of cementitious material, comprised of a soil-cement mix12 or controlled low strength material13 (slope 

stabilization). The slope stabilization would minimize erosion of the material overlying the tunnel to protect against 

scour behind the wall from waves and high surf conditions and prevent buoyancy of the Lake Merced Tunnel. 

Beach Nourishment 

By removing the existing shoreline revetments at South Ocean Beach, the project would allow erosion and 

retreat of the remaining bluff face seaward of the buried wall. With bluff retreat and erosion of sand placed over 

the slope stabilization, portions of the wall would occasionally be exposed, and the beach would narrow. To 

address these issues, the city proposes to implement a shoreline monitoring program and place sand as 

deemed needed per the results of annual monitoring.  

The city has identified two primary sand sources and placement methods. The first is the San Francisco Harbor – 

Main Ship Channel, which is regularly dredged by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Army Corps) as part of that 

agency’s ongoing federal navigation channels maintenance program.14 Under the first option – referred to 

generally as the “large placement” option – an Army Corps dredge would pump approximately 300,000 cubic 

yards of sand in a slurry15 form onto the beach, rather than disposing of it offshore. The second primary source is 

North Ocean Beach (i.e., north of Lincoln Boulevard). Under this option – referred to generally as the “small 

placement” option – the city would continue its practice of excavating and trucking excess sand from North Ocean 

Beach to South Ocean Beach and placing coarse sand from other sources as a top layer (referred to as sand 
backpass).16 The small placement option would involve trucks dumping up to 85,000 cubic yards of sand onto the 

beach and bluff. In the event that sand from the Army Corps and North Ocean Beach is unavailable in a given 

year, the city would obtain a smaller volume of sand (~25,000 cubic yards) from a commercial vendor and truck 

the sand to South Ocean Beach. Also, in conjunction with yearly sand maintenance along the Great Highway at 

the intersections between Sloat and Lincoln boulevards, the city, in coordination with NPS, would relocate sand 

from NPS land west of the Great Highway and the roadway to South Ocean Beach areas needing supplemental 

                                                                  
11 The secant pile wall would consist of overlapping cast-in-place concrete piles (called “primary” and “secondary” piles, 

respectively), connected with a continuous concrete pile cap along the length of the wall. The primary unreinforced piles are 

drilled first and filled with concrete, followed by the secondary reinforced piles drilled between and partially cutting into the 

primary unreinforced piles. Tieback anchors consist of high-strength steel tendons that would be grouted into drill holes 

connecting to the pile cap. 
12 A weak form of concrete formed by mixing in place the existing soils with a cementitious grout. 
13 A weak mixture of cement, aggregate, and water that flows easily. 
14 To provide deep-draft marine vessel access between the Pacific Ocean and San Francisco Bay, the Army Corps regularly dredges 

a sandbar located approximately 2 miles offshore of the Golden Gate. Commonly known as the main ship channel, the passage 

measures approximately 2,000 feet wide, 26,000 feet long, and is maintained at a depth of approximately 55 feet mean lower low 

water. 
15 A mix of sand and ocean water that can be transported via pipeline from an offshore dredge to the beach. 
16 Sand backpassing has been performed at Ocean Beach since 2013 and occurred most recently in 2019.  
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sand. The activity would prevent windblown sand from impacting the Great Highway and clogging the storm 

drain system.  

The type and frequency of sand placements would depend upon sand availability (i.e., Army Corps and North 

Ocean Beach) and shoreline conditions (e.g., sea-level rise and related erosion rates). Sand placements would 

occur about once every two to eight years, generally in the late summer or early fall.17 The city would obtain 

permits from the appropriate resource agencies with jurisdiction (e.g., NPS and California Coastal Commission) to 

ensure compliance with relevant plans, policies, and guidelines. Due to its reliance on Army Corps dredging 

operations, the large placement option would require additional federal, state, and local agency reviews and 

approvals, including supplemental environmental review under National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

Construction Activities, Schedule and Access 

Construction Activities and Phasing 

Construction activities would proceed in five general phases. The city would first modify the affected 

intersections and zoo parking access, close the Great Highway south of Sloat Boulevard, and remove the existing 

restroom at the Sloat Boulevard terminus. Construction would then proceed with buried wall installation, 

followed by removal of existing revetments and rubble from the beach. The city would reuse clean, debris-free 

sand excavated from the buried wall installation to recontour the bluffs. Following shore stabilization and 

associated earthwork, the project focus would shift to recreational facilities and amenities, such as coastal 

access parking, the multi-use trail, restrooms, beach stairways, and landscaping. Upon construction completion, 

the city would remove all construction debris and waste, and restore remaining disturbed areas to their 

approximate pre-construction conditions.  

Construction Schedule 

The city would construct the project over approximately four years with an estimated construction period 

spanning 2023 through 2027. Project construction would proceed up to seven days per week, except holidays, 

between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m. consistent with the city's noise ordinance. Some nighttime construction is also 

proposed.  

Construction Access and Staging 

Construction vehicles would use the closed portion of the Great Highway to access the project site. The project 

would use local and regional roadways to haul construction materials. The Great Highway, Sloat Boulevard, and 

Skyline Boulevard would be the primary vehicle access routes for construction haul trucks and deliveries.  

The project would use various construction equipment and vehicles, such as cranes, small bulldozers, 

excavators, backhoes, dozers, drill rigs, slurry mix plants, asphalt paving machines, compactors, generators, 

water trucks, concrete trucks, pickup trucks, dump trucks, 4x4 utility vehicles, and other assorted small 

equipment, such as compressors, jackhammers, pumps, trailers, compactors, and chippers. 

                                                                  
17 Moffatt & Nichol Engineers, AGS, McMillen Jacobs, CHS Consulting Group, and San Francisco Public Works, 2020. Sand 

Management Plan – Ocean Beach Climate Adaptation Project, Long-term Improvements. Prepared for San Francisco Public 

Utilities Commission. July 2020. 
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The city may use the following areas for project construction staging: 

 The Great Highway’s closed northbound and southbound lanes. SFPUC operations and maintenance staff 

would also use the Great Highway’s northbound lanes for Westside Pump Station and Oceanside Treatment 

Plant access during construction.  

 The existing NPS parking lot at the western terminus of Sloat Boulevard. 

 The designated site of the future Zoo Road parking lot, which is presently being used as a staging area for 

other city projects (also generally referred to as the zoo staging area). 

 The closed area of Ocean Beach during removal of the revetments and rubble, and during sand placement 

and bluff recontouring.  

 Available space within the Oceanside Treatment Plant, Westside Pump Station, and Zoo Pump Station. 

Operations and Maintenance 

Agencies and entities with jurisdiction and/or oversight responsibility would operate and maintain project 

facilities, as is done under existing conditions and generally in a similar fashion. Operations and maintenance 

would be required for public access features (such as the restrooms, trash enclosures, trails, signs and lighting), 

the service road and parking lot, and the beach and dunes. Periodic removal of sand on the trail and the service 

road would be necessary. SFPUC vehicles, employees, vendors and visitors would use the service road on a daily 

basis to access the Oceanside Treatment Plant and Westside Pump Station. The city would undertake ongoing 

beach nourishment activities as described above for “Beach Nourishment”. The beach nourishment volume and 

frequency would be informed by site conditions and the findings of annual monitoring, but would likely occur 

once every two to eight years, with individual placement events lasting approximately 2 to 9 weeks depending 

upon sand source. No changes to city agency or NPS staffing levels are anticipated. 

Anticipated Permits and Approvals 

As a project partner and owner and manager of lands within the project area, NPS’s project involvement would 

include a project approval action, such as issuing a special use permit, as well as potential funding and 

management assistance for project elements. The Federal Highway Administration Federal Lands Access 

Program would approve the project components funded through its grant program. Accordingly, the FHWA and 

NPS will be lead agencies for a separate federal environmental review process under the NEPA. The following is a 

preliminary list of potential approvals needed for project construction and operation.  

 National Park Service – Golden Gate National Recreation Area:  

– NEPA compliance for work within NPS land 

– Special use permit and/or other authorization for work within NPS land 

 Federal Highway Administration Federal Lands Access Program:  

– NEPA compliance for the multi-use trail and the coastal parking lot 

– Project approval for components funded through FHWA grant program 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers:  
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– NEPA compliance for revetment removal and sand placement 

– Clean Water Act section 404 authorization for revetment removal and sand placement  

 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National Marine Fisheries Service consultations: 

– Federal Endangered Species Act, section 7 for potential effects on chinook and coho salmon, green sturgeon, 
and steelhead, and designated critical habitat for green sturgeon and leatherback sea turtle 

– Marine Mammal Protection Act for potential impacts on managed fish species and essential fish habitat, 
including those managed under the Pacific coast groundfish fisheries management plan (FMP), Pacific 
salmon FMP, and coastal pelagic FMP 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Federal Endangered Species Act, section 7 consultation for potential effects on 

western snowy plover 

 California Coastal Commission: Coastal Development Permit for development within the coastal zone 

 California Department of Transportation: encroachment permit for work within State Route 35 (Skyline 

Boulevard) right-of-way  

 California Office of Historic Preservation: National Historic Preservation Act, section 106 consultation for 

potential effects on historic resources 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife: Fish and Game Code, section 2081 permit for potential effects on 

bank swallow  

 California State Lands Commission Lease: may be needed for beach access stairways, and beach 

nourishment 

 State Water Resources Control Board: Stormwater General Construction Permit and Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan for potential construction effects on water quality18 

 San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board: Clean Water Act section 401 Water Quality Certification 

and/or a Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act Report of Waste Discharge for potential discharges to 

waters of the United States and waters of the state 

 San Francisco Planning Commission: Certification of the Final EIR 

 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission:  

– Adoption of CEQA Findings and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

– Approval of SFPUC project components including the buried wall, service road and construction contract 
for Rec and Park components  

 San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission:  

– Adoption of CEQA Findings and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

– Approval of Rec and Park project components including new Skyline Coastal Access Parking Lot, multi-
use trail, and zoo improvements including new gravel parking lot as well as easements to SFPUC for 
construction and operation of SFPUC components  

 San Francisco Public Works (SFPW): Approval of Sidewalk Changes and Street Improvement Permit  

                                                                  
18

 Applicable to areas that do not drain to the city’s combined sewer system. 
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 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency: Approval of certain parking and traffic measures in 

accordance with the San Francisco Transportation Code; approval of bus route and stop changes; and 

approval of closure of the Great Highway (if needed) 

 San Francisco Board of Supervisors: Approval of Sidewalk Legislation and closure of the Great Highway  

 Consultation and coordination with city departments, including without limitation Public Works, Department 

of Building Inspection, Department of Public Health, and the Municipal Transportation Agency, to ensure that 

soil disturbance and site mitigation, street vacation, street and sidewalk improvements, on-street parking 

modifications, and building construction complies with substantive requirements of the law 

Summary of Potential Environmental Issues 

The proposed project could result in potentially significant environmental effects. Therefore, the San Francisco 

Planning Department will prepare an initial study and EIR in accordance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and 

Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, and will address project-specific construction and 

operational impacts. The EIR will examine those topics for which there is potential for a significant physical 

environmental effect, identify mitigation measures, and analyze whether the mitigation measures would reduce 

the environmental effects to a less-than-significant level. The initial study will be published as an appendix to the 

draft EIR and will be considered part of the EIR. The document will consider both project-specific and cumulative 

impacts for all topics in the San Francisco Planning Department’s initial study checklist. Key environmental 

topics to be addressed in the EIR (including initial study) are described briefly below. 

Aesthetics 

The project is designed to enhance and improve the visual and scenic quality of South Ocean Beach by 

removing portions of the Great Highway, revetments, and debris from the shoreline and reconfiguring the beach 

and bluff. Project construction would involve numerous pieces of heavy equipment operating near and along the 

coastline, extensive earthwork, construction materials and debris stockpiling, vegetation removal, and nighttime 

lighting, which would temporarily affect project area aesthetics. The EIR’s aesthetics analysis will consider 

potential project effects on scenic vistas, scenic resources, and the site’s visual quality, as well as impacts related 

to new substantial light or glare.  

Tribal and Other Cultural Resources 

Project construction would involve ground disturbance and building demolition/modifications. A number of 

archeological and historical resources have been documented in the vicinity of the project area. The EIR will 

assess the potential for the project to result in significant impacts to archeological and historical resources, 

including tribal cultural resources. The analysis will consider historic and prehistoric archeological deposits and 

historic buildings or structures (“historical resources”). The EIR will describe the historical resources and 

potential historical resources on the project site, assess the potential for subsurface archeological resources to 

be present, and identify potential impacts of the project on these resources. 

Transportation and Circulation 

With permanent closure of the Great Highway between Sloat and Skyline boulevards, vehicle traffic would be 

routed inland and access to the zoo would be modified. The intersection at Sloat Boulevard and Great Highway 

would be modified and the Skyline and Great Highway intersection restriped to accommodate this closure. 

Construction activities would generate additional vehicle traffic, including construction vehicles traveling to and 
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from work sites, and transporting supplies and equipment. Once operational, the project would provide new 

pedestrian and bicycle access on the multi-use trail between Sloat and Skyline boulevards as well as access from 

the zoo parking lot to the multi-use trail. The project would also include zoo access and parking modifications. The 

transportation and circulation analysis will evaluate specific transportation impacts and mitigation measures 

associated with the project’s construction and operations. The EIR will evaluate effects of the project with regard for 

changes in potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, and driving, accessibility and emergency 

access, public transit delay, vehicle miles traveled, and whether loading or parking demand in the vicinity of the 

proposed project could result in secondary effects that would create potentially hazardous conditions. 

Noise 

Project construction would include the use of heavy equipment, which would temporarily increase noise and 

vibration levels in the project area. In addition, with permanent modifications in traffic patterns, long-term 

vehicle traffic-related noise levels could also change. The EIR will include analysis of noise compatibility 

standards for residential and other land uses and discuss the long-term impacts of noise that could result from 

the proposed project. Short-term construction-related noise and vibration impacts also will be described, and 

the analysis will evaluate the potential for noise from the project to adversely affect nearby sensitive land uses. 

Air Quality 

The project would require the use of heavy construction equipment and would involve permanent rerouting of 

vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the Sloat Boulevard/Great Highway and the Skyline Boulevard/Great Highway 

intersections. The EIR will describe the existing conditions at the project site and at surrounding sensitive land uses, 

and evaluate project consistency with applicable air quality plans and standards, the potential for its emissions of 

criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants at levels that could affect sensitive populations, and the potential 

to emit odors that could affect substantial numbers of people. The air quality analysis will include quantification of 

both construction- and operations-related air pollutant emissions and will evaluate potential health risk effects 

from emissions of toxic air contaminants, including effects on residents near the project site. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The EIR’s greenhouse gas emissions analysis will focus on the project’s consistency with the city’s Greenhouse 

Gas Reduction Strategy and the degree to which the proposed project’s construction-phase and operations-

phase greenhouse gas emissions could result in a significant effect on the environment.  

Recreation 

The project would involve construction and operation of new recreational facilities at South Ocean Beach. 

During construction, large areas of South Ocean Beach would be closed to the public. The EIR’s recreational 

impacts analysis will evaluate whether the project would require new or expanded recreational facilities, the 

construction of which could have significant effects on the environment. In addition, the analysis will consider 

whether project area closure during construction would result in increased use of other regional recreational 

facilities such that substantial physical deterioration would result. 

Biological Resources 

Project construction would involve vegetation removal, increased noise, potential nighttime noise and lighting, 

and extensive ground disturbance along South Ocean Beach. Project operations would involve reduced vehicle 

noise along the beach, but potentially greater cyclist and pedestrian access and presence and periodic 
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disturbance from long-term beach nourishment. While the project area’s ecology has been substantially 

modified over the years, it continues to provide habitat for biological resources, including special-status plants 

and animals. The EIR will analyze potential direct and indirect effects of project construction and operation on 

special-status plants and animals and their habitats; sensitive natural communities; movement of any native 

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species; and potential conflicts with the substantive requirements of the 

relevant, applicable local policies, codes and ordinances, including the city’s urban forestry ordinance. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The project area’s beach and bluffs are highly susceptible to coastal erosion, including that associated with surface 

drainage of stormwater, longshore currents, and wave action. The project would involve changes in impervious 

surface area, drainage modifications, and development in close proximity to buried wastewater infrastructure 

needed to maintain compliance with water quality standards. The EIR’s hydrology and water quality analysis will 

assess the project’s potential to violate water quality standards or otherwise degrade water quality; substantially 

alter drainage patterns or surface runoff; cause substantial erosion; substantially increase surface runoff in a 

manner which would result in flooding; and increase risk of pollution due to flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche. The 

analysis will also consider project implications for groundwater supplies and potential to conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of a water quality control or sustainable groundwater management plan. 

Other Environmental Issues and Topics 

All topics listed on the city’s initial study checklist will be considered in the project EIR. In addition to the key 

topics identified above, potential effects associated with the environmental topics listed below will also be 

analyzed. 

 Land Use and Planning 

 Geology, Soils, Seismicity, and  

Paleontological Resources 

 Population and Housing 

 Wind and Shadow  

 Hazards/Hazardous Materials 

 Public Services 

 Utilities and Service Systems 

 Mineral Resources 

 Energy 

 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 Wildfire 

 

Pursuant to CEQA, the EIR will further analyze a range of alternatives that would reduce or avoid significant 

environmental impacts identified in the EIR, including a No Project Alternative, as described in CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6. The EIR will also address other topics required by CEQA, including growth-inducing impacts, 

significant unavoidable impacts; significant irreversible impacts; known controversy associated with 

environmental effects; issues to be resolved by the decision-makers; and the potential for the project to 

contribute to significant cumulative effects. 

Finding 

This project may have a significant effect on the environment and an environmental impact report is 

required. This determination is based upon the criteria of the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, sections 15063 (Initial Study), 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), and 15065 (Mandatory Findings of 

Significance). The purpose of an EIR is to provide information about potential significant physical environmental 
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effects of a proposed project, to identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and to describe and 
analyze possible alternatives to a proposed project. Preparation of a NOP or EIR does not indicate a decision by the 
city to approve or to disapprove the project. However, prior to making any such decision, the decision makers must 
review and consider the information contained in an EIR. 

Public Scoping Process 
You may participate in the public process concerning the proposed project’s environmental review by 
submitting written or verbal comments to the planning department. Pursuant to CEQA section 21083.9 and 
CEQA Guidelines section 15206, the planning department will hold a public scoping meeting to receive oral 
comments concerning the scope of the EIR. The meeting will be held on September 30, 2020 at 6 p.m. Due to 
the COVID-19 emergency, in order to protect the health of city staff and members of the public, the meeting will 
occur virtually through video and teleconference. The meeting will consist of a staff presentation describing the 
project background, proposed features, and the environmental review process, followed by an opportunity for 
the public to provide oral comments. Members of the public are encouraged to participate in the meeting by 
internet video conference (http://bit.ly/oceanbeachscoping), or by telephone (877-853-5247; Meeting ID: 828 
5908 1146). Staff’s scoping meeting presentation, meeting procedures and instructions—including on how to 
provide oral comments—are available at sfplanning.org/sfceqadocs. To request a language interpreter, please 
contact the staff contact listed below at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting to ensure availability.  

Written comments will be accepted until 5 p.m. on Friday, October 9, 2020. Written comments should be mailed 
to Julie Moore, EIR Coordinator, San Francisco Planning Department, 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, 
San Francisco, CA 94103, or emailed to CPC.OceanBeachEIR@sfgov.org. Your comments should focus on 
significant environmental issues concerning the project, information that would help the environmental 
analysis or factors to consider in the environmental analysis.  

State Agencies: If you represent an agency that is a Responsible or a Trustee Agency, we need to know the 
views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to your 
agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to use the 
EIR when considering a permit or other approval for this project. Please include the name of a contact person in 
your agency. If you have questions concerning environmental review of the proposed project, please contact 
Julie Moore at (628) 652-7566 or Julie.Moore@sfgov.org. 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate 
with the commission or the department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal 
contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may 
appear on the department's website or in other public documents. 

Date Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 

 September 9, 2020
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the City has demonstrated to state authorities that it is capable of operating pursuant to process rather than 

good faith assumptions about information vacuums and the proper coordination of all city agencies. 

Meanwhile, the City should go back to the drawing board, explain to the public why a vertical seawall is 

necessary if the wastewater treatment plant is somehow not itself at risk, and describe why a managed retreat 

plan supports the creation of any new infrastructure, particularly infrastructure which could enhance erosion, 

or which favors certain modes of transportation even though the acknowledged vehicle impacts are again - in 

the words of the DEIR itself – significant and unavoidable. 

The City of San Francisco continues to treat the local area and its residents like a petri dish in an 

unwelcome experiment of assumptions and conjecture, with insufficient coordination among agencies, 

admitted deficiencies in information, and reliance upon a “good faith” guess about the handling of area 

projects despite the clear and obviously purposeful mishandling of civic responsibilities to date. We can all 

do better than this – this isn’t the Embarcadero. It’s Ocean Beach, and its natural beauty and the safety of its 

inhabitants hasn’t just been suffering from beach erosion, but from the erosion in public trust and 

management that our public servants owe to the area.” (Goffrey Moore [I-Moore.16])  

_______________ 

9 See e.g., https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/6591934-California-Coastal-Protection-Network-Settlement.html 

_________________________ 

RESPONSE GC-1 

Two comments (I-Moore.6, I-Moore.14) address topics of project need and/or the merits of the project’s 

approach to addressing erosion challenges at South Ocean Beach. Please refer to Chapter 1, Introduction 

and Background, which discusses the project need and purpose of the EIR, and summarizes previous studies 

completed to inform project design.  

Regarding the possibility that the sewage system may fail due to increased erosion (Comment I-Moore.13), 

draft EIR Chapter 1, Introduction and Background, discusses the city’s previous and ongoing efforts to 

protect wastewater infrastructure at South Ocean Beach, and draft EIR Section 2.3, Project Objectives, lists 

protecting wastewater system infrastructure as one of the project objectives. The project is designed to 

protect the city’s wastewater infrastructure from erosion. Potential project effects related to erosion are 

addressed in draft EIR Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.16, Geology and Soils and RTC Section 11.12, 

Response GE-1. The estimated increase in vehicle emissions resulting from the project’s Great Highway 

Extension closure and traffic rerouting are addressed in draft EIR Appendix B, Initial Study, Sections E.8 Air 

Quality and E.9 Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Comments concerning documentation of erosion and 

vulnerability of public infrastructure, including the Great Highway, are also addressed in Section 11.2, 

Comment PD-1, of this RTC document.  

The remaining comments grouped into this topic category recommend a more comprehensive strategy to 

defend the city from erosion and sea level rise (O-SFB.3); allege the project has not been properly coordinated 

with other area projects, includes conflicts of interest, and fails to address costs (I-Moore.16); or express 

concerns regarding city officials’ or staff’s potential conflicts of interest and the influence of special interest 

groups (I-Moore.6). These comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR’s discussion of 

physical impacts that require a response per CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The comments will be transmitted 

to city decision-makers for consideration in their deliberations on whether to approve the project.  

_________________________ 
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I. STANDARD CONDITIONS 

This permit is granted subject to the following standard conditions:  

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development 
shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the Permittee or authorized 
agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and 
conditions, is returned to the Commission office.  
 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years 
from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall 
be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. 
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 
  

2. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be 
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission.  
 

3. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of 
the permit. 

 
4. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be 

perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the Permittee to bind all 
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions 

 

II. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

This amended CDP is approved subject to the following special conditions: 
 
NOTE: Exhibit 4 shows all CDP 2-15-1357 standard and special conditions as 
approved by the Commission in its original 2015 action. All such conditions continue to 
apply in that form unless modified below, where changes are shown in underline and 
strikeout format (for additions and deletions, respectively) as applicable. 

1. Term of Authorization. This CDP authorizes the shoreline protection system 
fronting the bluffs south of Sloat Boulevard consisting of: 1) the work proposed in 
CDP Application No. 2-15-1357 (sandbags and sand relocation), as well as the 
work proposed in CDP Application No. 2-15-1357-A1 (as depicted in Exhibit 6 of 
that authorization); 2) the Emergency Quarrystone Revetment as depicted on 
Exhibit 3; 3) the Emergency Bluff Toe Protection as depicted on Exhibit 3; and 4) 
the Emergency Sandbag Structure as depicted on Exhibit 3, until December 31, 
2021 July 1, 2022, or until the time when the currently existing structures warranting 
protection are no longer present and/or no longer require such protection, 
whichever occurs first. If the Permittee intends to keep the existing shoreline 
protection system or any portion of it in place, including any sand relocation or sand 
bag activities, after December 31, 2021, the Permittee must submit a complete 
CDP application (or complete CDP amendment application if deemed appropriate 
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by the Executive Director) prior to December 31, 2021. Otherwise, tThe Permittee 
shall submit two copies of a removal and restoration plan to the Executive Director 
for review and approval, where such plan shall provide for the removal of the 
shoreline protection system and restoration of all affected areas in a manner 
designed to be most protective of coastal resources, no later than December 31, 
2021 July 1, 2022, unless the Commission authorizes the shoreline protection 
approved by this permit, or some portion thereof, to remain in place pursuant to a 
CDP or amendment to this CDP.   

 
2. Long-Term Solution. The Permittee acknowledges that the shoreline protection 

system authorized pursuant to this CDP is temporary in nature, and is permitted in 
order to provide a reasonable period of time for the Permittee to develop and 
implement a long-term managed retreat solution (as currently outlined generally in 
Exhibit 7) to the erosion threat to the Great Highway and related public 
infrastructure in this area. The Permittee shall submit two copies of an annual report 
to the Executive Director for review and approval at annual intervals no later than 
November 1st of each year (with the first report due November 1, 2016), identifying 
progress made toward implementation of the long-term solution. If, after review of 
the annual report, in the opinion of the Executive Director, the Permittee is 
significantly out of compliance with the terms and conditions of this CDP, including 
meeting target deadlines established in Exhibit 7 (on page 2), then the matter of 
noncompliance shall be scheduled for Coastal Commission review and potential 
action, where such action at the Coastal Commission’s discretion may include 
modifying the terms and conditions of this CDP, including the term of the permit. 

 
3. Project Plans. PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION ASSOCIATED WITH ANY 

INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT EPISODE, the Permittee shall provide two copies of 
Project Plans for Executive Director review and approval showing all development 
and related activities (including but not limited to sand relation/berming, sand bag 
placement, wind fencing/barriers, and public access pathways/accessways) 
associated with the development episode, all of which shall be substantially 
consistent with the development as authorized in Special Condition 1, and shall be 
sited and designed to protect coastal resources to the maximum extent feasible. 
The Permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved 
Project Plans. All requirements above and all requirements of the approved Project 
Plans shall be enforceable components of this CDP. 

 
4. As-Built Plans. WITHIN 30 DAYS OF ANY ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN 

PURSUANT TO THIS COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT NO. 2-
15-1357-A1, or within such additional time as the Executive Director may grant for 
good cause, the Permittee shall submit two copies of As-Built Plans for Executive 
Director review and approval showing all revetments and sandbags, any 
development undertaken as authorized by this CDP, public infrastructure (i.e., 
parking lots, pathways, the Great Highway, the Lake Merced Tunnel), and all 
property lines for the shoreline area affected by the approved project. The As-Built 
Plans shall be substantially consistent with the project as described in CDP 
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Application No. 2-15-1357 and as shown in Exhibit 3. The As-Built Plans shall 
include a graphic scale and all elevation(s) shall be described in relation to National 
Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD). The As-Built Plans shall include color 
photographs (in hard copy and .jpg or other electronic format) that clearly show all 
components of the as-built project and all areas depicted on the As-Built Plans, and 
that are accompanied by a site plan that notes the location of each photographic 
viewpoint and the date and time of each photograph. At a minimum, the 
photographs shall be upcoast, seaward, and downcoast viewpoints, seen from the 
edge of the highway and from a sufficient number of beach viewpoints as to provide 
complete photographic coverage of the permitted shoreline protection system and 
the public infrastructure being protected at this location. Such photographs shall be 
at a scale that allows comparisons to be made with the naked eye between 
photographs taken in different years and from the same vantage points; recordation 
of GPS coordinates would be desirable for this purpose. The As-Built Plans shall be 
submitted with certification by a licensed civil engineer with experience in coastal 
structures and processes, acceptable to the Executive Director, verifying that the 
shoreline protection system has been constructed in conformance with the project 
as described in CDP No. 2-15-1357 and as shown in Exhibit 3. 
 

a) As-Built Plans. Within 30 days of any activities undertaken pursuant to CDP 
Amendment Number 2-15-1357-A1, or within such additional time as the 
Executive Director may grant for good cause, the Permittee shall submit two 
copies of As-Built Plans for Executive Director review and approval showing all 
such development undertaken as authorized by this CDP Amendment, all nearby 
public infrastructure (i.e., parking lots, pathways, the Great Highway, the Lake 
Merced Tunnel), all property lines for the shoreline area affected by the approved 
project, and all as-built development authorized by CDP Number 2-15-1357. The 
As-Built Plans shall be substantially consistent with the project as described in 
CDP Amendment Number 2-15-1357-A1, and shall comply with all applicable 
provisions of Special Condition 4 otherwise. 

 
5. Construction Plan. PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, the 

Permittee shall submit two sets of a Construction Plan to the Executive Director for 
review and approval. The Construction Plan shall, at a minimum, include the 
following: 

 
a) Construction Areas. The Construction Plan shall identify the specific location of 

all construction areas, all staging areas, all storage areas, all construction access 
corridors (to the construction site and staging areas), and all public pedestrian 
access corridors. All areas within which construction activities and/or staging are 
to take place shall be minimized to the maximum extent feasible in order to 
minimize construction encroachment on the beach, all beach access points, and 
to have the least impact on public access and coastal resources overall.  
 

b) Construction Methods and Timing. The Construction Plan shall specify the 
construction methods to be used, including all methods to be used to keep the 
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construction areas separated from public recreational use areas (including using 
the space available on the blufftop portions of the Permittee’s property for 
staging, storage, and construction activities to the maximum extent feasible, and 
including using unobtrusive fencing (or equivalent measures) to delineate 
construction areas), and all erosion control/water quality best management 
practices to be implemented during construction and their location shall be noted. 
 

c) Construction Best Management Practices. The Construction Plan applies to 
any 2-15-1357 activities undertaken pursuant to this CDP, as well as future 
maintenance as described in Special Condition 7. The plan shall identify the 
type and location of all best management practices that will be implemented 
during construction including the following: 
 

• All work shall take place during daylight hours. Lighting of the beach area 
is prohibited. 
 

• Unless authorized by the Executive Director, construction work or 
equipment operations may not be conducted below the mean high tide line 
unless tidal waters have receded from the authorized work areas, or in an 
emergency as defined by Coastal Act regulations. 

 

• Grading of intertidal areas is prohibited. 
 

• Only rubber-tired construction vehicles are allowed on the beach, except 
that track vehicles may be used if the Executive Director agrees that they 
are required to safely carry out construction. When transiting on the 
beach, all such vehicles shall remain as high on the upper beach as 
possible and avoid contact with ocean waters and intertidal areas. 

 

• All construction materials and equipment placed on the beach during 
daylight construction hours shall be stored beyond the reach of tidal 
waters. All construction materials and equipment shall be removed in their 
entirety from the beach area by sunset each day that work occurs. The 
only exceptions shall be for erosion and sediment controls and/or 
construction area boundary fencing where such controls and/or fencing 
are placed as close to the shoreline protection as possible, and their 
extent is minimized to the extent practicable. 

 

• Construction (including but not limited to construction activities, and 
materials and/or equipment storage) is prohibited outside of the defined 
construction, staging, and storage areas. 

 

• No work shall occur during weekends and/or the summer peak months 
(i.e., from the Saturday of Memorial Day weekend through Labor Day, 
inclusive), unless due to extenuating circumstances (such as tidal issues 
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or other environmental concerns), the Executive Director authorizes such 
work. 

 

• Equipment washing may not take place on the beach. Refueling and/or 
servicing of equipment shall be allowed only at a designated location as 
noted on the Plan. Appropriate best management practices shall be used 
to ensure that no spills of petroleum products or other chemicals take 
place during these activities. 

 

• The construction site shall maintain good construction site housekeeping 
controls and procedures (e.g., clean up all leaks, drips, and other spills 
immediately; keep materials covered and out of the rain, including 
covering exposed piles of soil and wastes; dispose of all wastes properly, 
place trash receptacles on site for that purpose, and cover open trash 
receptacles during wet weather; remove all construction debris from the 
beach; etc.). 

 

• All erosion and sediment controls shall be in place prior to the 
commencement of construction as well as at the end of each workday. 

 

• All beach areas, all beach access points, and all other public access 
facilities (e.g., parking lots and paths) impacted by construction activities 
shall be restored to their pre-construction condition or better within three 
days of completion of construction. Any beach sand impacted shall be 
filtered as necessary to remove all construction debris from the beach.  

 
d) Western Snowy Plover Protection Measures. The Construction Plan shall 

provide for a qualified biologist to identify the beach access route and escort the 
contractor and any crew with heavy equipment to and from the construction site, 
in order to avoid potential impacts to western snowy plover or other wildlife, and 
to ensure that beach habitat is not disturbed. A qualified biologist shall monitor 
the project area for western snowy plover during construction activities and 
instruct the contractor and crew on appropriate measures to avoid potential 
impacts to western snowy plover. 
 

e) Bank Swallow Protection Measures. The Construction Plan shall provide that 
all construction activities shall avoid impacts to bank swallows and bank swallow 
habitat. The Applicant shall consult with and comply with the requirements of the 
National Park Service related to potential impacts to biological resources. 
 

f) Construction Site Documents. The plan shall provide that a copy of the signed 
CDP and the approved Construction Plan shall be maintained in a conspicuous 
location at the construction job site at all times during construction, and such 
copies shall be available for public review on request. All persons involved with 
the construction shall be briefed on the content and meaning of the CDP and the 
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approved Construction Plan, and the public review requirements applicable to 
them, prior to commencement of construction. 
 

g) Construction Coordinator. The plan shall provide that a construction 
coordinator be designated to be contacted during construction for questions by 
the public. Contact information, including phone number, e-mail address, and 
street address, shall be conspicuously posted at the job site and readily visible 
from public viewing areas, along with indication that the construction coordinator 
should be contacted in the case of questions regarding the construction. The 
construction coordinator shall record the name, contact information (i.e., address, 
phone number, e-mail address, as applicable) and nature of all complaints 
received regarding the construction, and shall investigate complaints and take 
remedial action, if necessary, within 72 hours of receipt of the complaint or 
inquiry. 
 

h) Notification. The Permittee shall notify planning staff of the Coastal 
Commission’s North Central Coast District Office at least 3 working days in 
advance of commencement of construction, and immediately upon completion of 
construction.  
 

Minor adjustments to the Construction Plan may be allowed by the Executive Director if 

such adjustments: (1) are deemed reasonable and necessary; and (2) do not adversely 

impact coastal resources. All requirements above and all requirements of the approved 

Construction Plan shall be enforceable components of this CDP. The Permittee shall 

undertake 2-15-1357 (San Francisco Public Utilities Commission) 10 construction in 

accordance with the approved Construction Plan. 

  

6. Monitoring. The Permittee shall ensure that the condition and performance of the 
as-built shoreline protection system is regularly monitored by a licensed civil or 
geotechnical engineer with experience in coastal structures and processes. Such 
monitoring evaluation shall, at a minimum, address whether significant weathering 
or damage has occurred that would adversely affect future performance or the 
revetments and sandbags, and identify any structural or other damage requiring 
repair to maintain the as-built revetments or sandbags in a structurally sound 
manner. Monitoring reports prepared by a licensed civil engineer with experience in 
coastal structures and processes, and covering the above-described evaluations, 
shall be submitted to the Executive Director for review and approval at annual 
intervals by November 1st of each year. 

 
7. Future Maintenance. This CDP requires ongoing monitoring of the overall 

shoreline protection system at this location and authorizes future maintenance of 
that system as described in this special condition through December 31, 2021 July 
1, 2022. The Permittee acknowledges and agrees that: (a) it is the Permittee’s 
responsibility to maintain the shoreline protection system in a structurally sound 
manner and in its approved state; (b) it is the Permittee’s responsibility to retrieve 
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loose armor rock or sandbags that might otherwise substantially impair the 
recreational and/or scenic qualities of the beach; (c) it is the Permittee’s 
responsibility to annually or more often inspect the shoreline protection system for 
signs of failure and/or displaced armor rock or sandbags; and (d) it is the 
Permittee’s responsibility to ensure regular maintenance of the parking lots at South 
Ocean Beach so as to avoid the accumulation of windblown sand that would limit 
the public’s ability to access parking. Any such maintenance-oriented development 
associated with the revetments and sandbags shall be subject to the following: 

 
a) Maintenance. “Maintenance,” as it is understood in this condition, means 

development that would otherwise require a CDP whose purpose is to repair 
and/or maintain the shoreline protection system in its approved configuration, 
including retrieval of armor rock and/or sandbags that may be displaced from the 
project as approved. Any proposed modifications to the approved as-built plans 
or required construction BMPs associated with any maintenance event shall be 
reported to planning staff of the Coastal Commission’s North Central Coast 
District Office with the maintenance notification (described below), and such 
changes shall require a CDP amendment unless the Executive Director deems 
an amendment is not legally required. 
 

b) Other Agency Approvals. The Permittee acknowledges that these maintenance 
conditions do not obviate the need to obtain permits from other agencies for any 
future maintenance and/or repair episodes. 
 

c) Future Maintenance Notification. Prior to commencing any future maintenance 
event, the Permittee shall notify, in writing, planning staff of the Coastal 
Commission’s North Central Coast District Office. Except for necessary 
emergency interventions, such notice shall be given by first-class mail at least 
two weeks in advance of commencement of work. The notification shall include a 
detailed description of the maintenance event proposed, and shall include any 
plans, engineering and/or geology reports, proposed changes to the 
maintenance parameters, other agency authorizations, and other supporting 
documentation describing the maintenance event. The maintenance event shall 
not commence until the Permittee has been informed by planning staff of the 
Coastal Commission’s North Central Coast District Office that the maintenance 
event complies with this CDP. If the Permittee has not received a response within 
30 days of receipt of the notification by the Coastal Commission’s North Central 
Coast District Office, the maintenance shall be authorized as if planning staff 
affirmatively indicated that the event complies with this CDP. The notification 
shall clearly indicate that the maintenance event is proposed pursuant to this 
CDP, and that the lack of a response to the notification within 30 days of its 
receipt constitutes approval of it as specified in the CDP. 
 

d) Non-Compliance Proviso. If the Permittee is not in compliance with the terms and 
conditions of this CDP at the time that a future maintenance event is proposed, 
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then the maintenance event that might otherwise be allowed by the terms of this 
condition may only be allowed subject to approval by the Executive Director. 
 

e) Emergency. Nothing in this condition shall serve to waive any Permittee rights 
that may exist in cases of emergency pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30611, 
Coastal Act Section 30624, and Subchapter 4 of Chapter 5 of Title 14, Division 
5.5, of the California Code of Regulations (Permits for Approval of Emergency 
Work).  
 

8. Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability and Indemnity Agreement. The 
Permittee acknowledges and agrees:  

a) Hazards. That the site is subject to coastal hazards including but not limited to 
episodic and long-term shoreline retreat and coastal erosion, high seas, ocean 
waves, storms, tsunami, tidal scour, coastal flooding, earthquakes, landslides, 
and the interaction of same. 
 

b) Assume Risks. To assume the risks to the Permittee and the property that is the 
subject of this permit of injury and damage from such hazards in connection with 
this permitted development. 
 

c) Waive Liability. To unconditionally waive any claim of damage or liability against 
the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for injury or damage from 
such hazards. 
 

d) Indemnify. To indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, its officers, agents, 
and employees with respect to the Commission’s approval of the project against 
any and all liability, claims, demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees 
incurred in defense of such claims), expenses, and amounts paid in settlement 
arising from any injury or damage due to the permitted development. 
 

e) Property Owner Responsible. That any adverse effects to property caused by 
the permitted project shall be fully the responsibility of the property owner. 
 

9. Archaeological Resources. In the event that any article of historical or cultural 
significance is encountered, all activity that could damage or destroy these 
resources must cease and the Executive Director and the Native American Heritage 
Commission must be notified so that the articles may be suitably protected or 
flagged for future research. A qualified archaeologist and/or the Native American 
Heritage Commission shall be consulted in order to examine the site and obtain 
recommendations for subsequent measures for the avoidance, and if necessary, 
protection and disposition of significant artifacts. Avoidance and mitigation measures 
shall be developed and submitted to the Executive Director for review and approval.  

 
10. Other Agency Review and Approval. PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF 

CONSTRUCTION, the Permittee shall submit to the Executive Director written 
evidence that all necessary permits, permissions, approvals, and/or authorizations 
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for the approved project have been granted by all applicable agencies (including 
NPS, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality 
Control Board). Any changes to the approved project required by these agencies 
shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the Commission-
approved project shall occur without a Commission amendment to this CDP unless 
the Executive Director determines that no amendment is legally necessary.  

 
11. Liability for Costs and Attorney Fees. The Permittee shall reimburse the Coastal 

Commission in full for all Coastal Commission costs and attorney fees (including but 
not limited to such costs and fees that are: (1) charged by the Office of the Attorney 
General; or (2) required by a court) that the Coastal Commission incurs in 
connection with the defense of any action brought by a party other than the 
Permittee against the Coastal Commission, its officers, employees, agents, 
successors and assigns challenging the approval or issuance of this CDP. The 
Permittee shall reimburse the Coastal Commission within 60 days of being informed 
by the Executive Director of the amount of such costs or fees. The Coastal 
Commission retains complete authority to conduct and direct the defense of any 
such action against the Coastal Commission. 
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Suite 800 

San Francisco, CA  94108 

415.896.5900 phone 

415.896.0332 fax 

www.esassoc.com 

memorandum 

date January 29, 2015 

to Anna Roche (SFPUC)

cc Steve Ortega (GGNRA)   

from Louis White, PE 

subject Placement of Medium-sized Sand Layer for Mitigation of Wind-blown Sand Transport 
South Ocean Beach Short-Term Erosion Protection Measures Project (ESA Ref. #D120925.00)  

Introduction
Sand placements at South Ocean Beach (SOB) that occurred as part of the 2012 and 2014 Sand Backpass projects 
used sand from North Ocean Beach (NOB), which provided the anticipated benefits but also resulted in wind-
blown sand transport that partially blocked bluff-top parking and other facilities. Several measures are being 
proposed to mitigate wind-blown sand transport at the proposed sand backpass placement sites included in the 
South Ocean Beach Short-Term Erosion Protection Measures Project (project) being led by the San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). The project comprises a suite of soft erosion control measures to be 
implemented between 2016 and 2021 while the permitting, environmental review and design of the long-term 
project are completed. This document addresses an optional element to place a layer of coarser sand on top of the 
NOB sand to mitigate wind-blown transport associated with sand backpass projects expected to occur between 
2016 and 2021. 

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide a description of the proposed medium-sized coarse sand available 
in Central San Francisco Bay, and how it will be applied as a wind-blown sand mitigation measure for the 
forthcoming sand backpass projects, for review by the SFPPUC and the National Park Service. 

Characteristics of Ocean Beach Sand 
Sand at Ocean Beach is considered fine to medium size sand with a nominal diameter of about 0.3 millimeters 
(mm). Patches of coarser sand are located near the water line, whereas finer sand is located along the landward 
parts of wider shores and in dunes. The coarser sands result from historic sand supply. The coarse sand is 
typically exposed on the beach surface in the swash zone (water line) due to high-velocity wave action and runup. 
The finer sands are sorted by wind transport from dry shores and deposited on the landward side of beaches and in 
dunes.  (Battalio 2014; Moffatt and Nichol 1995; Barnard et al. 2012; USACE 2011; Moffatt and Nichol 2007).  
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The sand used for backpassing is excavated from the very wide portions of NOB, primarily from the landward 
area adjacent to the O’Shaughnessy Seawall. As such, this sand is likely to be similar to the nominal beach grain 
size, but likely a bit finer and hence more susceptible to wind-blown transport. There is limited beach sand at 
SOB during the winter, and the NOB sand is likely finer than would naturally be stable in this highly eroded and 
scouring condition.   

Prior sand placements (pre-backpassing) in the 1999 to 2004 timeframe used sand dredged from Central San 
Francisco Bay (Figure 1). The Central San Francisco Bay sand source was selected because of its coarser size and 
increased stability and compatibility for beach nourishment. Wind-blown sand transport was not a significant 
problem during these prior placements, probably because the coarser sand used was less mobile than the NOB 
backpassed sand under winds. 

Photo by Bob Battalio 

Figure 1 
Sand Placement at South Ocean Beach 1999-2001 

Using Coarse Sand Dredged from Central San Francisco Bay

Application to Proposed Sand Backpassing 2016 to 2021 
To minimize wind-blown sand impacts as part of the proposed sand backpass projects, we propose to add a layer 
of medium-sized sand on the backpassed sand embankment. A layer two feet thick across the top and extending 
down the seaward slope four feet is proposed, as shown in Figures 2 and 3. A grain size of 0.5 mm is proposed 
(nominal size roughly equivalent to the median size in a distribution of sizes).  

The medium-sized sand layer will be placed at some point in 2016 after the backpass sand berm is installed. 
Placing the NOB sand during the winter-spring time frame may be difficult due to environmental conditions. The 
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NOB sand will be actively eroding during and immediately after placement. Hence, we anticipate a second sand 
placement episode at which time the medium-sized sand layer can be installed.   

Source: Moffatt and Nichol As-Built Survey 2012 Backpass 

Figure 2 
Schematic Plan View of Proposed 2-foot-thick Medium-Sized Sand Layer (Red Polygon) 

to be Placed on Top of Backpass Berm Extending 4 feet Down Slope

Source: Moffatt and Nichol Draft Construction Plans for Sand Backpass 

Figure 3 
Schematic Showing the Proposed 2-foot-thick Medium-Sized Sand Layer (Blue Lines) 

to be Placed on Top of Backpass Berm Extending 4 feet Down Slope
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The medium-sized sand layer placement extents will be measured and recorded. The sand layer will be monitored 
to assess effectiveness in terms of limiting wind-blown transport as well as other sand placement objectives. The 
monitoring will be incorporated into the SFPUC ongoing monitoring and reporting for the South Ocean Beach 
Short-Term Erosion Projection Measures Project.  Monitoring will consist of: 

Survey of medium sand extents as part of beach profile surveys 
Survey of wind-blown sand deposits on bluff top 
Grab samples of surface sands and grain size analysis to document extents 
Photographs 

Medium-Sized Sand Availability 
Sand meeting the characteristics described above is commercially available. Local sand mining operations in the 
Central San Francisco Bay produce several thousand tons of beach quality sand per week.1 Samples of raw 
dredged sand product obtained from Lehigh Hanson Aggregates appear to be compatible in sand quality, color, 
and size to the coarser sands that naturally occur at Ocean Beach (Figure 4). The sand from the Angel Island shoal 
is considered medium-coarse sand, with naturally variable colors and with some shell fragments. 

Photo by Louis White 

Figure 4 
Photo of Unscreened Medium-Sized Sand Dredged from the 

Angel Island Shoal in Central San Francisco Bay

According to sand gradations obtained from Lehigh Hanson Aggregates, the sand dredged from the Angel Island 
shoal in Central San Francisco Bay has a nominal size of approximately 0.7 mm. Figure 5 presents the graphical 

1 Pers. Comm., Chris Stromberg, Lehigh Hanson Aggregates, January 29, 2016. 
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results of this sand gradation, also included as an attachment to this memorandum. Note that the median grain size 
varies between samples, and the black line indicates an average over all sand samples. Most of the sand sizes vary 
between 0.2 and 2.0 mm. 

Source: Lehigh Hanson Aggregates 

Figure 5 
Sand Gradation of Unscreened Medium-Sized Sand Dredged from the 

Angel Island Shoal in Central San Francisco Bay

Additional commercially available sand dredged from San Francisco Bay near Carquinez Strait is available from 
Lind Marine (formerly Jerico Products) in Petaluma. We have not obtained samples nor observed this sand 
source. However, according to available specifications from Lind Marine, sand size varies between 0.15 mm and 
0.6 mm, with a nominal or median grain size of approximately 0.3 mm. However, this sand gradation may 
represent screened sand, which typically is processed to remove most fines and larger sized material. 
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND MUTUAL RELEASE

This Settlement Agreement and Mutual Release (“the Agreement”) is entered into 
between and among California Coastal Protection Network (“CCPN”) and the City and County 
of San Francisco (“the City”).  Collectively, CCPN and the City are “the Parties.” 

RECITALS
A. On August 9, 2011 CCPN filed a complaint against the City in San Francisco

Superior Court entitled California Coastal Protection Network v. City & County of San 
Francisco, Case No. CGC-11-513176, (“the Action”), asserting causes of action for: (1) 
declaratory relief; (2) injunctive relief; (3) civil fines; and (4) daily fines; 

B. The City answered the complaint, denies CCPN’s allegations, and denies any
allegations of wrongdoing, fault, or liability alleged in the Action or otherwise; 

C. The Parties wish to settle their differences and avoid further litigation, without
concession to the merits of any claim or allegation asserted in the Action;  

NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties agree to fully settle their dispute on the following terms 
and conditions: 

AGREEMENT
1. This Agreement is subject to approval by the San Francisco Public Utilities

Commission, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors and the Mayor.  Subject to the foregoing, 
each Party represents and warrants that it has the right and authority to execute this Agreement.   

2. Within five (5) business days after the Public Utilities Commission, the Board of
Supervisors and the Mayor have approved this Agreement, CCPN will submit to the San 
Francisco Superior Court a judgment pursuant to the terms of this settlement, as provided in 
section 664.6 of the California Code of Civil Procedure. 

3. Within thirty (30) business days after entry of judgment, the City shall pay to
CCPN the sum of $125,000.00 (one hundred twenty five thousand dollars and no cents).  The 
payment shall be in the form of a check payable to CCPN’s counsel, Otten & Joyce, LLP.  This 
payment fully satisfies CCPN’s demand for attorneys’ fees and costs in connection with this 
Action.

4. The parties acknowledge and agree that the California Environmental Quality Act
("CEQA") requires public agencies to consider the environmental impacts of a project before 
committing to implementing it.  The actions described below, including the Long Term Adaptive 
Management Plan and the Immediate-Term Coastal Erosion Management Plan, and any other 
actions proposed to be undertaken by the City, are subject to CEQA review before the City may 
approve such action.  Accordingly, until the environmental review process has been completed, 
the City must retain the sole and absolute discretion to: (i) make such modifications to a 
proposed project as are deemed necessary to mitigate significant environmental impacts; (ii) 
select other feasible alternatives to avoid such impacts; (iii) balance the benefits against 
unavoidable significant impacts prior to taking final action if such significant impacts cannot 
otherwise be avoided; or (iv) determine not to proceed with a proposed project if the City 
determines that the benefits of a proposed porject fail to outweigh the unavoidable significant 
impacts.

5. The Parties have agreed to the following timeline for the City to develop and
initiate implementation of a Long-term Adaptive Management Plan (LAMP) for the South Reach 
of San Francisco’s Ocean Beach that preserves recreational opportunities, complies with all 
applicable land use and environmental laws and regulations, and contemplates a managed retreat 
in the face of expected sea level rise.  The South Reach of Ocean Beach (“SROB”) is the area 
south of Sloat Boulevard.
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a. The City has already engaged with the San Francisco Planning and Urban
Research Association (“SPUR”) and stakeholders to develop an Ocean Beach
Master Plan.  SPUR published the Ocean Beach Master Plan in May 2012.

b. San Francisco expects SPUR to issue its Preferred Alternative, after it is reviewed
and approved by all stakeholders, by the end of 2014.  The City expects to
proceed with environmental review of  SPUR’s Preferred Alternative
recommendation, which is considering and may include managed retreat
strategies, as well as debris removal and rerouting of the Great Highway from
SROB.

c. Environmental review under CEQA and NEPA, following SPUR’s publication of
its Preferred Alternative, is expected to take from 18-36 months (through 2017).
The variable time estimate depends in part on whether the Preferred Alternative
will require a full Environmental Impact Report, or whether it will require only a
Mitigated Negative Declaration.

d. By January 1, 2018, or promptly upon completion of the environmental review set
forth in section 5.c., the City shall submit applications for necessary permits and
approvals for LAMP (from, e.g., the California Coastal Commission, the Army
Corps of Engineers, the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, the California
Department of Fish & Wildlife, the United States Fish & Wildlife Service).  This
permit procedure is expected to take approximately 12 months (through 2018).

e. Contract bids and awards for a project of this scope typically take about 8-12
months (through 2019).

f. Construction of the approved project is expected to take about 18-24 months
(through 2021).

6. The City will immediately direct SPUR and its partners to consider the following
measures in developing the LAMP: 1) analyze shoreline retreat; and 2) analyze limited future 
shoreline armoring for the sewer facility only, as an aesthetically natural looking curved and 
contoured structure so as to protect the sewer facility.  

7. The Parties recognize that events beyond the City’s control could cause
unforeseen delay in the timetable set forth in paragraph 5, above.  For example, a legal challenge 
to implementation of the Ocean Beach Master Plan under CEQA or NEPA would likely delay 
the project.  The City agrees to use its best efforts to adhere to the timeline set forth in paragraph 
5, above, and to notify CCPN promptly if the City becomes aware of circumstances that will 
require modification of the timeline.  The Parties further recognize that implementation of the 
LAMP is an adaptive, iterative process that will be informed by the experience obtained through 
implementation of interim measures, and the parties expect LAMP will be modified as necessary 
and appropriate to reflect this information and experience that is not yet available.  

8. Pending full implementation of the LAMP, the City has engaged SPUR to
develop with stakeholders interim measures, including an Immediate-Term Coastal Erosion 
Management Plan.

9. These interim measures, including the Immediate-Term Coastal Erosion
Management Plan, remain under development.  Erosion control and beach maintenance 
interventions currently under consideration as immediate measures include sand backpassing 
(i.e., trucking surplus sand from the North Reach of Ocean Beach to eroded areas of the South 
Reach), sandbags to protect the bluff from direct wave action, and rubble reuse to limit bluff 
erosion.  As part of this Agreement, City will immediately direct SPUR to consider the 
feasibility of the following measures to improve public access and recreation opportunities to the 
SROB pending full implementation of the LAMP:
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a. Remove and/or reconfigure the concrete parking and traffic barriers currently
spread throughout the SROB and along the unused roadbed in order to facilitate
and allow increased public parking and recreational enjoyment on what remains
of the former roadway and remaining asphalt infrastructure, during the pendency
of the LAMP planning process.

b. that benches, picnic tables, trails, trash containers, landscaping and other public
park amenities be considered for the western bluff edge area in order to create an
interim public park-like recreation area between the existing parking lots (and
what is left of them) and Fort Funston, in the area formerly used as roadway
(“Managed Retreat Area”);

c. that rocks and debris located below the mean high tide line in the Managed
Retreat Area be annually removed or repurposed so long as such removal and/or
repurpose use further up the bluff in the Managed Retreat Area does not
jeopardize existing sewer infrastructure; and

d. that nourishment and creation of sand ladders or other safe access down to the
beach be included so long as it will not jeopardize natural resources or sensitive
species in the area.

10. Within 12 months of the execution of this Agreement, The City will implement
the Immediate-Term Coastal Erosion Management Plan consistent with SPUR’s analysis and 
recommendations, to the extent these measures complete environmental review and obtain all 
necessary permits and approvals from regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over the activities. 

11. The City agrees to limit its emergency response during the implementation of
LAMP to continued use of beach nourishment (including natural material sand bags) and other 
measures that may be permitted and approved by the California Coastal Commission.  The City 
further agrees to obtain all necessary permits and/or authorizations from all governmental 
agencies including, but not limited to, the California Coastal Commission before engaging in any 
emergency response, subject to the procedures authorized in section 13144 of Title 14 of the 
California Code of Regulations (14 CCR § 13144), and section 30611 of the California Public 
Resources Code. 

12. CCPN and its officers, agents, servants, employees, attorneys and other persons
who are in active concert or participation with them shall not oppose the City’s applications for 
permits and approvals to implement the LAMP and the interim measures, including the 
Immediate-Term Coastal Erosion Management Plan, set forth herein. 

13. Upon entry of the Judgment set forth in paragraph 2 above and receipt of the
payment set forth in paragraph 3, above, CCPN, on behalf of itself and its present, former and 
future affiliates, divisions, departments, officers, directors, employees, representatives, agents, 
successors, assigns, and attorneys, fully release, waive, and forever discharge the City (including, 
without limitation, all of the City's departments, boards, commissions, officers, commissioners, 
employees and attorneys) and its agents and insurers from any and all civil claims, demands, 
actions, suits, rights, and causes of actions and liabilities of any nature, known or unknown, 
suspected or unsuspected, whether legal, equitable, or statutory, including, but not limited to, 
civil penalties and punitive damages, costs, expenses and attorney fees, which arise out of or in 
any way relate to this Action, based on conduct occurring at any time up to and including the 
effective date of this Agreement.   

14. Upon entry of the Judgment set forth in paragraph 2 above, the City, on behalf of
itself and its present, former and future affiliates, divisions, officers, commissioners, employees, 
representatives, agents, successors, assigns and attorneys, fully releases, waives and forever 
discharges CCPN and its present, former and future affiliates, divisions, officers, directors, 
employees, representatives agents, insurers, sureties and attorneys, from any and all civil claims, 
demands, actions, suits, rights, and causes of actions and liabilities of any nature, known or 
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unknown, suspected or unsuspected, whether legal, equitable, or statutory, including, but not 
limited to, civil penalties and punitive damages, costs, expenses and attorney fees, which arise 
out of or in any way relate to this Action, based on conduct occurring at any time up to and 
including the effective date of this Agreement.   

15. Each of the Parties understands and agrees that if any facts concerning claims
released in this Agreement should be found hereafter to be other than or different from the facts 
now believed to be true, they expressly accept and assume the risk of such possible difference in 
facts and agree that the releases in this Agreement will remain effective. Therefore, and subject 
to the reservation stated above, with respect to the claims released in this Agreement, each of the 
Parties knowingly and expressly waives any rights or benefits provided by Section 1542 of the 
Civil Code, which reads as follows:

A GENERAL RELEASE DOES NOT EXTEND TO CLAIMS WHICH 
THE CREDITOR DOES NOT KNOW OR SUSPECT TO EXIST IN HIS 
OR HER FAVOR AT THE TIME OF EXECUTING THE RELEASE, 
WHICH IF KNOWN BY HIM OR HER MUST HAVE MATERIALLY 
AFFECTED HIS OR HER SETTLEMENT WITH THE DEBTOR. 

16. In the event either Party contends that the other Party is in breach of any of its
obligations under this Settlement Agreement, then the complaining Party shall give written 
notice (the "Notice") specifying in reasonable detail the alleged breach or lack of compliance.
The responding Party shall be given a thirty (30) day period (the "Cure Period") from the date of 
receipt of the Notice in which to correct or cure the breach or lack of compliance.  If the 
complaining Party contends at the end of the Cure Period that the alleged breach has not been 
corrected or cured, the Parties shall meet and confer for a minimum of 30 additional days before 
the complaining party shall have the right to enforce this Settlement Agreement in court.  Each 
party shall make itself reasonably available to meet and confer during this 30-day period and 
shall meet and confer in good faith.  In any action to enforce this Settlement Agreement, the 
prevailing party shall be entitled to reasonable attorney fees.  The Parties hereby expressly agree 
and stipulate that the San Franciso County Superior Court shall retain jurisdiction over this 
matter pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure, §664.6.

17. Any notice, request, consent, waiver or other communication required or
permitted hereunder shall be effective only if it is in writing and personally delivered or sent by 
certified or registered mail, postage prepaid, by nationally recognized overnight courier or by 
telecopier (with confirmation of delivery of telecopy), addressed as set forth below: 

If to CCPN:

Otten & Joyce, LLP
c/o Victor Otten, Esq.
3620 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 100
Torrance, CA 90505 
Telecopy: (310) 347-4225 
E-Mail: vic@ottenandjoyce.com

With copies to:

Mark Massara, Esq.
1642 Great Highway 
San Francisco, CA  94122 
E-Mail: markmassara@coastaladvocates.com
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If to the City:

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Harlan L. Kelly, Jr.
SFPUC, General Manager
525 Golden Gate Ave., 13th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
Phone: 415-554-0740
Email: hkelly@sfwater.org

and to:

Anna Roche
Wastewater Enterprise 
Grants Program Manager and Legislative Liaison 
525 Golden Gate Ave., 11th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Phone: 415-551-4560 
Email: aroche@sfwater.org 

With copies to:

San Francisco City Attorney's Office
City Hall, Room 234
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Attention: James M. Emery  
Telecopy: (415) 554-4757 
E-Mail: jim.emery@sfgov.org

or such other person or address as the addressee may have specified in a notice duly given to the 
sender as provided herein.  Such notice or communication shall be deemed to have been given as 
of the date received by the recipient thereof or the date of rejection of attempted delivery.  All 
notices given hereunder shall also be given by electronic mail at the electronic mail addresses set 
forth above. 

18. This Agreement shall expire on December 31, 2021.

19. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed and enforced in accordance
with the laws of the State of California. 

20. The terms set forth in this Agreement constitute the final expression of the Parties'
agreement and understanding.  This Agreement can be amended, modified, or terminated only by 
a writing executed by all Parties.  No modification or waiver of any provisions of this Agreement 
shall be effective unless the same shall be in writing and signed by all Parties. 

21. The Parties agree that the Agreement shall be binding upon the Parties and any
successors-in-interest and assigns. 

22. The Parties acknowledge that they have read this Agreement, that they have been
advised by the counsel of their choice, and that the determination of the terms of this Agreement 
has been by mutual agreement following negotiation.  Each Party understands each and every 
term, condition, and provision of the Agreement.  Accordingly, the rule of construction specified 
in California Civil Code section 1654 that uncertainties in a contract are to be interpreted against 
the party who caused the uncertainty to exist is hereby expressly waived by all parties.  For 
purposes of this Agreement, the Parties agree that any ambiguity shall be resolved as if the 
Agreement and each provision had been jointly conceived and drafted. 
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23. This Agreement may be executed and delivered in any number of counterparts or
copies by the Parties.  The execution of counterparts shall have the same force and effect as if all 
Parties had signed the same instrument.  The Parties further agree that facsimile or photocopied 
signatures have the same force and effect as original signatures for all purposes. 

IN WITNESS HEREOF, each Party has caused this Agreement to be executed on the 
date opposite its signature block.

Dated:  ____________, 2013 CALIFORNIA COASTAL PROTECTION NETWORK,  

______________________________________
by Susan Jordan, its President 

Dated:  ____________, 2013 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

______________________________________
 Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. 
General Manager 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

Approved as to form: 

Dated:  ____________, 2013 
______________________________________
Victor J. Otten 
Counsel for California Coastal Protection Network  

Dated:  ____________, 2013 
______________________________________
James M. Emery, Esq. 
Deputy City Attorney 
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I' FILE NO. 140279 ORDINANCE: 1-iO. 

1 [Settlement of Lawsuit - California Coastal Protection Network - $125,000] 

2 

3 Ordinance authorizing settlement of the lawsuit filed by California Coastal Protection 

4 1 Network against the City and County of San Francisco for $125,000; the lawsuit was 

5 filed on August9, 2011, in San Francisco County Superior Court, Case No. CGC-11-. 

6 513176; entitled California Coastal Protection Network v. City and County of San 

7 Francisco; other material terms of said settlement include implementation of long-term 

8 adaptive management plan for the South Reach of Ocean Beach; and making 

9 environmental findings. 

10 

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

12 Section 1. The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in 

13 this ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public 

14 Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the 

15 Board of Supervisors in File No. 140279 and is incorporated herein by reference. 

16 Section 2. Pursuant to Charter section 6.102(5), the Board of Supervisors hereby 

17 1 authorizes the City Attorney to settle the action entitled California Coastal Protection Network 

18 v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco County Superior Court, Case No. 

19 CGC-11-513176 by the payment of $125,000 and development of a Long-term Adaptive 

20 Managem~nt Plan for the South Reach of San Francisco's Ocean Beach, and interim 

21 1 measures to manage the South Reach of Ocean Beach pending implementation of the Long-

22 term Plan. 

23 Section 3. The above-named action was filed in San Francisco County Superior Court 

24 on August 9, 2011, and the following parties were named in the lawsuit: California Coastal 

25 Protection Network as Plaintiff, and City and County of San Francisco as Defendant. 

City Attorney 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPAR.TMENT 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

March 25, 2014 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer 

California Coastal Protection Network Litigation .Settlement 

Pending before the Board of Supervisors is a proposed Settlement Agreement ("Agreement") with 
California Coastal Protection Network. The Agreement sets up a process whereby San Francisco 
will develop a long-term adaptive management plan for the South Reach of Ocean Beach, as well 
as interim measures to manage the South Reach. Both the long-term plan and the interim 

measures will be subject to appropriate environmental review after the City has identified 
preferred alternatives. The Agreement expressly retains the City's full discretion to (i) make such 
modifications to a proposed project as are deemed necessary to mitigate significant environmental 
impacts; (ii) select other feasible alternatives to avoid such impacts; (iii) balance the benefits 

against unavoidable significant impacts prior to taking final action if such significant impacts 
cannot otherwise be avoided; or (iv) determine not to proceed with a proposed project if the City 
determines that the benefits of a proposed project fail to outweigh the unavoidable significant 

impacts. No physical changes to the environment would result from the Agreement, because the 
City has not committed itself to any specific alterations to Ocean Beach and any future alternative 

will be subject to full environmental review. 

Establishing a process for the City to develop preferred aJternatives and to submit them to 
environmental review does not qualify as a "project" under CEQA. The identification of a 

preferred alternative would not result in any changes to the environment, and the City has not 
committed itself to any specific long-term plan or to any specific interim measures. Therefore, the 
Agreement is not subject to review under CEQA. 

Memo 
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Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception~ 

415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Sarah Jones 
Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Jones: . 

March 27, 2014 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 140279 

On April 1, 2014, the City Attorney's Office will introduce the following proposed 
legislation: 

File No. 140279 

Ordinance authorizing settlement of the lawsuit filed by California Coastal 
Protection Network against the City and County of San Francisco for $125,000; 
the lawsuit was filed on August 9, 2011, in San Francisco County Superior Court, 
Case No. CGC-11-513176; entitled California Coastal Protection Network v. City 
and County of San Francisco; other material terms of said settlement include 
implementation of long-term adaptive management plan for the South Reach of 
Ocean Beach; and making environmental findings. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

·Attachment 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

QI.Im~ 
By: Alisa Miller, Committee Clerk 

Rules Committee 

c: Monica Pereira, Environmental Planning 
Nannie Turrell, Environmental Planning 
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Section 1:  Introduction 

1.1 Overview   

1.1.1 CCSF Emergency Management Program 

The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) Emergency Management Program is a 
jurisdiction-wide system that provides CCSF with emergency management actions for the 
prevention of, preparedness for, response to, and recovery from, any emergency or 
disaster. The system encompasses all CCSF organizations, agencies, departments, 
entities, and individuals responsible for emergency management activities. The program 
provides a common framework for which a variety of agencies may work together 
effectively. Additionally, the program provides standardized and coordinated emergency 
management procedures.  

The Emergency Management Program, includes the following plans, which align with the 
four phase phases of emergency management1: 

• Administrative Plan 

• Preparedness Plan 

• Hazard Mitigation Plan 

• Emergency Response Plan 
• Recovery Plan (forthcoming) 

1.1.2 Emergency Response Plan 
 
This Emergency Response Plan (ERP) utilizes an all-hazards approach to emergency 
planning, and therefore encompasses all hazards applicable to CCSF, both natural and 
man-made, ranging from planned events to large-scale disasters. Some of these hazards 
require extensive attention and are further detailed in the hazard-specific annexes to this 
plan. Hazards that CCSF is particularly vulnerable to include, but are not limited to:  

• Earthquake 

• Hurricane 

• Tsunami 

• Flood 

• Winter Storm 

• Terrorism / CBRNE 
 
The ERP addresses the roles and responsibilities of CCSF during all-hazards emergency 
response.  Specifically, the ERP identifies and describes CCSFs interaction with regional, 
State, and Federal entities, the role of the San Francisco Emergency Operations Center 
(EOC), and the coordination that occurs between the EOC and City departments and 

                                                 
1 Prevention, preparedness, response, and recovery, NIMS 2007 
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agencies. The Emergency Support Function (ESF)2 annexes to this plan will describe in 
more detail response actions specific to each corresponding ESF.  
 
In addition to this plan, every department within CCSF maintains a departmental 
emergency plan, which shall be consistent with the provisions of the ERP.  
 
In accordance with Homeland Security Presidential Directive (HSPD)-5 and the 
subsequent National Incident Management System (NIMS)3, this plan falls under the 
Respond element noted in the National Preparedness Goal five mission areas. These 
mission areas guide all CCSF programs and plans. See Table 1-1 below. 

 
Table 1-1: CCSF Emergency Management Program in Accordance with NIMS Mission Areas  

 

National Preparedness Goal Mission Areas 

CCSF Programs and Plans Aligned under the Five National Preparedness Goal Mission Areas: 
Prevent Prepare Mitigation Respond Recover 

 Critical 
Infrastructure 
Protection 
Program 

 Community 
Safety 
Element 

 Strategic Plan 

 Community 
Outreach 
Program 

 Training & 
Exercise Plan 

 Threat Hazard 
Identification 
and Risk 
Assessment 

 Hazard 
Mitigation Plan 

 ERP 
o ESF 

Annexes 

o Hazard-
Specific  
Annexes / 
Reference 
Guides 

 Recovery Plan 

 Debris 
Management 
Plan 

 Community 
Redevelopment 

Source: CCSF DEM, 2007 

 
Note: This plan complies with NIMS, in accordance with the National Response 
Framework (NRF)4, the California Standardized Emergency Management System 
(SEMS)5, the Incident Command System (ICS)6, and the California State Emergency 
Plan. CCSF uses the California Office of Emergency Services (CalOES) credentialing 
system for key SEMS/NIMS7 emergency response positions, and applies this system to 
the appropriate departments that are directly involved with the coordination and 
management of CCSF emergency response activities. 

                                                 
2 ESFs are outlined in the NRF, which details the missions, policies, structures, and responsibilities of Federal 
agencies for coordinating resource and programmatic support to States, tribes, and other Federal agencies or 
jurisdictions and entities during Incidents of National Significance. Local ESFs are organized in accordance 
with the Federal System. 
3 NIMS is a nationwide emergency management approach designated under HSPD-5 for managing incidents 
when all levels of government, private sector, and non-governmental organizations are working together. The 
Federal directive was implemented to make adoption of NIMS by State and local organizations a requirement 
in order to obtain Federal preparedness assistance (through grants, contracts, and other activities). 
4 For further information regarding the National Response Framework, visit this website: 

www.fema.gov/emergency/nrf  
5 SEMS is the emergency management system required by California Government Code Section 8607(a) for 
managing incidents involving multiple jurisdictions and agencies. For further NIMS/SEMS information, visit this 
website: http://www.oes.ca.gov/Operational/OESHome.nsf/1?OpenForm 
6 ICS is a management system used to organize emergency response. ICS offers a scalable response to an 
emergency incident of any magnitude, and provides a common framework within which people can work 
together. For further ICS information, visit this website: http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/Is/is100.asp 
7 All references to SEMS from this point forward additionally imply NIMS compliance.  
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1.2 Scope 
The ERP uses management-by-objective protocols. Its role is to ensure that all 
emergency response activities are directed toward reaching an agreed-upon goal. The 
scope of this plan is not tactical, nor does it focus on Incident Command at the field level. 
Rather, the ERP addresses overall support and coordination of CCSF response to an 
emergency, disaster or event. 

This plan ad plan encompasses all hazards applicable to CCSF, which include both 
natural and man-made, and range from planned events to large-scale disasters. Hazards 
that CCSF is particularly vulnerable to include, but are not limited to:  

• Earthquake 

• Hurricane 

• Tsunami 

• Flood 

• Winter Storm 

• Terrorism / CBRNE 

ERP procedures are scalable in order to address both incidents that develop over time 
and those that may occur without warning.  

1.3 Document Organization 
The following sections provide the policy framework that guides the organization of CCSF 
emergency operational procedures: 
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Table 1-2: Document Organization 

Section 1: Introduction Provides the objectives of the plan, its legal authorities, 
and document management procedures. 

Section 2: Concept of Operations 
Provides an overview of the sequence and scope of 
actions to be taken for a citywide response to an 
emergency event.  

Section 3: EOC General Staff 

Provides a detailed description of the responsibilities of 
and actions to be taken by each EOC Section, to include 
information to be used by each staff member with an 
assigned role and responsibility during an EOC 
activation.  

Section 4: Mutual Aid  Provides an overview of the mutual aid system in 
California and discusses CCSF’s role in that system. 

Attachments: 
#1 – Local ESF Annexes 
#2 – ESF Department Representation 
#3 – Local ESF Coordinating and 

Supporting Department Matrix 

Identifies and defines local ESFs and ESF Annexes.  
Depicts the relationship between CCSF departments and 
local ESFs.   
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1.4 Authorities 
 
The following provides emergency authorities for conducting and/or supporting emergency 
operations. These authorities form the basis for the organizational and planning principles 
presented in this ERP. 

Local  
CCSF Charter Provisions 

• Continuity of Government in a Disaster: Article II, Section 2.107, Emergency 
Ordinances and Article III, Section 3.100(13) – Powers and Responsibilities 

• Powers and Responsibilities of the Mayor in a Public Emergency: Article III, 
Section 3.100(13) – Powers and Responsibilities 

• Special Powers of the Chief of Police in the event of a Riot or Public Disturbance: 
Article IV, Section 4.127 

CCSF Administrative Code 

• Disaster Council: Chapter 7, Sections 7.3–7.4 

• Emergency Repairs and Work: Chapter 6, Section 6.60 

• Emergency Services of San Francisco: Organizational Provisions, Chapter 7, 
Section 7.9 

• Powers to Combat Contaminating Agents: Chapter 7, Section 7.15 

• Emergency Procurement of Supplies Procedures: Chapter 21, Section 21.15 

Other CCSF Authorities 

• Adopting California Mutual Aid Agreement: Ordinances 40–72, dated February 25, 
1972, (Resolution 11053, Series 1939, dated April 25, 1951) 

State 
• Standardized Emergency Management System Regulations: California Code of 

Regulations, Title 19, Division 2, Chapter 1 

• Disaster Assistance Act Regulations: California Code of Regulations, Title 19, 
Division 2, Chapter 6  

• Local Emergency Prevention Measures for County Health Official: California 
Health and Safety Code § 101040  

• Orders and Regulations that may be Selectively Promulgated by the Governor 
during a State of Emergency 

• Orders and Regulations that may be Selectively Promulgated by the Governor 
during a State of War Emergency 

• California Master Mutual Aid Agreement 
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Federal 
• Robert T. Stafford Emergency Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 

USC § 5121 et seq.) 

• Federal Disaster Relief Regulations: 44 CFR Part 206 

• National Incident Management System, HSPD-5, Management of Domestic 
Incidents 

• National Response Plan, U.S. Department of Homeland Security, December 2004 

• National Response Framework, U.S. Department of Homeland Security, March 
2008 

1.5 Document Management and Distribution 
The CCSF ERP will be reviewed and revised, as necessary, on a bi-annual basis. DEM 
will initiate the process, which will engage the support of departments with relevant EOC 
responsibilities. Each revision of the plan will be authorized by identified approval and 
advisory authorities, as stated by current CCSF administrative codes. The plan may be 
modified as a result of post-incident analyses and/or post-exercise critiques. It may also 
be modified if responsibilities, procedures, laws, rules, or regulations pertaining to 
emergency management operations change. Records of revisions to the ERP will be 
maintained by DEM on the register at the beginning of this document. 

Those departments having assigned responsibilities under this plan are obligated to 
inform DEM when organizational or operational changes affecting this plan occur or are 
imminent. Changes will be published and distributed to relevant organizations.  
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Section 2:  Concept of Operations 

2.1 General Concepts 
Emergency management during a citywide event will be a comprehensive effort that will 
require CCSF to work and coordinate with many other governmental, non-governmental, 
and private organizations. CCSF departments must be prepared to promptly and 
effectively respond to any foreseeable emergency and to take all appropriate actions, 
including requesting and providing resources.  

This Concept of Operations (ConOps) provides guidance to CCSF decision makers and 
plan users regarding the sequence and scope of actions to be taken during a citywide 
emergency response. It describes all levels of San Francisco’s emergency management 
organization and corresponding roles and responsibilities; the interaction between CCSF 
and the state of California emergency management organizations; CCSF operational 
procedures during an emergency; and the alignment of local emergency response 
operations with Federal systems, through the utilization of the NRF’s Emergency Support 
Function (ESF) system. The following general concepts also detail functions of the 
citywide Emergency Operations Center (EOC), Department Operation Centers (DOCs), 
and local ESFs, and demonstrates how information flows from the incident level to other 
disaster response entities. 

2.1.1 SEMS Organizational Levels 

In accordance with SEMS, California’s emergency response operations rely on a system 
in which government levels work together from the field level upward, in a single, 
integrated structure. Incidents are managed at the lowest possible level. Local 
government has primary responsibility for emergency response activities within its 
jurisdiction. Operational Areas, the region, and the State provide support to local 
jurisdictions.  

SEMS also provides a standardized response structure for emergencies involving multiple 
jurisdictions or multiple agencies in California. It defines a standard management structure 
and a standard terminology for statewide use. SEMS is applicable to all organizational 
levels and functions in the emergency response system. There are five designated levels 
in the SEMS organization, which are identified in Figure 2-1.   



 
 
 
 

 
Section 2: Concept of Operations 8  Emergency Response Plan 
   May 2017 

City and County of San Francisco  
Emergency Response Plan 
 

Se
ct

io
n 

2 
C

o
n
c
e
p
t 

o
f 
O

p
e
ra

ti
o

ns
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Source: California State Emergency Plan, September 2005 

Figure 2-1: SEMS Organizational Levels 

Field Response 
The field response level is where emergency response personnel and resources, under 
the command of an appropriate authority, carry out tactical decisions and activities in 
direct response to an incident or threat. ICS, as defined in Section 1 of this document, is 
used to control and coordinate field-level response activities and provides a standard 
organizational structure to facilitate coordination of multiple organizations. During field 
response operations, DOCs and/or the EOC may or may not be activated depending on 
the severity and type of event. Generally, if day-to-day response activities can resolve an 
emergency situation, response will remain at the field level. Further information regarding 
EOC and DOC responsibilities and activation procedures are described later in this 
section.  

Local Government 
Local governments include cities, counties, and special districts (e.g., San Francisco 
Unified School District; University of California, San Francisco; Bay Area Rapid Transit). 
They are responsible for the management and coordination of the overall emergency 
response and recovery activities within their jurisdiction. Local governments must adopt 
SEMS and demonstrate use of SEMS protocols when activating their EOC or when a local 
emergency is declared eligible for State reimbursement of response-related personnel 
costs. As it is both a city and a county, CCSF has both local government and Operational 
Area status responsibilities under SEMS.  

Operational Area 
The Operational Area (OA) is an intermediate level of the State's emergency services 
organization, which is defined by SEMS as “the county and all political subdivisions 
located within the county, including special districts.” The OA coordinates information, 
resources, and priorities among local governments within the area and serves as the 
communication link between the local government level and the regional level. Governing 
bodies of the county and the political subdivisions within the county make OA-level 
decisions. DEM serves in the capacity of the OA emergency management agency 
(referred to as the Office of Emergency Services [OES] in other jurisdictions).  

Field – On-scene responders 
 

Local – County, city, or special districts 
 

Operational Area – Manages and/or coordinates information, resources, and 

priorities among all local governments within the boundary of a county 
 

Regional – Manages and coordinates information and resources among Operational 
Areas 

 
State – Statewide resource coordination integrated with Federal agencies. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Field 

Local 

Operational 
Area 

Region 

State 
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Region 
CalOES provides administrative coordination and support through designated, discipline-
specific mutual aid regions (to be further discussed in Section 4: Mutual Aid) and three 
administrative regional offices. These regional offices are geographically divided across 
California and are designated as Coastal, Inland, and Southern.  

CCSF is part of the CalOES Coastal Region, which includes the 16 OAs in and around the 
San Francisco Bay Area. These OAs include: Alameda, Contra Costa, Del Norte, 
Humboldt, Lake, Marin, Mendocino, Monterey, Napa, San Benito, San Francisco, San 
Mateo, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Solano, and Sonoma. 

The CalOES administrative regional level manages information and supports the 
coordination of resources among OAs within the region and between the OAs and the 
State level. Regional activities are generally carried out at the Regional Emergency 
Operations Center (REOC), which serves as a link between OAs and the State 
Operations Center (SOC). 

State 
CalOES manages State resources at the State level in response to the emergency needs 
of the other SEMS levels. CalOES manages and coordinates mutual aid among the 
mutual aid regions and between the regional levels and State level, and serves as the 
coordination and communication link with the Federal disaster response system. In the 
event that OAs and the region require Federal assistance, requests are made from the 
local level through the appropriate SEMS channel to the SOC, where the request will be 
made to the Federal Government.  

CCSF and SEMS 
According to state law, CCSF is required to adopt and implement SEMS. As stated earlier, 
under SEMS and the California Emergency Services Act, CCSF has both local 
government and OA responsibilities. Given that DEM serves in this capacity, DEM is 
required to manage information and coordinate resources for all local government 
departments within CCSF and to serve as the link between CCSF and the CalOES 
Coastal Region. 

2.1.2 Emergency Operations Center  

The CCSF EOC is the central coordination point for multi-agency emergency 
management coordination. The purpose of a multi-agency coordination point is to provide 
a location to collect and disseminate information, provide a common operating picture of 
citywide response activities, and facilitate actions necessary to protect residents and 
property of CCSF during a citywide event.  
 
The EOC exchanges information with DOCs and other governmental and non-
governmental agencies in order to maintain a comprehensive situational analysis. It also 
serves as CCSF’s Multi-Agency Coordination Center (MACC), as described in NIMS, 
thereby ensuring that all response systems are interconnected and complementary rather 
than duplicative. 
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The EOC provides space and facilities for the centralized coordination of emergency 
functions (e.g., emergency operations, communications, damage assessment, public 
information). It is staffed with specially trained personnel and is equipped with a variety of 
systems and tools that aid in data collection and sharing, resource allocation, and other 
critical functions.  

EOC Primary Functions 
The following are primary roles and responsibilities of the EOC: 

• Serve as a central information sharing center 

• Provide MACC functionality 

• Collect, gather, and analyze data 

• Maintain a citywide common operating picture of CCSF’s response activities 

• Prepare a citywide situation report 

• Coordinate/communicate Policy Group priorities  

• Implement event management-by-objective  

- Reconcile competing objectives 

- Coordinate resource allocation priorities 

• Maintain communication with DOCs 

- Ensure that departments are aware of current incident objectives and make 
collaborative decisions 

- Maintain a common level of situational awareness throughout CCSF 

• Communicate and coordinate with the Mayor’s Office, Policy Group, and the 
REOC 

• Serve as a coordination and communication center for all city stakeholders, 
including the private sector and non-governmental organizations (NGOs), such as 
community hospitals, clinics, and ambulance providers 

• Organize and activate local ESFs 

Decision Making in the EOC 

The EOC is activated in order for decision makers to develop and maintain an awareness 
of the entire situation and to coordinate support for emergency responders. Development 
of a common operating picture is critical, as it provides the basis for making decisions and 
facilitates the release of emergency public information. Situational awareness is also vital 
to the effective coordination of support for responders in the field.  
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EOC Structure 

The EOC is organized following SEMS and the ICS structure, providing EOC staff with a 
standardized operational structure and common terminology based on five major 
functional areas—Management, Planning, Operations, Logistics, and Finance and 
Administration—and in accordance with local ESFs (see Section 2.1.3). Figure 2-2 depicts 
the standard ICS organizational structure. Further details of the ICS positions will be 
described in Section 3: EOC General Staff.  

Collaboration and development of consensus within the EOC occur under ICS through 
use of a structured method for developing priorities and objectives called the EOC Action 
Planning process. All EOC sections provide input to the Planning Section, the Policy 
Group, and the EOC Management Team for the development of EOC priorities. These 
priorities serve as guidance for the allocation of resources and enable the EOC to 
sufficiently coordinate requests for support from DOCs using the MACC concept.  Figure 
2-3 illustrates the citywide coordination/communication in accordance with the EOC, and 
Figure 2-4 depicts the EOC coordination structure and related local ESFs. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2-2: Standard ICS Organization Structure 
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Citywide Emergency Operations Communication 

 
 

 

 

 

  

  

 

Two Incident Command Posts (ICP) to one DOC  One ICP/Unified Command (UC) to two 
DOCs  

Figure 2-3: Emergency Operations Communications Scenarios 
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 Figure 2-5: EOC Coordination Structure 

Source: CCSF DEM, 2010 Figure 2-4: EOC Coordination Structure 
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Resource Requests  
During the incident response phase, the real-time tracking of incidents and response 
resources is critical. Resources may be in short supply, and multiple requests for services 
can occur. Resource requirements for supplies, equipment, vehicles, facilities, or 
personnel will initially be filled from within CCSF departments. Once internal resources 
have been exhausted (to include inventories on hand and procurement from vendors) or 
when a shortfall is projected, a resource request based on a needed outcome is submitted 
by the DOC to its representative at the EOC. The request will then be filled, if possible, by 
other departments represented in the Operations Support Section of the EOC. When no 
internal source exists to fulfill the resource request, or a shortage is anticipated, the 
request will be forwarded to the Logistics Section via the appropriate EOC representative. 
The Logistics Section will attempt to fulfill the request by procuring the necessary services 
or supplies first from within existing CCSF resources, and then from the private sector or 
other non-governmental sources. 
 
When CCSF resources have been exhausted, resource requests are then routed to the 
REOC following SEMS protocols or through the established mutual aid system, when 
appropriate. Discipline-specific mutual aid (e.g., fire service and rescue, law enforcement, 
and medical health) will be handled through assigned departments as outlined in Section 
4: Mutual Aid. 

Resource Mission Tasking  

A Resource Mission Tasking is a necessary action identified by the Operations Support 
Section of the EOC to fulfill an operational objective, which involves the dispatching of 
personnel outfitted with the appropriate supplies and equipment to complete a task or 
assignment. This differs from a resource request, which is used to order resources such 
as supplies, equipment, facilities, and personnel in support of and supervised by those 
responsible for operational objectives and assigned tasks. 

However, a Resource Mission Tasking may require the use of specific resources in order 
to achieve the identified task. Once needed resources are identified, it may be necessary 
to make a resource request to the EOC Logistics Section. For example, a mission task of 
the EOC Operations Support Section may be “clear debris from Market Street in two 
hours.” Therefore, the Operations Support Section may submit a resource request to the 
EOC Logistics Section for “three bulldozers with certified operators delivered to Market 
and Fourth.” The process for requesting resources can be found in the ESF #7: Logistics 
Annex. 

Location and Alternate Site 
The EOC is located at a secure facility within the jurisdiction. If this EOC site is not 
operable, a secondary location will be designated as the alternate EOC site. Relocation to 
the alternate EOC site may be considered when any of (but not limited to) the following 
situations are encountered: 

• Structural or non-structural damage that make the building unsafe or uninhabitable 

• Loss of power, water, phone service, or other utilities occurs 
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• Toxic or hazardous material releases in the building or neighborhood present a 
safety hazard to occupants 

• A significant security threat is present 

• EOC operations during a catastrophic disaster significantly exceed available space 

The EOC Manager or DEM representative, in consultation with personnel commanding an 
event that may impact the EOC site, is responsible for determining if or when relocation of 
the EOC is necessary.  

 

2.1.3 Department Operations Center  

A DOC is an operational/logistical entity that is designed to serve as a departmental 
coordinating body in support of incident management. The role of the DOC encompasses 
two broad functions: to maintain internal departmental operations (continuity of 
operations) and, when necessary, to contribute to citywide response through 
communication and coordination with the EOC. Some DOCs function as the coordination 
point for local ESFs, which may necessitate interactions through non-city entities crucial to 
the activated ESF (e.g., NGOs). 

DOC Primary Functions 
The following are primary roles and responsibilities of the DOC: 

• Directly supports incident(s) and the Incident Commander (IC) 

• Receives resource requests from Incident Command 

• Prioritizes and manages departmental resources 

• Maintains departmental operations, including: 

- Staffing 

- Finance 

- Intra-department planning  

- Intra-department cooperation  

- Inter-departmental coordination (when EOC is not activated) 

• Manages resources for incident level activities (e.g., providing resources to IC) 

• Serves as a point of contact for the IC 

• Serves as a point of contact for the EOC 

- Receives Policy Group objectives 

- May receive resource allocation priorities 

- Provides situation status reports 



 
 
 
 

 
Section 2: Concept of Operations 16  Emergency Response Plan 
   May 2017 

City and County of San Francisco  
Emergency Response Plan 
 

Se
ct

io
n 

2 
C

o
n
c
e
p
t 

o
f 
O

p
e
ra

ti
o

ns
 

Established DOCs 
Currently there are 19 CCSF departments that utilize DOCs. (See Table 2-1). To view a 
complete listing of DOC-ESF linkages, see the DOC/EOC ESF Representation Chart, 
Attachment 2. 

 
Table 2-1: CCSF DOC Chart 

CCSF Department Operations Centers 

Animal Care and Control (ACC) Medical Examiner (ME) 

Controller’s Office (CO) Municipal Transportation Authority (MTA) 

Department of Building Inspection (DBI) Police Department (SFPD) 

General Services Agency (GSA) Port of San Francisco (PORT) 

Department of Human Resources (DHR) Public Utilities Commission (PUC)  

Department of Public Health (DPH) Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) 

Human Services Agency (HSA) San Francisco International Airport (SFO) 

Department of Public Works (DPW) Sheriff’s Department (SFSD) 

Department of Technology (DT) Treasure Island 

Fire Department (SFFD) Unified School District (SFUSD) 

Source: CCSF DEM, 2007 

2.1.4 Local Emergency Support Functions 

CCSF has adopted the concept of ESFs from the Federal NRF for the coordination and 
organization of EOC operations. As utilized by CCSF, an ESF represents a function-
specific grouping of activities needed during local emergency response. Appropriate 
CCSF departments will be charged with the “coordinating” responsibility for each ESF 
function. Several other departments may support the coordinating department (Note: a 
single department may be involved in more than one ESF).  

ESFs are organized by emergency functions (e.g., Firefighting, Transportation, 
Communication, Public Works and Engineering, Emergency Management)—see Table 2-
2 for the Local ESF Chart). Some coordinating departments responsible for an ESF may 
have a statutory responsibility to perform that function. Other departments are assigned 
the “coordinating” responsibility based on subject-matter expertise.  

When the EOC is activated, the coordinating ESF departments will send a qualified 
representative to the EOC or appropriate DOC to coordinate that ESF, as needed.  
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Table 2-2: Local ESF Chart 
 

Local Emergency Support Functions 
ESF #1 Transportation ESF #9 Urban Search and Rescue 

ESF #2 Communications ESF #10 

Oil and Hazardous Materials Response 

- Part A: Land Response 

- Part B: Marine Response 

ESF #3 Public Works and Engineering ESF #11 Animal Response 

ESF #4 Firefighting ESF #12 Water and Utilities 

ESF #5 Emergency Management ESF #13 Law Enforcement 

ESF #6 
Mass Care, Housing, and 
Human Services 

ESF #14 Recovery 

ESF #7 Logistics ESF #15 Joint Information System  

ESF #8 
Public Health and Medical 
Services 

ESF #16 Community Support 

Sources: National Response Plan, Department of Homeland Security, December 2004 and CCSF DEM, 2007 

Note: Individual ESF roles and responsibilities are further detailed in the ESF functional 
annexes to this ERP.  

2.1.5 Levels of Coordination 

The following describes the flow of coordination and information communication between 
the various levels of emergency response, beginning at the Incident Command level and 
working up through the appropriate DOC(s) to the EOC (see Figure 2-5), as well as the 
coordination and dissemination of public information through the Joint Information Center 
(JIC) (see Figure 2-6).  

Incident Command 
• Requests resources via the chain-of-command, through one (or more) DOC 

• Requests resources through the appropriate DOC 

- Incident Command Post will utilize the DOC through the IC. 

- Unified Command Post will route requests through the DOC affiliated with 
requesting Unified Command member (e.g., San Francisco Police Department 
[SFPD] DOC, San Francisco Fire Department [SFFD] DOC). 

- IC will support departments on scene; requests will be routed through Incident 
Command / Unified Command or will be sent to their own DOC with the 
approval of Incident Command / Unified Command 

- Requests for resources of departments not on scene will be routed through the 
DOC affiliated with the Incident Command / Unified Command and forwarded 
to the appropriate EOC branch. 

• Receives, manages, and commands the ground-based resources upon arrival 
(e.g., fire engines, shelter tents, food supplies) 
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DOC 
• Receives resource requests from the IC and fulfills the request from department 

resources or channels the resource requests to either a discipline-specific mutual 
aid system or the appropriate EOC branch 

• Maintains communication and coordination between the IC and the EOC 

• May assign and/or receive resource requests from the EOC  

EOC Branch  
• Receives resource requests from the DOC and manages those requests or 

forwards them to the appropriate EOC section (e.g., Logistics), branch/unit, and/or 
mutual aid system 

• Receives resource requests from other branches within the EOC and manages 
those requests or forwards them to a DOC for action 

• May establish resource allocation priorities and share them with DOCs 

• Receives situation reports from the DOC and ensures data is made available to 
the EOC and captured by the EOC Planning Section, Situation Status Unit to be 
included in the common operating picture. 

• Maintains communication and coordination between other EOC branches, 
subsequent groups and units, appropriate DOCs, NGOs, special districts, and 
private sector organizations 

EOC Management Team  
• Composed of an EOC Manager, Section Chiefs, and Management Staff (Liaison 

Officer, Security Officer, Safety Officer, Public Information Officer [PIO], City 
Attorney) 

• Maintains communication and coordination between the EOC branches, the 
REOC, CCSF, Federal partners who establish a direct relationship with CCSF, 
and/or other OA EOCs 

• Receives citywide management policies and direction from the Policy Group; 
communicates them to relevant EOC branches 

• Establishes EOC objectives and develops an EOC Action Plan based on the 
current situation and Policy Group instructions 



 
 
 
 

 
Section 2: Concept of Operations 19  Emergency Response Plan 
   December 2009 

City and County of San Francisco  
Emergency Response Plan 
 

Section 2 
C

o
n
c
e
p
t o

f O
p

e
ra

tio
n
s
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: CCSF DEM, 2007 

Figure 2-6: ICP/DOC/EOC Coordination 
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Joint Information Center 
• Central location that facilitates the operation of a Joint Information System (JIS)8 

through the activation of ESF #15. Figure 2-6 depicts the JIS/JIC organizational 
structure.  

• Provides a physical or virtual location where PIOs involved in an event may co-
locate to gather, verify, coordinate, and disseminate event information 

Mayor’s PIO
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JIC Manager
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Media Monitoring and 
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Source: CCSF DEM, 2008 

Figure 2-7: JIS/JIC Organizational Structure

                                                 
8 The Joint Information System is the mechanism through which CCSF will develop and disseminate public 
information during an event.  
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2.1.6 EOC Coordination with Other Entities 

Community Disaster Response Hubs  

The purpose of Community Disaster Response Hubs is to support the capacity of local 
communities to meet disaster needs by connecting available resources within that 
community with requests for assistance. As local communities identify their service and 
resource capabilities and develop local disaster plans, the Hub becomes the coordination 
point at the time of disaster for helping to implement that plan. The Hub serves as a 
coordination and communication center in support of responding community entities. 

Because the Hub reports to the City’s EOC, the Hub acts as an EOC portal regarding the 
needs and situation status of that particular community. Collectively, Hubs provide the 
EOC with a situational awareness of what is happening in local communities around the 
City, including ongoing monitoring of resource shortfalls and service needs 

Emergency District Coordination Centers 

Emergency District Coordination Centers (EDCCs) may be activated throughout CCSF to 
respond to catastrophic disasters where a central command and control capability are 
required.  Following a catastrophic disaster that compromises the fire department’s central 
dispatching function, the department may switch to a decentralized mode of command. In 
this mode, each Battalion Chief controls all of the assets in their emergency district. The 
battalion station then operates as an EDCC. There are nine emergency districts in San 
Francisco that correspond with the nine SFFD fire battalion stations / Emergency 
Response Districts (see Figure 2-7: Emergency Response Districts below). If EDCCs are 
activated, the Department of Public Health (DPH) may also provide representation at each 
activated site. The following rules apply to EDCCs: 

• SFFD has the authority to activate/deactivate an EDCC. 

o The Chief of Department, Deputy Chief of Operations, or Deputy Chief of 
Administration may authorize EDCC activation. In their absence, the Senior 
On-Duty Assistant Chief may make this authorization. 

• When Fire Battalion Stations are used to house the EDCC, primary coordination 
and communication is managed by the FDOC utilizing all available communication 
systems. Other departmental representatives at the EDCC will communicate and 
coordinate their departmental resources with their relevant DOC. 

• When there is representation from other CCSF departments at the EDCC, these 
representatives may participate in a Unified Command at the EDCC. 

• EDCCs serve as an assembly and reporting site for private utilities (PG&E, AT&T, 
etc.) as well as City personnel with responsibilities in the EDCC (DPW, DT, etc.).  
Neighborhood Emergency Response Teams (NERTs) also report to EDCCs. 

• The EDCC will determine resource allocation priorities within the EDCCs. 
Resource requests will be communicated to the FDOC.  If unable to fulfill the 
request, the FDOC will communicate the request to the EOC Fire and Rescue 
Branch, where the request will either be fulfilled or further communicated to other 
EOC branches or the Mutual Aid Coordinator.  
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Figure 2-8: San Francisco Emergency Response Districts 

Special District and Private Sector Organization Involvement 
The emergency response roles of special districts and private sector organizations are 
generally focused on their normal services or functional area of responsibility.  

Special districts and private sector organizations will establish their own response 
systems and coordinate with CCSF either by sending a representative to the EOC or 
appropriate DOC, or by establishing communications with the appropriate ESF 
Coordinator. Organizations with a pre-established role during a CCSF event will 
coordinate with the pre-designated ESF, EOC section/branch, or DOC. Those 
organizations without pre-established responsibilities during a CCSF event will coordinate 
with the EOC, DOC and/or ESF according to the requirements of the event.  



 
 
 
 

 
Section 2: Concept of Operations 23  Emergency Response Plan 
   May 2017 

City and County of San Francisco  
Emergency Response Plan 
 

Section 2 
C

o
n
c
e
p
t o

f O
p

e
ra

tio
n
s
 

Examples of special district and private sector organizations include, but are not limited to: 
the Public Utilities Commission, school districts, the American Red Cross, the Salvation 
Army, Pacific Gas and Electric, Bay Area Rapid Transit, the California Department of 
Transportation, Business Executives for National Security, and the Building Owner’s 
Management Association. 

Volunteer Organizations 
The CCSF EOC coordinates with non-governmental volunteer organizations that have 
response roles within CCSF. Depending on the EOC activation level, these organizations 
will communicate with the EOC through either DOCs or the EOC Community Branch, 
using the corresponding response procedures. 

Some of the major volunteer organizations that may be involved in CCSF response 
activities include the following: 

• San Francisco Citizen Corps Council: The San Francisco Citizen Corps Council 
trains citizens in emergency preparedness and provides a coordinated, multi-
agency response to the community and special needs populations in times of 
disaster.  

• Neighborhood Emergency Response Team: The Neighborhood Emergency 
Response Team (NERT) program trains citizens of CCSF to be self-sufficient in an 
earthquake by building teams of volunteers trained in basic emergency skills. 
NERT volunteers may conduct initial search and rescue and basic first aid. NERT 
volunteers are trained to communicate and participate in disaster response efforts 
and will self-deploy to established staging areas following earthquakes, reporting 
to SFFD.  

• Collaborating Agencies Responding to Disaster: San Francisco Collaborating 
Agencies Responding to Disaster (CARD) works with human service organizations 
serving vulnerable populations to ensure the continuity of their services to clients 
after a disaster. CARD will also be operational following a disaster and will 
coordinate resources among its network of non-profit human service organizations 
to meet the recovery needs of those served through these community-based 
organizations. Organizations currently working in the coalition with CARD include 
the American Red Cross, Salvation Army, Helplink, San Francisco Lighthouse for 
the Blind, The Volunteer Center, San Francisco Senior Center, Food Bank, 
Independent Living Resource Center, Project Open Hand, Episcopal Community 
Services, St. Anthony Foundation, and the San Francisco Interfaith Council. 

Coastal Region – Regional Emergency Operations Center  
The CCSF EOC will communicate and coordinate directly with the CalOES Coastal 
REOC. CalOES Coastal Region coordination with OAs is outlined in the Bay Area 
Regional Emergency Coordination Plan (RECP). The RECP provides a framework for the 
CalOES Coastal Region OAs to coordinate response activities at the regional level. 
Coordination between the CCSF EOC and the CalOES Coastal REOC will occur through 
the appropriate SEMS channels (Management, Planning/Intelligence, Operations, 
Logistics and Finance, and Administration).  
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Federal and State Organizations 
There are some instances in which a Federal or State agency will have a field response 
role, due to the jurisdictional responsibility of the event. For example, the California 
Department of Water Resources would have jurisdictional responsibility for a flood-fighting 
effort, while the Federal Aviation Administration would have jurisdictional responsibility for 
an aircraft accident within CCSF.  

When a Federal or State agency is involved in field operations, coordination will be 
established with the CCSF EOC and any appropriate CCSF emergency response 
departments. Federal or State agencies operating in the field may be found in any ICS 
section, or as part of a Unified Command. The event type will determine their location and 
scope of involvement. 

2.2 Management Structure 
CCSF emergency management structure is organized according to NIMS, SEMS, and the 
ICS structure. The EOC has designated management levels that, depending on the 
severity of the event, may or may not be activated. These levels are defined as: Mayor, 
Policy Group, Management Staff, and General Staff and are described below. 

2.2.1 Mayor 
 
The Mayor is ultimately responsible for the efforts of the citywide Emergency Management 
Program. It is the Mayor’s duty to exercise his/her powers in order to protect life and 
property within CCSF during an emergency and to provide leadership and direction in 
setting direction and priorities for CCSF through coordination with the Policy Group.  
 
During an event, the Mayor and the Policy Group will assess the situation and determine 
the necessary course of action based upon operational requirements and CCSF 
capabilities. When conditions of extreme peril exist that threaten the safety of persons and 
property within CCSF, which are likely to be beyond the control of its services, personnel, 
equipment, and facilities, the Mayor will proclaim a local emergency. This proclamation 
does the following: 

• Authorizes the undertaking of extraordinary police powers 

• Provides limited immunity for emergency actions of public employees and 
governing bodies 

• Authorizes the issuance of orders and regulations to protect life and property (e.g., 
curfews) 

• Activates pre-established local emergency provisions such as special purchasing 
and contracting 

• Allows for a request to be made for a Governor’s Proclamation of a State of 
Emergency and/or a Presidential Declaration of an Emergency or Major Disaster   

 
Should the situation necessitate Federal or State disaster assistance, a request is filed by 
the Mayor through CalOES. Four levels of disaster assistance are available, including 
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Director’s Concurrence, Governor’s Proclamation, Presidential Declaration of an 
Emergency, and a Presidential Declaration of a Major Disaster. Each is used for unique 
circumstances and provides specific types of aid.  

2.2.2 Policy Group 

The Policy Group is an advisory body comprised of CCSF officials that may convene 
during an emergency or as necessary in order to: 

1) Advise and assist the Mayor on policy issues affecting CCSF, and 

2) Respond to requests for policy direction from the EOC.  

The roles and responsibilities of the Policy Group are as follows:  

• Convene as needed to address policy issues (e.g., curfew, authorization of 
evacuation orders) 

• Prepare and execute mayoral directives, orders, resolutions, and/or ordinances as 
necessary 

• Support decisions and actions of the EOC and ensure adherence to policies and 
objectives  

• Respond to requests from the JIC 

• Interface with community leaders 

• Act as a liaison to Federal and State elected officials 

• Act as a liaison to local jurisdictions 

The Mayor will assemble appropriate CCSF department representatives to form the Policy 
Group according to the requirements of the event. Due to the nature of the decisions 
made by the Policy Group, it is mandatory that all participating CCSF department 
representatives hold proper authority within their department to make authoritative policy 
decisions. 
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2.2.3 Management Staff 

The EOC Management Staff will support overall activities put forth by the General Staff 
positions. Staff positions in the management section are detailed in Table 2-3. 

Table 2-3: EOC Management Positions 
 

EOC Manager 

Responsible for overall management of the EOC, 
coordinating with the REOC, and other outside assisting 
organizations. Does not have a command role in any event. 
Serves as a facilitator to help maintain workflow in the EOC 
and ensure information is shared horizontally and vertically. 
Assigns support positions as needed for management of 
EOC facility, information technology (IT), and other related 
services. 

Public Information 
Officer  
(JIC Representative) 

Serves as the point of contact for the JIC, which coordinates 
and disseminates event information to the public, the media, 
and other relevant stakeholders. 

Liaison Officer Maintains and provides coordination with all outside agency 
representatives that have been assigned to the EOC. 

Safety Officer Monitors all aspects of the EOC to ensure the safety of all 
CCSF personnel involved with response activities. 

Security Officer 
Responsible for controlling personnel access to and from 
the EOC and other facilities, as determined and in 
accordance with policies established by the EOC Manager. 

City Attorney 
(Representative) 

Represents the City Attorney and supports EOC 
administration. 

2.2.4 General Staff 

The General Staff is responsible for coordinating each EOC section: Operations Support, 
Planning, Logistics, and Finance/Administration. Each section is led by a Section Chief 
and a Deputy Section Chief, who jointly carry out ESF #5: Emergency Management. 

Each Section Chief is determined either according to the department that has primary 
jurisdiction over the event (e.g., Terrorist Bombing  Law Enforcement Lead; Major 
Earthquake  Firefighting Lead) or according to section-specific responsibilities (e.g., 
Finance/Administration  Controller’s Office). Deputy Section Chiefs are provided by 
DEM. Further details regarding the individual positions are discussed in Section 3: EOC 
General Staff.  
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2.3 EOC Standard Operating Procedures 

2.3.1 EOC Activation and Deactivation Procedures 

EOC Activation Levels 
EOC activation levels and procedures are scalable based on the changing needs of an 
event. An activation level is defined as an organization’s readiness to carry out its mission 
during an emergency. The CCSF EOC activates at Level 1 from 7:00 am to 4:00pm, 
Monday through Friday, and may be activated to Level 2 (Partial Activation) or Level 3 
(Full Activation) according to the needs of the event. During non-business hours, the EOC 
is on Standby, with the Duty Officer / Manager On-Call (MOC) monitoring events. Table 2-
4 identifies the EOC activation levels and provides examples of potential events for each. 

Table 2-4: Activation Levels 

                                                 
9 Core EOC positions: EOC Manager, Operations Support Section Chief (discipline specific), Deputy 
Operations Support Section Chief, Appropriate Operations Support Branch Chiefs, Planning Section Chief, 
and Planning Section Situation Status Unit. 

Level Operational 
Status Description Examples include, but are not 

limited to: 
Level 1 EOC Open  DES Staff Only; DEM Duty 

Officer and/or Day Watch 
Officer.  

Normal status of the EOC during 
business hours; 7:00 am to 4:00 
pm, Monday through Friday. 

• Monitoring Potential 
Incidents 

Level 2 EOC Open  

 

Partial 
Activation 
with 1st 
Responder 
Elements 
and Support 

Activate Core EOC 
positions9, or those 
identified as necessary to 
the management of the 
specific event as needed. 
These positions may be 
filled at the physical location 
of the EOC or remotely, via 
conference call, etc. 

• DOCs Activated 

• Planned Events 

• Any of the 15 National 
Scenarios 

• Displaced People 

• Small-Scale Oil Spill 
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EOC Deactivation Overview 
The EOC will be deactivated or the activation level will be lowered as required by event 
needs. Deactivation or change in activation level may also occur as a result of a transition 
of the EOC mission from response to recovery. EOC activation status may be changed 
when determined appropriate by the following authorities: 

• Mayor, 

• Policy Group, 

• EOC Management Team, and 

• Lead Responding Departments. 

Prior to EOC deactivation or a change in activation level, all demobilization responsibilities 
and remaining activities will be completed or transferred to the appropriate CCSF EOC 
branch(es) or DOC(s).  

Activation Authorities 
The EOC may be activated by the Mayor or the Director of DEM during any situation 
where the need for EOC-level coordination is evident. Activation authority may also 
extend to the following:  

• The Division of Emergency Services may activate the EOC when an event is of 
such magnitude that the need for activation of the EOC is self-evident; immediately 
following a terrorist attack in the Bay Area; or in any circumstance when CCSF 
interdepartmental coordination is necessary and the Director of DEM is unavailable 
for consultation. The Division of Emergency Services may also activate the EOC 
whenever facilitation of CCSF interdepartmental coordination is necessary for the 
successful management of an event.  

• The DEM Duty Officer may independently activate the EOC when an event is of 
such magnitude that the need for activation of the EOC is self-evident; immediately 
following a terrorist attack in the Bay Area; or when DEM management 
representatives are unavailable, and it has been determined by the personnel 
commanding an emergency event that CCSF interdepartmental coordination is 
required. 

Level 3 EOC Open  

 

Full 
Activation -  
All Sections 
and 
Positions 

Full activation of the EOC. 
All staff positions are 
activated.  

All items listed under ‘Partial 
Activation’, as well as:  

• Catastrophic Earthquake 

• Mass Casualty Incident 

• Large-Scale Oil Spill  
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• Any senior city official or department head may request that the EOC be activated 
by contacting the DEM Duty Officer. Such requests should be related to the 
facilitation of CCSF interdepartmental coordination for the purposes of managing an 
emergency. If the EOC mission is unclear or if such a response is not clearly 
evident, the matter will be referred to the Director of DEM who may request Policy 
Group input prior to authorizing an EOC activation.  

• DEM may also activate the EOC in preparation for planned events in which EOC-
level coordination is needed. If a department recognizes a need for EOC activation 
during pre-event planning, a request may be submitted to the DEM Duty Officer for 
activation. Examples of planned events may include, but are not limited to: protests 
and/or demonstrations, political events, parades, and holiday events. 

2.3.2 EOC Action Planning 

EOC Action Plans provide designated EOC personnel with knowledge of the objectives to 
be achieved and the steps required for their achievement. EOC Action Plans also provide 
a basis for measuring achievement of objectives and overall system performance. Action 
planning is an important management tool that involves: 

1) Identification of emergency response priorities and objectives based on situational 
awareness. 

2) Documentation of established priorities and objectives as well as the associated 
tasks and personnel assignments.  

The Planning Section is responsible for developing the EOC Action Plan and facilitating 
action planning meetings. EOC Action Plans are developed for a specified operational 
period, which may range from a few hours to 24 hours. The operational period is 
determined by establishing an initial set of priority actions to be performed. A reasonable 
timeframe is then determined for the accomplishment of those actions. EOC Action Plans 
should be sufficiently detailed to guide EOC elements in implementing the priority actions, 
but do not need to be complex.  

Essential elements of the planning process include: EOC sequence of activities, EOC 
action planning processes, and planning meeting procedures.  

After Action Report Process 
DEM is responsible for conducting the After Action Report process. The purpose of an 
After Action Report is to analyze response efforts, identify strengths to be maintained and 
built upon, identify potential areas for further improvement, and to support the 
development of corrective actions.  

2.3.3 EOC Management Software System 

The EOC utilizes Law Enforcement Online (LEO) as a tool to assist in the management 
and coordination of emergency response activities. The web-based interface provides a 
single collection and collaboration point for information during emergencies. The service 
enables the EOC to achieve a common operating picture through utilization of its features 
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such as incident logging and tracking, integrated alerts and responses, staff and resource 
allocation, task tracking, and mapping capabilities. 

The Planning Section of the EOC and activated DOCs are responsible for entering data 
into the system. While other positions in command posts, DOCs, and the EOC are 
authorized to view the web-based information and utilize its instant messaging, tasking, 
and resource request tools, the authority to create and edit entries is limited to the 
Planning Section, Situation Status Unit.  

2.3.4 Communications Systems 

The EOC is equipped with a wide variety of communications systems in addition to the 
public dial network (phone and Internet access). The systems provide alternate modes of 
communications to CCSF departments and support agencies and to a broad range of 
State and other agencies. In addition to radio-based communications, the EOC has 
several satellite communication systems that allow connection back into the phone system 
if local circuits are busy or disrupted. Currently, CCSF maintains alternate systems for 
emergency communications. Further details regarding CCSF emergency communications 
systems can be found in the ESF #2 Communications Annex. 
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Section 3:  EOC General Staff  

3.1 Introduction 

3.1.1 Overview 

The EOC’s General Staff positions are organized into Four Functional Sections: Planning, 
Operations Support, Logistics, and Finance and Administration.  Each section has 
positions designated for a Section Chief and Deputy Section Chief, and if activated, 
Branch Coordinator(s), Group Coordinator(s) and Unit Leader(s).   

Sections 3.2 – 3.5 details the following for each of the Four Functional Sections: 

• A brief section overview 

• Identification of the coordinating department 

• Identification of the supporting department(s) 

• An outline of the section’s roles and responsibilities 

• The identification of section/branch positions 

3.1.2 Coordinating / Supporting Department Model 

As described in Section 2.2.3 of this document, EOC operations will be organized 
according to local ESF’s. Each section and subsequent branch will be coordinated and 
supported by specific CCSF departments representing an associated ESF. Each ESF 
represented in the EOC will be headed by a single CCSF department acting as the 
coordinating department and supported by any number of CCSF departments as depicted 
in Attachment #3. The overall role of personnel at the EOC is to represent their respective 
department/ESF and to coordinate with other members of the emergency management 
community. Most, if not all, of the work necessary to execute the mission of the 
department/ESF will take place in the field or in the DOC. 

3.1.3 Credentialing  

It is mandatory that all individuals filling CCSF EOC and DOC positions hold the 
appropriate credentials pertaining to the EOC position they are to assume. According to 
NIMS, credentialing involves maintaining the proper documentation that can authenticate 
and verify that a particular individual has the certification necessary to fill a specific role. 
This ensures that all personnel hold a minimum common level of training, experience, and 
capability for the particular EOC position they are to fill. Credentialing requirements for all 
CCSF EOC positions are displayed in Table 3-1. 
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Table 3-1: SEMS/NIMS Training Guidance for EOC Positions – 2007 

 

Source: State of California, Office of Emergency Services, Emergency Responder Credentialing Program, 3/1/07 

 

SEMS/NIMS 
Training Guidance Matrix 

SEMS 
Introduction 

SEMS 
EOC 

SEMS 
Executive 

ICS 100 
(IS 100) 

ICS 200 
(IS 200) 

ICS 
300 

ICS 
400 

ICS 
402 

NIMS 
(IS 700) 

NRF  
(IS 800) 

Personnel who supervise a branch, division, 
group, or unit in the field or EOC. 

X X  X X X   X X 

Personnel in the Command/Management or 
General Staff at an Incident or Area Command or 
in an EOC. 

X X  X X X X  X X 

Executives, administrators, and policy makers 
within agencies that are required to support a 
SEMS emergency response or recovery 
organization. 

  X     X X X 
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3.2  Planning Section 

3.2.1 Planning Section Overview 

Coordination 
The Planning Section will be led by a Section Chief drawn from the same lead discipline 
as the Operations Support Section Chief. The Planning Section Chief is responsible for 
carrying out ESF #5: Emergency Management. The Planning Section Chief is supported 
by the Deputy Section Chief, who is also responsible for carrying out ESF #5. The Deputy 
Section Chief will be provided by DEM.  The coordinating and supporting departments for 
this section follow: 

Coordinating Department Event-Specific 

Supporting Department(s) DEC, DEM, DHR, DPH, DPW, DT, SFFD, 
SFPD 

Role 
The Planning Section is responsible for the collection, analysis, and display of information 
related to emergency management operations. The Planning Section will conduct EOC 
planning meetings, prepare EOC Action Plans, disseminate situation briefings, and 
support the overall EOC planning process.  

Responsibilities 

• Collect, analyze, verify, display, and disseminate event information 

- Include impact information, response activities, details regarding the field 
operating environment, and the status of available resources 

• Provide support for response decision making to the overall emergency 
organization, including preparing situation briefings, map displays, and anticipatory 
appraisals, and developing plans necessary to cope with changing field events 

• Disseminate situation briefings to provide for current status on response activities 

• Facilitate the action planning process and the development of the EOC Action 
Plan, advance plans, and the After Action Report 

• Ensure that safety/damage assessment information is compiled, assembled, and 
reported in an expeditious manner 

• Make a record of entire response effort details; preserve these records during and 
following the disaster 

Planning Section Positions    

• Planning Section Chief 

• Deputy Planning Section Chief 

- Advance Planning  
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- Documentation  

- Situation Status  

- Technical Specialists 

- Intelligence 
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3.3 Operations Support Section  

3.3.1 Operations Support Section Overview 

Coordination 
The Operations Support Section is led by the Section Chief, who is responsible for 
carrying out ESF #5: Emergency Management. The department assigned to fulfill the role 
of Section Chief will vary according to the primary department responding to the event. 
The Operations Support Section Chief is supported by the Deputy Section Chief, who is 
also responsible for carrying out ESF #5. The Deputy Section Chief will be provided by 
DEM. The coordinating and supporting departments for this section follow: 

Coordinating Department Event-Specific 

Supporting Department(s) 
ARC, DBI, DEC, DEM, DHR, DPH, DPW, 
HSA, ME, MTA, PUC, RPD, SFFD, SFPD, 
SFSD, SFUSD  

Role 
The Operations Support Section is responsible for coordinating all response operations 
applied to the event. The Operations Support Section carries out the objectives of the 
EOC Action Plan and requests additional resources as needed.  

In a full activation, the Operations Support Section will be organized into the following 
seven branches: 

• Fire and Rescue Branch 

• Law Enforcement Branch 

• Human Services Branch 

• Infrastructure Branch 

• Transportation Branch 

• Community Branch 

• Communications Branch 

Responsibilities 
• Coordinate support for field operations 

• Establish response priorities in conjunction with the Policy Group and Management Staff 

• Ensure cross-functional communications and coordination 

• Ensure effective resource sharing between responding departments 

• Establish and coordinate EOC situation management activities 

• Supervise implementation of the EOC Action Plan 

• Coordinate response activities with Federal and State agencies 
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Operations Support Section Positions 
• Operation Support Section Chief 

• Operations Support Deputy Section Chief 



 
 
 
 

 
Section 3: EOC General Staff 37  Emergency Response Plan 
   May 2017 

City and County of San Francisco  
Emergency Response Plan 
 

Section 3 
E

O
C

 G
e
n

e
ra

l S
ta

ff 

3.3.2 Fire and Rescue Branch 

Mission 
The Fire and Rescue Branch in the Operations Support Section will provide coordination 
among all firefighting, urban search and rescue, and hazardous material response to an 
event. 

Coordination 
The Fire and Rescue Branch in the Operations Support Section carries out the following 
functions: 

• ESF #4: Firefighting 

• ESF #9: Urban Search and Rescue 

• ESF #10: Oil and Hazardous Materials Response  

The coordinating and supporting departments for each ESF are as follows: 

ESF #4: Firefighting 

Coordinating Department SFFD 

Supporting Department(s) DEM, DPH, DPT, DPW, ME, MTA, SFPD, 
SFSD  

ESF #9 Urban Search and Rescue 

Coordinating Department SFFD 

Supporting Department(s) DEM, DPH, DPT, DPW, ME, MTA, SFPD, 
SFSD 

ESF #10: Oil and Hazardous Materials Response 

Coordinating Department SFFD 

Supporting Department(s) DEM, DPH, DPT, DPW, ME, MTA, SFPD, 
SFSD 

Role 
During a CCSF EOC activation, citywide ESF #4 functions will be carried out through the 
EOC Fire and Rescue Branch.  The mission of the EOC Fire and Rescue Branch is to 
obtain SFFD DOC situation reports and requests and to coordinate any requests for 
resource support that fall outside of the Fire and Rescue Mutual Aid System (Mutual Aid 
requests will be coordinated through the FDOC).  The branch will supply the SFFD DOC 
with information, situational awareness and citywide objectives developed in the EOC.  
The Fire and Rescue Branch will link the EOC to the following: 

• San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) DOC 

• Urban search and rescue resources (Federal, State, and local teams) 
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• Incident Command for incidents under the management of the fire services, as 
appropriate 

Responsibilities 
• Coordinate fire, hazardous materials, and urban search and rescue operations in 

CCSF and assist neighboring communities through the Neighborhood Emergency 
Response Team (NERT) program, if called upon 

• Coordinate logistical support for mutual aid assets ordered through the Fire and 
Rescue Mutual Aid System 

• Coordinate with the Law Enforcement Branch on search and rescue activities 

• Support the Situation Status Unit of the Planning Section by proactively sharing 
response information and situation assessments received from field units and 
DOCs 

• Implement the priorities of the EOC Action Plan assigned to the Fire and Rescue 
Branch 

Fire and Rescue Branch Positions  
• Fire and Rescue Branch Coordinator 

- Urban Search and Rescue Unit Leader 

- Oil and Hazardous Material Response Unit Leader  
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3.3.3 Law Enforcement Branch 

Mission 
The Law Enforcement Branch in the Operations Support Section will provide coordination 
among all law enforcement departments responding to an event. 

Coordination 
The Law Enforcement Branch in the Operations Support Section carries out the following 
function: 

• ESF #13: Law Enforcement 

The coordinating and supporting departments for this ESF follow:  

ESF #13: Law Enforcement 

Coordinating Department SFPD 

Supporting Department(s) DEM, SFSD 

Role 
The Law Enforcement Branch will obtain situation reports, coordinate requests for 
resource support (outside of the mutual aid system), and be the primary link from the EOC 
to law enforcement operations. The branch will supply CCSF law enforcement agency 
DOCs and Incident Commanders, as appropriate, with information and objectives 
developed in the EOC.  Specifically, the Law Enforcement Branch will link the EOC to the 
following: 

• CCSF Law Enforcement Agency DOCs 

• Dispatch Centers 

• Law Enforcement Mutual Aid System 

• Federal partners 

• Incident Command Post at incidents under the management of CCSF law 
enforcement agencies, as appropriate  

Responsibilities 
• Coordinate law enforcement and evacuation operations during emergencies 

• Coordinate with necessary Federal, State, and local public and private sector 
partners 

• Coordinate site security at incidents 

• Assist with shelter security 

• Coordinate with the Fire and Rescue Branch on search and rescue activities 

• Coordinate Law Enforcement Mutual Aid requests from emergency response 
agencies through the Law Enforcement Mutual Aid Coordinator 
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• Coordinate logistical support for mutual aid assets ordered through the Law 
Enforcement Mutual Aid System 

Law Enforcement Branch Positions  
• Law Enforcement Branch Coordinator 

- Evacuation Operations Unit Leader 

- Facility Security Unit Leader 
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3.3.4 Human Services Branch 

Mission 
The Human Services Branch in the Operations Support Section provides coordination 
among all mass care, housing, human services, public health, medical services, animal 
response, and mass fatality departments responding to an event. 

Coordination 
The Human Services Branch in the Operations Support Sections carries out the following 
functions: 

• ESF #6: Mass Care, Housing, and Human Services 

• ESF #8: Public Health and Medical Services 

• ESF #11: Animal Response 

Each ESF is led and supported by those departments best qualified to fulfill all 
corresponding roles and responsibilities. The overall coordinating department for the 
Human Services Branch is initially established by the first arriving branch member, then 
transferred to the most appropriate Human Services Branch representative according to 
the nature and specific needs of the event. The coordinating and supporting departments 
for each ESF are as follows:  

ESF #6: Mass Care, Housing, and Human Services 

Coordinating Department HSA 

Supporting Department(s) ACC, DPH, MOD, RPD, SFUSD, SF CARD, 
The Salvation Army, NGOs 

ESF #8: Public Health and Medical Services 

Coordinating Department DPH 

Supporting Department(s) ARC, DEM, EMS, ME, SFFD (EMS)  

ESF #11: Animal Response 

Coordinating Department ACC 

Supporting Department(s) 311, ARC, DEM, DPH, DPW, HAS, RPD, 
SFFD, DFPD, SFZoo 

 
Role 
The Human Services Branch is responsible for the following CCSF health and basic 
human services: 

• Provision of basic necessities to persons impacted by a disaster such as food, 
potable water, clothing, shelter, and emotional support 
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• Medical, mental, and public health care 

• Maintenance of animal and environmental welfare 

• Mass fatality management 

The Human Services Branch includes liaisons from voluntary agencies, such as the 
American Red Cross and the Salvation Army, to ensure close coordination and support for 
their mass care activities. The Human Services Branch also serves as the CCSF point of 
contact for the CCSF Medical Examiner and provides mutual aid assistance for dealing 
with human remains and the provision of additional resources, as needed.  

Responsibilities 

ESF # 6: Mass Care, Housing, and Human Services  

• Maintain communication with the HSA DOC/Care and Shelter Branch 

• Collect situation status updates and activity information from the HSA DOC/Care 
and Shelter Branch 

• Keep other departments and ESFs, represented by liaisons at the EOC updated 
on the status of ESF #6 activities 

• Provide the HSA DOC/Care and Shelter Branch with relevant EOC data on 
emerging trends (i.e., areas where there may be a need to open shelters, or 
provide other relief services, and the level of anticipated service required) 

• Keep the HSA DOC/Care and Shelter Branch updated with citywide situation 
assessments, response objectives, and other EOC reports (i.e., EOC Action Plans 
and policy decisions) 

• Expedite requests for resources that are submitted by the HSA DOC/Care and 
Shelter Branch to the EOC 

• Work with the PIO to craft public messaging related to care and shelter services 
(based on information released from the HSA DOC/Care and Shelter Branch) 

• Submit policy level questions from the HSA DOC/Care and Shelter Branch to the 
EOC Policy Group (via the Operations Support Section Chief) 

• Act as an SME on ESF #6 related activities for the Policy Group and other EOC 
staff 

ESF #8: Public Health and Medical Services 

• Minimize loss of life, subsequent disability, and human suffering by ensuring timely 
and coordinated medical and public health assistance 

• Coordinate and prioritize requests for health services support from local 
responders and obtain medical/health personnel, supplies, and equipment through 
mutual aid or requests for Federal or State support 

• Provide a system for receipt and dissemination of health-related information 
required for effective response and recovery from a major disaster 
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• Coordinate with the JIC or appropriate PIO to inform the public of health 
precautions or provide health-related safety instructions for the general public 

• Provide ambulance-based care and transport and coordination of medical and 
health mutual aid 

• Coordinate logistical support for mutual aid assets ordered through the 
Medical/Health Mutual Aid System 

• Coordinate inspections of shelters, feeding, and distribution sites (food, water, etc.) 
to ensure environmental health regulations are being observed and that no unsafe 
conditions are present 

• Coordinate resources for the recovery, identification, and disposition of deceased 
persons and human tissue 

• Coordinate fatality information and notification with local law enforcement, public 
health, and other related departments 

• Designate an adequate number of persons to perform the duties of Medical 
Examiner Investigators: 

- Protect the personal property and effects of the deceased 

- Notification of next-of-kin 

• Establish and maintain a comprehensive record-keeping system for updating and 
recording fatality-related data 

• Prepare and coordinate requests for mass fatality-related mutual aid 

• Prepare and establish locations for temporary morgues, worksites, etc. 

ESF #11: Animal Response 

• Coordinate domestic animal response and recovery activities, to include rescue, 
triage, medical treatment, transport, care, shelter, and domestic animal 
reunification 

• Coordinate wildlife response and recovery activities, mitigating loss of life 
whenever possible 

• Coordinate the identification and documentation of animals for effective 
reunification 

Human Services Branch Positions 
• Human Services Branch Coordinator 

- Mass Care, Housing, and Human Services Unit Leader 

- Public Health and Medical Services Unit Leader 

- Animal Response Unit Leader 

- Mass Fatality Unit Leader 
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3.3.5 Infrastructure Branch 

Mission 
The Infrastructure Branch in the Operations Support Section is designated to provide 
coordination among all departments responding to an event carrying out public works, 
engineering, water, and utilities functions.  

Coordination 
The Infrastructure Branch in the Operations Support Section carries out the following 
functions:  

• ESF #3: Public Works and Engineering 

• ESF #12: Water and Utilities 

Each ESF is led and supported by those departments best qualified to fulfill all 
corresponding roles and responsibilities. The overall coordinating department for the 
Infrastructure Branch is initially established by the first-arriving branch member, then 
transferred to the most appropriate Infrastructure Branch representative according to the 
nature and specific needs of the event. The coordinating and supporting departments for 
each ESF are as follows: 

ESF #3: Public Works and Engineering 

Coordinating Department DPW 

Supporting Department(s) DBI, DEM, DOE, DPT, DT, MTA, PUC, RPD  

ESF #12: Water and Utilities 

Coordinating Department PUC 

Supporting Department(s) DBI, DEM, DPT, DPW, DT 

Role 
The Infrastructure Branch will provide the following: 

• Citywide damage assessment (structures and infrastructure) 

• Route recovery 

• Debris removal 

• Building safety inspections and demolitions 

• Restoration of public utility services 

• Support of information technology (IT) and communication infrastructure 
restoration 

• Support to other EOC branches, as needed 



 
 
 
 

 
Section 3: EOC General Staff 46  Emergency Response Plan 
   May 2017 

City and County of San Francisco  
Emergency Response Plan 
 

Se
ct

io
n 

3 
E

O
C

 G
e
n

e
ra

l 
S

ta
ff

 

Responsibilities 

ESF #3: Public Works and Engineering 
• Initiate and coordinate disaster safety assessment reports for damaged roads, 

municipal infrastructures, government facilities, construction, and debris 
management 

• Mobilize damage response teams and crews to assist first responders in the 
management of immediate life safety issues 

• Coordinate the inspection, restoration, and repair of: disrupted municipal services 
(such as the CCSF water and wastewater facilities, city owned traffic lights, etc.) 
and damaged city and county buildings, facilities, and transportation infrastructure 
(streets, bridges, etc.) 

• Obtain equipment, supplies, and personnel services as necessary to support 
response and recovery efforts 

• Manage the collection and disposal of disaster debris 

• Match workload requirements with available contractors and vendors to 
supplement existing assets 

ESF #12: Water and Utilities  

• Coordinate status reporting of all utility systems 

• Coordinate the restoration and repair of disrupted municipal services with utility 
services, such as the water and wastewater 

• Coordinate with utility service providers for the assessment and restoration of 
disrupted non-municipal services, such as cable, Internet, landline phone, cell 
phone, gas, and electric 

Infrastructure Branch Positions  
• Infrastructure Branch Coordinator 

o Construction and Engineering Group Coordinator 

 Street Clearance Unit Leader 

 Building Assessment Unit Leader 

 Infrastructure Assessment Unit Leader 

 Debris Management Unit Leader 

o Water and Utilities Group Coordinator 

 Municipal Unit Leader (Public) 

 Non-Municipal Unit Leader (Private) 
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3.3.6 Transportation Branch  

Mission 
The Transportation Branch in the Operations Support Section will provide coordination 
among all transportation departments responding to an event.  

Coordination 
The Transportation Branch in the Operations Support Section carries out the following 
function: 

• ESF #1: Transportation 

The coordinating and supporting departments for this ESF follow:  

ESF #1: Transportation 

Coordinating Department MTA 

Supporting Department(s) BART, DEM, DPT, DPW, Muni, Port, SFO 

Role 
The Transportation Branch will provide the following: 

• Route recovery 

• Traffic management 

• Coordination of response and recovery support activities of public and private 
mass transportation systems  

• Support to other branches, as needed 

Responsibilities 
• Support route clearance and recovery activities 

• Designate ingress/egress routes for emergency response vehicles and personnel 

• Coordinate general traffic and access control 

• Coordinate the response operations targeted at restoring and maintaining normal 
operations of CCSF public transportation systems 

• Designate evacuation routes and provide appropriate evacuation information to 
emergency responders and the JIC 

• Assist with the transportation of individuals unable to evacuate themselves 
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• Assist with transportation of the ill and injured under ESF #8: Public Health and 
Medical Services, and those in custody under ESF #13: Law Enforcement 

• Provide transportation for emergency workers during recall operations, to include 
busing employees from outside the city 

Transportation Branch Positions  
• Traffic and Transportation Branch Coordinator 

- Route Recovery Unit Leader 

- Traffic Control Unit Leader 

- Mass Transit Unit Leader 

- Water Unit Leader 

- Land Unit Leader 

- Air Unit Leader 
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3.3.7 Communications Branch 

Mission 
The Communications Branch in the Operations Support Section is designated to provide 
coordination among all communications departments responding to an event. 

Coordination 
The Communications Branch in the Operations Support Section carries out the following 
function: 

• ESF #2: Communications 

The coordinating and supporting departments for this ESF follow:  

ESF #2 Communications  

Coordinating Department DEM 

Supporting Department(s) 211, 311, ACS, DEC, DT, GSA  

Role 
The EOC Communications Branch will enable the CCSF EOC to receive and transmit 
priority message traffic on a 24-hour daily basis; to facilitate the receipt and transmission 
of emergency message traffic among CCSF departments in support of imminent or actual 
emergency operations; and to ensure that warnings, weather advisories, and critical event 
information are efficiently and appropriately delivered to the public.  

Responsibilities 
• Coordinate activation of CCSF public warning systems when a threat to the health 

or safety of residents is identified 

• Send messages over various networks as directed by the JIC, Operations Support 
Section Chief, or EOC Manager 

• Implement EOC information systems 

• Coordinate assessment and restoration of communications infrastructure 

• Develop and distribute an ICS 205 Communications Plan that identifies all systems 
in use, ensures enough frequencies are allocated to facilitate operations and lists 
specific frequencies allotted for the emergency (see the San Francisco Tactical 
Interoperable Communications Plan [TICP] for further details) 

• Coordinate activities with the Infrastructure Branch and/or ESF# 12: Water and 
Utilities, as necessary  

• Ensure sufficient staffing of the Communications Branch 

• Request communications-related Mutual Aid resources as necessary 
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Communications Branch Positions 
• Communications Branch Coordinator 

- Emergency Communications / Dispatch Unit Leader 

- Non-Emergency Communications Unit Leader 

- Public Warning System Unit Leader 

- Alternate Communications Unit Leader 
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3.3.8 Community Branch 

Mission 
The Community Branch in the Operations Support Section is designated to provide EOC 
coordination among community requests during an event. 

Coordination 
The Community Branch in the Operations Support Section carries out the following 
function: 

• ESF #16: Community Support 

The coordinating and supporting departments for this ESF follow:  

ESF #16 Community Support 

Coordinating Department DEM 

Supporting Department(s) ARC, CO, Consulates, DHR, Hotel Council, 
NGOs, Private Sector, SFUSD 

Role 
The Community Branch is the primary coordination center for information and requests 
originating from within the community. The branch will maintain communications between 
community-based organizations and the EOC, and distribute resource requests and 
relevant information to the appropriate branches or sections within the EOC.  

The Community Branch will link the following organizations to the EOC: 

• Community Disaster Response Hubs 

• Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) 

• Private Sector 

Responsibilities 
• Interact with Community Disaster Response Hubs and the private sector at the 

EOC level 

• Ensure effective communication of Community Disaster Response Hubs and 
private sector requests with relevant branches 

• Act as the EOC point of contact for city departments not represented at the EOC 

Community Branch Positions  
• Community Branch Coordinator 
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3.4 Logistics Section 

3.4.1 Logistics Section Overview 

Coordination 
The Logistics Section is led by the Section Chief, who is responsible for carrying out ESF 
#5: Emergency Management. The Logistics Section Chief is supported by the Deputy 
Section Chief, who is also responsible for carrying out ESF #5. The Deputy Section Chief 
will be provided by DEM.  The coordinating and supporting departments for this section 
follow: 

Coordinating Department GSA / City Administrator 

Supporting Department(s) DEM, DHR, GSA / OCA, Real Estate  

Role 
The Logistics Section is responsible for the coordination and management of citywide 
resources during an event. Specific functions of the EOC Logistics Section and its 
associated branches may be found in the Logistics Annex. The Logistics Section 
encompasses the following three functional branches: 

• Facilities Branch 

• Donations Management Branch 

• Human Resources Branch  

• Resource Management Branch 

Responsibilities 
• Acquire and deliver resources requested by the EOC Operations Support Section. 

• Allocate scarce resources consistent with EOC Action Plans.  

• Request non-discipline-specific mutual aid resources from the Regional 
Emergency Operations Center (REOC). 

• Record and track the status of resource requests processed through the EOC 
Logistics Section. 

• Coordinate with the EOC Planning Section regarding resource status and 
requirements for the next operational period pursuant to the ICS Planning “P.” 

• Identify bases and camps, as necessary, to maintain sufficient inventories of 
uncommitted resources. 

• Coordinate with the EOC Planning and EOC Finance and Administration Sections 
to ensure EOC resource acquisitions and issuance are documented for 
reimbursement.  

• Support recovery activities including demobilization, restoration of services, and 
COG, as directed. 
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• Review responsibilities of Branch and Unit Leaders as listed below and ensure that 
required activities are completed in the absence of a Branch Coordinator or Unit 
Leader. 

 
Logistics Section Positions  

• Logistics Section Chief 

• Logistics Section Deputy Chief 
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3.4.2 Facilities Branch 

Mission 
The Facilities Branch in the Logistics Section is designated to coordinate and facilitate 
requests for facilities during an event.  

Coordination 
The Facilities Branch in the Logistics Section carries out the following function: 

• ESF #7: Logistics 

The coordinating and supporting departments for this branch follow:  

ESF #7 Logistics – Facilities Branch 

Coordinating Department GSA / Real Estate 

Supporting Department(s) DEM, GSA / Convention Facilities 

Role 
The Facilities Branch is responsible for the following:  

• Locating and coordinating use of public facilities, private facilities, or staging areas 
required to support the disaster response 

• Coordinating the relocation of work space for essential CCSF staff dislocated by 
the disaster, including relocating or leasing office furniture and configuring the 
workspace, as appropriate 

Responsibilities 
• Support requests to locate and rent or lease alternate locations for the EOC/DOCs 

in the event that they are forced to relocate due to damage or space limitations; 
support environmental and safety standards for those facilities 

• Coordinate pre-occupancy environmental inspections  

• Locate space for feeding and housing requirements, as requested 

• Coordinate provision of adequate essential facilities for the response effort, as 
requested 

• Ensure acquired buildings are returned to their original state when no longer 
needed 

Facilities Branch Positions 
• Facilities Branch Coordinator 
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3.4.3 Donations Management Branch 

Mission 
The Donations Management Branch in the Logistics Section coordinates operations 
associated with donations management.  

Coordination 
The Donations Management Branch in the Logistics Section carries out the following 
function: 

• ESF #7: Logistics 

The coordinating and supporting departments for this branch follow:  

ESF #7 Logistics – Resource Management Branch 

Coordinating Department DEM 

Supporting Department(s) GSA  

Role  

The Donations Management Branch of the Logistics Section will be activated upon 
notification of an influx in donated goods overwhelming San Francisco, or when a request 
for donations management support is received from the REOC. The Donations 
Management Branch will coordinate operations associated with donations management, 
such as receipt, sorting, repackaging, and distribution of donated goods at Donations 
Management Staging Areas and pre-identified Disaster Relief Agency Distribution Sites.   

Responsibilities 
• Coordinate activities related to the call centers, Donations Management Staging 

Area, and Donations Tracking. 

• Assist the PIO/JIC in developing public information messages related to donated 
goods and services. 

• Act as a point of contact for pre-designated Distribution Sites. 

• Support a pre-designated Disaster Relief Agency in effectively managing a 
Donations Management Staging Area Operation. 

Donations Management Branch Positions  
• Donations Management Branch Coordinator 

- Donations Management Unit Leader 

 

 



 
 
 
 

 
Section 3: EOC General Staff 57  Emergency Response Plan 
   May 2017 

City and County of San Francisco  
Emergency Response Plan 
 

Section 3 
E

O
C

 G
e
n

e
ra

l S
ta

ff 

3.4.4 Human Resources Branch 

Mission 
The Human Resources Branch in the Logistics Section is designated to coordinate 
requests for personnel support during an event.  

Coordination 
The Human Resources Branch in the Logistics Section carries out the following function: 

• ESF #7: Logistics 

The coordinating and supporting departments for this branch follow:  

ESF #7 Logistics – Human Resources Branch 

Coordinating Department DHR 

Supporting Department(s) All departments with on-site personnel officers 

Role  
The Human Resources Branch will coordinate the acquisition, tracking, basic 
orientation/training, and support of additional Disaster Service Workers, which include 
CCSF response personnel in non-DOC departments and convergent volunteers.   

Responsibilities 
• Identify and register convergent volunteers 

• Establish a personnel pool to collect and register available staff and volunteers to 
work in the EOC 

• Establish a list of DSWs and convergent volunteers based on occupational skills, 
experience, and certification to use for response and recovery efforts  

• Provide guidance to the EOC Management Staff, Policy Group, and the Board of 
Supervisors regarding any current or potential Union issues that may arise from 
the reassignment of staff to “out-of-class” tasks during the emergency 

• Ensure that DSWs and convergent volunteers are provided with food and shelter 
while in the jurisdiction on assignment and other personal support through 
coordination with the Human Services Agency (HSA) and the Department of 
Human Resources (DHR) 

• Document any injures, accidents or other personnel-related incidents reported 

 
Human Resources Branch Positions 

• Human Resources Branch Coordinator 

- Disaster Service Worker Unit Leader 

- Volunteer Management Unit Leader 
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3.4.5 Resource Management Branch 

Mission 
The Resource Management Branch in the Logistics Section coordinates the acquisition of 
needed resources during an event.  

Coordination 
The Resource Management Branch in the Logistics Section carries out the following 
function: 

• ESF #7: Logistics 

The coordinating and supporting departments for this branch follow:  

ESF #7 Logistics – Resource Management Branch 

Coordinating Department GSA / OCA-Purchasing 

Supporting Department(s) DEM, GSA / Central Shops  

Role  
The Resource Management Branch of the Logistics Section will procure the following 
resources needed during an event: 

• Materials and supplies 

• Professional and personal services 

• Rental equipment 

• Vehicles (including refueling and repair) 

It is assumed that all requests to the Logistics Section are for resources that either have 
been depleted or are unavailable from within CCSF departments, as described in the 
general concepts above.  

The Logistics Section responds to resource requests by: 

1) Purchasing or renting from local vendors for immediate delivery, or  

2) Requesting resources through State and Federal agencies.  

Responsibilities 
• Coordinate the procurement of resources 

• Oversee the procurement and allocation of supplies and materials not normally 
provided through discipline-specific mutual aid channels (e.g. food, water, fuel) 

• Expedite delivery of supplies and materials as required 

• Maintain a system to collect, track, and provide shipment information for resource 
requests received by the Logistics Section 
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• Work with other sections and branches to forecast and identify material and 
equipment shortfalls and pre-identify vendors and other sources 

• Coordinate with the Finance and Administration Section Chief to manage the 
collection and maintenance of cost and other procurement data 

Supplies and Equipment Branch Positions  
• Supplies and Equipment Branch Coordinator 

- Request Tracking Unit Leader 

- Procurement Unit Leader 
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3.5 Finance and Administration Section  

3.5.1 Finance and Administration Section Overview  

Coordination 
The Finance and Administration Section is led by the Section Chief, who is responsible for 
carrying out ESF #5: Emergency Management. The Finance and Administration Section 
Chief is supported by the Deputy Section Chief, who is also responsible for carrying out 
ESF #5. The Deputy Section Chief will be provided by the DEM.  The coordinating and 
supporting departments for this section follow: 

Coordinating Department CO 

Supporting Department(s) DEM 

Role  
The Finance and Administration Section encompasses four functional branches that will 
be housed at the off-site Controller’s Office DOC, while the Section Chief will be located at 
the EOC and will act as a liaison to those branches. Although off-site, each branch will still 
maintain the following EOC branch functions:  

• Policy Branch 

- Provide policy guidance and establish procedures to authorize the commitment 
and payment of funds 

- Provide recommendations and guidance to and receive direction from the 
Mayor’s Policy Group on citywide financial matters 

• Employee Compensation Branch 

- Account for personnel time during the emergency response and recovery 
efforts 

- Ensure that employees continue to receive pay, health insurance, and 
retirement benefits 

• Accounts Payable Branch 

- Track and process payments of vendor purchase orders, contracts, claims, and 
other payments during the emergency 

• Cost Recovery Branch 

- Ensure that an accurate accounting of the cost of responding to the emergency 
(including both response and recovery) is maintained  

• Financial Systems Recovery Branch 
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Responsibilities 
Policy Branch 

• Coordinate policies regarding finance and administration functions during disaster 
preparedness, response, and recovery phases 

• Prepare emergency declarations and other official documentation necessary to 
facilitate cost recovery 

• Ensure that all departments have accurate records to document the cost of 
disaster recovery, including timesheets, accounting codes, reimbursement forms, 
and other backup documentation 

• Ensure internal controls and approval paths for the procurement functions are 
carried out in the Logistics Section 

• Establish policies for and use of credit and/or debit cards 

• Recommend employee compensation and leave guidelines to the Policy Group, in 
consultation with DHR 

• Acquire financial and accounting staff from other departments to fulfill functions for 
the Finance and Administration Section 

Employee Compensation Branch 

• Ensure a continuation of employee compensation processes including payroll, 
health service, and retirement payments 

• Ensure that all on-duty time is tracked and quantified for all emergency response 
personnel 

Accounts Payable Branch 

• In conjunction with the Treasurer, ensure that financial institutions honor city 
warrants and have adequate cash available during the emergency period. 

• Process payments for purchase orders, contracts, and claims resulting from the 
emergency and its response within a reasonable time 

Cost Recovery Branch 

• Coordinate the data collection and analysis of all financial information related to 
disaster response and recovery 

• Ensure that all response and recovery financial records are maintained throughout 
the emergency either on paper and/or within CCSF financial systems 

• Ensure that all equipment used and supplies procured are tracked and quantified 
for all CCSF and contract emergency personnel 

• Ensure that all financial recovery documentation is accurately maintained during 
the response and submitted to the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) and/or the Governor’s Office of Emergency Services / Homeland Security 
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Finance and Administration Section Positions  
• Finance and Administration Section Chief 

• Finance and Administration Deputy Section Chief 
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Section 4:  Mutual Aid 
Under the terms of California’s Disaster and Civil Defense Master Mutual Aid Agreement, 
statewide emergency assistance is provided on a voluntary basis from one jurisdiction to 
another at no cost to the receiving jurisdiction. Mutual aid is intended to ensure that 
adequate resources, facilities, and other emergency support are provided to jurisdictions 
whenever their own resources prove to be inadequate to cope with a given situation. 

To facilitate coordination and flow of mutual aid, 
CalOES oversees six mutual aid regions among 
the three administrative regions, as shown in 
Figure 4-1. The CCSF is located in Mutual Aid 
Region II within the CalOES Coastal Region.  

4.1 Mutual Aid Systems  
The California Mutual Aid System operates within 
the framework of the Master Mutual Aid Agreement 
and under the authority of the California 
Emergency Services Act. The system is a formal 
process designed to mobilize resources to and 
from emergency response agencies, local 
governments, OAs, regions, and the State with the 
intent to provide requesting agencies with sufficient 
resources.  

 
California Master Mutual Aid Systems                
California master mutual aid systems are discipline-specific mutual aid systems, to include 
Fire Service and Rescue, Law Enforcement, Emergency Services, and Medical and 
Health Services as shown in Table 4-1. 

  

Figure 4-1: California Mutual Aid and 
Administrative Regions 
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Table 4-1: California Master Mutual Aid Systems 
 

Coordinated by CalOES Coordinated 
by EMSA10 

Fire Service and 
Rescue Law Enforcement  Emergency 

Services11 Medical/Health  

Fire Service and Rescue 
Mutual Aid 

Law Enforcement Mutual 
Aid 

All other emergency 
services mutual aid not 
included in other 
systems 

Disaster 
Medical/Health 
Mutual Aid  

Urban Search and 
Rescue Mutual Aid 

Coroner/Medical Examiner 
Mutual Aid 

Emergency Managers 
Mutual Aid 

Mental Health 
Mutual Aid 

Hazardous Materials 
Mutual Aid 

Search and Rescue Mutual 
Aid 

Public Works Mutual 
Aid 

Mass Care and 
Shelter Mutual Aid 

Source: California State Emergency Plan, September 2005 

Fire Service and Rescue Mutual Aid System 
The Fire Service and Rescue Mutual Aid System is designed to coordinate the 
mobilization, organization, and operation of necessary fire and rescue resources on a 
local, OA, regional, and statewide basis in order to mitigate the effects of disasters. The 
day-to-day operations of the Fire Service and Rescue Mutual Aid System are managed by 
the CalOES Fire and Rescue Branch. For additional information regarding this system’s 
organization, responsibilities, and procedures, refer to the California Fire Service and 
Rescue Emergency Mutual Aid System, Mutual Aid Plan. 

Law Enforcement Mutual Aid System 
Maintained by the CalOES Law Enforcement Branch, the Law Enforcement Mutual Aid 
System is an ongoing cooperative effort among law enforcement agencies to coordinate 
State resources in support of local law enforcement during a wide range of emergencies. 
Law enforcement mutual aid is coordinated through seven mutual aid regions in 
California. Additional information on procedures, concepts, and state agency roles and 
resources within the system is available in the California Law Enforcement Mutual Aid 
Plan.  

Emergency Services Mutual Aid System 
The Emergency Services Mutual Aid System encompasses all other emergency services 
mutual aid that is not included in other systems (e.g., Public Works, Safety Assessment 
Program), which is also known as non-discipline specific mutual aid. Requests are 
coordinated and met through utilization of the Standardized Emergency Management 
System (SEMS). Emergency Managers Mutual Aid (EMMA) is a sub-system with the 
purpose of providing emergency management personnel from unaffected areas to support 
disaster operations in affected jurisdictions. Further information on EMMA can be found in 
the Emergency Managers Mutual Aid Plan. 

                                                 
10 Emergency Medical Services Authority 
11 For the purposes of this plan, the term Emergency Services Mutual Aid also refers to non-discipline-specific 
mutual aid. 
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Medical Health Mutual Aid System 
The California Emergency Medical Services Authority (EMSA) administers the 
Medical/Health Mutual Aid System. The purpose of the system is to identify, attain, and 
mobilize medical supplies and personnel from unaffected regions of the State to meet the 
needs of disaster victims. The coordination and acquisition of Medical/Health Mutual Aid 
resources involves Federal, State, and local agencies as well as the private sector 
(hospitals, medical supply vendors, ambulance companies, etc). 

Figure 4-2 illustrates the flow of the four mutual aid channels and how they are 
coordinated at each SEMS level. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source: California State Emergency Plan, September 2005 

 
Figure 4-2: Discipline-Specific Mutual Aid Systems 
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4.2 Mutual Aid Coordination 
To facilitate mutual aid, mutual aid coordinators are designated at the OA, regional, and 
State levels. The basic role of a mutual aid coordinator is to receive requests, coordinate 
the provision of resources from within the coordinator's geographic area of responsibility, 
and pass on unfilled requests to the next level.  

CCSF OA mutual aid coordinators (e.g., Law Enforcement, Fire Service and Rescue, 
Medical Health personnel) will be assigned to their appropriate CCSF DOCs.  If mutual aid 
requests do not fall into one of the discipline-specific mutual aid systems, then the 
requests are handled through the emergency services mutual aid system, managed by 
emergency management staff at the CCSF EOC.  

4.3 Non-Governmental Organizations, Special Districts, 
and Private Sector Organizations Mutual Aid  

The involvement of NGOs, special districts, and private sector organizations with CCSF 
mutual aid will vary according to the resources that may be made available and the types 
of resources needed. Some organizations may use internally established mutual aid 
systems/arrangements in order to acquire needed resources. For example, the American 
Red Cross will utilize the American Red Cross Disaster Services Human Resources 
System (DSHR) when a disaster response requires greater resourcing than can be 
provided from the local chapter.  
 
Resource needs that cannot be met through internal means will be requested through the 
California Mutual Aid System at the appropriate SEMS level. Organizations with extensive 
involvement in emergency response, such as the American Red Cross and Salvation 
Army, may be represented in the CCSF EOC or at an appropriate DOC. Other 
organizations may be asked to provide a representative to the EOC or a DOC if further 
collaboration is needed.  
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Appendix:  List of Abbreviations and 
Acronyms 

The following abbreviations and acronyms are used in this Emergency Response Plan: 

211 Information and Referral for Social Services 

311 Information and Referral for City and County of San Francisco Services 

ACC Animal Care and Control 

ACS Auxiliary Communications Service 

ARC American Red Cross 

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit 

CalOES California Office of Emergency Services 

CARD Collaborating Agencies Responding to Disaster 

CCSF City and County of San Francisco 

CO Controller’s Office 

ConOps Concept of Operations 

DBI Department of Building Inspection 

DEC Division of Emergency Communications 

DEM Department of Emergency Management 

DHR Department of Human Resources 

DOC Department Operations Center 

DOE Department of the Environment 

DPH Department of Public Health 

DPT Department of Parking and Traffic 

DPW Department of Public Works 

DSW Disaster Service Worker 

DT Department of Technology  

EDCC Emergency District Coordination Center 

EMMA Emergency Managers Mutual Aid 

EMS Emergency Medical Services 

EMSA California Emergency Medical Services Authority 

EOC Emergency Operations Center 

EOP Emergency Operations Plan 

ERP Emergency Response Plan 

ESF Emergency Support Function 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

GSA General Services Agency 

HSA Human Services Agency 

HSPD-5 Homeland Security Presidential Directive-5 

IC Incident Commander 
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ICS Incident Command System 

IT Information Technology 

JIC Joint Information Center 

JIS Joint Information System 

MACC Multi-Agency Coordination Center 

ME Medical Examiner 

MTA Municipal Transportation Agency 

Muni Municipal Railway 

NERT Neighborhood Emergency Response Team 

NGO Non-Governmental Organization 

NIMS National Incident Management System 

NRF National Response Framework 

OA Operational Area 

OCA Office of Contract Administration/Purchasing 

Port Port of San Francisco 

PUC Public Utilities Commission 

RECP Regional Emergency Coordination Plan 

REOC Regional Emergency Operations Center 

RIMS Regional Information Management System 

RPD Recreation and Parks Department 

SEMS Standardized Emergency Management System 

SFFD San Francisco Fire Department 

SFO San Francisco International Airport 

SFPD San Francisco Police Department 

SFSD San Francisco Sheriff’s Department 

SFUSD San Francisco Unified School District 

SOC State Operations Center 

SOP Standard Operating Procedure 
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Attachments 
Attachment #1: Local ESF Annexes .......................................................................... 73 

Attachment #2: ESF Department Representation ..................................................... 75 

Attachment #3: Local ESF Coordinating and Supporting Department Matrix ........ 77 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page is intentionally blank. 



 
 
 
 

  
Attachment #1: Local  73  CCSF Emergency Response Plan 
ESF Annexes     May 2017 

City and County of San Francisco  
Emergency Response Plan 
 

A
ttachm

ent #1 

Attachment #1: Local ESF Annexes 
 

Local ESFs are based on the National Response Framework, dated 2008 
 

ESF #1: Transportation 
   (Annex Completed) 

• Traffic restrictions 

• Civilian transportation support 

• Transportation safety 

• Coordination with the transportation 
industry (Federal, State, and local, 
including private and public) 

ESF #2: Communications 
   (Annex Completed) 

• Restoration/repair of telecommunications 
infrastructure 

• Coordination with the communications 
industry (Federal, State, and local, 
including private and public) 

ESF #3: Public Works and 
Engineering 
   (Annex Completed) 

• Infrastructure protection and emergency 
repair 

• Infrastructure restoration 

• Engineering services, construction 
management, debris management, 
damage assessment 

• Coordination with the public works and 
engineering industry (Federal, State, and 
local, including private and public) 

ESF #4: Firefighting 
   (Annex Completed) 

• Coordination with the firefighting industry 
(Federal, State, and local, including 
private and public) 

ESF #5: Emergency Management 
   (Annex Completed) 

• Coordination of event management 
activities 

• Issuance of mission assignments 

• Coordination with the emergency 
management industry (Federal, State, and 
local, including private and public) 

ESF #6: Mass Care, Housing, and 
Human Services 
  (Annex Completed) 

• Mass Care 

• Disaster housing 

• Human Services 

ESF #7: Logistics 
   (Annex Completed) 

• General resource support (facility space, 
office equipment and supplies, contracting 
services, etc.) 

• Volunteer/Donations Management  
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ESF #8: Public Health and Medical 
Services 
  (In Development) 

• Public Health 

• Medical Services 

• Mental Health 

• Mass Fatality 

• Food Safety and Security 

ESF #9: Urban Search and Rescue 
  (Annex Completed) 

• Heavy rescue, collapsed structure rescue, 
confined space rescue, high- and low-
angle rescue 

ESF #10: Oil and Hazardous 
Materials Response 
   (Part A: Land and  Part B: Marine 
Annexes Completed) 

• Inland and marine oil and hazardous 
materials (chemical, biological, 
radiological, etc.) response 

ESF #11: Animal Response 
   (Annex Completed) 

• Response and recovery during 
emergencies involving animals  

ESF #12: Water and Utilities 
   (Annex Completed) 

• Infrastructure assessment, repair, and 
restoration 

• Coordination with the energy industry 
(Federal, State, and local, including 
private and public) 

• Tagging/approval of electrical and gas 
industry connection 

ESF #13: Law Enforcement 
  (In Development) 

• Public safety/security support 

• Evacuation 

• Support for access, traffic, and crowd 
control issues 

• Coordination with the law enforcement 
industry (Federal, State, and local, 
including private and public) 

ESF #14: Recovery 
  (In Development) 

• All departments / agencies involved with 
long-term recovery assistance (such as 
restoration of infrastructure, housing, local 
economy)  

• Natural and cultural resources and historic 
properties protection and restoration 

ESF #15: Joint Information 
System 
   (Annex Completed) 

• Establish the Joint Information Center 

• Conduct media relations 

• Gather and disseminate public information 

ESF #16: Community Support 
  (Draft Completed) 

• Private Sector 

• Community Disaster Response Hubs 

• Schools, Universities, Colleges 
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Attachment #2: ESF Department Representation  
 

DOC Local ESFs 
Animal Care and Control 
(ACC) 

 ESF #6 

American Red Cross (ARC)  ESF #5, 6, 7, 8, 16 

Controller’s Office (CO)  ESF #5, 16 

Department of Building 
Inspection (DBI) 

 ESF #3, 5, 12 

Department of Emergency 
Management (DEM) 

 ESF #1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 

Department of Human 
Resources (DHR) 

 ESF #5, 6, 7, 13, 16 

Department of Parking and 
Traffic (DPT) 

 ESF #1, 3, 4, 9, 10, 12  

Department of Public Health 
(DPH) 

 ESF #4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11 

Department of Public Works 
(DPW) 

 ESF #1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 12 

Department of Technology 
(DT) 

 ESF #2, 3, 5, 12 

Fire Department (SFFD)  ESF #4, 5, 8, 9, 10 

General Services Agency 
(GSA) 

 ESF #2, 5, 7 

Human Services Agency 
(HSA) 

 ESF #6 

Municipal Railway (Muni)  ESF #1, 3 

Medical Examiner (ME)  ESF #4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 

Police Department (SFPD)  ESF #4, 5, 9, 10,13 

Public Utilities Commission 
(PUC) – (has 5 DOCs) 

 ESF #3, 5, 12 

Recreation and Parks 
Department (RPD) 

 ESF #3, 5, 6, 11 

Sheriff’s Department (SFSD)  ESF #4, 5, 9, 10, 13 

Unified School District 
(SFUSD) 

 ESF #5, 6, 16 

Port of San Francisco  ESF #1, 3, 10, 14, 15 

San Francisco International 
Airport (SFO) 

 ESF #1 

Treasure Island  n/a 
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Attachment #3: Local ESF Coordinating and Supporting Department Matrix 
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ESF #1         S    S S       C S S       

ESF #2 S S  S    S C      S  S             

ESF #3       S  S  S  S C S       S  S S     

ESF #4         S   S S S     S  S     C S S  

ESF #5     S S S S C S  S  S S  S  S  S   S S S S S S 

ESF #6   S  S    S S  S      C       S    S 

ESF #7     S    S S/C       C             

ESF #8     S    S   C    S   S       S    

ESF #9         S   S S S     S  S     C S S  

ESF #10         S   S S S     S  S     C S S  

ESF #11         S  S C             S     

ESF #12       S  S    S S S         C      

ESF #13         S S                 C S  

ESF #14         S           C          

ESF #15         C                     

ESF #16     S S   C S                   S 

Legend:  C = Coordinating Departments  S = Supporting Departments 
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Section 1: Introduction 

1.1 Coordinating and Supporting Departments 

Coordinating Department MTA  

Supporting Department(s) DEM, DPW, Port, SFO, SFPD, SFSD, BART 

1.2 ESF Responsibilities 
Department Responsibilities 

MTA  

• Coordinate all CCSF ESF #1 activities 

• Maintain contact with field personnel and/or DOC(s) 
involved with response operations 

• Staff EOC Transportation Branch as required 

• Request Mutual Aid when needed 

• Coordinate the use of additional transportation 
resources 

• Maintain communication with ESF #1 representatives; 
provide ongoing situation status updates 

DEM  
DPW 
Port 
SFO 
SFPD 
SFSD  
BART 

• Provide agency-specific damage assessment 
information 

• Send a representative to the relevant DOC(s) or EOC to 
assist with transportation activities 

• Provide ongoing situation status updates to the EOC 
and/or appropriate DOC 

• Assist with transportation route reconnaissance and 
reconfiguration 

• Perform other emergency responsibilities as assigned 

1.3 Purpose  
The Emergency Support Function (ESF) #1: Transportation Annex provides guidance for the 
effective coordination of citywide transportation response activities and identifies the actions of 
all involved entities during threatened or actual disaster events within the City and County of 
San Francisco (CCSF). The purpose of this function is to provide citywide coordination among 
aviation, maritime, surface, and railroad transportation activities, as well as between public and 
private organizations. 

1.4 Scope 
ESF #1: Transportation supports CCSF transportation response activities by facilitating the 
collection and coordination of transportation system information.  This annex details the 
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procedures, responsibilities, and concept of operations of ESF #1 during a potential, imminent, 
or declared emergency.  Specific objectives of ESF #1 are to: 

 Monitor and report status of damage to transportation systems, facilities, and 
infrastructure as a result of the incident. 

 Identify temporary alternative transportation solutions that can be implemented by others 
when systems or infrastructure are damaged, unavailable, or overwhelmed.  

 Coordinate the restoration and recovery of the transportation systems, facilities, and 
infrastructure. 

 Coordinate mutual aid assets through the Regional Emergency Operations Center 
(REOC) as the availability of regional assets is impacted by and/or has an effect on 
CCSF. 
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Section 2: Concept of Operations 

2.1 General Concepts 
ESF #1: Transportation is the responsibility of all the transportation systems and providers 
within CCSF. During a CCSF Emergency Operations Center (EOC) or transportation agency 
Department Operations Center (DOC) activation, the implementation of the ESF #1: 
Transportation Annex will be led by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) 
and supporting departments.  Procedures pertaining to this function are in compliance with the 
Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS), Incident Command System (ICS), the 
Regional Emergency Coordination Plan (RECP) Transportation Subsidiary Plan, and the San 
Francisco Emergency Response Plan (ERP).   

This Concept of Operations outlines the following elements of the Transportation function: 

 Transportation Primary Roles 

 Emergency Transportation of People 

 Emergency Transportation of Animals 

 Private Sector Partners 

 Information Flow 

 Organization and Structure 

 Responsibilities  

 Notification and Activation Procedures 

 Response Actions 

 Deactivation Procedures 

2.2 Transportation Primary Roles 
2.2.1 Transportation Department Operation Centers 
A DOC is an operational/logistical entity designed to serve as a departmental coordinating body 
in support of field-level incident management. Its broad function is to assist in bringing an 
incident to a close, to maintain internal department operations—e.g., continuity of operations 
(COOP) and continuity of government (COG)—and, when necessary, to collaborate a citywide 
response through the CCSF EOC.  
 
Depending on the type and scale of the event, CCSF transportation departments may activate 
their DOCs in order to better facilitate departmental response operations.  If the event is large in 
scale, Unified Command may be established among several CCSF departments to better 
coordinate field operations.  In addition, the CCSF EOC may be activated to coordinate a 
citywide emergency response.  If the EOC is activated, CCSF transportation departments may 
send a representative to the EOC Transportation Branch to assist with the citywide coordination 
of transportation activities.   
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The following CCSF transportation departments have DOCs that may be activated in an 
emergency situation: 

 Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA)  

o Municipal Railway (Muni) 

 Port of San Francisco (Port) 

 San Francisco International Airport (SFO) 

 

2.2.2 EOC Transportation Branch 
The primary purpose of the EOC Transportation Branch is to collect and disseminate 
information about the status, needs, and available resources of the transportation systems and 
infrastructure within CCSF.  The Transportation Branch will ensure that information is sufficiently 
verified and coordinated with EOC Operations Support Section branches, CCSF departments, 
and other transportation entities.  During an EOC activation, the Transportation Branch provides 
a single point within the City wherein all transportation-related information is collected and a 
common operating picture is developed.  With this information, the Transportation Branch will 
facilitate citywide coordination of the following activities:  

 Support route clearance and recovery activities 

 Designate ingress/egress routes for emergency response vehicles and personnel 

 Coordinate response operations designed to restore and maintain normal operations of 
CCSF public transportation systems 

 Designate evacuation routes and provide evacuation information to emergency 
responders and the Joint Information Center (JIC) 

 Assist with the transportation of individuals unable to evacuate themselves 

 Assist with transportation of the ill and injured under ESF #8: Public Health and Medical 
Services, and those in custody under ESF #13: Law Enforcement 

 Provide transportation for CCSF Disaster Service Workers (DSWs) and emergency 
responders during recall operations, to include busing employees from outside the city to 
various work locations within the city (see Appendix C: Operation Return Plan) 

 Assist with the transport of emergency commodities and assets  
 

The Transportation Branch is composed of liaisons from MTA, the Port of San Francisco, the 
San Francisco International Airport (SFO), Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), and any other 
transportation agency deemed appropriate to the situation.  The EOC Transportation Branch 
has direct lines of communication with other city departments, regional and state authorities, 
and private sector partners.  

Transportation Branch Positions  

According to the needs of the event, the following positions may be activated within the 
Transportation Branch: 
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 Transportation Branch Coordinator: The Transportation Branch Coordinator is the 
designated branch lead, and is responsible for coordinating information to and from the 
Transportation Branch and the EOC Operations Section.  The Transportation Branch 
Coordinator will be staffed by a representative from MTA.   
 

The Transportation Branch Coordinator is responsible for the following:  

o Collect and compile situation status reports from transportation DOCs on a 
recurring basis; submit situation status reports to the Planning Section Situation 
Status Unit; provide updates to the Operations Support Section Chief 

o Disseminate EOC Action Plans and Cumulative Situation Status Reports to 
branch staff and associated DOCs 

o Ensure that objectives proposed to EOC Action Plan meet the needs to bring the 
situation under control 

o Coordinate with regional partners to provide resources to restore air, water, and 
land transportation systems (the REOC; Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
[MTC]) 

o Coordinate and assist with the development of alternative solutions and 
resources in order to complete missions tasked to the branch 

 Route Recovery Unit Leader: The Route Recovery Unit Leader will coordinate with the 
Infrastructure Branch, California Highway Patrol (CHP), and CalTrans to gather 
assessment data about damage to roads and highways, and with the Infrastructure 
Branch, Construction and Engineering Group to identify priority routes and develop and 
implement route recovery plans.  The Route Recovery Unit Leader will also coordinate 
with the Law Enforcement Branch and the Human Services Branch to facilitate the 
following: 

o Evacuation transportation  

o Transportation of the ill, injured, and those in custody with law enforcement 

o Transportation of DSWs and emergency responders during recall operations 

o Transportation of emergency commodities and assets  

 Traffic Control Unit Leader: The Traffic Control Unit Leader will coordinate with the 
MTA DOC and the Law Enforcement Branch to ensure that appropriate traffic control 
measures are in place.  

 Mass Transit Unit Leader: The Mass Transit Unit Leader will coordinate the 
assessment of all mass transit systems, facilities, and infrastructure within CCSF.  The 
Mass Transit Unit will then coordinate mass transit restoration and recovery activities 
with the appropriate local and/or regional entities.  These may include the following:  

o MTA  

o BART 

o Caltrain 

o San Mateo Transit District (SamTrans) 
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o Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) 

o Alameda-Contra Costa Transit (AC Transit) 

o MTC 

o Other private mass transportation providers throughout the region 

 Water Transportation Unit Leader: The Water Unit Leader will coordinate the 
assessment and restoration of water-based transportation systems, facilities, and 
infrastructure within CCSF.  The Water Unit Leader may coordinate with the following 
water transportation entities: 

o Port 

o Ferry Companies 

o United States Coast Guard 

o Water Emergency Transit Authority (WETA) 

o Other private water transportation providers throughout the region 

 Air Transportation Unit Leader: The Air Unit Leader will coordinate the assessment 
and restoration of air transportation systems, facilities, and infrastructure.  Information 
and operations will be coordinated with air transportation entities throughout the region, 
to include:  

o SFO  

o Oakland International Airport (OAK)  

o Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport (SJC)  

o Moffett Federal Airfield (NUQ) in Mountain View and Sunnyvale, Santa Clara 
County 

o Travis Air Force Base (SUU) in Fairfield, Solano County 

o Concord/Buchanan Field Airport (CCR) in Concord, Contra Costa County 

o Hayward Executive Airport (HWD) in Hayward, Alameda County 

o Livermore Municipal Airport (LVK) in Livermore, Alameda County 

o Napa County Airport (APC) in Napa, Napa County 

o Palo Alto Airport (PAO) in Palo Alto, Santa Clara County 

o Reid-Hillview Airport (RHV) in San Jose, Santa Clara County 

o San Carlos Airport (SQL) in San Carlos, San Mateo County 

o Charles M. Schulz - Sonoma County Airport (STS) in Santa Rosa, Sonoma 
County  

o Other private air transportation providers throughout the region 
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2.3 Emergency Transportation of People 
2.3.1 Evacuation 
The authority for evacuation orders, along with managing the movement of evacuees, is the 
responsibility of the San Francisco Police Department (SFPD), with logistical support by many 
other City departments.  Evacuation authorities are defined at both the State and City levels in 
the Closing Areas in Emergencies Section of the California Penal Code 409.5(a) and the 
Government Code, Section 8607. 
 
In addition to SFPD, other officials may issue an evacuation order. The order can be issued by 
the Mayor in consultation with the San Francisco Department of Emergency Management 
(DEM) Director and/or the Policy Group, or the following individuals or their designee: 

 DEM Director 

 San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Chief 

 San Francisco Sheriff’s Department (SFSD) Sheriff 

 Department of Public Health (DPH) Director 

Once approved, SFPD and their mutual aid partners will be dispatched to affect the order if it is 
safe to do so.  
 
The following City departments and supporting organizations may be involved in an evacuation 
order: 
 

City Departments and Supporting Organizations 
American Red Cross (ARC) San Francisco Police Department (SFPD) 

Building Owners and  Managers Association  

(BOMA – SF) 
San Francisco Sheriff’s Department (SFSD) 

California Highway Patrol (CHP) San Francisco Unified School District  (SFUSD) 

San Francisco Animal Care and Control (ACC) San Francisco Giants / AT&T Park (SFG/ATTP) 
San Francisco Department of Building 
Inspection (DBI) 

Mayor’s Office (MO) 

San Francisco Department of Emergency 
Management (DEM) 

Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) 

San Francisco Department of Public Health 
(DPH) 

Port of San Francisco (Port) 

San Francisco Department of Public Works 
(DPW) 

Neighborhood Emergency Response Team 
(NERT) Under SFFD 

San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Public Utilities Commission (PUC) 

San Francisco Human Services Agency (HSA) United States Coast Guard (USCG) 

San Francisco Office of the Chief Medical 
Examiner (OCME) 

 

Table 2-1: Agencies Potentially Involved in an Evacuation Order 
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Evacuation Routes 

Evacuation routes will be established by SFPD, in collaboration with DPW, MTA, Caltrans, and 
CHP. Appendix D: Financial District Evacuation Plan identifies evacuation routes from within the 
city to the Embarcadero. MTA will staff traffic control points until the above listed departments 
have sufficient resources to implement road and street closures.  

 DPW will place message boards at requested intersections to divert traffic along the 
evacuation routes if required  

 SFPD, SFSD, and CHP will provide security by setting up roadblocks, barricades, and/or 
a system of patrols; DPW may also provide assistance with barricades 

For further details about evacuation, please refer to Appendix D: Financial District Evacuation 
Plan. 
 

2.3.2 Operation Return Plan 
All CCSF employees are designated as Disaster Service Workers (DSWs) during a disaster 
situation.  However, many DSWs do not live within city boundaries, and will need special 
transportation assistance in order to report to work in San Francisco. The same is true of 
emergency responders who work in Federal, State, and critical private sector positions. 
Following a disaster that severely impacts normal transit routes in and around the City, the 
CCSF Operation Return Plan (Operation Return) will be activated.  Operation Return provides 
DSW and emergency responders with transportation into and around the City, and tourists and 
non-residents transportation out of the city.  
 
Operation Return is CCSF’s plan to transport responders who arrive in San Francisco via the 
Regional Emergency Coordination Plan: Transportation Coordination and Response Plan. 
Buses, trains, planes, and boats will transport those incoming DSW’s and emergency 
responders to Collection Points in San Francisco. 

 
Operation Return provides transportation options and guidelines within, outside of, and around 
San Francisco following an event where normal transportation is shutdown on two of the four 
major transportation arteries. Operation Return activation affects all CCSF agencies employing 
DSW’s, as well as other emergency responders who must enter San Francisco for work. 
Implementation of Operation Return specifically relies on the following agencies: 

 MTA   

 Port 

 DPW 
 DHR 
 DEM 
 SFPD 
 California Emergency Management Agency (CalEMA), Coastal Region (REOC) 
 MTC 
 USCG 
 WETA 
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Operation Return assumes coordination from the Transportation Branch, which is responsible 
for coordinating response and recovery support activities of the CCSF’s public and private mass 
transportation systems. MTA is the designated lead agency for the branch when the Operation 
Return Plan is activated. The Port, SFO, DHR, DEM, SFPD, CHP, BART, and Caltrain are 
designated support agencies. The EOC Transportation Branch personnel have direct lines of 
communication with other city departments, regional and state authorities, and private sector 
partners.  
 

For further information about Operation Return, see Appendix C: Operation Return Plan. 
 
2.3.3 Paratransit 
San Francisco Paratransit, operated by MTA, provides an essential lifeline of service which links 
the San Francisco Bay Area disabled and transit dependent population to life sustaining, critical 
medical and other necessary services.  When a disaster occurs, damage to CCSF 
transportation infrastructure, including paratransit services, may result in a significant decrease 
of available service.   
 
During an emergency event, San Francisco Paratransit may be called upon to provide 
transportation for life sustaining medical treatment, supplemental services for emergency 
response, or for assistance in recovery efforts.  Specifically, San Francisco Paratransit may 
support emergency transportation activities in the following areas: 
 

 Support MTA with the emergency movement of people by providing personnel   and/or 
resources such as paratransit buses and vans  

 Continue operation of San Francisco paratransit services by supplying passengers with 
needed transportation to life-sustaining medical appointments, support facilities, etc., as 
the situation permits 

 Communicate service changes, interruptions, or suspensions of San Francisco 
Paratransit’ service to contract service providers and customers 

Paratransit services will be conducted by organizations pre-identified by and contracted through 
MTA, or by community-based organizations, such as On-Lok.  Presently, the Mayor’s Office on 
Disability and the Disability Disaster Preparedness Committee is working to engage the non-
profit and service providers who work with seniors and disabled persons in a Statement of 
Understanding Project (SOU).  

2.4 Emergency Transportation of Animals 
2.4.1 Animal Care 
The Animal Care and Control (ACC) representative in the Human Services Branch will 
coordinate with the Transportation Branch to arrange for the transportation of injured animals to 
triage areas, field hospitals, or other operational animal facilities as deemed necessary.  
Ongoing assessments will be made to determine the type and number of transportation vehicles 
that will be needed.  This information will be relayed to the ACC DOC or the ESF #11: Animal 
Response representative in the EOC as appropriate.  For further information, refer to the ESF 
#11: Animal Response Annex. 
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2.5 Private Sector Partners 
2.5.1 Private Sector and Non-Governmental Organizations 
Some private sector organizations, such as privately owned utilities and transit companies, play 
a direct response role in emergency transportation. Others may assist in providing response 
and recovery resources. Responsibilities of private sector organizations and non-governmental 
organizations may include: 

 Transporting goods, providing equipment, removing debris, and performing other 
response and recovery functions under contracts with local and state governments 

 Providing status reports and sending liaisons to local EOCs, Operational Area EOCs, the 
REOC, or the State Operations Center (SOC) upon request 

 Coordinating with government agencies to facilitate an effective restoration of services 

 Providing specific emergency response and recovery roles (for example, the American 
Red Cross, represented in the REOC Care and Shelter Branch, the SOC, and most 
Operational Area EOCs, may provide care and shelter for displaced persons during a 
regional emergency or disaster) 

 Providing resources to support an emergency event in response to a Governor’s Order, 
as authorized in the Emergency Services Act 

 Receiving EOC Cumulative Situation Status Reports in order to inform field-level 
response teams 

 
Private sector partners that may have a role in mass transportation operations include the 
following: 

Table 2-2: ESF #1 Private Sector Partners 

 

Private Sector Partners 

AC Transit Golden Gate Ferry 

Angel Island/Tiburon Ferry Golden Gate Transit 

BART Greyhound Lines 

Bayline Tours Hotel Transit Vans    

Blue & Gold Fleet SamTrans 

Caltrain Taxis (Luxor, Desoto, Yellow, Black & White) 

Coach America Veolia Transportation 
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2.6 Information Flow 
ESF #1 facilitates communication among multiple response levels during citywide coordination 
of transportation information. The following provides an overview of the various ESF #1 
coordination levels that maintain communication during a disaster event.  Figure 2-1 below 
depicts the relationship of how information is collected and passed up from the field level to the 
EOC and from the EOC back to the field level.  
 

 Field Level  
o Assess and monitor the status of transportation systems 

o Implement transportation operations as necessary 

o Submit frequent situation status reports to the appropriate DOC 

o Repair and restore transportation roadways, facilities, and infrastructure 

 DOC Level 
o Maintain communication with the field level regarding the status transportation 

systems 

o Receive requests for resources from the field; fulfill requests internally or 
communicate requests to the EOC 

o Coordinate with the appropriate agencies to plan for multiple operational period needs 

o Submit periodic situation reports to the EOC 

 EOC Transportation Branch 
o Gather information from DOC representatives on a continual basis 

o Submit DOC situation status reports to the Transportation Branch Coordinator 

o Disseminate cumulative EOC situation status reports to the DOC and field level teams 

o Coordinate with regional, State, or Federal entities as necessary 

 Operations Support Section Chief  
o Ensure EOC situational awareness of ongoing transportation system status/issues 

o Exchange information about  support operations, needed resources, and field 
situation status for projected multiple-operational periods 

o Develop objectives in the EOC Action Plan to mitigate further transportation damage 
and restore needed transportation services 

 Supporting ESF Departments 
o Support MTA as the lead agency in transportation system issues; support the EOC, 

DOC(s), and field operations as requested 

o Maintain communication with appropriate departmental representatives by providing 
frequent situation status updates 
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Figure 2-1: ESF #1: Transportation Information Flow 
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2.7 Transportation Organization and Structure  
2.7.1 Organization  

ESF #1 encompasses support from numerous transportation entities to ensure that citywide 
transportation information and activities are communicated and conducted in a coordinated 
manner. The EOC Transportation Branch is the central location in which this coordination takes 
place during a major CCSF event. Figure 2-2 depicts the relationship between the EOC 
Transportation Branch and the various involved CCSF departments, as well as its coordination 
within the EOC.  

 
 

 
 

Figure 2-2: ESF #1: Transportation Organization 
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2.7.2 Transportation Responsibilities 
The following table identifies the overall roles and responsibilities of each entity that may be 
involved with an ESF #1 activation.  Entities needed to support ESF #1 operations will vary and 
will be determined according to the needs of the event.  

Entity   Responsibility 
CCSF Entities 

MTA 

• Activate MTA DOC as necessary 

• If activated, send an MTA representative to act as a liaison between the EOC 
and the MTA DOC  

• Coordinate the collection, organization, and dissemination of information about 
the operational status of ESF #1 agencies 

• Report all road closures, and ensure that accurate information about road 
closures is communicated to the EOC Situation Status Unit and Operations 
Support Section Chief 

• Forward all transportation resource and assistance requests that cannot be 
filled internally to the EOC Logistics Section, noting which requests require 
involvement from the REOC 

• Liaise with state and federal ESF #1 agencies; ensure appropriate integration 
of state and federal agencies into local command and support organizations 

• Ensure damage assessments are performed on transportation systems, 
infrastructure, facilities, and equipment 

• Provide personnel for enforcement of traffic control points  

• Assist Muni and DPW with the identification of alternate routes of travel 

• Assist emergency responders with traffic enforcement as requested 

• Provide road signage for access to and egress from incident site 

• Assist with control and access to and from the incident site 

• Report updated situation status, damage assessment, and road closure 
information to the EOC Transportation Branch 

• After DPW verifies bus routes, distribute route information and maps to EOC,  
DOCs, and Unified Command Post; communicate updates on route status to 
field units 

• Develop alternate routes and collection points based on streets that are 
accessible to buses, per the Operation Return Plan 

• Re-route transportation services in order to avoid area congestion 

• Report updated situation status, damage assessment, and closure information 
to the EOC Transportation Branch 

BART • Report updated situation status and information to the EOC Transportation 
Branch 

DEM • Activate the EOC  

• Assist in acquiring regional, State, and Federal resources, if requested 
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Entity   Responsibility 

DPW 

• Activate DPW DOC as necessary 

• Report updated situation status information to the EOC Transportation Branch 

• Maintain accurate information regarding road closures; ensure this information 
is accurately submitted to the EOC Situation Status Unit and the Operations 
Support Section Chief 

• Support traffic management through placing barricades, placing signage, 
adjusting traffic signals, etc. 

• Clean streets for essential routes 

Port  

• Activate Port DOC as necessary 

• On land, coordinate with law enforcement (SFPD) for crowd control  

• On water, coordinate with SFPD Marine Unit, SFFD Fire Boat, USCG, and 
WETA 

• Report updated situation status, damage assessment, and transportation 
closure information to the EOC Transportation Branch 

• Determine regional ferry debarkation and CCSF collection point site status; if 
pre-determined ferry collection points are unusable 

• Establish alternate ferry terminals and provide new maps for distribution to the 
Port, MTA, and SFPD at ferry collection points when Operation Return is 
activated 

• Identify needed materials or personnel resources (e.g. barricades, staff, etc.) 
in order to carry out Transportation Branch functions 

• Develop new transportation information for immediate dissemination to the 
EOC, DOCs, and the JIC for release to the media outlets  

SFO 

• Activate the SFO DOC as necessary 

• If appropriate, send a SFO representative to staff the EOC Transportation 
Branch, Air Unit 

• Report updated situation status and damage assessment information to the 
EOC Transportation Branch 

• Through coordination with the Transportation Branch, conduct assessments 
and restoration of SFO systems, facilities, and infrastructure 

• Ensure that information and air operations are coordinated with air 
transportation entities throughout the region 

SFPD / 
SFSD 

• Activate the SFPD and SFSD DOC as necessary 

• Request traffic control through MTA 

• Determine evacuation routes, manage evacuation traffic, and evacuate 
citizens to safety zones 

• Provide Port with enforcement of security and safety zones using law 
enforcement officers as requested through the EOC  

• SFPD Marine Unit will work collaboratively with USCG and Neptune Coalition 
to secure resources from outside the region, if necessary 

• Ensure efforts are coordinated with the Port, SFFD, and MTA 

• If Operation Return has been activated, ensure that law enforcement officers 
track DSWs getting on bus, prioritize loading of buses, and establish perimeter 
security and crowd control measures 
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Entity   Responsibility 
Regional/State/Federal Entities 

 CalEMA 
 

• Activate the REOC 

• Receive a damage report (Situation Status Report) that includes damage, 
incapacitation, closure of facilities and of major roads; casualties sustained 
on transportation systems in the City and County of San Francisco  

• Notify MTC, Caltrans, WETA, CHP, USCG and other affected 
transportation agencies that an emergency response is underway in San 
Francisco.  

• Prepare, coordinate, and communicate regional emergency information, 
response activities, resources, and transportation capabilities available to 
respond to the transportation needs for CCSF  

• Receive and process a request, from the CCSF EOC for CCSF Operation 
Return activation, for the issuance of an activation order to the MTC 

• Issue a mission assignment to the MTC to activate the Regional 
Emergency Coordination Plan and Regional Transportation Coordination 
and Response Plan.  

• In coordination with the MTC and USCG, notify the CCSF EOC 
Transportation Branch Coordinator that Operation Return is operational, 
and the types and levels of service transit providers in and near the 
affected area are capable of and will provide. 

• Make decisions when competing demands for limited resources exist 

CHP 

• Enforce route restrictions on California roadways and bridges 

• Implement road and street closures in the affected areas 

• Assist with establishing and securing traffic control and access points as 
needed 

• Inform the EOC Transportation Branch, in conjunction with the 511 Traveler 
Information System and Caltrans, of information for roadway conditions, 
capacity, and delays within or affecting CCSF 

MTC 

• Activate the MTC EOC  

• Coordinate the response of Bay Area transit resources among mass 
transportation agencies, CalEMA, USCG, CHP and CalTrans  

• Activate the Regional Emergency Coordination Plan and Regional 
Transportation Coordination and Response Plan 

• Notify the REOC and CCSF EOC of those activations, and establish the 
schedule for collecting Situation Status Reports.  

• Establish the types and levels of services that transit providers in and near 
the affected areas are capable of and will be providing while the Plan is 
activated  

• Manage the 511 Traveler Information System, which is a free phone and 
Internet service providing up-to-the-minute information on Bay Area traffic 
conditions; incidents; detour routes; driving times; schedule, route and fare 
information for public transit services; transportation alternatives; park-ride 
facilities; and other information 
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Entity   Responsibility 

USCG 
 

• Maintain, monitor, and report on the safety and navigability of Bay Area 
Waterways; and conduct patrols of waterways within the affected area 

• Make and enforce decisions regarding the use, opening or closing of Bay 
Area waterways or ports to vessel traffic. Notify REOC and WETA of 
decisions 

• Activate, if required, a mutual aid assistance plan to San Francisco and 
Treasure Island, in which ferry operators in the region have agreed to 
respond to incidents that threaten the safety of passengers and crew 
aboard vessels in the San Francisco Bay and the California Delta 

• Raise and lower the MARSEC level as appropriate. During MARSEC 3, the 
ports will likely be shut down 

• Provide emergency response services as requested by REOC 

WETA 

• Coordinate waterborne emergency transportation response with REOC 

• Receive and coordinate requests for basic waterborne transportation 
services from MTC, Op Areas, other transit operators, and REOC. WETA is 
the current coordinator for contracts with private ferry companies 

• Coordinate emergency transportation response functions with port staff 

• Provide information to MTC regarding terminal locations, schedules and 
capacities 

 

 
 

2.8 Notification and Activation  
2.8.1 Notification 
In the event of a CCSF emergency requiring citywide transportation coordination, MTA in 
coordination with the San Francisco Department of Emergency Management (DEM) will 
determine the activation needs of ESF #1.  Notification will then be issued to relevant supporting 
ESF #1 departments, and to any additional departments or agencies as required. Notification 
will be distributed via the most appropriate communications equipment for the event 
requirements, and will detail incident information, reporting instructions, and any relevant 
coordination information.   

2.8.2 Activation 
ESF #1 activation will be concurrent with any incident requiring an elevated need for 
transportation coordination.  The level of activation will be determined according to the needs 
and magnitude of the event. Transportation DOC(s) and/or EOC coordination may be necessary 
during the following situations:  

 During any event where transportation operations exceed the capacity of normal 
operations 

 During regional activities that require activation of multiple transportation DOCs 

 The magnitude of the event requires mutual aid  

Table 2-3: ESF #1 Responsibilities 
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 Response and recovery operations will involve multiple city departments 

 Response and/or recovery efforts are expected to last an extended period of time 

Scalable Activation 

ESF #1 operations will increase or decrease based on the type and nature of the emergency 
and the magnitude of the event.  The level of activation is generally based on an event’s 
resource or staffing requirements and the impact on the community.  Table 2-2 below illustrates 
a scalable emergency response activation according to event type.  

 
  Emergency 

Situation Example Coordinating 
Department Activation Type 

Simple Event  
An event involving routine 
assistance from supporting 
departments. 

MTA 
• Field Operations 

• DOCs (as necessary) 

Complex Event  

A large-scale event that requires 
assistance from multiple 
departments/ESFs, and/or EOC 
activation.  

MTA 

• Field Operations 

• DOCs  

• EOC (as necessary) 

Table 2-4: Scalable ESF #1 Activation 
 

2.8.3 Response Actions  

Step 1: Initial Assessment 

 Transportation entity field units conduct initial damage assessments  

 Identify infrastructure damage or potential major problems that may impact transportation 
systems; report to department supervisors  

Step 2: Activate DOC(s); Provide EOC Staff 

 If appropriate, activate the MTA DOC, Port DOC, and SFO DOC  

 If EOC is activated, send departmental representatives as requested to staff the 
Transportation Branch  

o Determine activation needs of Transportation Branch Units and assign unit 
leader responsibilities to the most appropriate personnel 

 Make notifications to affected transportation agencies in CCSF, the REOC, MTC, and 
Caltrans 

Step 3: Gather Information 

Obtain continual situational awareness of the entire transportation network for specific impacts 
from the incident. Information will be gathered from the following sources:  

 Transportation personnel in the field 

 Other responding departments 
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 Transportation DOCs 

 Private transportation entities 

 Regional transportation entities (MTC, WETA) 

 State and Federal agencies, as appropriate (Department of Traffic [DOT], the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency [FEMA], etc.)  

 Media (via broadcast, web information, blogs, print, social media)  
 

Step 4: Coordinate Response Activities 

 Identify potential major problems and mitigate minor problems on priority roadways and at 
roadway structures 

 In collaboration with DPW or the EOC Infrastructure Branch, identify temporary alternative 
transportation solutions to be implemented by others when primary systems or routes are 
unavailable or overwhelmed 

o Provide Muni vehicle operators and copilots, plus law enforcement officers, with 
route information and maps 

o Update all affected transportation agencies of road closures and route changes 

 Implement appropriate air traffic and airspace management measures 

 Coordinate the issuance of regulatory waivers and exemptions 

 In the event of an evacuation or activation of Operation Return, notify SFPD of security 
needs at all the collection points such as perimeter security, crowd control issues, and 
assistance for: 

o Loading DSWs and/or emergency responders on Operation Return shuttles 

o Crowd management for people leaving on out-bound regional vehicles 

o Tracking DSW’s as they board vehicles for destination locations 

Step 5: Coordinate/Obtain Resources  

 Arrange and acquire required resources such as: buses, trains, planes, taxi’s, shuttle 
vans, ferries (both locally and regionally), and vehicle operators, co-pilots, and support 
personnel 

 Notify and request assistance from supporting departments as needed 

 Determine additional transportation resource needs and request mutual aid assistance 
as necessary 

 Track all costs including personnel time, fuel, repairs and resources for reimbursement 
and cost expenditure records 

Step 6: Release Public Information 

 Provide information and instructions to the JIC or Public information officers (PIOs) for 
the public, regarding transportation system use 

 Disseminate emergency information and guidance to the public, private, and government 
organizations 
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 Initial public information includes, but not be limited to, the following: 

o Damage assessment and estimated/anticipated duration  

o Transportation actions to resolve issues 

o Collaborative community efforts from businesses, industries, and residents  

Step 7: Continue to Monitor, Track, and Inform 

 Monitor and report the status of and damage to the transportation system and 
infrastructure 

 Receive and respond to requests for information 

 Provide situation updates, as necessary 

 Obtain continual situational awareness of the entire transportation network for specific 
impacts from the incident. 

 

2.8.4 Deactivation 
ESF #1 will be deactivated when the need for additional transportation coordination has 
diminished, ceased, or returned to normal operations.  Deactivation of ESF #1 may occur 
incrementally according to the need or lack of need for specific ESF #1 functions.  ESF #1 may 
be deactivated or scaled back at the discretion of MTA, the EOC Manager, or the Operations 
Support Section Chief once a plan for demobilization has been coordinated.   
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Section 3: Planning Assumptions 
The following planning assumptions for ESF #1: Transportation apply: 

 Roads and bridges immediately surrounding the affected area will be damaged or 
heavily congested, impairing emergency transportation to, from, and within the area. 

 Disasters can reduce the availability of many local resources and may require the 
transportation of resources to the affected area. 

 Hazards that affect CCSF may damage transportation infrastructure and may hamper 
the movement of emergency personnel and delay the delivery of vital resources.   

 Transportation missions may include: 

o Support to general evacuation, including traffic management (e.g., road 
closures, altering traffic signals, etc.) 

o Support to evacuation of vulnerable populations 

o Supporting management of traffic around incident sites to secure the site 
and allow for adequate ingress/egress of emergency vehicles 

o Transport of the elderly or other vulnerable populations who might be 
stranded in their homes 

o Transportation of emergency workers and other critical personnel 

o Transportation of materials such as supplies, fuel, and equipment 

 In addition to the coordinating/supporting agencies with ESF #1 responsibilities, ESF #1 
interagency coordination may also involve: 

o Regional and/or state entities for mutual aid 

o Public safety agencies, PUC, and others regarding priorities for the 
restoration of critical routes 

o Law enforcement agencies regarding traffic control 

o PIOs and/or the citywide JIC, enacting ESF #15: Joint Information System, 
to keep stakeholders and the public informed about road closures, alternate 
routes, and the timing of route restoration 
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Appendix A: List of Abbreviations and Acronyms 
The following abbreviations and acronyms are used in this annex: 
 

AC Transit Alameda-Contra Costa Transit 

ACC Animal Care and Control 

APC Napa County Airport 

ARC American Red Cross 

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit 

BOMA Building Owners and Managers Association 

CalEMA California Emergency Management Agency 

CCR Concord/Buchanan Field Airport 

CCSF City and County of San Francisco 

CHP California Highway Patrol 

COG Continuity of Government 

COOP Continuity of Operations  

DBI Department of Building Inspection 

DEM Department of Emergency Management 

DOC Departmental Operations Center 

DPH Department of Public Health 

DPW Department of Public Works 

DSW Disaster Service Worker 

EOC Emergency Operations Center 

ERP Emergency Response Plan 

ESF Emergency Support Function 

HSA Human Services Agency 

HWD Hayward Executive Airport 

ICS Incident Command System 

JIC Joint Information Center 

LVK Livermore Municipal Airport 

MO Mayor’s Office 

MTA Municipal Transit Authority 

MTA Municipal Transportation Agency 

MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

NERT Neighborhood Emergency Response Team 

NUQ Moffett Federal Airfield  

OAK Oakland International Airport 

OCME Office of the Chief Medical Examiner 
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PAO Palo Alto Airport 

PIO Public Information Officer 

Port Port of San Francisco 

PUC Public Utilities Commission 

RECP Regional Emergency Coordination Plan 

REOC Regional Emergency Operations Center 

RHV Reid-Hillview Airport 

SamTrans San Mateo Transit District 

SEMS Standardized Emergency Management System 

SFFD San Francisco Fire Department 

SFG/ATTP San Francisco Giants / AT&T Park 

SFO San Francisco International Airport 

SFPD San Francisco Police Department 

SFSD San Francisco Sheriffs Department 

SFUSD San Francisco Unified School District 

SJC Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport 

SOC State Operations Center 

SQL San Carlos Airport 

STS Charles M. Schulz – Sonoma County Airport 

SUU Travis Air Force Base 

USCG United States Coast Guard 

VTA Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

WETA Water Emergency Transit Authority 
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Appendix C: Operation Return Plan  
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https://www.spur.org/publications/spur-report/2012-05-21/ocean-beach-master-plan 
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June 26, 2023  
 
Mail: Christopher Huitt  
Senior Environmental Scientist  
California State Lands CSLC  
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South  
Sacramento, CA 95825 
CSLC.CSLCmeetings@slc.ca.gov 
 
Transmitted via Electronic Mail to CEQA.comments@slc.ca.gov  
 
Re:  S.F. Bay and Delta Sand Mining Project NOP Comments  
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
 On behalf of San Francisco Baykeeper (“Baykeeper”) and our over five thousand members 
and supporters who use and enjoy the environmental, recreational, and aesthetic qualities of San 
Francisco Bay and its surrounding tributaries and ecosystems, and on behalf of Citizens Committee 
to Complete the Refuge (CCCR), with a membership of 2,000 and an ongoing history of interest in 
wetlands protection, wetlands restoration and wetlands acquisition, we respectfully submit these 
comments for consideration by the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) with regard to your 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) to the San 
Francisco Bay and Delta Sand Mining Project (Project) EIR (certified on October 19, 2012), which 
involves the reapproval of leases.  
 

Baykeeper’s mission is to defend San Francisco Bay from the biggest threats and hold 
polluters and government agencies accountable to create healthy communities and help wildlife 
thrive. Our team of scientists and lawyers investigate pollution via aerial and water patrols, 
strengthen regulations through science and policy advocacy, and enforce environmental laws on 
behalf of the public. Baykeeper has an ongoing history of protecting the bed and substrate of the Bay 
as a limited resource for the public in perpetuity. We have dedicated significant resources to 
ensuring commercial sand mining is conducted in a sustainable manner as well as ensuring 
navigational dredging is conducted in a manner protective of the Bay’s water quality. 

 
CCCR’s senior members were part of a group of citizens who became alarmed at the 

degradation of the Bay and its wetlands. They joined together, and with the support of Congressman 
Don Edwards, requested that Congress establish the Nation’s first national wildlife refuge in an 
urban setting. The process took seven long years and in 1972 legislation was passed to form the San 
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Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge (“Refuge”). They turned to Mr. Edwards again, and in 1988 
(the first year he submitted it), his legislation to double the size of the Refuge was signed into law. 
The Refuge now bears his name in honor of his efforts.  

 
CCCR recognizes the challenges posed by climate change and reduced sediment supply 

within San Francisco Bay and the adverse impacts this will have on tidal wetlands. The San 
Francisco Bay estuary supports 77% of the State’s remaining tidal wetlands. With rising sea levels, 
diminishing sediment import to the Bay, and our history of developing the shoreline, tidal wetlands 
are at risk of drowning. Therefore, they have an active interest in issues that pose significant adverse 
impacts to the Bay ecosystem and to the continued resilience of shoreline communities. CCCR have 
participated and continue to participate in processes that develop guidance regarding actions needed 
to protect the ecological health of the Bay, while also protecting shoreline communities. 
 
 San Francisco Bay is experiencing a sediment deficit that cannot be replenished via natural 
pathways. This sediment supply deficit will be exacerbated by sea level rise which will further 
increase the demand for sediment to raise Bay mudflats and marshes. In order to combat sea level 
rise, it is imperative that the CSLC keep as much sediment as possible in the Bay’s ecosystem. 
 

Baykeeper has previously challenged the CSLC’s approval of the Project pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the public trust doctrine. On November 18, 2015, 
the First District Court of Appeal found that the CSLC failed to fulfill its public trust obligations 
prior to approval of the Project and directed the trial court to grant Baykeeper’s Petition for Writ of 
Mandate on that basis. On May 16, 2016, the trial court issued a Preemptory Writ of Mandate 
ordering the CSLC to set aside its lease approvals related to the Project and, “before voting on 
whether to reapprove the leases, conduct a public trust analysis and reconsider the leases in light of 
the common law public trust doctrine consistent with this Court’s Judgment and the First District 
Court of Appeal’s November 18, 2015 decision.” CSLC conducted the required public trust analysis 
and reapproved the Project. Now, the Project involves applications submitted by marine aggregate 
companies for reissuance of authority to permit underwater commercial harvesting of sand from 
lease areas under the jurisdiction of the CSLC within San Francisco Bay and the western Delta. The 
Applicants propose a revision to the Project by the reissuance of CSLC leases with the objective to 
continue to mine sand at an economically viable level over the next 10 years. 

 
I.  The Public Trust Doctrine. 
  

Under the public trust doctrine, the State of California holds title and ownership of 
submerged and tidal lands “as trustee of a public trust for the benefit of the people.” (Nat’l Audubon 
Soc’y v. Superior Court (1983) 33 Cal.3d 419, 434.) These lands include the floor of San Francisco 
Bay and the California Coast. (Gov. Code § 66600; Pub. Res. Code § 30001.)  The CSLC has been 
charged with the duty of administering these trust resources. (See Pub. Res. Code § 6009.)   
The common law public trust doctrine was created to protect the public’s right to access submerged 
and tidelands when that right was threatened by the increased privatization of public resources. (See 
Joseph L. Sax, The Public Trust Doctrine in Natural Resources Law:  Effective Judicial Intervention 
(1970) 68 Mich. L. Rev. 471, 537 [describing the doctrine as a “device for ensuring that valuable 
governmentally controlled resources [were] not diverted to the benefit of private profit seekers”].)  
Consequently, “courts should ‘look with considerable skepticism upon any governmental conduct 
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which is calculated either to reallocate [trust lands] to more restricted uses or to subject public uses 
to the self-interest of private parties.’“ (Zack’s, Inc. v. City of Sausalito (2008) 165 Cal.App.4th 
1163, 1177 [quoting Sax, The Public Trust Doctrine, supra, 68 Mich. L. Rev. at 490].) 
 

For many years, the California judiciary has applied the bright-line test in Illinois Central R. 
Co. v. Illinois (1892) 146 U.S. 387, 455-56, to evaluate a trustee agency’s compliance with the 
public trust doctrine. (See Boone v. Kingsbury (1928) 206 Cal. 148, 187-89.) This test establishes 
that a trustee agency may permit the use of public trust resources only in two limited circumstances: 
(1) when the use is an accepted public trust use that will result “in the improvement of the [public] 
interest thus held,” or (2) when the permitted use will occur “without detriment to the public interest 
in the lands and water remaining.” (Illinois Central, supra, 146 U.S. at 455-56.) As the Frist District 
Court of Appeal explained in Citizens for East Shore Parks v. State Lands Comm’n (2011) 202 
Cal.App.4th 549: 

  
[T] he’ traditional triad’ of public trust uses includes navigation, commerce, and fishing 
on navigable waters. Commercial uses consistent with the trust include wharves or docks 
and other structures in aid of commerce. . .. Recreation and environmental preservation 
are also permissible public trust uses. 

 
(Citizens, supra, 202 Cal.App.4th at 570); see also National Audubon, supra, 33 Cal.3d at 434-35 
[recognizing the “growing public recognition” that trust uses of trust lands also include “the 
preservation of those lands in their natural state, so that they may serve as ecological units for 
scientific study, as open space, and as environments which provide food and habitat for birds and 
marine life”]. 
 
 When the proposed activity constitutes a public trust use, the state may permit one public 
trust use to the detriment of another. (National Audubon, supra, 33 Cal.3d at 440.) If, however, a 
project does not fit within the first category of a cognizable public trust use, it may be approved only 
to the extent that it does not limit or interfere with a trust resource or a recognized trust use. (See 
National Audubon, supra, 33 Cal.3d at 435-37.) Courts have uniformly found natural resource 
extraction to be a non-trust use that must be scrutinized for the potential to permanently alienate the 
public interest in trust resources. (See Boone, supra, 206 Cal. at 183; National Audubon, supra, 33 
Cal.3d at 438.)   
 

Moreover, the California Legislature has codified this classification by statute. Public 
Resources Code section 6895, which governs agency approvals of mining leases on tide or 
submerged lands, specifically states that an agency may only approve mining leases that do not 
“substantially impair the public rights to navigation and fishing or interfere with the trust upon 
which the lands are held.” (Pub. Res. Code § 6895; see also id. § 6890.) Section 6900 similarly 
states that the leases may “not interfere with the trust upon which such lands are held or substantially 
impair the right to navigation and fishing.” (Id. § 6900.) These limitations make clear the 
Legislature’s intent to classify sand mining as a non-trust use, since only non-trust uses are 
prohibited from impairing trust uses. 
 
II.  Private Sand Mining Does Not Constitute the Public Trust Uses of Commerce or 

Navigation. 
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Courts have been consistent in limiting the meaning of “waterborne commerce” to activities 

that promote and support the public’s interest in the trust resource. For example, as the First District 
Court of Appeal stated in Citizens, the types of commercial uses consistent with the trust “include 
‘wharves or docks and other structures in aid of commerce.’“ (Citizens, supra, 202 Cal.App.4th at 
571 [quoting City of Berkeley v. Superior Court (1980) 26 Cal.3d 515, 522].) California courts have 
uniformly found resource extraction activities to be non-trust uses, despite an inherent connectivity 
to water-related uses and equipment. (See, e.g., See People v. Gold Run Ditch & Mining Co. (1884) 
66 Cal. 138, 151-52 [affirming injunction prohibiting gold mining operations in and adjacent to the 
American and Sacramento Rivers from impairing the navigability of the rivers with mining debris]; 
Nat’l Audubon, supra, 33 Cal.3d at 436-37 [“[i]f the public trust doctrine applies to constrain fills 
which destroy navigation and other public trust uses in navigable waters, it should equally apply to 
constrain the extraction of water that destroys navigation and other public interests [i.e., recreation 
and ecology].”) Similarly, the Alaska Supreme Court has explicitly held that waterborne commerce 
“implies commerce in the sense of trade, traffic or transportation of goods over navigable waters, a 
meaning which does not include mining.” (Hayes v. A.J. Associates, Inc. (1993) 846 P.2d 131, 133).   

 
The fact that private sand mining does not constitute a public trust use should not be 

controversial. Without exception, every court to consider the issue has found mining and resource 
extraction to be a non-public trust use. (Gold Run, supra, 66 Cal. at 151-52 [gold mining analyzed as 
non-trust use]; National Audubon, supra, 33 Cal.3d at 445-48 [water diversions held to be non-trust 
use]; Boone v. Kingsbury (1928) 206 Cal. 148, 183 [oil wells analyzed as non-trust use]; Mallon v. 
City of Long Beach (1955) 44 Cal.2d 199, 206-07 [private mining analyzed as a non-trust use]; 
Hayes, supra, 846 P.2d at 133 [mining of tidelands held to be a non-trust use].) The First District 
Court of Appeals properly applied this precedent in determining that private sand mining is not per 
se a public trust use and requiring the CSLC to comply with its public trust obligations. (Baykeeper, 
supra, 242 Cal.App.4th at 235-43.) 

 
II.    The CSLC Must Properly Consider Whether the Contemplated Additional Private 

Sand Mining Will Impair or Interfere with Established Trust Uses. 
 
 The California Legislature has established the Bay floor and California coast as delicate, 
valuable ecological treasures that belong to the public and must be preserved and protected. (Gov. 
Code § 66600; Pub. Res. Code § 30001 [“it is necessary to protect the ecological balance of the 
coastal zone and prevent its deterioration and destruction”].) The CSLC must properly consider the 
impacts of sand mining on the San Francisco Bay ecosystem and the erosion of the outer coastline. A 
proper analysis should find that the scientific evidence does not provide an adequate basis for 
finding that the Project is consistent with the public trust doctrine. For instance, the original EIR 
concluded that impacts to longfin smelt would remain significant even after the implementation of 
mitigation measures, which included consultation with CDFW. (See FEIR at 4.1-51 – 4.1-54.) The 
CSLC must also consider and evaluate impacts to Delta smelt, which the FEIR also found would 
suffer significant adverse impacts form the Project even with mitigation. (Id.) Other fish species 
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must also be evaluated, such as green and white sturgeon. Both the longfin smelt and Delta smelt 
have suffered continued population declines since 2012 and are in imminent danger of extinction.1 
 
 With regard to coastal erosion, the body of peer-reviewed, published scientific research 
showing a direct connection between sand mining in the Bay and the erosion of the San Francisco 
Bar and beaches along the San Francisco coastline has grown more overwhelming since the approval 
of the original EIR. Back then, that research included evidence presented in the special November 
2013 edition of Marine Geology, documenting the anthropogenic impacts associated with sediment 
removal in San Francisco Bay.2 For example, as Dr. Patrick Barnard of the United States Geological 
Survey found in one of the published papers, “this work also highlights the need to more efficiently 
manage existing in-Bay sediment resources, as active aggregate mining and dredging occurs along 
well-defined sand transport pathways that carry sediment toward outer coast beaches, at removal 
rates that exceed the present-day sediment supply rates from all San Francisco Bay watersheds.”3 

 
Literature available prior to the 2013 edition of Marine Geology and certification of the FEIR 

made clear that sand mining was among the principal anthropogenic factors contributing to recent 
erosion of the San Francisco Bay coastal system. Compilation of historic records from the 20th 
century and 2000s revealed that 130 million cubic meters of sediment had been permanently 
removed from the San Francisco Bay and adjacent coastal ocean. Of this, aggregate mining 
accounted for 26 million cubic meters of lost sediment, or about 20%. And from 1873 to 2005, 
approximately 100 million cubic meters of sediment eroded from the San Francisco Bar. The highest 
recorded rates of aggregate mining took place in the 1990s and early-2000s, coinciding with high 
rates of coastal erosion along southern Ocean Beach.4  
 

Further, two multi-beam sonar surveys of west-central San Francisco Bay were conducted in 
1997 and 2008. Bathymetric change analysis during this time indicated a loss of 14.1 million cubic 
meters of sediment, representing an approximate three-fold acceleration of the rate observed in prior 
studies from 1947 to 1979, during a time of lower sand mining in Central San Francisco Bay. Over 
the last century, a minimum of 200 million m3 of sediment has been permanently removed from the 
San Francisco Bay Coastal System through dredging, aggregate mining, and borrow pit mining, 
including at least 54 million m3 of sand-sized or coarser sediment from Central Bay, “which is likely 
to limit the sand supply to adjacent, open ocean beaches.”5  

 
1 See Sabalow, Ryan, “Critical index finds smelt nearly extinct in Sacramento Delta,” Sacramento Bee (June 6, 2016), 
available at: http://www.sacbee.com/news/state/california/water-and-drought/delta/article82144857.html. 
2 Barnard, P.L, B.E. Jaffe and D.H. Schoellhamer (eds.), “A multi-discipline approach for understanding sediment 
transport and geomorphic evolution in an estuarine-coastal system: San Francisco Bay,” Marine Geology, Vol. 345, pp. 
1-326 (Nov. 1, 2013). 
3 Barnard, P.L., et al., “Integration of bed characteristics, geochemical tracers, current measurement, and numerical 
modeling for assessing the provenance of beach sand in the San Francisco Bay Coastal System,” Marine Geology, Vol. 
345, pp. 181-206 (Nov. 1, 2013). 
4 Dallas, K., Barnard, P.L., “Linking human impacts within an estuary to ebb-tidal delta evolution,” Journal of Coastal 
Research Special Issue 56, 713–716 (2009) (“Dallas and Barnard (2009)”). 
5 Barnard, P.L., Kvitek, R.G., “Anthropogenic influence on recent bathymetric change in west-central San Francisco 
Bay,” San Francisco Estuary and Watershed Science 8 (3) (13 pp.) (2010); Chin, J.L., Wong, F.L., Carlson, P.R., 
“Shifting shoals and shattered rocks — how man 
has transformed the floor of west-central San Francisco Bay,” U.S. Geological Survey 
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There is a wealth of published research on this issue. The CSLC staff should, at a minimum, 

reach out to the experts at USGS and research institutions responsible for the advanced modeling 
and field-based monitoring of erosion impacts, such as Dr. Patrick Barnard, for consultation. Initial 
rates of authorized sand mining were unstainable, and if the CSLC continues to permit unsustainable 
rates of sand removal from San Francisco Bay, the likely impacts will include, and in some cases, 
already include: loss of beach access at Ocean Beach and other coastal areas south of San Francisco; 
the need to relocate hundreds of millions of dollars of critical infrastructure in the City and County 
of San Francisco; the loss of sensitive habitat for the federally-threatened Western Snowy Plover 
within the Golden Gate National Recreation Area; and reduced credibility among the general public 
that the CSLC values sound science and is operating in the interest of all Californians. 

 
The California Coastal Commission has explicitly recognized “the potential for continued 

and increased levels of sand mining within the bay to increase erosion outside the bay, in particular, 
at southern Ocean Beach, a growing erosion ‘hot spot’ that involves major federal, state, and city 
efforts and expenditures to plan for inevitable shoreline retreat affecting major public transportation 
and sewage treatment infrastructure.”6 Consequently, the Coastal Commission recommended 
“limiting permitted amounts to 15% of historic mining levels (the upper estimate of the 
replenishment value), at least until such time as the sediment transport mechanism can be further 
studied to provide assurances that the mining is limited to sustainable levels.”    
 
III.  Additional Research Conducted Since the 2013 Project Approval Shows that Additional 

Private Sand Mining Will Impair or Interfere with Established Trust Uses. 
 
 As described in the NOP, the Project does not represent a reduction in actual mining over the 
current lease term, starting with the approval of the 2012 San Francisco Bay and Delta Sand Mining 
EIR. The requested annual volumes are equivalent to the peak mining volumes permitted in 2015 by 
the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (“BCDC”). The Project contemplated by the 
proposed SEIR allows a more significant amount of annual mining volume than the baseline 
condition since the yearly average offered for the CSLC Leases is equivalent to the one-year 
maximum volume permitted by BCDC over their permit term. 
 

Since the San Francisco Bay and Delta Sand Mining Project EIR certification in 2012, 
research from world-class scientists has reinforced the position that mining relic sand from S.F. Bay 
represents an unsustainable practice. A 2013 issue of the scientific journal Marine Geology included 
over 20 papers focused on sediment transport research in the San Francisco Bay Coastal System, 
including synthesizing a series of studies conducted over the prior decade. This special issue is 
considered a culmination of nearly 100 years of research on many topics, ranging from tidal marsh 

 
Circular 1259. (30 pp.) (2004); Dallas and Barnard (2009); Dallas, K., Barnard, P.L., “Anthropogenic influences on 
shoreline and nearshore evolution in the San Francisco Bay Coastal System,” Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science 92 
(1), 195–204 (2011); Friends of the Estuary, “Annual Report, 1996–1997” (46 pp.) (1997); U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, “Ocean beach storm damage reduction feasibility study. San Francisco District, Final Feasibility Study for the 
City and County of San Francisco” (518 pp.) (1996). 
6 California Coastal Commission Staff Comments on BCDC Review of Sand Mining Applications in San Francisco Bay 
(Jan. 23, 2015), attached hereto as Exhibit XX. 
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sustainability, suspended sediment transport, bedform migration and evolution, the behavior of the 
open coast littoral system, and fluvial impacts.7 

 
This research was led by the U.S. Geological Survey and motivated by the need for a 

definitive understanding of sediment sources, sinks, and pathways in a highly urbanized estuary. A 
version of how activities within the estuary affect the coast is essential for assessing the current and 
future effects of sediment-impacting activities, such as dredging operations, aggregate mining, 
shoreline armoring, and watershed modifications. More informed management of sediment resources 
can promote the sustainability of tidal wetlands and beaches, the first line of defense against sea 
level rise and potentially more significant storms. Erosion of beaches and wetlands increases the 
vulnerability of coastal environments and communities, enhancing threats to public safety, vital 
infrastructure, and ecosystems. 

 
Several papers were the output of a multi-faceted, multi-disciplinary study designed to 

establish the primary sources, sinks, and transport pathways of sand in the region. This research 
found links between anthropogenic activities and geomorphic change through extensive sampling 
and analysis of sediment from the seabed, Bay floor, beaches, representative rocks, and all major and 
some minor rivers and creeks.8 Anthropogenic activities, including sand mining and dredging, were 
definitively identified as directly limiting the supply of beach-sized sand grains to the southern outer 
coast, most notably from the vicinity of Ocean Beach at Noriega Street in San Francisco and 
extending south to Pacifica.9 

 
Specific findings: 
 

• Based on multiple techniques for assessing the geologic origin (or provenance) of sand in 
the region, the Sierra Nevada Range is the dominant source of beach-sized sand to the 
San Francisco Bay Coastal System, including Ocean Beach. This sand is actively 
transported into and through the Bay to the mouth of San Francisco Bay, and along the 
southern open coast. This dominant pathway for beach-sized sand material destined for 
the open coast directly intersects the two major active aggregate mining regions in San 
Francisco Bay, Suisun Bay and Central Bay.10  

• From 1997 to 2008, approximately 2.3 million (cubic meters) of sand was lost from 
aggregate mining lease sites on Presidio Shoals in southern Central Bay. Most of this was 

 
7 Barnard, P. L., Schoellhamer, D. H., Jaffe, B. E. & McKee, L. J., 2013. Sand transport in the San Francisco Bay 
Coastal System: An overview. Marine Geology, Vol. 345, pp. 1-326. 
8 Hein, J. R., Mizell, K. & Barnard, P. L., 2013. Sand sources and transport pathways for the San Francisco Bay coastal 
system, based on X-ray diffraction mineralogy. Marine Geology, Vol. 345, pp. 1-326. 
9 Barnard, P. L. et al., 2013. Integration of bed characteristics, geochemical tracers, current measurement, and numerical 
modeling for assessing the provenance of beach sand in the San Francisco Bay Coastal System. Marine Geology, Vol. 
345, pp. 1-326. 
10 Barnard, P. L. et al., 2013. Integration of bed characteristics, geochemical tracers, current measurement, and numerical 
modeling for assessing the provenance of beach sand in the San Francisco Bay Coastal System. Marine Geology, Vol. 
345, pp. 1-326. 
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attributed to sand and gravel removed by aggregate mining.11 Researchers found that 
mining activities have significantly reduced the sediment available for transport to the 
mouth of San Francisco Bay and adjacent beaches. 

• Based on USGS analysis and review of dredging and mining records within the 20th 
century, over 200 million cubic meters of sediment was removed from the San Francisco 
Bay Coastal System through dredging, aggregate mining, and borrow pit mining, 
including at least 54 million cubic meters of sand-sized or coarser sediment from Central 
Bay alone.12,13 

• Within the last century, rates of coastal erosion along the outer coast south of the Golden 
Gate are the highest for the entire coast of California and have accelerated by 50% 
between Ocean Beach and Point San Pedro since the 1980s.14,15,16 

• Aggregate mining removes approximately 900,000 cubic meters per year of sand and 
gravel-sized sediment in Central Bay and Suisun Bay, while dredging removes about 3 
million cubic meters of sediment per year, with the majority of this material permanently 
removed from the San Francisco Bay Coastal System.17,18,19 Together, these losses 
exceed the present annual sediment supply from the Sierras and local watersheds 
combined.20 

• Dredging and aggregate mining in the Bay, as well as watershed modifications, are 
correlated to approximately 150 million cubic meters of erosion from the floor of San 
Francisco Bay over the last half of the 20th century.21 At the same time, the San 

 
11 Barnard, P. L. & Kvitek, R. G., 2010. Anthropogenic influence on recent bathymetric change in west-central San 
Francisco Bay.. San Francisco Estuary and Watershed Science, 8(3). 
12 Dallas, K. L. & Barnard, P. L., 2009. Linking human impacts within an estuary to ebb-tidal delta evolution. Journal of 
Coastal Research, Volume 56, pp. 713-716. 
13 Dallas, K. L. & Barnard, P. L., 2011. Anthropogenic influences on shoreline and nearshore evolution in the San 
Francisco Bay coastal system. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science, Volume 92, pp. 195-204. 
14 Hapke, C. J. et al., 2006. National assessment of shoreline change: part 3: historical shoreline changes and associated 
coastal land loss along the sandy shorelines of the California coast, U.S. Geological Survey Open File Report 2006-1219. 
15 Dallas, K. L. & Barnard, P. L., 2011. Anthropogenic influences on shoreline and nearshore evolution in the San 
Francisco Bay coastal system. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science, Volume 92, pp. 195-204. 
16 Hapke, C. J., Reid, D. & Richmond, B., 2009. Rates and trends of coastal change in California and the regional 
behavior of the beach and cliff system. Journal of Coastal Research, 25(3), pp. 603-615. 
17 Hanson, C. et al., 2004. Assessment and Evaluation of the Effects of Sand Mining on Aquatic habitat and fishery 
populations of Central San Francisco Bay and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Estuary., Hanson Environmental Inc. 
(Available from: http://hansonenvironmentalinc.com/reports.htm). 
18 Dredged Material Management Office, 2008. 2007 Annual Report.  
19 San Francisco Estaury Institute, 2009. The pulse of the estuary: monitoring and managing water quality in the San 
Francisco Estuary., Oakland, CA, 96 pp.: San Francisco Estuary Institute Contribution, 583. 
20 Schoellhamer, D. H. et al., 2005. Bay sediment budgets: sediment accounting 101. The pulse of the estuary: 
monitoring and managing contamination in the San Francisco Estuary, Oakland, CA, 96 pp.: San Francisco Estuary 
Institute Contribution, 583. 
21 Barnard, P. L. & Kvitek, R. G., 2010. Anthropogenic influence on recent bathymetric change in west-central San 
Francisco Bay.. San Francisco Estuary and Watershed Science, 8(3). 
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Francisco Bar, an ebb-tide delta at the mouth of San Francisco Bay, has eroded 
significantly, as have adjacent, open-coast beaches.22,23,24,25,26 

• Erosion of the San Francisco Bar, which extends seaward from the coastline just north 
and south of the Golden Gate, has caused it to contract and close in toward the Golden 
Gate over several decades. This migration has modified sediment transport patterns along 
Ocean Beach, effectively causing more sediment to build up at the northern end of Ocean 
Beach. As the northern shoreline has extended seaward, increasingly higher volumes of 
northward-moving sand are no longer trapped at Pt. Lobos at the north end of Ocean 
Beach, instead moving toward Baker Beach and eventually into Central Bay at Crissy 
Field. Over the last decade, sedimentation within the Bay forced the relocation of a tide 
gauge and caused shoaling within the adjacent yacht harbor. These trends and correlative 
impacts are expected to continue as higher sea levels and further reductions in sediment 
supply drive further contraction of the ebb-tidal delta.27 

• While sediment is building up at the north end of Ocean Beach, the southern end of the 
beach is eroding at a similar rate. Modeling supports observed changes over this time, 
including a threefold increase in the rates of shoreline accretion at the north end of Ocean 
Beach and similarly higher rates of erosion at southern Ocean Beach, leading to 
significant infrastructure damage to existing roadways and posing an eminent threat to 
adjacent sewer mains.28 

• The dominant regional direction of sediment transport is from the Bay seaward toward 
the ebb tidal delta, and then primarily to the south.29 This link defines a critical pathway 
because large volumes of sediment have been removed from the Bay over the last century 
via channel dredging, aggregate mining, and borrow pit mining. During this same period, 
comparable volumes of erosion from the San Francisco Bar over the same period have 

 
22 Hanes, D. M. & Barnard, P. L., 2007. Morphological evolution oin the San Francisco Bight. Journal of Coastal 
Research Special Issue, Issue 50, pp. 469-473. 
23 Dallas, K. L. & Barnard, P. L., 2009. Linking human impacts within an estuary to ebb-tidal delta evolution. Journal of 
Coastal Research, Volume 56, pp. 713-716. 
24 Barnard, P. L. et al., 2012. Sediment transport patterns in the San Francisco Bay Coastal System from cross-validation 
of bedform asymmetry and modeled residual flux. Sediments, Morphology and Sedimentary Processes on Continental 
Shelves: Advances in technologies, research and applications: International Association of Sedimentologists (IAS) 
Special Publication, Volume 44, pp. 272-294.  
25 Hapke, C. J. et al., 2006. National assessment of shoreline change: part 3: historical shoreline changes and associated 
coastal land loss along the sandy shorelines of the California coast, U.S. Geological Survey Open File Report 2006-1219. 
26 Dallas, K. L. & Barnard, P. L., 2011. Anthropogenic influences on shoreline and nearshore evolution in the San 
Francisco Bay coastal system. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science, Volume 92, pp. 195-204. 
27 Barnard, P. L. et al., 2013. Integration of bed characteristics, geochemical tracers, current measurement, and numerical 
modeling for assessing the provenance of beach sand in the San Francisco Bay Coastal System. Marine Geology, Vol. 
345, pp. 1-326. 
28 Barnard, P. L., Schoellhamer, D. H., Jaffe, B. E. & McKee, L. J., 2013. Sand transport in the San Francisco Bay 
Coastal System: An overview. Marine Geology, Vol. 345, pp. 1-326. 
29 Barnard, P. L. et al., 2013. Integration of bed characteristics, geochemical tracers, current measurement, and numerical 
modeling for assessing the provenance of beach sand in the San Francisco Bay Coastal System. Marine Geology, Vol. 
345, pp. 1-326. 
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been observed, in addition to high rates of shoreline retreat along the adjacent, open-coast 
beaches.30 

• This work highlights the need to more efficiently manage existing in-Bay sediment 
resources, as active aggregate mining and dredging occurs along well-defined sand 
transport pathways that carry sediment toward outer coast beaches, at removal rates that 
exceed the present-day sediment supply rates from all San Francisco watersheds.31,32 

• Researchers agree that the reduction in sediment originating from the Sierras is driving 
massive erosion of the Bay floor, ebb-tidal delta, and the highest regional shoreline 
retreat rates in California along the adjacent outer coast.33 

In addition to the peer-reviewed literature released since the 2012 EIR, BCDC required the sand 
miners to fund a program to answer specific management questions relevant to CSLC and BCDC. 
The Technical Advisory Committee, established as part of the BCDC investigation process, 
identified a range of management questions – some of which were addressed through a series of 
studies currently underway or about to be completed. CSLC staff are included in the distribution list 
for these studies, which should receive consideration in the EIR. The management questions seek to 
address various currently identified and other potential environmental impacts regarding sand 
mining activities and their effects on San Francisco Bay and Outer Coast sand transport. These 
questions serve to guide the Independent Science Panel in recommending appropriate studies or 
research that would inform future management of mining activities.  
 
Tier 1 Management Questions:  

1) Is sand mining at existing lease areas, at permitted levels, having a measurable or 
demonstrable impact on sediment transport and supply within San Francisco Bay or the outer 
Coast?  

2) What are the anticipated physical effects of sand mining at permitted levels on sand transport 
and supply to San Francisco Bay and the outer coast?  

3) Are there other feasible sand mining approaches to consider in San Francisco Bay?  
 
Tier 2 Science and Management Questions:  

1) Is sand mining at existing lease areas, at permitted levels, having a measurable or 
demonstrable impact on sediment transport and supply within San Francisco Bay or the 
Outer Coast?  

a. Does sand mining influence sand transport through S.F. Bay? 

 
30 Hein, J. R., Mizell, K. & Barnard, P. L., 2013. Sand sources and transport pathways for the San Francisco Bay coastal 
system, based on X-ray diffraction mineralogy. Marine Geology, Vol. 345, pp. 1-326. 
31 Barnard, P. L., Schoellhamer, D. H., Jaffe, B. E. & McKee, L. J., 2013. Sand transport in the San Francisco Bay 
Coastal System: An overview. Marine Geology, Vol. 345, pp. 1-326. 
32 Schoellhamer, D. H. et al., 2005. Bay sediment budgets: sediment accounting 101. The pulse of the estuary: 
monitoring and managing contamination in the San Francisco Estuary, Oakland, CA, 96 pp.: San Francisco Estuary 
Institute Contribution, 583. 
33 Barnard, P. L. et al., 2013. Integration of bed characteristics, geochemical tracers, current measurement, and numerical 
modeling for assessing the provenance of beach sand in the San Francisco Bay Coastal System. Marine Geology, Vol. 
345, pp. 1-326. 
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i. How does sand mining impact the volume or characteristics of sand supplies 
to the beaches (In-Bay and Outer Coast)? 

ii. Does sand mining change the way sand moves from subtidal shoals to 
intertidal flats, marshes, and beaches?  

iii. Does sand mining influence sand waves and their contributions to transport 
processes? 

iv. Has sand mining altered the grain size distribution of in-bay or outer coast 
sand resources?  

v. Does sand mining result in sand sinks and resultant changes in flux to the 
Outer Coast?  

b. What is the source of mined sand in the lease areas? Is it “relic” sand, or “new” sand 
transported into the system?  

i. What is the ratio of relic to new sand found in mined sand? 
ii. How much of what’s available is being mined?  

iii. Is it better for the physical environment to mine “relic” sand or “new” sand?  
c. What is the relationship between bathymetric change trends and sand mining intensity 

trends, recognizing the possible lag between stimulus and response?1 Do we have the 
appropriate information for this evaluation?  

d. Does sand mining alter the geomorphology of the Bay floor beyond the mining 
location such that sand transport/supply is significantly impacted?  

e. Do both mining areas (Central Bay and Suisun) have the same effects on sand 
transport pathways and associated impacts? Should these areas be examined 
separately?  

2) What are the anticipated physical effects of sand mining at permitted levels on sand transport 
and supply within San Francisco Bay and the Outer Coast?  

a. Is there regional uplift/subsidence or other factors that would confound the evaluation 
of sand mining effects?  

b. Is there a seasonality to sand transport?  
c. What is our current technical ability to model sand transport to and from the Bay?  
d. What are the key uncertainties associated with measuring and modeling the 

relationship between sand mining in S.F. Bay and erosion of outer coast beaches? To 
what extent do the studies designed to answer the management questions presented 
here contribute towards reducing this uncertainty?  

e. What monitoring and modeling efforts are required to significantly reduce the 
uncertainty associated with quantitatively defining the relationship between sand 
mining in S.F. Bay and erosion along the outer coast?  

f. Under currently permitted mining levels, would erosion measurably influence sand 
transport to Ocean Beach or north of the Gate over a 10, 20, 30, and 50-year time 
horizon? By how much? What would quantitatively or qualitatively be the long-term 
effects?  

3) Are there other feasible sand mining approaches to consider in San Francisco Bay?  
a. Are there areas within the current leases or other potential areas in the Bay where 

sand mining could feasibly occur that would minimize or avoid impacts to sand 
transported supply, as compared to existing mined areas? 

b. Is there a “better” time to mine sand so that the impacts on the physical processes are 
minimized while balancing economic realities, market demands, and job impacts?  
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c. What scenarios should we model to judge the likely impacts associated with 
management actions (e.g., increase/reducing in mining intensity, rotation of lease 
areas, establishment of new lease areas)? 

 
Baykeeper and CCCR expect the EIR to fully incorporate conclusions made in all peer-reviewed 
literature and consider the scientific outputs and outcomes delivered under BCDC’s 2015 permit.  
 

*** 
 

In sum, the CSLC has an obligation to conduct a proper public trust analysis, consistent with 
the First District Court of Appeal’s decision in the Baykeeper case, prior to reapproval of the sand 
mining leases. Given the well-documented impairments to the San Francisco Bay ecosystem and the 
outer coast, and in order to comply with its public trust obligations, Baykeeper and CCCR 
recommend that the CSLC consider approving a much more limited amount of mining if you 
proceed to reapprove the leases. 

  
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
________________________   
Ian Wren, Staff Scientist  
San Francisco Baykeeper 
 
 
 
 
________________________   
Ben Eichenberg, Staff Attorney  
San Francisco Baykeeper  

 
 

 
  
________________________  
Carin High, Co-Chair  
Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge 
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Warm days have always brought city residents out to enjoy Ocean Beach. Early 1900�’s (San Francisco
Public Library Historical Photo Collection)

Problems with coastal erosion are hardly new at Ocean Beach. Ever since the Great Highway was carved
out of the sand dunes, there has been a struggle to protect the road from the powerful surf of the north
Pacific. Over the years, The City has defended its shoreline boundary by dumping rocks, adding concrete
fill, planting non native dune grass and building seawalls. This work will review some of the historical
records of coastal erosion at Ocean Beach and the various methods used by The City to protect its
shoreline boundary. Along with a pictorial display we hope to foster a greater understanding and
appreciation of some of the natural forces at work on San Francisco�’s coastline. Ultimately, it is our
hope that a historical perspective may assist in guiding us toward choosing a more sensible approach to
the erosion challenge we currently face at Sloat Blvd.

Below: A very early picture of the beach circa 1865. Nothing but miles of sand dunes (San Francisco
Public Library Historical Photo



Collection)

Pre 1900s

During the 1800�’s, well before the development of today�’s Sunset and Richmond districts, the Great
Highway was essentially a sand trail cut though the dunes for horse driven modes of transportation.
(Olmsted, 1979) The entire western half or so of San Francisco was essentially a no man�’s land. In fact,
the area was once referred to as �“The Great Sand Waste.�” (LaBounty, 2002) The road that we know of
today as the Great Highway began to take shape with the passage of the Outside Lands act of 1868. This
legislation, passed by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, set aside a large portion of western San
Francisco for Golden Gate Park and officially designated the coastal trail along Ocean Beach as the Great
Highway (Olmsted, 1979).

In the late 1800�’s, development began to blossom out at the north end of Ocean Beach. The Cliff House,
built in 1863, was already on the map as a leisure destination. Soon, the Seal Rock House and Ocean
Beach Pavilion were established nearby at the foot of Balboa Avenue. Then, in the 1880�’s and 90�’s more
development occurred as Adolph Sutro built his great mansion and baths. All together, these attractions
added up to heavy visitation at north Ocean Beach. At the south end of the beach there was only one
significant structure, the Oceanside House. It was a roadhouse like the Seal Rock Inn, but was not as
heavily visited (Dickson, 2003).



During this time, there is very little in the way of written record about shoreline erosion. However,
there are some interesting coast survey maps from that era.

(Olmsted, 1979)

What is noteworthy about the above map from 1859 is the area just west of north Lake Merced.
Apparently, this is the site where the lake, then a lagoon, emptied into the ocean. When this map was
made, there was no discernible connection between the two bodies of water. However, we do see a
rather extensive area of erosion on the beach just northwest of the lake.



(Olmsted, 1979)

Here is another early map. This one is from 1883. It shows the same area of erosion noted in the 1859
map. However, in this survey, the Lake Merced outlet is clearly present. Indeed, it empties out to the
sea somewhere in the Sloat area. Many have wondered whether our current erosion trend at Sloat may
be part of a process that previously connected the lake to the ocean. So far, there doesn�’t seem to be a
definitive explanation one way or the other on this account.



1900 1910

Public visitation to Ocean Beach continued to grow as the years went on. By the early 1900�’s there was
an effort to improve and widen the Great Highway to accommodate the crowds. This is where we see
some of the first photographic evidence of coastal erosion damage. In the 1907 photograph shown
below, winter storms chewed away part of the recently widened road.

(Olmsted, 1979)

This photo features a powerful display of beach loss that comes from a major erosion event. Strong
winter storms were the culprit. Large storm waves combined with high tides can remove massive
amounts of sand from the shoreline, causing a radical drop in the elevation of a beach. (Gary Griggs,
2005)

The beginning of the 20th century was rough going for the section of road at north Ocean Beach.
Certainly, there was a miscalculation as to how wide the Great Highway should be and at what distance
it could safely be located from the water.



In the ensuing years, the ocean continued to threaten the road. There were other attempts to help
contain the erosion process such as planting European dune grass but that strategy was also
ineffective.

(San Francisco Public Library Historical Photo Collection)

North Ocean Beach 1914: Material from Mile Rock was used as erosion defense.

1910 1920

During the winter of 1914, a major storm came barreling down from Canada causing widespread coastal
erosion up and down the entire west coast. (Freeman, 2011) Yet more sand was stripped from the
beach at the north end. In the above photo we see evidence of the first attempt to protect the Great
Highway with hard structure. Boulders from Mile Rock were dumped onto the beach. This effort was
also unsuccessful as the stones were easily washed away. (Olmsted, 1979)

The 1914 storm was also a threat to another structure built on Ocean Beach.

The first Beach Chalet was built on the west side of the Great Highway in 1892. When it opened, it was a
family friendly establishment that served visitors non alcoholic beverages. It was also used as a comfort
station for bathers, a change house and



observatory.

Above: The original Beach Chalet was located right on the beach. (San Francisco Public Library Historical
Photo Collection)

By 1906, park records show the building�’s foundation was in need of repairs probably due to wave
attack. (Freeman, 2011) Three years later, in 1909, a 300 foot long seawall was built to protect the
structure. It consisted of concrete pilings sunk 15 feet into the sand. Completed in 1911, it was the first
seawall to be built at Ocean Beach. However, it was virtually wiped out by the storm of 1914. The
photo below shows the aftermath of that storm. Notice that there is yet more road failure due to



severe beach loss.

(Olmsted, 1979)

Miraculously, the Beach Chalet survived this storm. A few years later the building was wisely relocated
well inland. (Freeman, 2011) This appears to be the first instance of the use of landward relocation as
erosion response at Ocean Beach.

By 1915, the automobile was gaining in popularity. The beach had become a favored destination for the
auto enthusiast. Combined with an improvement in public transportation from the inner city,
development and visitation continued to expand at the north end of the Great Highway. (Dickson, 2003).

In order to protect the road more effectively, the construction of a much larger seawall was approved at
this time. Maurice O�’Shaughnessy, The City�’s master engineer, was put in charge. He was already
famous for many successful civic projects at this point in his career. In his writings about accepting the
job of taming Ocean Beach, he seemed to grasp the challenge that lay before him. He noted that the
sea that lay beside the Cliff House �“required military strategy to deal with the attacking force.�”
(Olmsted, 1979)



1920�’s

(San Francisco Public Library Historical Photo Collection)

O�’Shaughnessy�’s Ocean Beach Esplanade and seawall was a success. Completed in 1928, the seawall
project was accompanied by a fully paved version of the Great Highway. The seawall itself had an
innovative design. It sported concrete stairs at its base which served to diffuse wave energy like a
revetment. The bulk of the wall had a concave shape to deflect inbound surf back towards the sea.
Overall, compared to the structure that protected the Beach Chalet, O�’Shaughnessy�’s seawall was built
with more attention to anchoring and reinforcement issues. To this day it survives, virtually damage
free. (Olmsted, 1979) The above photo is from 1920 when the seawall was half complete. Notice the
difference in the width of the beach since the storm of 1914. An enormous amount of sand had
returned to the area after six years.

Erosion and beach buildup also known as accretion are endemic processes to Ocean Beach. (Kingerly,
1998)Compared to nearby shorelines, Ocean Beach has a rather dramatic display of these forces. Here
at the mouth of the Golden Gate, we have the confluence of several unique features. The hydrology of
SF Bay is composed of numerous river systems that drain into the Delta. An enormous quantity of sand
and silt make their way into the bay. Strong tidal currents then transport this material out to the Pacific.



Once outside the coastal headlands, the sediments are dispersed by our strong sea breezes, wave
action, and long shore currents. All together these factors interact with and affect Ocean Beach, causing
it to change in size and shape as well as shifting the position of its high tide line. (Battalio, 1996)

1930�’s

The 1930s had a number of winters with powerful storms that brought problems to the newly paved
Great Highway. With the north end now apparently in an accretion cycle, trouble spots began to appear
at the south end. The Taraval Street area was hit particularly hard during this decade. Waves damaged
a new pedestrian underpass and threatened to overtake the road. A seawall was constructed, but had
to be repaired twice due to storm damage.

The original seawall at Taraval with storm damage (Olmsted, 1979)

It wasn�’t until 1941 when a third seawall was constructed that the Taraval area was stabilized. The new
structure consisted of a three sided sheet pile wall anchored deep into the sand. The top was fitted with
a concrete cap. (Kingerly, 1998)This seawall, while fairly successful at protecting the road and
underpass, did need reinforcement. Concrete debris and construction fill were placed on the beach in
front of and behind the structure. (Olmsted, 1979) Unfortunately, the practice of dumping concrete
debris on Ocean Beach became an accepted tool in combating erosion.



Construction of the Taraval Seawall (Olmsted, 1979). This structure can still be found today partially
buried under the sand. Notice the use of construction debris as fill to stabilize the dunes.

1940�’s

In the 1940s, The Great Highway was threatened once again. This time the problem was at Rivera
Street. Instead of constructing another seawall, a makeshift revetment made of tombstones was
dumped on the beach. The gravestones came from the Laurel Hill cemetery after it had recently closed
due to pressure from developers. (San Francisco Public Library Historical Photo Collection) This picture
looks eerily similar to the present day shoreline at Sloat.



Rivera Street 1944 (San Francisco Public Library Historical Photo Collection)



Meanwhile at the north end of the beach, there was plenty of sand between the Great Highway and the
water. In fact, the size of north Ocean Beach in the 1940s looks quite close to what we have today.

The Ocean Beach Esplanade 1942 (San Francisco Public Library Historical Photo Collection)

1950 1980

The next 40 years appears to have been one of relative stability for Ocean Beach erosion. However, it is
well known that in the early mid 1970s, the surf had frequently reached the stairs of O�’Shaughnessy�’s
esplanade. Fortunately, no damage was registered. The beach in this area has since entered into
another cycle of accretion. (Jeff E. Hansen, 2010)

Erosion damage isn�’t noted again until 1984. In an article published August 3rd of that year in the
newspaper SF Progress, one lane of the Great Highway had to be closed at Ortega Street due to part of
the road collapsing onto the beach. SFDPW planned to add rip rap (concrete rubble) to the shoreline,
but never carried through. There were bigger plans in the making. The Ortega Street closure occurred
right when the entire Great Highway and dune system were undergoing a major renovation. The
Westside Storage and Transport Project took more than a decade to complete. It resulted in a new four
lane Great Highway with a giant sewer tunnel placed underneath it. There was a new jogging path put
in on the east side of the road, and freshly planted dunes on the beach. In the middle of the beach,
another seawall was added between Noriega and Santiago Streets. This addressed the Ortega Street
issue. In the end, the massive project culminated in the construction of the new Oceanside Treatment
Plant at the southern reaches of Sloat Boulevard. It is this wastewater infrastructure that has set up the
erosion challenge we face today at Sloat.



Sloat Area Beach 1952 �– plenty of sandy shoreline once existed in the Sloat area. (San Francisco Public
Library Historical Photo Collection)

Conclusion

Over the years, there have been numerous instances of coastal erosion damage at Ocean Beach.
Whether it was the Great Highway, the first Beach Chalet and or some of the initial seawalls, everything
placed on the beach has been threatened by the erosion at some point. In order protect its seaside
development, The City has employed a variety of methods including the dumping of rocks, the building
of seawalls, planting dune grass, and the use of concrete debris. The use of these practices continues to
the present day.



In the big picture, the goal of The City�’s erosion response strategy always boiled down to �“hold the line.�”
Structures were to be protected in place. Coastal defenses were typically either fortified or upgraded.
The one notable exception was the original Beach Chalet which was successfully relocated.

This review has also shown that controlling erosion on The City�’s coastline has usually been a process of
trial and error. Often, the first attempts end in failure: the use of boulders from Mile Rock, the original
seawalls at the Beach Chalet or Taraval Street come to mind. Fighting the surf at Ocean Beach is not an
easy proposition. The forces at work are powerful. When underestimated, they can be destructive. The
photographic evidence in this review makes this point abundantly clear.

Of course, our erosion problems began when we decided to locate the Great Highway close to the
water�’s edge. Whether it was known at the time or not, the truth is that the boundary line of Ocean
Beach is a fluid entity. The historic photos illustrate the dramatic cycles of erosion and accretion. The
average high tide line shifts position, sometimes radically.



(Olmsted, 1979) Above: An historical snapshot of high tide positions

Hopefully, this review has shown that proper setback from the ocean is important when considering
coastal development. Certainly, ignoring this last point has proven to be a serious mistake at Ocean
Beach. One can only imagine what the total cost figure would be of all the erosion damage over the
years. In today�’s dollars, the sum would no doubt be staggering, well into the tens of millions.

Regarding our present erosion challenge at Sloat, we have a case of history repeating itself, and then
some. Many of the traditional strategies have been attempted and failed: artificial dunes made of fill,
non native dune grass planting, and quarry stone revetments. We have even tried some experimental
concepts such as sand nourishment from onshore and offshore sources. Since 1996, nearly ten million
dollars of taxpayer money1 has been spent on this problem with the results being neither infrastructure
security nor beach preservation. A National Park�’s shoreline remains blighted by rock and debris.

However, the situation at Sloat is also new. This is the first time our erosion response strategy appears
to have permanently destroyed an entire stretch of beach. In previous cases of erosion, beach
regeneration or accretion has taken place. This is not happening at Sloat. Much of the area�’s shoreline
remains completely submerged as wave reflection off the revetment is creating a scouring effect,
inhibiting accretion. (Jeff E. Hansen, 2010). What is worse is that the erosion hotspot also seems to be
spreading to adjacent areas.

The above set of facts combined with coastal science and the historical record have led us to the
conclusion that the best way to solve the erosion hotspot at Sloat is through a managed retreat strategy.
Managed Retreat at Sloat would be the phased pull back of infrastructure away from the ocean. With
such a plan both infrastructure security and beach restoration can be attained.

No doubt, the challenge we face is daunting. Any fix is likely to be expensive. However, Surfrider
remains positive about the future. The SPUR Ocean Beach Master Plan process currently underway has
brought all the key government agencies to the same table, along with the non profit community and
the greater public. A plan for infrastructure relocation and setback is now being considered. We have a
collaborative process with our best science advising us, the historical record at our back and the will to
solve this issue. We see this time as a golden opportunity to not only restore the beach at Sloat, but
also to help the city chart a new course for erosion response at Ocean Beach.

Bill McLaughlin

Surfrider Foundation, San Francisco Chapter

Erosion Committee Project Manager

erosionob@gmail.com

1 Combined estimate spent by DPW, Army Corps of Engineers, USGS, NPS and other agencies.
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Brief of Appellant Charles Perkins (Appeal No.: 23-065) Challenging After-The-Fact Issuance of Coastal 
Zone Permit For Upper Great Highway Closure (Record No.: 2022-007356CTZ (Motion No. 21437)) 

There is no question that the City and the Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) have illegally closed 

the Upper Great Highway (UGH) to automobile drivers for a significant amount of time, as no authorizing 

Coastal Zone Permit (CZP) had issued. On November 9, 2023, the Planning Commission granted RPD an 

after-the-fact CZP. This was improper. Undeniably, when the UGH is closed to drivers, many metric tons 

of additional carbon emissions are released into the atmosphere; the protected beach-dune ecosystem 

is subjected to heightened abuse; the neighboring streets become far less safe for pedestrians, 

bicyclists, and drivers, and residents are subjected to unjustified hazards and inconveniences; 

emergency response times are slowed and a major evacuation route is eliminated; and access to the 

beach and various important coastal zone areas is reduced. I raised these issues in written comment 

(Exhibit 1) and orally at the November 9 hearing. The CZP was wrongly granted, with no discussion. 

Carbon Emissions: The UGH is, as the name denotes, a highway. SFMCA statistics show that pre-

pandemic, 17,600-19,900 automobiles traversed the UGH every single day on average, the higher end of 

the range falling on weekends.1 The UGH is a 2-mile straight stretch of roadway with 7 timed lights and a 

speed limit of 35 mph, and it undeniably is the most fuel-efficient route for drivers to traverse between 

Sloat and Lincoln. Based on virtually every recognized metric, the UGH offers ideal driving conditions for 

fuel conservation purposes. It is indisputable that maintaining a steady speed of under 50 miles per hour, 

and avoiding starting and stopping, accelerating and braking, and idling, is the most fuel-efficient way to 

drive a car.2  Again, the UGH has no cross-traffic and historically, the traffic lights positioned every two 

1 See PowerPoint presentation from 11/21/20 SFCTA meeting, slide #12, found here: 
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2020-
11/D4%20Mobility%20Great%20Highway%20Town%20Hall%20Slides%20%28November%202020%29.pdf.  Whether 
these usage numbers in this post-pandemic world are currently accurate is not known, but there is no question that the 
number is substantial. 
2 To the extent this statement of fact needs substantiating, please see the U.S. Department of Energy Alternative Fuels Data 
Center (https://afdc.energy.gov/conserve/behavior_techniques.html) and Natural Resources Canada 
(https://www.nrcan.gc.ca/energy-efficiency/transportation-alternative-fuels/personal-vehicles/fuel-efficient-driving-

techniques/21038). 

https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2020-11/D4%20Mobility%20Great%20Highway%20Town%20Hall%20Slides%20%28November%202020%29.pdf
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2020-11/D4%20Mobility%20Great%20Highway%20Town%20Hall%20Slides%20%28November%202020%29.pdf
https://afdc.energy.gov/conserve/behavior_techniques.html
https://www.nrcan.gc.ca/energy-efficiency/transportation-alternative-fuels/personal-vehicles/fuel-efficient-driving-techniques/21038
https://www.nrcan.gc.ca/energy-efficiency/transportation-alternative-fuels/personal-vehicles/fuel-efficient-driving-techniques/21038
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blocks have been timed such that by maintaining a steady 32-35 miles per hours, a driver can traverse the 

two miles between Lincoln and Sloat without ever braking. (Ex. 1., p. 2.) 

Each day the UGH is closed, those same drivers must detour out of their way, either to Sunset Boulevard 

(0.7 miles east), 19th Avenue (1.7 miles east), or through residential neighborhoods. Based on the 

additional vehicle miles traveled alone, and estimating a metric recognized by the Bay Area Air Quality 

Control Management District and the California Environmental Protection Agency, a competent and 

qualified researcher recently analyzed the impact of the UGH closure on daily carbon emissions using an 

estimate of two additional miles of driving:   

20k vehicles driving just a couple of miles . . . generates more than 16 metric tons of greenhouse 
gases . . . 

20,000 vehicle/day * 2 miles = 40,000 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 

40,000 VMT * 411 grams/VMT/1,000,000 = 16.44 metric tons  (411 g/vmt is EPA estimate, 2014)  

It is certainly possible that the 16.44 metric ton estimate of additional daily greenhouse gasses generated 

by the UGH closure is high, as the average diverted driver may not travel two full additional miles. More 

likely though, the estimate is low. For one thing, most of the non-residents who use the closed UGH travel 

there by car, thus generating additional emissions. (Ex.1, p. 7.) But more significantly, the estimate does 

not account for one highly significant fact of fuel efficiency. Again, the UGH has no cross-traffic, unlike 

the detoured routes through residential neighborhoods or up Sloat or Lincoln, largely avoids an 

intersection with stop sign or stoplight at every or every-other block (thus requiring drivers to brake to a 

complete stop or slow and then accelerate up again each time). And equally troubling, the UGH closure 

has led to significant routine congestion and even gridlock where it never existed before, or never existed 

routinely, which may be the least efficient driving conditions from a fuel-consumption perspective.  With 

the UGH closed, new congestion/gridlock or new heightened levels of these conditions are now seen 

routinely on the Lower Great Highway (probably the top alternative route used by diverted drivers); 

residential streets mostly between 45th Avenue and the Lower Great Highway; the Lincoln intersections 
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at the UGH, Lower Great Highway, La Playa, 46th Avenue, 41st Avenue, 36th and 37th Avenues (onto and 

off of Sunset Boulevard), and even as far east and 19th Avenue; the Sloat intersections at UGH, 48th 

Avenue, 45th Avenue, 36th and 37th Avenues, and Skyline Boulevard; Chain of Lakes Drive through 

Golden Gate Park; and Crossover Drive traversing the park between Fulton and Lincoln.3 (Ex. 1, pp. 3-5, 6, 

15, 22, 24, 27-27.) Again, congested traffic is recognized as the worst kind of driving there is for purpose 

of fuel efficiency and release of carbon emissions. 

Beach Dune Ecosystem: Immediately west of the UGH, hovering above the sandy beach below, is “one 

of the most sensitive and declining habitat types on the West Coast,” a beach-dune ecosystem, which is 

threatened by human presence.4 San Francisco should be a steward our natural resources and seek to 

safeguard them for present and future generations. Strategies for achieving this goal should include 

protecting wildlands and waterways to provide large and connected habitats in all ecosystems that will 

withstand climate change, and also provide suitable habitat for the protection and restoration of rare and 

endangered species. Land use should be environmentally sensitive. 

There is no question that with the UGH closed, significant numbers of additional people and dogs cause 

significant disturbance to the sensitive dune ecosystem. It has always been the case that some people 

will trollop through the sand dunes, and it is not uncommon to see children playing in and on the dunes 

and dogs rooting around in these sensitive areas. Though this always has happened throughout the entire 

two-mile stretch, historically, the abuse to the dunes tended to be concentrated at the intersections with 

traffic lights, where cuts in the dunes exist providing beach access. When the UGH is closed to drivers, 

however, and additional people are drawn to the immediate dune area, there are more people, children, 

 
3 Slide numbers 18, 19, and 22 in an SFCTA PowerPoint presentation from a March 27, 2021, District 4 Mobility Study Open 
House that it hosted with Supervisor Gordon Mar confirm the “major queueing” at most of these newly created traffic 
congestion areas that the closed UGH creates.  (See https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-

03/D4%20Mobility%20Study%20Open%20House%20%28March%202021%29.pdf.) 
4 See https://goldengateaudubon.org/conservation/snowy-plovers/beach-dune-ecosystem/; 

https://goldengatebirdalliance.org/conservation/snowy-plovers/. 

https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-03/D4%20Mobility%20Study%20Open%20House%20%28March%202021%29.pdf
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-03/D4%20Mobility%20Study%20Open%20House%20%28March%202021%29.pdf
https://goldengateaudubon.org/conservation/snowy-plovers/beach-dune-ecosystem/
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and dogs trampling through the dunes both in the traditional areas of high abuse as well as new 

locations, where people normally would not concentrate if the UGH were open to traffic. This statement, 

which is based on the reports of many Sunset District residents who live below the UGH and witness the 

activity on and near it every day, admittedly is anecdotal, although the National Park Service recently has 

recognized this as a legitimate concern. What is not anecdotal, however, is the math: More people 

recreating immediately adjacent to this sensitive ecosystem necessarily creates more disturbance and 

abuse of the dunes and the plants and animals that inhabit them. (Ex. 1, p. 2-3, 8-11.) 

Street Safety: When open, the UGH is the safest north-south automobile route through the west side of 

the City, by far. It is a divided highway, with two lanes traveling in each direction. Even more significantly, 

because the UGH borders the ocean, there is no cross traffic. Intersections are where a large percentage 

of traffic accidents occur—about 40%—and according to the U.S. Department of Transportation, “more 

than 50 percent of the combined total of fatal and injury crashes occur at or near intersections.”5    

Indeed, in response to a PRA request, the San Francisco Fire Department confirmed that it responded to  

only a single incident on the UGH involving a an automobile collision of any nature during all of 2017, 

2018, 2019, and 2020 through April 2021. And the Sunset District Blueprint, first prepared by former 

District 4 Supervisor Katy Tang in 2015 (with subsequent annual updates) in collaboration with virtually 

every relevant city department and neighborhood group, aptly described what was then a newly repaved 

and bike lane-striped Great Highway as "a safe and enjoyable north-south bicycle route through the 

Sunset District."6    

 
5 See https://highways.dot.gov/research/research-programs/safety/intersection-safety.  Naturally, at intersections the 
potential for cross-traffic (cars, bicycles, electric scooters, etc.) entering the intersection simultaneously—often with at least 
one traveling at high speed—exists. Making intersections even more dangerous, many fatalities occurs when a car turns right 
or left at an intersection, often across crosswalks where pedestrians have stepped out. See generally PowerPoint from 
Agenda Item 12 of April 27, 2021, SFCTA meeting (addressing many efforts to make intersections safer, including with regards 
to turns), found here: PowerPoint Presentation (sfcta.org).   
6 See p. 53 (pdf p. 54) at: https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/49717-
final_sunset_blueprint_compressed.pdf. 

https://highways.dot.gov/research/research-programs/safety/intersection-safety
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-04/Item%2012%20-%20Vision%20Zero%202020%20Progress%20and%202021%20Lookahead%20PRESENTATION.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/49717-final_sunset_blueprint_compressed.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/49717-final_sunset_blueprint_compressed.pdf
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When the UGH is closed, 17,600 to 19,900 daily drivers (pre-pandemic numbers) daily must detour out of 

their way and navigate through residential streets—with intersections at every block and drivers making 

left and right turns, and where kids are playing, other cars are backing out of driveways, parked cars are 

opening doors into traffic and pulling off curbs, etc.—or up Sloat or Lincoln to Sunset Boulevard or 19th 

Avenue, with four-way traffic lights at every intersection and on which frequent “bad” traffic collisions 

occur.  Indeed, the Sunset District Blueprint also makes clear that the very streets onto which the closure 

now forces cars to detour, Lincoln, Sloat, Sunset Boulevard and 19th Avenue, and perhaps most 

significantly, the Lower Great Highway, are all particularly dangerous streets.7  

It cannot be argued with a straight face that forcing 17,600-19,900 cars each day off the UGH and onto 

more hazardous routes, including through residential neighborhood, does not completely undermine the 

pedestrian/bicyclist safety goals of Vision Zero and make the streets of the Outer Sunset far less safe for 

residents and visitors. (See Ex. 1, pp. 6, 11-14, 16, 17, 22, 24.) 

Evacuation/Emergency Response: The residents of the western side, and particularly the Richmond 

District, are largely boxed in. The recent Maui experience illustrated the horrors of poor evacuation 

options, and the UGH is designated by the City as a primary evacuation route for westside residents 

fleeing north or south.8 When it is closed, lives unquestionably are placed in peril. 

Similarly, when the UGH is open, it is the preferred route for emergency responders on the west side 

needing to traverse between Sloat and Lincoln. In 2021 San Francisco’s Fire Marshal disclosed that the 

Slow Streets program, of which the UGH closure apparently is a part, has directly caused emergency 

response times to increase between 5 and 30 seconds on average. When the UGH is closed, emergency 

response times are delayed by far greater amounts than 5-30 seconds. While emergency response times 

may have increased by 5-30 seconds due to slow streets, it is important to keep in mind that these are 

 
7 See id. at p. 52 (pdf p. 53). 
8 See https://sf.gov/sites/default/files/2022-06/838-ESF%201%20-%20Transportation%20Annex.pdf at App. B (pdf. p. 31.) 

https://sf.gov/sites/default/files/2022-06/838-ESF%201%20-%20Transportation%20Annex.pdf
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averages. In most instances, an emergency responder will not be impacted by a closed street and there 

will be no delay at all. To come up with the average, this means that the delay, when there is one, will 

exceed the averages in many instances. With regards to the UGH specifically, not being able to traverse 

the two-mile stretch of unimpeded road having no cross traffic (a two-minute trip for an emergency 

vehicle with sirens blaring?), but instead having to detour through residential streets or up to Sunset, 

necessarily adds, conservatively, 3-6 minutes to the response time. (Ex. 1, pp. 17-20.) 

Access to Coastal Zone: The primary parking area at Ocean Beach spans between just north of Lincoln 

to just below the Cliff House, which, not coincidentally, is also the most heavily used area of the beach 

itself (near Sloat, where a smaller parking lot exists, also sees heavy use). There is no question that for 

many people coming from the south (be it from parts of the City like Bayview and the Excelsior, or from 

Daly City, Pacifica, or further down the Peninsula/South Bay) seeking to access the northern end of 

Ocean Beach, or other Coastal Zone areas such as Sutro Baths, Sutro Heights Park, and even the western 

end of Golden Gate Park, the UGH is the most direct and convenient route.  Similarly, for many traveling 

from the north seeking to access the beach near Sloat, the Zoo, Fort Funston, and Lake Merced, the UGH 

is the preferred route. When the UGH is closed, and such people must detour east and find alternative, 

longer routes, burning more fossil fuel and facing congestion points that the UGH closure causes, their 

access to these important coastal areas is significantly impeded. 

Impact on Neighbors: Though some residents in the immediate vicinity of the UGH may enjoy its 

closure, for many, the impact is a nightmare. When the UGH is closed, the Lower Great Highway, La 

Playa, 48th Avenue, 46th Avenue, and 45th Avenue, experience a steady parade of daily cars each at 

levels that dwarf the pre-pandemic traffic volumes, despite the City’s expensive mitigation efforts. Once-

peaceful neighborhoods (or at least more peaceful ones) become major thoroughfares to new traffic, 

making it challenging (and unsafe) for many to back out of their driveways even. The exhaust fumes, 

which before were released on the elevated UGH somewhat away from homes, are now deposited 
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directly on the residents’ doorsteps.  Also particularly troubling is the added noise pollution. (Ex. 1, pp. 

20-27.) Pre-UGH closure, it was essentially unheard of for large trucks, such as the trucks delivering food 

to Safeway (located on La Playa in the first block north of Golden Gate Park), to be seen on the Lower 

Great Highway in the wee hours of the night and early morning. Now, however, these loud trucks traverse 

that road as a matter of routine, often disturbing residents who are trying to sleep. (Ex. 1, p. 25.) In 

addition, car parades, and more disturbingly, packs of motorcycles that previously traversed the UGH, at 

least somewhat removed from the residents, have shifted to the Lower Great Highway due to the closure. 

(Ex. 1, p. 25.) Indeed, it is now a regular occurrence for packs of motorcyclists and other groups of 

automobile enthusiasts who used to traverse the UGH en mass on weekend to instead parade along the 

Lower Great Highway on which people live, rattling windows and shaking nerves as they pass by. 

Legally, a CZP Should Be Denied 

Taking discretionary action that undeniably leads to additional carbon emissions at this point in history, 

does damage to the beach-dune ecosystem, undermines Vision Zero, slows emergency response times 

and removes an important evacuation route, is detrimental to coastal access, and causes numerous 

negative externalities on residents is unjustifiable as a matter of moral principle. But it also runs afoul of 

law. 

A CZP must be denied where it does not conform to the Local Coastal Program (LCP). (SF Plan. Code, § 

330.52.) The UGH closure directly violates the Western Shoreline Area Plan (WSAP), which comprises 

part of the City’s LCP.  Policy 2.1 of Objective 2 of the WSAB is:  

Develop the Great Highway right-of-way as a four lane straight highway with recreational trails 
for bicycle, pedestrian, landscaping, and parking. Emphasize slow pleasure traffic and safe 
pedestrian access to the beach.9 

 
9 The WSAP is included as Exhibit 2. 
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This should be the end of the story. Closing the UGH to drivers is antithetical to and unreconcilable with 

the LCP, which calls for a four-lane highway to accommodate slow pleasure traffic. Notably, the UGH has 

always had multi-use paths running along both its eastern and western perimeters—paths that allowed 

harmonic use and access by everyone—and a bike lane that, when maintained, provides "a safe and 

enjoyable north-south bicycle route through the Sunset District."10 Under the LCP, it is these recreational 

trail and bike lanes that should be improved, but a UGH closure is forbidden. (See also WSAB, Objective 

2, policy 2.3 [‘[p]rovide for a continuation of the bicycle trail by and exclusive bicycle lane on public 

streets between the Great Highway and Point Lobos”].) 

Under Objective 2, policy 2.5, and Objective 6, policy 6.2 of the WSAB, the dune ecosystem must be 

stabilized and protected. As described previously, turning the length of the UGH into a “playground” 

necessarily causes additional dune abuse and damage. 

Objectives 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 recognize the importance of the following recreational areas, 

respectively: Golden Gate Park, the Zoo, Lake Merced, Ocean Beach, Sutro Heights Park, Sutro 

Baths/Cliff House, and Ft. Funston. As discussed, a closed UGH make it far more difficult for people 

coming from the north to access those areas to the south, and vice versa. 

Objective 11, policy 11.6 of the WSAB is: “Protect the neighborhood environment of the Richmond and 

Sunset residential areas from traffic and visitor impacts from the public using adjacent recreation and 

open space areas.” As discussed, a closed UGH runs roughshod over this policy. 

Additionally, the California Coastal Act is violated by the UGH closure. Under Public Resources Code 

(PRC) section 30210, public access must be consistent with public safety, natural resource protection, 

and interests of private property owners.11 Here, as noted immediately above, the closure reduces public 

 
10 See p. 53 (pdf p. 54) at: https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/49717-
final_sunset_blueprint_compressed.pdf. 
11 Cited provisions of the Coastal Act are included as Exhibit 3. 

https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/49717-final_sunset_blueprint_compressed.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/49717-final_sunset_blueprint_compressed.pdf
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access to key coastal zone areas. On top of that, and as discussed at length, a closed UGH: 1) makes the 

streets far less safe and undermines Vision Zero, does damage to the natural resources found in the 

beach-dune ecosystem, and subjects residents to increased traffic and safely hazards, increased noise 

pollution and carbon emissions, and diminished quality of life. 

Under PRC section 30211, action that interferes with public access (such as to Ocean Beach, Ft. 

Funston, Sutro Baths, etc.) is prohibited. The 2-mile long UGH is roughly right in the middle of San 

Francisco’s six-mile long Coastal Zone. Closing this roadway undeniably sufficiently impedes access to 

the northern and southern ends of the Coastal Zone.  

Additionally, PRC section 30214(a)(3) reiterates that actions must consider the “fragility of the natural 

resources in the area and the proximity of the access area to adjacent residential uses,” and under 

subdivision (b), private property owners’ rights must be balanced. Once again, a closed UGH damages 

the area’s natural resources directly (the dunes) and all efforts to combat climate change more generally.  

Additionally, the negative externalities foisted on local residents is well-described. Bike lanes on the UGH 

should be improved, but a UGH closure is forbidden. (See also WSAB, Objective 2, Policy 2.3 [‘[p]rovide 

for a continuation of the bicycle trail by and exclusive bicycle lane on public streets between the Great 

Highway and Point Lobos”].) 

Conclusion 

Closing a major 2-mile highway to drivers is a far cry from action to, e.g., turn a dilapidated area into a 

park, close a block or blocks of low-volume residential streets, or any other typical government action. 

Allowing people to recreate on an asphalt highway designed for traffic, without cars present, does 

nothing to increase beach access (unlike, e.g., would be the situation if the City wanted to allow people 

to drive and park their cars on the UGH itself, with the UGH otherwise remaining open to drivers). To the 

contrary, the closure provides no increased beach access (only access to an asphalt highway) and makes 
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access to many important areas of the coastal zone far more difficult. It undeniably forces drivers to log 

more vehicle miles traveled in less-fuel efficient conditions than exist on the UGH, creates new areas of 

greenhouse-gas-exacerbating traffic congestion, causes damage to a sensitive environmental area, 

forces drivers to be in their cars longer and on far more dangerous streets than the UGH (thus 

undermining Vision Zero), detrimentally impacts emergency response times and emergency evacuation, 

and causes great hardship on local neighborhood.  The CZP should be denied.  

 



TO: San Francisco Planning Commission 

FROM: Charles Perkins, San Francisco 

ISSUE: Objection to Coastal Permit For Great Highway Closure  

DATE: November 9, 2023 

 

The closure of the Upper Great Highway (UGH) to automobiles is a provable disaster from both an 
environmental and public safety standpoint.  It indisputably has a net-negative environmental impact 
(which is the reason the closure proponents have done everything possible to avoid an EIR), undermines 
Vision Zero, and works inequities on more challenged communities, working class people, families, and 
persons with disabilities, among many others.  I urge you to reject the requested coastal permit.   

I. Background 

The Upper Great Highway (UGH) is a two-mile unbroken stretch of road running north-south between 
Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard along the westernmost edge of San Francisco’s Sunset District.  It is a 
four-lane divided highway and, abutting the coastal sand dunes that span the entire UGH, experiences 
no cross-traffic.  The UGH serves as a major commuter route for residents of the city’s westside who 

work on the peninsula and further south, and for Bay Area residents who live to the south and work at 
places such as the Veteran’s Hospital, and is the most efficient route of direct access for people going to 
or from the zoo, Lakeshore Plaza, the Legion of Honor, the Beach Chalet and the adjacent soccer fields, 
etc.; parents delivering children to school, youth sporting events, dance classes, and other events taking 
place on the city’s westside; surfers traveling up and down the coast to “check out the waves”; and 
persons having a need to traverse the two miles between Lincoln and Sloat for an untold myriad of 
other purposes.  

For years, the UGH has been bordered for its entire two-mile stretch on the east side by an adjacent 
paved multi-use walking/biking path, and on the west side by an adjacent dirt path. 
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Exhibit 1



 

[Stock photo taken an unknown time depicting typical UGH and eastern multi-use path usage] 

 

[Post-UGH closure photo of eastern lanes of UGH and multi-use path running parallel to the UGH on the 
east side.] 
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[Stock photo showing adjacent parallel path to UGH on west side.] 

Closure of the UGH is antithetical to the well-being of the environment, public safety and the compelling 
goal of eliminating all automobile-involved fatalities, and the health, welfare, and peaceful existence of 
many Bay Area residents. 

II. Each Day the UGH is Closed to Drivers Undeniably Causes an Indefensible, Significant Increase in 

Greenhouse Gasses and Significant Other Harms to the Coastal Environment  

 A. Carbon emissions 

The concept that climate change is an existential threat to the planet, and that greenhouse gasses 
should be reduced to the fullest extent possible, goes without saying.  It should also go without saying 
that any discretionary action that functions to increase carbon emissions at this point in history is 

unacceptable.  Government action related to roads should be designed to decrease vehicle miles 
traveled, not increase them, and government should be focused on getting drivers into electric vehicles, 
which every reputable study recognizes is the best way to combat climate change. 

On November 21, 2020, SFCTA and then-Supervisor Gordon Mar hosted a “virtual town hall” on the 

future of the UGH.  The presenters noted that SFTCA statistics show that pre-pandemic, 17,600-19,900 
automobiles traversed the UGH every single day on average, the higher end of the range falling on 
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weekends.1  The Great Highway is, as name denotes, a highway.  There is no parking along it, no shops 
or restaurants, no bus stops, and no nearby train lines running north-south.  It is a highway used by 
17,600-19,900 drivers daily who have a need to traverse the two-mile stretch between Lincoln and Sloat 
for work, errands, child responsibilities, doctors’ appointments, leisure purposes, and a myriad of other 
reasons.2  Each day the UGH is closed, those same 17,600-19,900 daily drivers now must detour out of 
their way, either to Sunset Boulevard (0.7 miles east), 19th Avenue (1.7 miles east), or through 
residential neighborhoods.   

The upshot of this is that 17,600-19,900 daily drivers must spend significantly longer times behind the 

wheel, putting additional miles on the odometer, leading to massive amounts of additional greenhouse 

gasses being released into the atmosphere each day based on the additional mileage alone.  (Even if 
usage has changed some since the pandemic, there is no question that a significant number of drivers 
use the UGH each day it is open.)  Estimating a metric recognized by the Bay Area Air Quality Control 
Management District and the California Environmental Protection Agency, a competent and qualified 
researcher recently analyzed the impact of the UGH closure on daily carbon emissions based simply on 
the additional mileage as follows (using an estimate of two additional miles of driving):   

20k vehicles driving just a couple of miles . . . generates more than 16 metric tons of greenhouse 
gases . . . 

20,000 vehicle/day * 2 miles = 40,000 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 

40,000 VMT * 411 grams/VMT/1,000,000 = 16.44 metric tons  (411 g/vmt is EPA estimate, 
2014)3 

It is certainly possible that the 16.44 metric ton estimate of additional greenhouse gasses generated by 
the UGH closure, which is based on additional miles driven alone, is high, as the average diverted driver 
may not travel two full additional miles.  More likely though, the estimate is low.  For one thing, it does 
not account for the thousands of people who travel by car to the UGH each week from points afar, 
perhaps drawn by the Recreation and Parks Department’s (RPD) promotional efforts,4 to walk or ride 

 
1 See PowerPoint presentation from 11/21/20 meeting, slide #12, found here: 
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2020-
11/D4%20Mobility%20Great%20Highway%20Town%20Hall%20Slides%20%28November%202020%29.

pdf.  In a November 10, 2020, memo from Supervisor Mar to MTA Director Tumlin and the SFMTA Board of 
Directors obtained through a PRA request, Supervisor Mar stated that “tens of thousands of daily vehicles” drove 
on the UGH before the closure, and noted that the need to account for all of the diverted traffic will increase as 
the pandemic wanes.  And a March 22, 2021, text message from Supervisor Mar’s staff obtained through a Public 
Records Actequest notes that data shows that the UGH “closure will increase traffic flow to [L]ake Merced [a route 
many diverted cars now must travel] by 20k cars,” although that information was “not yet public.” 
2 Again, the 17,600-19,900 daily driver calculation was based on pre-pandemic numbers.   
3 The researcher also noted that, global warming aside, health risks increase dramatically when nearby residents 
are subjected to additional amounts of these greenhouse gases and toxic clouds containing "large amounts carbon 
monoxide, nitric oxide, and ultra fine particles," which, according to the World Health Organization, are associated 
with increased risk of cardiovascular death, respiratory mortality, asthma, low birth weights, childhood cancer, 
lung cancer and many other adverse health risks. 
4 See here: https://web.archive.org/web/20210227132014/https:/sfrecpark.org/1555/The-Great-Walkway.  
As can be seen, this recovered webpage is essentially a Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) propaganda piece 
promoting permanent closure of the UGH.  After the RPD was accused of wrongfully expending public resources to 

https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2020-11/D4%20Mobility%20Great%20Highway%20Town%20Hall%20Slides%20%28November%202020%29.pdf
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2020-11/D4%20Mobility%20Great%20Highway%20Town%20Hall%20Slides%20%28November%202020%29.pdf
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2020-11/D4%20Mobility%20Great%20Highway%20Town%20Hall%20Slides%20%28November%202020%29.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20210227132014/https:/sfrecpark.org/1555/The-Great-Walkway
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bikes there.  People driving to the UGH is a common occurrence.  But more significantly, the estimate 
does not account for one highly significant fact: fuel efficiency.  Based on virtually every recognized 

metric, the UGH offers ideal driving conditions for fuel conservation purposes.  It is indisputable that 
maintaining a steady speed of under 50 miles per hour, and avoiding starting and stopping, accelerating 
and braking, and idling, is the most fuel-efficient way to drive a car.5  Again, the UGH has no cross-traffic 
and historically, the traffic lights positioned every two blocks have been timed such that by maintaining 
a steady 32-35 miles per hours (the speed limit is 35 mph), a driver can traverse the two miles between 
Lincoln and Sloat without ever coming to a stop.6 

Now, however, the 17,600-19,900 are forced to divert onto streets having cross-traffic at every block 
(thus requiring a safe driver to, at minimum, brake at each approach), and a stop sign or stoplight at 
every or every-other block (thus requiring drivers to brake to a complete stop and then accelerate up 
again each time).  And equally troubling, the UGH closure has led to significant routine congestion and 
even gridlock where it never existed before, or never existed routinely, which may be the least efficient 
driving conditions from a fuel-consumption perspective.  With the UGH closed, new congestion/gridlock 
or new heightened levels of these conditions are now seen routinely on the Lower Great Highway 
(probably the top alternative route used by diverted drivers); residential streets mostly between 45th 
Avenue and the Lower Great Highway; the Lincoln intersections at the UGH, Lower Great Highway, La 
Playa, 46th Avenue, 41st Avenue, 36th and 37th Avenues (onto and off of Sunset Boulevard), and even as 
far east and 19th Avenue; the Sloat intersections at UGH, 48th Avenue, 45th Avenue, 36th and 37th 
Avenues, and Skyline Boulevard; Chain of Lakes Drive through Golden Gate Park; and Crossover Drive 
traversing the park between Fulton and Lincoln.7  

Cars may be the top cause of carbon emissions, and closing the UGH to cars indisputably means that 
most of the 17,600-19,900 daily drivers will spend more time in their vehicles, with their motors 
running, driving further distances in less fuel-efficient driving conditions.  Any discretionary action that 
undeniably causes a significant amount of additional greenhouse gasses to be released into the 
atmosphere every day is antithetical to just every rationale concept of combatting carbon emissions, 
including that Vehicle Miles Traveled should be minimized whenever possible. 

 

 

 
advocate through this webpage for one side only of a highly charged political issue, RPD “toned down” its 
advocacy, slightly.  (See https://sfrecpark.org/1555/The-Great-Walkway.) 
5 To the extent this statement of fact needs substantiating, please see the U.S. Department of Energy Alternative 
Fuels Data Center (https://afdc.energy.gov/conserve/behavior_techniques.html) and Natural Resources 
Canada (https://www.nrcan.gc.ca/energy-efficiency/transportation-alternative-fuels/personal-vehicles/fuel-

efficient-driving-techniques/21038). 
6 Indeed, many regular users set their cruise control at such a speed, thereby making make all the lights on green. 
7 Slide numbers 18, 19, and 22 in an SFCTA PowerPoint presentation from a March 27, 2021, District 4 Mobility 
Study Open House that it hosted with Supervisor Mar confirm the “major queueing” at most of these newly 
created traffic congestion areas that the closed UGH creates.  (See 
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-

03/D4%20Mobility%20Study%20Open%20House%20%28March%202021%29.pdf.) 

https://sfrecpark.org/1555/The-Great-Walkway
https://afdc.energy.gov/conserve/behavior_techniques.html
https://www.nrcan.gc.ca/energy-efficiency/transportation-alternative-fuels/personal-vehicles/fuel-efficient-driving-techniques/21038
https://www.nrcan.gc.ca/energy-efficiency/transportation-alternative-fuels/personal-vehicles/fuel-efficient-driving-techniques/21038
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-03/D4%20Mobility%20Study%20Open%20House%20%28March%202021%29.pdf
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-03/D4%20Mobility%20Study%20Open%20House%20%28March%202021%29.pdf
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[Gridlock as drivers unable to enter the UGH at Sloat detour east to 45th Avenue] 

 

[Gridlock on Chain of Lakes when the UGH is closed has become far more routine] 
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[A new norm: People driving cars to the closed UGH to walk or ride bikes] 

 B. Significant harm to coastal environment 

Immediately west of the UGH, hovering above the sandy beach below, is a two-mile stretch of what the 
Golden Gate Audubon Society calls a Beach Dune Ecosystem, which it describes as: 

one of the most sensitive and declining habitat types on the West Coast. It’s home to numerous 

species of plants and animals, each occupying a precise niche.  Human threats to the beach-
dune ecosystem include . . . litter and pollution, disturbance and habitat loss. 

Though on the margins of a world-class metropolis, San Francisco’s coastal areas still retain 

functioning ecosystems with plants and animals that struggle to survive the many urban 
pressures. Some species like the Snowy Plover, Brown Pelican, and San Francisco Lessingia are 
on the federal Endangered Species List. Others such as the Long-billed Curlew, Whimbrel, 
Sanderling, Heermann’s Gull and Elegant Tern are also vulnerable and are species of concern. 

Beachgoers can unknowingly harm this sensitive ecosystem by disturbing wildlife, contributing 
to erosion and fostering predators.  Through public education, awareness, and good 
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stewardship practices, we can achieve a balance that will accommodate people as well as 
wildlife.8 

As to the endangered snowy plover specifically, elsewhere the Golden Gate Audubon Society notes: 

Because Snowy Plovers live in areas that are also popular locations for human recreation, there 
is often the potential for frequent disturbance.  Recreational activities such as jogging, dog 
walking, ball games and kite flying are common sources of disturbance.9  

San Francisco should be a steward our natural resources and seek to safeguard them for present and 
future generations.  Strategies for achieving this goal should include protecting wildlands and waterways 
to provide large and connected habitats in all ecosystems that will withstand climate change, and also 
provide suitable habitat for the protection and restoration of rare and endangered species. Land use 
should be environmentally sensitive. 

There is no question that with the UGH closed, significant numbers of additional people and dogs cause 
significant disturbance to the sensitive dune ecosystem.  It has always been the case that some people 
will trollop through the sand dunes, and it is not uncommon to see children playing in and on the dunes 
and dogs rooting around in these sensitive areas.  Though this always has happened throughout the 
entire two-mile stretch, historically, the abuse to the dunes tended to be concentrated at the 
intersections with traffic lights, where cuts in the dunes exist providing beach access.  When the UGH is 
closed to drivers, however, and additional people are drawn to the area, there are more people, 
children, and dogs trampling through the dunes both in the traditional areas of high abuse as well as 
new locations, where people normally would not concentrate if the UGH were open to traffic.  This 
statement, which is based on the reports of many Sunset District residents who live below the UGH and 
witness the activity on and near it every day, admittedly is anecdotal, although the National Park Service 
recently has recognized this as a legitimate concern.  What is not anecdotal, however, is the math: More 
people recreating immediately adjacent to this sensitive ecosystem necessarily creates more 
disturbance and abuse of the dunes and the plants and animals that inhabit them. 

Finally, and again anecdotally, the level of trash and litter has increased markedly since the UGH has 
been closed to drivers at times.  But again, anecdote aside, there is no question that bringing additional 
persons every month to this highly sensitive ecosystem necessarily increases not only the potential for 
but actual incidence of additional trash and other pollution. 

The sand dunes at Ocean Beach are part of an incredibly important ecosystem that already is “one of 

the most sensitive and declining habitat types on the West Coast.”  The UGH lies directly underneath 

this ecosystem, literally in its shadow.  Unnecessarily drawing many additional people to the location 
each month necessarily creates additional disturbance to these dunes by virtue of the added volume of 
users alone.   

 
8 See https://goldengateaudubon.org/conservation/snowy-plovers/beach-dune-ecosystem/. 
9 See https://goldengateaudubon.org/conservation/snowy-plovers/ 

https://goldengateaudubon.org/conservation/snowy-plovers/beach-dune-ecosystem/
https://goldengateaudubon.org/conservation/snowy-plovers/
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[The Beach Dune Ecosystem post-closure] 

 

[More people are drawn to the vicinity of the closed UGH, with a noticeable and significant uptick in 
litter] 
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[Middle-beach “parties” in the sand dunes have become more common since the UGH became a place 
for people to congregate] 

 

[Many more trampled trails through the dunes since the closure] 
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[Many new footpaths through the dune ecosystem since the UGH closure] 

III.  Closure of the UGH Causes the Streets of the Sunset District To Be Far More Dangerous to 

Pedestrians, Bicyclists, and Drivers, Inevitably Leading to Additional Injuries and Deaths Over Time, 

and also Causes Slowed Emergency Response Times, Putting Everyone on the City’s Westside at 

Greater Risk 

A. Forcing 17,600-19,900 daily drivers to detour off the relative safe UGH onto residential 
streets or other more dangerous routes creates an unacceptable, unnecessary risk to public 
safety  

San Francisco’s Vison Zero program seeks to eliminate traffic-related fatalities.10  When open, the UGH is 
the safest north-south automobile route through the west side of the City, by far.  It is a divided 
highway, with two lanes traveling in each direction.  Even more significantly, because the UGH borders 
the ocean, there is no cross traffic.  Intersections are where a large percentage of traffic accidents 
occur—about 40%—and according to the U.S. Department of Transportation, “more than 50 percent of 
the combined total of fatal and injury crashes occur at or near intersections.”11  Indeed, in response to a 
PRA request, the San Francisco Fire Department confirmed that it responded to  only a single incident on 

the UGH involving a an automobile collision of any nature during all of 2017, 2018, 2019, and 2020 

 
10 See https://www.sfcta.org/policies/vision-zero. 
11 See https://highways.dot.gov/research/research-programs/safety/intersection-safety.  Naturally, at 
intersections the potential for cross-traffic (cars, bicycles, electric scooters, etc.) entering the intersection 
simultaneously—often with at least one traveling at high speed—exists.  Making intersections even more 
dangerous, and as emphasized at a recent Vision Zero presentation to the SFCTA, many fatalities occurs when a car 
turns right or left at an intersection, often across crosswalks where pedestrians have stepped out.  See generally 
PowerPoint from Agenda Item 12 of April 27, 2021, SFCTA meeting (addressing many efforts to make intersections 
safer, including with regards to turns), found here: PowerPoint Presentation (sfcta.org).   

https://www.sfcta.org/policies/vision-zero
https://highways.dot.gov/research/research-programs/safety/intersection-safety
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-04/Item%2012%20-%20Vision%20Zero%202020%20Progress%20and%202021%20Lookahead%20PRESENTATION.pdf
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through the initial closure of the UGH in April 2021.12  And the Sunset District Blueprint, first prepared by 
former District 4 Supervisor Katy Tang in 2015 (with subsequent annual updates) in collaboration with 
virtually every relevant city department and neighborhood group, aptly described what was then a 
newly repaved and bike lane-striped Great Highway as "a safe and enjoyable north-south bicycle route 
through the Sunset District."13   

When the UGH is open to drivers, it serves its function as a safe and convenient road on which to 
traverse the western half of the City, historically to virtually everyone’s satisfaction and with little 

complaint.14  In fact, statistics prove it is the safest two-mile stretch of roadway anywhere in San 
Francisco.  When it is closed, however, 17,600 to 19,900 drivers each day must detour out of their way 
and navigate alternate routes between Sloat and Lincoln.  Many of these drivers now make their way 
through residential streets, with intersections at every block and drivers are making left and right turns, 
and where kids are playing, other cars are backing out of driveways, parked cars are opening doors into 
traffic and pulling off curbs, etc.  Others drive up Sloat or Lincoln to Sunset Boulevard, or even as far east 
as 19th Avenue, both of which have been identified as Vision Zero high injury corridors, with four-way 
traffic lights at every intersection and on which frequent “bad” traffic collisions occur.  Indeed, the 
Sunset District Blueprint also makes clear that the very streets onto which the closure now forces cars to 
detour, Lincoln, Sloat, Sunset Boulevard and 19th Avenue, and perhaps most significantly, the Lower 
Great Highway, are all particularly dangerous streets.15     

There is zero question that routinely closing the UGH will cause (and already has caused), additional 
traffic accidents, injuries, and deaths; it is not even debatable.16  For one thing, by forcing drivers to 
detour out of their way, they necessarily spend more time in their cars and, as any auto insurance 
underwriter will confirm, more time behind the wheel necessarily means more accidents.   

But more directly, forcing 17,600 to 19,900 additional drivers each day of closure off the divided UGH 
and onto undivided surface streets having far more driving hazards, passing by schools, parks, 
commercial areas, and houses, also necessarily means more accidents.  Some of these drivers will be 
conscientious, faultless individuals, but an accident will occur nonetheless as, for example, a child runs 
out from behind a parked car to chase a ball that rolls into the street, or a pedestrian or bicyclist acts 
carelessly.  (The increased number of cars makes it more likely that the timing of the child’s pursuit or a 
pedestrian’s negligence, and the car’s passing, will coincide.)  Many of the re-routed drivers, however, 
will be distracted because that is an unfortunate, but foreseeable, fact of life.  Others will be scofflaws, 

 
12 In an apparent effort to mask the exceptionally safe nature of the UGH, the SFCTA, at its March 27, 2021, District 
4 Mobility Study Open House, lumped the UGH together with two far more dangerous streets, Lower Great 
Highway and La Playa, and asserted that there were “[a]bout 5-6 collisions per year” on these three streets 
between 2016 and 2020.  (See slide #15 at https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-

03/D4%20Mobility%20Study%20Open%20House%20%28March%202021%29.pdf.) 
13 See p. 53 (pdf p. 54) at: https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/49717-
final_sunset_blueprint_compressed.pdf. 
14 As noted, multi-use recreational paths have always existed on both sides of the UGH and all pedestrians, 
walkers, runners, bicyclists and drivers were able to enjoy and use the westernmost stretch of the City between 
Sloat and Lincoln to everyone’s satisfaction and without complaint. 
15 See id. at p. 52 (pdf p. 53). 
16 For example, slide #15 referenced in footnote 12, above, notes that although there were one-third fewer 
automobile accidents overall during the pandemic (clearly due to fewer drivers on the road), the number of 
accidents on Lower Great Highway and La Playa—two primary detour routes—remained unchanged. 

https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-03/D4%20Mobility%20Study%20Open%20House%20%28March%202021%29.pdf
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-03/D4%20Mobility%20Study%20Open%20House%20%28March%202021%29.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/49717-final_sunset_blueprint_compressed.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/49717-final_sunset_blueprint_compressed.pdf
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who speed, run stop signs, etc.; another unfortunate but foreseeable fact.  Many will be angry and 
frustrated by the burdensome detours they are forced to make and will be less attentive and in a 
greater rush as a result; a bad state of being for any driver but another inevitable result of the UGH 
closure.  To be sure, when the UGH is open to cars, those same drivers who are inattentive, speed, are 
distracted, etc. will still traverse the westside between Sloat and Lincoln.  But from a public safety 
perspective, it is far preferable that they do so on the divided, intersection-free UGH, where there is far 
less opportunity for accidents than exists on residential streets.     

There also is zero question that traffic “calming” or “mitigation” measures, which to date has been the 
City’s effort to address the necessarily admitted fact that a closed UGH creates unsafe street conditions 
needing mitigation, while possibly reducing the risks slightly, cannot come close to offsetting the 
extreme dangers of forcing 17,600-19,900 cars each day off of the relatively safe UGH onto far more 
hazardous streets.  Notably, almost immediately following the closure, residents, who saw their once-
peaceful streets become new thoroughfares to traffic, began complaining.  The city responded by 
spending massive amounts of money on mitigation measures, such as installation of speed bumps and 
new stop and no-turn signs.  Although the cost of those initial 2020 efforts is not currently known, in 
February 2021, the Board of Supervisors allocated another $500,000 in Proposition K funds to study the 
traffic congestion and safety hazards the closed UGH creates and implement additional mitigation 
measures.  And now, in its effort to secure a coastal permit, RPD states that it plans to spend even more 

money trying to mitigate to some degree the additional risks to public safety that it directly causes by 

closing the UGH.  Spending more money on discretionary projects like this to try to reduce the 

problems the project itself creates, at a time when the City revenue is plummeting and harsh spending 

cuts are undeniably coming is unjustifiable.17 

Again, however, the reality is that forcing nearly 20,000 cars each day (again, pre-pandemic numbers, 
but a significant number even today) off a highway and onto more dangerous and residential streets 
creates dangers that cannot be mitigated.  Supervisor Mar recognized as much on the record at an April 
27, 2021, SFCTA board meeting: 

I am concerned over the number of fatalities that have continued this year despite all the Vision 
Zero actions that have been taken and are currently in motion, and I'm especially concerned 
about the increased traffic volume on our streets as we continue to reopen our economy, our 
schools, and our civil life in the coming months.  This concern certainly applies to the temporary 
closure of the Great Highway for recreation during the pandemic, which many commenters have 
focused on.  While the traffic calming and slowing measures installed on the Great Highway in 

the last few months were very much needing even prior to the pandemic and prior to the 

repurposing of the Upper Great Highway, they are inadequate to mitigate the increased traffic 

volume in the coming months.  In fact, just this morning, a senior was struck on the corner of 44 

 
17 Most objective observers would agree that crime in San Francisco is at an unacceptable level currently, and 
Supervisor Dorsey recently proposed a charter amendment that would allow for more police officers on the street.  
Due to funding concerns, Supervisor Safai proposed an amendment under which additional officers could be hired 
only if San Franciscans pay more taxes to cover the cost. 

13



and Ulloa.  So for me, Vision Zero and safety on our streets in the Outer Sunset and Parkside 
needs to be a matter of discussion.18 

The UGH is far and away the safest north-south route between Lincoln and Sloat.  It cannot be argued 
with a straight face that diverting 17,600-19,900 cars each day off the UGH and onto more hazardous 
routes does not completely undermine the pedestrian/bicyclist safety goals of Vision Zero. 

 

 
18 A rough transcript of the April 27, 2021, hearing is found here: 
https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/TranscriptViewer.php?view_id=24&clip_id=38408 

https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/TranscriptViewer.php?view_id=24&clip_id=38408
14



 

[Typical post-closure parade of cars seen on streets running parallel to UGH] 

15



 

16



[Accident between car and motorcycle that occurred on February 19, 2021, on Lincoln and 48th Avenue 
due to the chaos created by the closed UGH.  Here, an eastbound truck crosses the median into the 
westbound lanes to avoid the body in the road.]  

 

[January 2021 rollover accident in the 1800 block of Lower Great Highway, the same location where on 
Christmas Eve, 2020, a motorcycle with two riders launched over a newly installed speed bump and 
crashed] 

 B. The UGH closure has and will continue to impede emergency response times near the ocean 
and eliminates the primary designated evacuation route for residents 

In 2021 San Francisco’s Fire Marshal disclosed that the Slow Streets program, of which the UGH closure 
apparently is a part, has directly caused emergency response times to increase between 5 and 30 
seconds on average.  When the UGH is closed, emergency response times are delayed by far greater 
amounts than 5-30 seconds.  While emergency response times may have increased by 5-30 seconds due 
to slow streets, it is important to keep in mind that these are averages.  In most instances, an emergency 
responder will not be impacted by a closed street and there will be no delay at all.  To come up with the 
average, this means that the delay, when there is one, will exceed the averages in many instances.  With 
regards to the UGH specifically, not being able to traverse the two-mile stretch of unimpeded road 
having no cross traffic (a two-minute trip for an emergency vehicle with sirens blaring?), but instead 
having to detour through residential streets or up to Sunset, necessarily adds, conservatively, 3-6 
minutes to the response time.   

When the UGH is open, it is the preferred route for emergency responders on the west side needing to 
traverse between Sloat and Lincoln.  To the extent there’s any question, just ask them.  Or simply 

observe with one’s own eyes; when the highway is open, fire trucks, ambulances, etc. use it every time, 
and never drop down to the Lower Great Highway.  When it’s closed, however, emergency vehicles 

routinely use the much slower LGH.   It is possible that all emergency responders in the city have some 
sort of “skeleton key” that would allow them to open the locked gates that now bar vehicle access on 
the UGH when it is closed.  Even in that case, however, an ambulance, for example, having to stop at the 
locked gate, with an emergency responder needing to get out and find the right the key to unlock and 
then open the gate, and then rush back into the vehicle so that the ambulance can be on its way, 
necessarily loses critical time in an emergency response.  But it appears that emergency responders may 
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not have skeleton keys because as noted above, they routinely use the LGH when the UGH is closed (or 
perhaps they have determined that opening the gate would cause even greater delay). 

Case in point is the events of Sunday, May 23, 2021.  On that date, San Francisco Fire Station 23—which 
services the beach area in the Outer Sunset—received an alarm call at 4:54 p.m. about two swimmers in 
distress in the water at Ocean Beach near Taraval.  Station 23 is located at 1348 45th Avenue, half a 
block off Lincoln and 5 blocks from the UGH.  Had the gate in the southbound lane of the UGH at 
Lincoln--the lane closest to the water--not been locked, the emergency responders could have left the 
fire house, turned left on Lincoln, traveled the five blocks, turned left onto the UGH, and been at the 
scene in maybe 90 seconds, 2 minutes tops.  As shown in the photos below, however, because the UGH 
was closed, the responders instead had to travel south on the much slower Lower Great Highway to 
Sloat, at reduced speed to account for the speed bumps that exist the entire route and other hazards, 
enter the westernmost lanes of the Great Highway at Sloat, and then backtrack north to Taraval going 
what ordinarily would be against traffic (the gates are locked at each end of the UGH only on the side 
cars ordinarily would enter).  From this, it appears that Station 23 did not have a key to open the locked 
gate at all (or else it concluded that the detoured route along the Lower Great Highway would still be 
faster than having to deal with the locked gate). 

On a related note, the perimeter of San Francisco County is approximately 75% water.  There is an ocean 
on one side, and bridges on two sides.  The best way for anyone to evacuate or escape the city in the 
event of mass need is to head south.  In fact, the UGH is designated a primary evacuation route in the 
City’s emergency response plan.  Yet in the event of a non-tsunami emergency (if tsunami, it probably is 
advisable to avoid the coast), a closed UGH eliminates a major emergency evacuation artery for the 
people of San Francisco, which is an unacceptable result given the discretionary nature of the closure 
decision. 

The UGH, when open, is a two-mile stretch of road that affords the fastest route for responders to 
traverse the city’s west side.  With its discretionary closure, emergency response times necessarily are 

expanded, significantly.  Additionally, persons needing to flee due to an emergency—as the many 
residents in Maui recently had to do—are trapped with the UGH is closed.  This is an unacceptable 
result.   
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[Station 23 engine responding to a call on the UGH near Taraval forced to detour onto much slower 
Lower Great Highway on May 23, 2021, and travel all the way to Sloat due to the UGH closure] 

19



 

[May 23, 2021: Fire engines forced to enter UGH at Sloat and travel what ordinarily would be against 
traffic in order to reach Taraval]  

IV.  The inequities of a Closed UGH are Manifest, and many Local Residents are Forced to Endure 

Unwarranted Health and Safety Risks 

In 2021, in connection with an RPD and SFMTA effort to close the UGH, District 1 Supervisor Connie 
Chan commented publicly that there has been no “equity in outreach efforts to constituents, including 

language and cultural competent outreach,” and that the lack of any “effort for equitable outreach and 

transparency” has fostered mistrust of government and “pitt[ed westside residents] against one another 
other.”  The behind-closed-doors inequitable processes have continued to this day, and a closed UGH 
continues to upend the peaceful existence of many westside residents and unnecessarily subject them 
to increased risks to their health and safety.  Fortunately for me, I do not live in the immediate vicinity of 
the UGH and do not directly experience the negative impacts when the UGH is closed, but no San 
Franciscan should be forced to inhale significant amounts of toxic fumes and see there neighborhood 
become more dangerous and less enjoyable so that others can elect to walk in the middle of a street 
when safe multi-use paths already exist and Golden Gate Park itself abuts the UGH already. 

To be sure, the diversion of 17,600-19,000 cars every day the UGH is closed onto alternative routes, 
including residential streets, has wreaked havoc on the lives of many westside residents.  Immediately 
upon closure, thousands and thousands of diverted cars flooded onto the Lower Great Highway, which is 
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lined with residential housing, and onto the other nearby parallel residential streets, such as La Playa 
and 48th Avenue.19  Overnight, local residents saw their once-peaceful (or at least more peaceful) 
neighborhoods become major thoroughfares to new traffic, making it challenging (and unsafe) for many 
to back out of their driveways even.   

Continuing to this day, the residential streets in the westernmost part of the Sunset District are less 
peaceful and more dangerous because the UGH is closed to cars, and that will not change as long as it 
remains closed on any particular day.  The Lower Great Highway, La Playa, 48th Avenue, 46th Avenue, and 
45th Avenue, most particularly, continue to experience a steady parade of daily cars each day the UGH is 
closed at levels that dwarf the pre-pandemic traffic volumes, despite the expensive mitigation efforts.   

In addition to the generalized unpleasantness of all the additional traffic, and the heightened potential 
for additional pedestrian/child, bicyclist, and automobile accidents it creates, residents are directly 
harmed in many additional ways.  Crossing the street on foot or backing out of one’s driveway has 

become a dangerous challenge to some, and many accidents have occurred already that would not have 
taken place were the UGH open.  For example, one couple that has lived on 48th Avenue near Taraval for 
35 years, without ever personally experiencing an accident in front of their house, has had its car struck 
by other drivers on two different occasions while the UGH has been closed, the facts of both incidents 
directly related to the parade of diverted cars the closed UGH causes .  Similar examples can be cited by 
many, in addition to numerous observations of third-party collisions and wrecks on the streets to which 
traffic now diverts.    

 

 
19 At the virtual town hall hosted by SFCTA and Supervisor Mar on November 21, 2020, SFCTA shared that during a 
sampled week in October 2020, between 5,000 and 5,600 cars each day traveled along the Lower Great Highway 
alone.  (See slide #13 at: https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2020-

11/D4%20Mobility%20Great%20Highway%20Town%20Hall%20Slides%20%28November%202020%29.

pdf.)   

https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2020-11/D4%20Mobility%20Great%20Highway%20Town%20Hall%20Slides%20%28November%202020%29.pdf
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2020-11/D4%20Mobility%20Great%20Highway%20Town%20Hall%20Slides%20%28November%202020%29.pdf
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2020-11/D4%20Mobility%20Great%20Highway%20Town%20Hall%20Slides%20%28November%202020%29.pdf
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[Post-UGH closure accident at Lower Great Highway and Quintara] 

 

 

[A typical day on the Lower Great Highway when the UGH is closed to cars]  
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[January 2021 accident on Lower Great Highway at Santiago]  
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[Diverted traffic forced to flood through the congested Lower Great Highway]  

It is not simply the increased volume of traffic with all its attendant dangers that is troubling.  The 
exhaust fumes, which before were released on the elevated UGH somewhat away from homes, are now 
deposited directly on the residents’ doorsteps.  Also particularly troubling is the added noise pollution.  
Pre-UGH closure, it was essentially unheard of for large trucks, such as the trucks delivering food to 
Safeway (located on La Playa in the first block north of Golden Gate Park), to be seen on the Lower 
Great Highway in the wee hours of the night and early morning.  Now, however, these loud trucks 
traverse that road as a matter of routine, often disturbing residents who are trying to sleep.  In addition, 
car parades, and more disturbingly, packs of motorcycles that previously traversed the UGH, at least 
somewhat removed from the residents, have shifted to the Lower Great Highway due to the closure.  
Indeed, it is now a regular occurrence for packs of motorcyclists and other packs of automobile 
enthusiasts who used to traverse the UGH en mass on weekend to parade along the Lower Great 
Highway instead, rattling windows and shaking nerves as they pass by. 
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[Many large trucks like this (and airport shuttles) now traverse the Lower Great Highway at all hours of 
day.  The roadway was not designed for large trucks, evidenced by the fact that a Safeway truck just like 
the one depicted took down a power line at Lower Great Highway and Ortega just a few months ago] 

 

[With the UGH closed, motorcycle and dirt bike packs regular travel the Lower Great Highway] 
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Finally, as discussed in connection with the added carbon emissions the UGH closure generates, the 
closed highway forces drivers in the westernmost edges of the city to spend far longer periods of time in 
their cars, often in frustrating driving conditions.  Whether it’s families trying to get to and from the zoo, 

people coming from Pacifica or Daly City to enjoy Ocean Beach below the Cliff House or Golden Gate 
Park, parents delivering children to lessons, classes or ballfields (such as the Beach Chalet Soccer Fields 
or South Sunset playground/fields), surfers finishing a session in the water off Sloat and heading back to 
their homes in the Richmond District, Marin County, or other points north, commuters, or drivers in an 
untold number of other scenarios, people now are forced to spend significant additional amount of time 
driving (having to leave their homes earlier in the case of an appointment or school/class/game/etc. 
with a designated start time), resulting in less opportunity for family time, recreation, sleep, exercise, 

and other activities.  As noted, in addition to having to travel further, and as SFCTA acknowledges,20 the 
closed UGH has created significant congestion and even gridlock that residents must endure at various 
new “pressure points” that the closure has caused (e.g., Chain of Lakes, Lincoln and Great Highway, 
Sloat and Sunset).  With regard to employment, San Francisco residents who commute south on days 
the UGH is closed (and persons who travel into the westside of the City from the peninsula and other 
points south) have seen their commute times increase radically.  Richmond District residents have 

reported that the closure adds 25 minutes to their daily roundtrip commute on days the UGH is closed.  

 
20 See slide #24 from SFCTA PowerPoint presentation from a March 27, 2021, virtual open house, found here: 
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-
03/D4%20Mobility%20Study%20Open%20House%20%28March%202021%29.pdf. 

https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-03/D4%20Mobility%20Study%20Open%20House%20%28March%202021%29.pdf
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-03/D4%20Mobility%20Study%20Open%20House%20%28March%202021%29.pdf
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[Many Richmond District commuters are forced to use the already massively impacted Crossover Drive] 
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[Cars forced to detour east up Lincoln with UGH closed] 

The bottom line here is that in addition to the environmental and the Vision Zero and related safety 
concerns of the local community, numerous residents of the city’s western half have experienced major 

disruptions to their peaceful existences by having their streets transformed into new thoroughfares, 
with associated health hazards caused by exhaust, and noise.  Many San Francisco and Bay Area 
residents also must spend more time driving with less time for truly productive endeavors, solely 
because the UGH is closed to cars on certain days.     

V.  Conclusion 

San Francisco routinely holds itself out as a champion of the environment and of street safety.  Each day 
the UGH is closed to drivers, however, massive additional amounts of toxic gasses are released into the 
atmosphere at a time when climate change presents a real and present danger to the future of the 
planet, a protected and important beach dune ecosystem is subjected to significant additional abuse, 
the risk of injury or death due to automobile-involved collision rises dramatically, a designated 
evacuation route is rendered inaccessible and emergency response times are significantly delayed, and 
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residents are forced to endure additional threats to their health and peaceful existence.  This is 
antithetical to the City’s purported goals and values.  The request for a coastal development permit 
should be rejected. 
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PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE - PRC 
DIVISION 20. CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT [30000 - 30900] 
  ( Division 20 added by Stats. 1976, Ch. 1330. ) 

CHAPTER 3. Coastal Resources Planning and Management Policies [30200 - 
30270] 

  ( Chapter 3 added by Stats. 1976, Ch. 1330. ) 
 
ARTICLE 2. Public Access [30210 - 30214] 
  ( Article 2 added by Stats. 1976, Ch. 1330. ) 
 
30210. 
   
In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 

Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public 
safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property 

owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. 
(Amended by Stats. 1978, Ch. 1075.) 

30211. 
   
Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea where 
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the 

use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 
(Amended by Stats. 1976, Ch. 1331.) 

30212. 
   
(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the 
coast shall be provided in new development projects except where (1) it is 
inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile 

coastal resources, (2) adequate access exists nearby, or (3) agriculture would be 
adversely affected. Dedicated accessway shall not be required to be opened to 

public use until a public agency or private association agrees to accept 
responsibility for maintenance and liability of the accessway. 

(b) For purposes of this section, “new development” does not include: 
(1) Replacement of any structure pursuant to the provisions of subdivision (g) of 
Section 30610. 

(2) The demolition and reconstruction of a single-family residence; provided, that 
the reconstructed residence shall not exceed either the floor area, height or bulk 

of the former structure by more than 10 percent, and that the reconstructed 
residence shall be sited in the same location on the affected property as the 
former structure. 

(3) Improvements to any structure which do not change the intensity of its use, 
which do not increase either the floor area, height, or bulk of the structure by 

javascript:submitCodesValues('30210.','43.4.2','1978','1075','',%20'id_8cc80053-2920-11d9-b7bb-cd362a58083d')
javascript:submitCodesValues('30211.','43.4.2','1976','1331','',%20'id_8cc80055-2920-11d9-b7bb-cd362a58083d')
javascript:submitCodesValues('30212.','43.4.2','1983','744','1',%20'id_8cc80057-2920-11d9-b7bb-cd362a58083d')
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more than 10 percent, which do not block or impede public access, and which do 
not result in a seaward encroachment by the structure. 

(4) The reconstruction or repair of any seawall; provided, however, that the 
reconstructed or repaired seawall is not seaward of the location of the former 

structure. 

(5) Any repair or maintenance activity for which the commission has determined, 
pursuant to Section 30610, that a coastal development permit will be required 

unless the commission determines that the activity will have an adverse impact 
on lateral public access along the beach. 

As used in this subdivision, “bulk” means total interior cubic volume as measured 
from the exterior surface of the structure. 
(c) Nothing in this division shall restrict public access nor shall it excuse the 

performance of duties and responsibilities of public agencies which are required by 
Sections 66478.1 to 66478.14, inclusive, of the Government Code and by Section 4 

of Article X of the California Constitution. 
(Amended by Stats. 1983, Ch. 744, Sec. 1.) 

30212.5. 
   
Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or 
facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the 

impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any 
single area. 
(Added by Stats. 1976, Ch. 1330.) 

30213. 
   
Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities 

are preferred. 
The commission shall not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be fixed at an 

amount certain for any privately owned and operated hotel, motel, or other similar 
visitor-serving facility located on either public or private lands; or (2) establish or 
approve any method for the identification of low or moderate income persons for 

the purpose of determining eligibility for overnight room rentals in any such 
facilities. 
(Amended by Stats. 1991, Ch. 285, Sec. 3.) 

30214. 
   
(a) The public access policies of this article shall be implemented in a manner that 

takes into account the need to regulate the time, place, and manner of public 

javascript:submitCodesValues('30212.5.','43.4.2','1976','1330','',%20'id_8cc986f9-2920-11d9-b7bb-cd362a58083d')
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access depending on the facts and circumstances in each case including, but not 
limited to, the following: 

(1) Topographic and geologic site characteristics. 

(2) The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level of intensity. 

(3) The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to pass and repass 
depending on such factors as the fragility of the natural resources in the area and 
the proximity of the access area to adjacent residential uses. 

(4) The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to protect the 
privacy of adjacent property owners and to protect the aesthetic values of the 

area by providing for the collection of litter. 

(b) It is the intent of the Legislature that the public access policies of this article be 
carried out in a reasonable manner that considers the equities and that balances 

the rights of the individual property owner with the public’s constitutional right of 
access pursuant to Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution. Nothing in 

this section or any amendment thereto shall be construed as a limitation on the 
rights guaranteed to the public under Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution. 

(c) In carrying out the public access policies of this article, the commission and any 
other responsible public agency shall consider and encourage the utilization of 

innovative access management techniques, including, but not limited to, 
agreements with private organizations which would minimize management costs 

and encourage the use of volunteer programs. 
(Amended by Stats. 1991, Ch. 285, Sec. 3.5.) 
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Introduction 

This Respondent’s Brief is intended to provide a response to the appeals filed against 

the Coastal Zone Permit (CTZ) approved by the Planning Commission on November 9, 

2023, for the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Great Highway Pilot Project and 

associated traffic calming measures. The brief submitted by the Planning Department 

will provide more background on the Planning Commissions approval of the coastal 

permit, and this brief will focus on the history and project details of the Great Highway 

Pilot Project.   
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Current Use and Jurisdiction 

The San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (RPD) has jurisdiction over the 

Great Highway, from Point Lobos to Fort Funston. Between Lincoln Way and Sloat 

Boulevard, lies the 65-foot-wide 2-mile-long roadway, commonly known as the “Upper 

Great Highway,” between the Sunset neighborhood and Ocean Beach. On either side of 

the roadway pedestrian facilities run parallel: a paved multi-use path runs just to the 

east, and to the west the Noriega Seawall and a sandy trail. Overall, RPD has 

jurisdiction over a roughly 200-foot-wide park corridor between the Lower Great 

Highway (a neighborhood street), and the National Park Service’s (NPS) Ocean Beach.  

 

The Upper Great Highway currently operates in two configurations: as a 4-lane roadway 

for vehicular access from Mondays to Fridays at noon; and as a pedestrian and bike 

promenade on weekends and holidays, starting at noon on Fridays. 

 

Situated along Ocean Beach, the Great Highway roadway experiences periodic 

accumulations of sand resulting from strong winds. Due to sand build-up, as well as 

occasional flooding, the roadway was closed to vehicular access 37 times in 2023 and 

averaged 27 closures per year from 2017 to 2019.  

 

See Exhibit A for a map of the Great Highway on the western edge of San Francisco.  
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History 

The Great Highway is an RPD-owned roadway stretching from Point Lobos Boulevard 

near the Cliff House to Skyline Boulevard at Lake Merced. The park roadway was 

dedicated on June 9, 1929, when construction was completed between Point Lobos 

Boulevard and Sloat Boulevard. Segments south of Sloat Boulevard, commonly known 

as the “Great Highway Extension”, were added gradually into the 1960s.  

 

In 2012, the Ocean Beach Master Plan described the challenges the City faces along 

Ocean Beach and presented a series of recommendations that chart an ambitious and 

proactive course for a more sustainable future. The Plan included an 18-month-long 

public process in which a wide range of stakeholders and members of the public 

participated. The goal of the plan was to: “knit the unique assets and experiences of 

Ocean Beach into a seamless and welcoming public landscape, planning for 

environmental conservation, sustainable infrastructure and long-term stewardship.” 

 

Building on the Ocean Beach Master Plan, the San Francisco Public Utilities Committee 

(PUC) and RPD are leading the ambitious Ocean Beach Climate Change Adaptation 

Project (OBCCAP). The project addresses the Great Highway Extension. The City’s first 

multi-agency climate change project, the OBCCAP will protect critical City wastewater 

infrastructure while also adding a new park with multi-use paths, a new restroom 

building, beach access stairways, and a coastal access parking lot at Skyline 
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Boulevard. The project will transform the current Great Highway Extension roadway into 

a multi-use path and promenade for pedestrians and bicycles. 

 

On April 8, 2020, in response to the COVID-19 emergency, the Upper Great Highway, 

between Lincoln Way to Sloat Boulevard, was closed to vehicles to create a promenade 

space for people to social distance and have a place to visit when most other activities 

were closed as a result of the Shelter-In-Place order. 

 

In addition, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) constructed 

traffic calming measures in 2020 and 2021 to reduce traffic volumes and speeds on 

local streets that encountered changes in traffic after the Upper Great Highway was 

repurposed as a car-free corridor and public open space. To preserve and protect 

quieter neighborhood streets, the measures diverted traffic to larger capacity roadways 

such as Sunset Boulevard, Lincoln Way, 19th Avenue, and Sloat Boulevard. The 

measures included detour and warning signs, turn restrictions, speed tables, speed 

cushions, and stop signs.  

 

On June 10, 2021, the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission (RPC) and 

MTA Board (MTAB) held a joint hearing to update and inform the RPC and MTAB on 

development of a proposed pilot project for the Great Highway from Lincoln Way to 

Sloat Boulevard. After considering staff presentations and public comment, each body 

recommended that staff pursue a pilot closure of the Upper Great Highway. 
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On August 16, 2021, with Shelter-In-Place restrictions diminishing and people returning 

to work and schools, vehicle access was restored on the Upper Great Highway from 

Mondays to Fridays at noon. The promenade1 was maintained on weekends, holidays 

and Friday afternoons, similar to the JFK Drive’s pre-pandemic weekend closures.  

 

On November 8, 2022, San Francisco voters overwhelmingly opposed Proposition I, a 

ballot measure that would have permanently restored vehicular access to the Great 

Highway 24 hour/7-days per week, (and repealed the ordinance to restrict private 

vehicles from JFK Drive in Golden Gate Park). The proposition would have also 

prevented the City to remove the Great Highway Extension between Sloat and Skyline 

boulevards as planned in the OBCCAP. The ballot initiative showed strong support for 

car-free roadways and was soundly defeated with 65.11% “NO” votes.  

 

On December 6, 2022, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (BOS) passed an 

ordinance to maintain the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat 

Boulevard as a temporary car-free weekend promenade for a 3-year pilot period ending 

on December 31, 2025. The ordinance allowed for the creation of the Great Highway 

Pilot2 that preserved the then-existing schedule of vehicular access during the week and 

a pedestrian and bicycle promenade on holidays and weekends starting at noon on 

Fridays through 2025, to allow the City to collect data and study the promenade 

 
1 The Great Highway Weekday Reopening received a CEQA clearance, August 15, 2021, Case No. 
2021-008237ENV 
2 The Great Highway Pilot Project received a CEQA clearance through a Statutory Exemption, September 
28, 2022, Case No. 2022-007356ENV 
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configuration. This ordinance directs RPD and MTA to collaborate in collecting 

pedestrian and cyclist usage and vehicular traffic data and report on the Pilot to the 

Board of Supervisors. RPD staff have been in communication with Coastal Commission 

staff before and after the Pilot's approval at the BOS, and RPD has applied for a 

Coastal Zone Permit shortly after receiving BOS authorization to move forward with the 

pilot, in January 2023.  

See Exhibit B for the CEQA report on the Great Highway Pilot.  

See Exhibit C for the Board of Supervisors Ordinance on the Great Highway Pilot.  

 

Since the approval of the Coastal Permit by the Planning Commission in November 

2023, RPD has received over 700 letters of support for the Great Highway Pilot Project 

that call for denying the three appeals of the Coastal Permit reviewed in this 

Respondent’s Brief. 

See Exhibit D for the letter of support for the Great Highway Pilot and request to reject 

the appeal from Friends of Great Highway Park, Walk San Francisco, San Francisco 

Bicycle Coalition and Kid Safe SF.  

 

Pilot 

The Great Highway Pilot directs RPD and the MTA to collect robust data on the Great 

Highway’s use as both a roadway and a promenade, as well as gather additional public 

feedback. Ultimately, this study will be used to make a recommendation to the Board of 

Supervisors regarding the Great Highway’s long-term future.  
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Traffic Data  

The Pilot is designed to collect usage data by motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians 

along the Upper Great Highway during the pilot period. Pedestrian, bike and other non-

motorized usage counts will be used to determine the level of use by these users in the 

roadway’s promenade configuration, and also during its vehicular roadway 

configuration.  

MTA is leading the transportation analysis of motorist usage, which is measured 

not only along the Great Highway itself, but also along parallel streets in the 

neighborhood and at approaching streets from the north and south to determine larger 

transportation impacts. By collecting this data, the City can better understand current 

vehicle traffic patterns and usage during both configurations of the Great Highway, and 

their impacts.  

RPD and MTA are working collaboratively to also conduct an intercept survey in 

Spring of 2024 to better understand users of the Great Highway as a promenade, 

identifying usage patterns, routes and public opinions.  

Visitation 

Since the weekend promenade was implemented in August 2021, there have 

been, on average, nearly half a million annual visits along the Great Highway on 

weekends and holidays. This makes the Great Highway promenade one of the City’s 

most visited parks, along with Marina Green with 600,000 average annual weekend 

visits, and JFK Promenade with over 800,000 average annual weekend visits.  
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Events 

The Great Highway Promenade is not only a place for walking, running, dog 

walking, biking and rolling on a wheelchair, but has also become a place for people to 

gather with friends and community. The Great Highway Pilot is also allowing for 

expanded use of the park space for events large and small. Major events include the 

Hot Chocolate Run, Kaiser Permanente Half Marathon, and the Great Hauntway, which 

each received an average of nearly 10,000 visits per event. In addition, smaller events 

have made the Great Highway space more active. Events such as yoga, music 

performances, tai chi, the Mid-Autumn Twilight Festival, Stokefest, and more have been 

hosted by various community organizations including the Friends of the Great Highway 

Park, Bay to Breakers, and Kid Safe SF, among others. 

 

Dune Study 

In 2023, The San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) conducted a study of the 

Ocean Beach dunes and beach habitat and sand management. The scientific study 

examined existing conditions and challenges to the beach and dunes, building off the 

Ocean Beach Master Plan. The study made recommendations to better manage the 

sand, habitat, reduce erosion, and suggested ways to implement improvements, 

including expanded growth of native beach grass to improve habitat and reduce sand 

movement onto the roadway. 
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The National Park Service (NPS) and RPD are working together to improve the 

dune habitats and sand management in light of the study’s recommendations and 

potential climate change impacts to the dunes.  

 

Coastal Access 

The Pilot facilitates greater access to outdoor recreation space along the coast. 

The two-mile stretch of flat asphalt allows for people with disabilities to move along the 

Upper Great Highway in its promenade format, whether rolling in a wheelchair, moving 

with a walker, or other mobility device.  Compared to the visit experienced by a private 

vehicle on the Upper Great Highway, which lasts approximately five minutes, the visit 

experienced by a walker or cyclist would last 15 to 45 minutes. The increase in time 

spent along the coast by promenade visitors results in increased access to a coastal 

recreation area for pedestrians and cyclists, while maintaining drivers’ access to the 

scenic views during the weekdays. 

The Upper Great Highway has no vehicular parking along its 2-mile length. 

Visitors can park their vehicles in the vicinity, including the Ocean Beach 

O’Shaughnessy Parking lot just north of Lincoln Way. In addition, being in an urban 

coastal area, the pilot area is accessible via six transit lines including two Muni Metro 

light rail lines and four bus lines. People continue to access the beach and coast using 

the crosswalks that cross Upper Great Highway, both on weekdays when vehicles are 

present, and on weekends when the roadway is a promenade.  
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Coordination and Collaboration 

Throughout the process of applying for the Coastal Permit, and coordinating impacts 

and opportunities at the Great Highway, RPD has been in ongoing communication with 

the California Coastal Commission, Planning Department, National Park Service, 

SFMTA, PUC, Public Works and the Supervisors’ offices.  

 

RPD, in preparation for the Great Highway Pilot legislation, coordinated with both the 

San Francisco Fire Department and MTA to review emergency vehicle access and 

installation of new gates on the Great Highway to ensure access for emergency and 

operational vehicles is maintained, while also providing a safe space for pedestrians 

and cyclists during the weekend promenade configuration. 

 

For the Coastal Permit, RPD has voluntarily engaged in conversations with Coastal 

Commission staff regarding the Pilot study and the coastal permit application.    

 

Partners: 

 SFMTA 

 Public Works 

 San Francisco Fire Department 

 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) 

 National Park Service (Golden Gate National Recreation Area) 
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Achieving our Citywide Goals  

Use of the Upper Great Highway as a partial promenade aligns with many City goals 

and adopted policies, including:  

- The Transit-First Policy, which prioritizes public transit and promotes access 

and safety for transit, bicycling, walking, and other alternatives to individual 

vehicles, and is built upon in SFMTA’s Strategic Plan and the Vision Zero Action 

Plan.  

- Ongoing work to update the Climate Action Plan, which charts a pathway to 

achieve net zero greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 2050 by shifting trips from 

vehicles to walking, biking, and other active transportation modes.  

- Builds on the Western Shoreline Area Plan and supports numerous policy goals 

outlined in the General Plan, particularly the Recreation and Open Space 

Element and strategies in RPD’s Strategic Plan to increase access to open 

space.  

- Recreation and Parks Strategic Plan calls for developing more open space and 

improving access to existing facilities to address population growth in high-need 

and emerging neighborhoods as well as strengthening the quality of existing 

parks and facilities including reimagining public rights-of-way as recreation-

focused public open space. 
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The department has reviewed consistency of these roadway changes with the 

applicable sections of the Western Shoreline Area Plan and the Coastal Act. 

 

Approval History 

June 2021 Recreation and Park Commission & SFMTA Joint Hearing – 

Information Item 

August 2021:  CEQA for Weekend Promenade issued 

September 2022:  CEQA for Great Highway Pilot issued 

December 2022:  Board of Supervisors authorizes the Great Highway Pilot Project 

January 2023:  SF Rec Park applies for a Coastal Permit for Great Highway Pilot 

November 2023:  Planning Commission authorizes Coastal Permit 

February 2024:  Board of Appeals Hearing on Great Highway Pilot Coastal Permit 

 

Attachments: 

Exhibit A: Great Highway Pilot Project Map 

Exhibit B: CEQA approval of Pilot 

Exhibit C: BOS ordinance for Pilot 

Exhibit D: Joint letter of support from Friends of Great Highway Park, Walk SF, Bike 

Coalition, Kid Safe SF  
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Exhibit A: Great Highway Pilot Location 
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
FILE NO. 220875 11/28/2022 ORDINANCE NO. 258-22 

[Park Code - Upper Great Highway - Pilot Weekend and Holiday Vehicle Restrictions] 

Ordinance amending the Park Code to restrict private vehicles on the Upper Great 

Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard, on a pilot basis, on weekends and 

holidays until December 31, 2025; making associated findings under the California 

Vehicle Code; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 

Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, 

and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in st1·ikethrough italics Times 1V.ew Romfflifent. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underl ined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial f.ont. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

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

Section 1. Background and Findings. 

(a) In April 2020, the City temporarily closed the four-lane limited access Upper 

Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (hereafter, "the Upper Great 

Highway") to private motor vehicles, in response to the unprecedented COVID-19 pandemic, 

to ensure the safety and protection of persons using the Upper Great Highway to safely 

recreate. On August 15, 2021, with reduced pandemic restrictions and people resuming in

person work and school, the City modified the vehicular restrictions to apply only between 

Fridays at noon and Mondays at 6 a.m., and on holidays. 

(b) The restrictions on private motor vehicles have enabled people of all ages and 

all walks of life to safely use the Upper Great Highway as a recreational promenade for 
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walking, jogging, biking, scooting, and rolling. From April 2020 until May 2022, there were an 

estimated two million visits or more to the Upper Great Highway, with a total of 3,700 average 

daily visits during the period when the Upper Great Highway was closed to private vehicles 

and the recreational promenade was open at all times. There have been an estimated 3,300 

average daily weekend visits since August 2021 when the weekend and Friday afternoon 

promenade was instituted. The New York Times listed the promenade as one of 52 places to 

go in the world in 2022, writing that a "Great Highway has become a unique destination - in a 

city full of them - to take in San Francisco's wild Pacific Ocean coastline by foot, bike, skates 

or scooter, sample food trucks and explore local cafes, restaurants, record stores, bookstores 

and more." 

(c) In 2012, the Ocean Beach Master Plan was released, calling for six key 

infrastructure improvements for the City to implement for a sustainable "managed retreat" on 

the length of Ocean Beach needed as a result of the anticipated impacts of climate change to 

the western waterfront. As a result, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission is planning 

the Ocean Beach Climate Change Adaptation Project ("OBCCAP"), to improve the City's 

stormwater infrastructure near Ocean Beach and make it resilient to climate change and 

erosion. This project includes converting the Great Highway Extension roadway between 

Sloat Boulevard and Skyline Boulevard to a multi-use pathway. The project will protect key 

stormwater infrastructure with a buried seawall, and will enhance recreational access to the 

corridor with a multi-use path bridging a link in the Coastal Trail between Fort Funston and 

Ocean Beach, new beach access points, and a new parking lot. 

(d) Under this ordinance, the weekend and holiday vehicle restrictions on the Upper 

Great Highway that were instituted on August 15, 2021 would be extended for a pilot period 

expiring December 31, 2025. These proposed restrictions are consistent with the following 

policies: 
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(1) Section 4.113 of the Charter, which states that park land, which includes the 

Upper Great Highway, shall be used for recreational purposes. 

(2) The Recreation and Park Department Strategic Plan, which calls for 

developing more open space and improving access to existing facilities to address population 

growth in high-need and emerging neighborhoods; and strengthening the City's climate 

resiliency by protecting and enhancing San Francisco's precious natural resources through 

conservation, education, and sustainable land and facility management practices. 

(3) The Transit First Policy, codified at Section 8A.115 of the Charter, which 

encourages the use of public right-of-way by pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transit, and 

strives to reduce traffic and improve public health and safety; calls for enhanced pedestrian 

areas, to improve the safety and comfort of pedestrians and to encourage travel by foot; and 

promotes bicycling by encouraging safe streets for riding, convenient access to transit, bicycle 

lanes, and secure bicycle parking. 

(4) San Francisco's General Plan Transportation Element, which classifies the 

Great Highway as a recreational street under Objective 18 with the major function to provide 

for slow pleasure drives and cyclist and pedestrian use; more highly valued for recreational 

use than for traffic movement. According to Objective 18, the order of priority for these streets 

should be to accommodate: 1) pedestrians, hiking trails, or wilderness routes, as appropriate; 

2) cyclists; 3) equestrians; 4) automobile scenic driving. The General Plan specifies that the 

design capacity of the Great Highway should be reduced substantially to correspond with its 

recreational function; emphasis to be on slow pleasure traffic, bicycles.I. and safe pedestrian 

crossings. 

(5) The 2021 Climate Action Plan, which calls for creating a complete and 

connected active transportation network that shifts trips from automobiles to walking and 

biking; and restoring and enhancing parks, natural lands, and large open spaces. 
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(e) On June 10, 2021, the Recreation and Park Commission and the San Francisco 

Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors held a joint meeting regarding the 

weekend and holiday restrictions on private vehicles using the Upper Great Highway. After 

considering staff presentations and public comment, each body recommended that staff 

pursue a pilot closure of the Upper Great Highway. Based on the foregoing and on the further' 

information presented to the Board of Supervisors, the Board finds that the closures set forth 

herein are consistent with California Vehicle Code Section 21101, and that:. 

(1) The pilot project leaves a sufficient portion of the streets in the surrounding 

area for other public uses, including vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic. 

(2) The pilot project is necessary for the safety and protection of persons who 

are to use those parts of the streets during the closure or traffic restriction. 

(3) Staff have done outreach and engagement for abutting residents and 

property owners, including facilities located along the Upper Great Highway and surrounding 

neighbors of the project. 

(4) The City maintains a publicly available website with information about the 

pilot program that identifies the streets being considered for closure and provides instructions 

for participating in the public engagement process. 

(5) Prior to implementing the pilot project, the Recreation and Park Department 

shall provide advance notice of the pilot project to residents and owners of property abutting 

those streets and shall clearly designate the closures and restrictions with appropriate 

signage consistent with the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 

(f) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 
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Supervisors in File No. 220875 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 

this determination. 

(g) On September 28, 2022, the Planning Department determined that the actions 

contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the City's General Plan and 

eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The Board adopts this determination 

as its own. A copy of said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in 

File No. 220875, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

(h) Upon enactment of this ordinance, the Recreation and Park Department intends 

to apply to the Planning Department for a permit to ensure compliance with any applicable 

coastal development requirements. The Planning Commission will review the application at a 

public hearing to determine whether the permit will be issued, as required by law. 

(i) In conjunction with the restrictions on private vehicular traffic imposed by this 

ordinance, the Recreation and Park Department and the Municipal Transportation Agency 

shall study transportation and recreational impacts of weekend and holiday vehicle 

restrictions, including multi-modal transportation usage, open-space usage, and traffic impacts 

to adjacent intersections. City staff shall engage in public outreach and collect data, to inform 

a final decision by the Board of Supervisors at or near the end of the pilot program established 

by this ordinance. 

Section 2. Article 6 of the Park Code is hereby amended by adding Section 6.13, to 

read as follows: 

SEC. 6.13. RESTRICTING MOTOR VEHICLES ON THE UPPER GREAT HIGHWAY. 

(a) Findings and Purpose. In 2022. following the temporary closure ofthe Great Highway 

between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (hereafter. the "Upper Great Highway ") due to the COVID-
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19 pandemic. and on recommendation of the Recreation and Park Commission and San Francisco 

Municipal Transportation Agency(' SFMTA ") Board o{Director . the Board o{Supervisors found that 

it would be appropriate to restrict private vehicles from the four-lane limited-access Upper Great 

Highway at certain times. as described herein. due to the need to ensure the safety and protection of 

persons who are to use those streets; and because the restriction · would leave a sufficient portion of 

Lhe streets in the surrounding area for other public uses including vehicular. pedestrian. and bicycle 

traffic. 

(b) Restrictio11s on Private Vehicles. The Recreation and Park Department shall restrict 

private vehicles fi'om the Upper Great Highway from Fridays at 12:00 p.m. afternoons until Monday 

morning at 6:00 a.m .. and on holidays. as set forth herein. These closures shall remain in effect until 

December 31. 2025. unle ·s extended by ordinance. The temporary closure o(the Upper Great 

Highway due to the OVID-I 9 pandemic from April 2020 until the commencement of the pilot proiecl 

is hereby ratified. 

(c) Public Notice and Engagement. 

(1) The Recreation and Park Department shall include on its web ite a map depicting 

the street segments subiect to the street closures and traffic re frictions authorized in subsection (b), 

and such other information as it may deem appropriate to as ·isl the public.· and ·hall provide advance 

notice of any changes to these Lreet closure or traffic restrictions to residents and owners o{propertv 

abutting those treets. 

(2) The Recreation and Park Department and SFMTA shall collect and publicly report 

data on pedestrian and cyclist usage and vehicular traffic on the Upper Creal Highway and 

surrounding streets al regular intervals throughout the duration of the pilot program established in this 

Section 6. 13. 

(3) FMTA shall develop and release draft recommendations for traffic management no 

later than July 31. 2023. The draft recommendations shall build upon past traffic management 
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measures and past traffic studies. and shall be updated during the pilot program based on data 

monitoring. tratfic conditions, and community outreach. SFMTA shall also develop final 

recommendations which may propose traffic management measures {or after the pilot period, with a 

description o(potenliaf improvements to the surrounding circulation system, cost estimates, and an 

implementation schedule for accommodating anv future vehicular traffic restrictions that may be in the 

public interest. 

(4) The Recreation and Park Department. in coordination with SFMTA. shall engage in 

community outreach during the pilot period to gain public input on the ef{ectiveness o[the pilot 

program and inform the development ofthe Westside Traff:ic Management Plan. 

(5) Public Works or its successor agency shall develop an Upper Great Highway Sand 

Management Plan by no later than JanuaryMarch 1, 2023. This plan shall detail how Public Works 

will manage and maintain an Upper Great Highway fi·ee o{sand incursions. along with any resource 

or policy changes needed to accomplish this. 

{!jJ_ Exempt Motor Ve/lie/es. The following motor vehicle are exempt from the restrictions 

in. subsection (b): 

(1) Emergency vehicles. including but not limited to police and fire vehicles. 

(2) Official City. State. or federal vehicles, or any other authorized vehicle, being used 

to perform official iO,, late, or federal business pertaining to the Upper Great Highway or any 

property or facility therein.. including but not limited to public transit vehicles, vehicles o[lhe 

Recreation and Park Department. and construction vehicles authorized by the Recreation and Park 

Department. 

(3) Authorized intra-park transit shuttle buses, paratransit vans. or similar authorized 

vehicle. u ed ro lransport persons along the Upper Great Highwav. 

(4) Vehicles authorized by the Recreation and Park DepaYtmenr in connection with 

permitted events and activities. 
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(e) Emergency Authority. The General Manager o[the Recreation and Park Department 

shall have the authority to a/Low vehicular traffic on segments o(lhe Upper Great Highway that would 

otherwise be closed to vehicles in accordance with this eclion 6. I 3 in circumstances which in. the 

General Manager's iudgment constitute cm emergency such that the benefit to Lhe public fi·om the 

vehicular street closure is outweighed by the tra(fic burden or public safety hazard created by the 

emergency circumstances. 

CO Promotion oftlte Gen.era/ Welfare. In enacting and implementing thi · Section 6.13. the 

'ity is as uming an undertaking onlv lo promote the general welfare. Ji is not assuming, nor is it 

imposing on it officers and employees, an obligation for breach of which it is liable in money damages 

to any person who claims that such breach proximately caused iniury. 

(g) Severability. If anv subsection. sentence. clau e. phra e, or word of this ection 6. 13 or 

any application thereof to any person or circumstance. is held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a 

decision of a court of competent iuri. diction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining 

passed this Section and each and even , subse lion, sentence, clause. phrase, and word not declared 

invalid or uncon tilutional without regard to whether any other portions o(Section 6.13 or application 

thereo(would be ubsequently declared invalid or unconstitutional. 

(h.) Sunset Clause. This Section 6.13, and the temporary closures o(the Upper Great 

Highway authorized herein, shall expire by operation of!aw on December 31 , 2025. unless extended by 

ordinance. lf'not extended by ordinance. upon expiration the Cily Attorney is aulhorized to remove this 

Section 6. I 3 fi·om Lhe ode. 

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 
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ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DAVID CHIU, City Attorney 

By: /s/ ;,.:;M,:..,..A..,.....,N..,.....,U,.....,,P=R:e--,A'""'D,.....,.H..,....,A,_N-,------
Deputy City Attorney 
n:\legana\as2022\2200412\01617615.docx 
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January 29, 2023

Re: Support for Great Highway Pilot Project Coastal Zone Permit

Dear Commissioners,

We write to ask the Board to REJECT these appeals and uphold the Coastal Zone Permit for the
Great Highway Pilot Project

This project is in compliance with the Coastal Act’s public access policies, and is aligned with the Western
Shoreline Area Plan’s objective to redesign the Great Highway to enhance its scenic qualities and
recreational use. This permit, approved unanimously by the Planning Commission, simply maintains the
compromise status quo already approved as a pilot by the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor last year.
During this pilot period, the City can continue to conduct outreach, collect data, and construct new
transportation improvements to help policymakers make long-term decisions about the Great Highway.
This temporary pilot is the only way to collect necessary data about recreational uses, traffic patterns, and
public feedback to inform future decisions on how to further the objectives of the Western Shoreline Area
Plan.

The passage of Proposition J and the failure of Proposition I in Fall 2022 demonstrate pronounced public
support for this permit, with 65% of voters, including majorities in every Supervisorial district, rejecting a
measure that would have sought to block the pilot.

The pilot has successfully helped the City move toward one of the Coastal Act’s primary goals:
maximizing public access and recreational opportunities along the coast. Issuance of this permit is also
consistent with Ocean Beach Master Plan and Western Shoreline Plan policies by improving access and
opportunities for public recreation (Policy 6.1), as the pilot is enjoyed by thousands of San Franciscans
walking, rolling, cycling, and just taking in the quiet enjoyment of the Pacific Ocean every weekend. The
pilot experiments with providing additional space for “safe pedestrian access to [the] beach” (Policy 2.1)
during the weekend when it is needed most by recreational users, consistent with the Plan’s overall
Objective 2 goals of emphasizing recreational uses and scenic qualities over high-speed through vehicle
traffic for non-coastal uses. Furthermore, a rich calendar of free events during the pilot, ranging from free
weekly live music and wellness classes to major holiday events, such as the Autumn Moon Festival and
Great Hauntway, have brought many new constituencies out to enjoy the oceanfront.

The pilot’s traffic calming elements, requested by neighborhood residents and included in the District 4
Mobility Study, have been a resounding success, bringing vitally needed pedestrian safety improvements
to local residential streets. This traffic calming is one piece of a coordinated system of transportation
projects in the area—including the Lincoln Way Quick-Build Project, the 29 Sunset Improvement Project,
and the installation of traffic signals at the intersection of Sloat and Skyline—that aims to facilitate both
vehicle movement and traffic safety through the Sunset and better achieve the Transportation Element’s
directive for residential streets that “Excessive traffic speeds and volumes should be restricted and
discouraged by every means possible per Policy 18.4.” Issuance of this permit will ensure these traffic
calming features can remain in place and continue to protect all who visit the Sunset and the Coastal
Zone. Additionally, the portion of the Great Highway under the pilot program has no vehicle parking, so
coastal access by vehicle is unaffected by the pilot.



Finally, the new swing gates authorized by this permit will help ensure the safety of Great Highway visitors
during the pilot by ensuring that pedestrians aren’t put at risk by vehicles illegally entering the space while
facilitating immediate access for emergency vehicles.

We look forward to continuing to work with the Department in our mission to create an accessible and
joyous oceanfront for all.

Thank you.

Lucas Lux, President of the Board of Directors, Friends of Great Highway Park

R
Robin Pam, Executive Director, Kid Safe SF

Jodie Medeiros, Executive Director, Walk SF

Christopher White, Interim Executive Director, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
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Board of Appeals Brief 
HEARING DATE: February 7, 2024 

February 1, 2024 

Appeal Nos.:  23-062, 23-064, & 23-065
Project Address:  Various (Great Highway b/w Lincoln Blvd and Sloat Blvd, plus surrounding area)
Subject: Great Highway Pilot Project

Coastal Zone Permit – Case No. 2022-007356CTZ (PC Motion No. 21437)
Staff Contact: Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator – (628) 652-7328

corey.teague@sfgov.org

Introduction 
This brief is intended to provide a concise response to the appeals filed against the Coastal Zone Permit 

(CTZ) approved by the Planning Commission on November 9, 2023, for the Great Highway Pilot Project and 

associated traffic calming measures. The brief submitted by the Recreation and Parks Department will provide 

more background for the project itself, and this brief will focus on how the CTZ was appropriately approved.   

Background 
The requirement for the CTZ is a function of the California Coastal Act (CCA) of 1976 and the creation of 

the California Coastal Commission (CCC). The CCA allows the CCC to delegate implementation of the state law to 

local jurisdictions upon adoption and certification of a Local Coastal Program (LCP). The LCP consists of two 

components: (1) the Land Use Plan (the Western Shoreline Area Plan, or WSAP) and (2) the Implementation 

Program, which includes all the applicable Planning Code and Zoning Map provisions within the Coastal Zone. 

LCP amendments must be certified by the Coastal Commission. To certify an LCP amendment, the Coastal 

mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org


Board of Appeals Brief 
Appeal Nos. 23-062, 23-064, & 23-065 
Great Highway Pilot Project – Coastal Zone Permit 
Hearing Date:  February 7, 2024 

  2  

Commission must find that the amendments “conform with . . . the provisions of the certified land use plan.” 

(Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30513.). 

San Francisco’s LCP was certified by the CCC in 1986 , and then amended in 2018 to certify amendments 

made to the WSAP. Planning Code Section 330 et seq. establishes the rules and procedures by which a Coastal 

Zone Permit may be required, decided upon, and appealed.   

The Coastal Zone within San Francisco is divided into three separate subzones found on Section Maps 

CZ4, CZ5, and CZ13 of the Zoning Map: 1) an area where the CCC retains full permitting jurisdiction (e.g., 

tidelands, submerged lands below the mean high tide, etc.), 2) an area where San Francisco retains full 

permitting authority, but where Coastal Zone Permits may ultimately be appealed to the CCC, and 3) an area 

where San Francisco retains full permitting authority, with no appeal option to the CCC unless an appeal is 

otherwise permitted by Public Resource Code Section 30603. The Great Highway Pilot Project falls within the 

second area. As such, an issued CTZ is appealable to the Board of Appeals, and then the Board’s determination 

may be appealable to the CCC.  

Key Points 
The Appellants raise various points as to why they believe the CTZ should not be approved. Responses 

to the primary points are provided below.  

 

1. APPELLANT: The CTZ is not consistent with the City’s LCP because it has not been updated and certified by 

the CCC for amendments other than those in 1986 (NC Controls) and 2018 (WSAP). RESPONSE: The City is 

currently coordinating an effort to update its LCP more comprehensively, although those updates are not 

necessary to approve this CTZ. The project area is fully within publicly owned property and the public right-

of-way. The public property is within the P (Public) Zoning District, which has been amended several times 

since the City’s Implementation LCP was certified in 1986, but none of those amendments are relate to or 
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would otherwise impact the permissibility of this project within the P Zoning District.  The public right-of-

way where the traffic calming measures are located are within various other districts that have been 

amended in the Planning Code since 1984 and 1986, but not in any way that is relevant to traffic calming 

measures in the street, which are not regulated by the Planning Code. As such, the Great Highway Pilot 

Program and associated traffic calming measures are fully consistent with the Planning Code provisions 

included in the City’s certified LCP.  

2. APPELLANT: The project is not consistent with the WSAP, specifically Policy 2.1, which states: “Develop the 

Great Highway right-of-way as a four lane straight highway with recreational trails for bicycle, pedestrian, 

landscaping, and parking. Emphasize slow pleasure traffic and safe pedestrian access to beach.”  

RESPONSE: The project is consistent with the WSAP. The approved CTZ will maintain the Great Highway as a 

four-lane vehicular street for more than half of each week, the CTZ is for a time-limited pilot program that 

will end in less than 2 years, any continuation of the program would require a new CTZ, and the program will 

increase and improve safe pedestrian access to the beach. Section 6 of the approval motion (beginning on 

Page 4) provides a thorough accounting of how the project is consistent with numerous General Plan goals, 

policies, and objectives, including those of the WSAP. For these and other reasons, the Planning Commission 

determined the project to be, on balance, consistent with the WSAP (including Policy 2.1) and General Plan.  

3. APPELLANT: The project is not consistent with various State law provisions, including coastal access policies. 

RESPONSE: The CCA is currently implemented in San Francisco through our locally adopted LCP, including 

the WSAP and the Planning Code. As stated in Planning Commission Motion No. 21437 (Exhibit A), the 

project is consistent with both the Planning Code and the WSAP, including policies on public access. The 

public access policies in the WSAP implement the public access policies in the Coastal Act for San Francisco.  
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Given the limited scope and time frame of the Project, as well as the many benefits created by the Project, it 

is the City’s position that the Project is consistent with the Coastal Act’s policies on public access. The Project 

will not limit access to the coast, but instead shift the type of access available in a way that continues to 

provide access for motor vehicles while also improving access for pedestrians and bicyclists. Finally, it’s 

important to note that the project will not remove or otherwise change any vehicular parking spaces along 

the coastline. 

4. APPELLANT: The LCP does not allow retroactive approvals. RESPONSE: The Planning Code is silent regarding 

the concept of “retroactive” approvals in any context, whether it be Coastal Zone Permits, building permits, 

Planning Commission entitlements, or variances. However, it is clear that any work or project started without 

full approvals must obtain such approvals in order to continue into the future. This scenario is actually 

common in the city, with projects receiving required approvals after the fact (often times a property owner 

was unaware of the need for the approvals). More specifically, there are many examples of the CCC informing 

local jurisdictions and property owners that a CTZ is required after a project has already begun. As such, it is 

illogical and unfounded that an early start to a Coastal Zone project without full authorization would prevent 

such a project from then obtaining the required approvals.  

The Great Highway Pilot Project is particularly unique in this sense, as the closure to vehicles began under an 

emergency order during the COVID-19 shelter-in-place, and then became the subject of a ballot initiative, 

which ultimately required Board of Supervisors action to amend the Parks Code in order to set the final 

parameters of the pilot Project and authorize the Recreation and Parks Department to move forward with 

the CTZ application.  

5. APPELLANT: Planning Commission Motion No. 21437 inaccurately states that the LCP is only the WSAP and 
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the findings fail to state that the project is also consistent with the Planning Code (i.e., the implementation 

component of the LCP). RESPONSE: The Executive Summary of the case report provided to the Planning 

Commission correctly stated that the project was consistent with both the Planning Code and the WSAP. 

While the language within the approval motion was less specific regarding the Planning Code requirements, 

Section No. 5 within the motion specifically states “The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with 

the relevant provisions of the Planning Code…”  

6. APPELLANT: The project does not meet various environmental standards. RESPONSE: The temporary partial 

road closure component of the project is statutorily exempt from environmental review under CEQA 

pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.25 (EXHIBIT B). The traffic calming measures component 

of the project was issued a Categorical Exemption from CEQA as a Class 1 categorical exemption (EXHIBIT C), 

and no appeal of this CEQA determination was filed within the time required by the City’s local CEQA 

implementing procedures. Any future proposal to extend the partial road closure would require a new CTZ 

that will be subject to the applicable environmental review requirements at that time.  

7. APPELLANT: The project will prevent access for emergency vehicles: RESPONSE: Ordinance No. 258-22 was 

adopted by the Board of Supervisors to amend the Parks Code such that the pilot Project parameters were 

fully defined. That ordinance specifically requires the subject section of the Great Highway to continue to 

allow access to emergency vehicles, including fire and police vehicles. Additionally, the proposed gates at 

either end of the Great Highway were reviewed by the Fire Department to ensure adequate emergency 

access.  

8. APPELLANT: The City did not provide the CCC with notice of the CTZ application within the required 10-day 

timeline. RESPONSE: The City provided email notice of the CTZ application on the same day it was filed, and 
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such notice was acknowledged by the CCC (Exhibit D).  

Conclusion 
To conclude, it is the Department’s position that the Planning Commission’s action to approve the CTZ 

per Motion No. 21437 met the requirements of Planning Code Section 330 et seq. and that the Great Highway 

Pilot Project and associated traffic calming measures are consistent with the City’s Local Coastal Project. Two of 

the three appellants provide written and/or oral feedback to the Planning Commission containing many of the 

same issues raised in their briefs, and the Planning Commission heard substantial additional feedback from 

other interested parties before making their final decision. Overall, this project has been the subject of significant 

public process and history, and the City had adopted a clear position that the pilot Project should move forward. 

Therefore, the Department respectfully requests that the Board of Appeals uphold the Planning Commission’s 

approval of the Coastal Zone Permit.  

 
 

cc: Eileen Boken - SPEAK (Appellant) 

 Geoffrey Moore (Appellant) 

 Charles Perkins (Appellant)  

 Alex Westhoff (Planning Department) 

 Brian Stokle (Recreation and Parks Department) 

 
 
Enclosures: Exhibit A – Planning Commission Motion No. 21437 with Executive Summary and Plans 
  Exhibit B – Statutory Exemption from CEQA for Great Highway Pilot Project 
  Exhibit C – Categorical Exemption from CEQA for Traffic Calming Measures 
  Exhibit D – Emailed Notice to the California Coastal Commission 
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Executive Summary
Coastal Zone Permit

HEARING DATE: November 9, 2023

Record No.: 2022-007356CTZ
Project Address: Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way & Sloat Boulevard; plus surrounding streets
Zoning: Various
Cultural District: Sunset Chinese Cultural District
Block/Lot: N/A
Project Sponsor: Brian Stokle

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department
49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1200
San Francisco, CA

Property Owner: City and County of San Francisco
Staff Contact: Alex Westhoff – (628) 652-7314

alex.westhoff@sfgov.org
Environmental
Review: Exempt

Recommendation: Approval with Conditions

Project Description
The Great Highway Pilot Project restricts automobile access, on a temporary basis, to the Upper Great Highway
between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (approximately 2.0 miles), for a car-free bicycle and pedestrian
promenade on weekends and holidays. This stretch of the Upper Great Highway was originally closed to
automobiles full-time in April 2020 to offer an outdoor recreational corridor where users could safely distance
during the COVID-19 pandemic. In August 2021, the City modified the closure to apply only between Fridays at
noon and Mondays at 6 a.m., and on holidays. In December 2022 the Park Code was amended through an
ordinance passed by the Board of Supervisors (File No. 220875) to extend the restrictions instituted in 2021 for a
pilot period expiring December 31, 2025.  This Coastal Zone Authorization is being sought retroactively for the
current pilot closure and also for related traffic calming measures which have been implemented on
surrounding streets, including detour and warning signs, turn restrictions, speed tables, speed cushions, and
stop signs.



Executive Summary RECORD NO. 2022-007356CTZ
Hearing Date:  November 9, 2023 Great Highway Pilot Project

2

Required Commission Action

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 330, the Commission must grant a Coastal Zone Permit. The Great Highway
Pilot Project area lies fully within San Francisco’s Coastal Zone Area, as do most of the traffic calming measures.

Issues and Other Considerations
 Sunset Chinese Cultural District : The Project is located within the boundaries of the Sunset Chinese Cultural

District, which was established in July 2021. The District’s mission is to recognize the neighborhood’s history,
preserve the legacy and traditions uniquely born in the Sunset, recognize and memorialize the Chinese
American experience, and preserve and increase the depth and impact of the Chinese American legacy in
San Francisco. Currently, this Cultural District does not include any land use regulations that apply to the
Project.

Environmental Review

The Great Highway Pilot Project was issued an exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)
as a statutory exemption pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.25 (case no. 2022-007356ENV). The
Traffic Calming measures occurred through a separate independent action by the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and were issued an exemption from CEQA as a Class 1 categorical exemption (case
no. 2021-001354ENV).

Basis for Recommendation
The Department finds that the Project is, on balance, consistent with applicable zoning and land use controls
and the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan, including the Western Shoreline Area Plan. The Project
offers increased safe public access to and along Ocean Beach for pedestrians and cyclists, while ultimately
maintaining the Upper Great Highway for automobile use due to the temporary nature of the Project.

Attachments:
Draft Motion – Coastal Zone Permit with Conditions of Approval
Exhibit B – Plans and Renderings
Exhibit C – Park Code Amendment Ordinance – Upper Great Highway Pilot (File No. 220875)
Exhibit D – Maps and Context Photos
Exhibit E – Statutory Exemption (Great Highway Pilot Project)
Exhibit F – Categorical Exemption with SFMTA Public Hearing Agenda (Traffic Calming Measures)
Exhibit G - Project Sponsor Brief



 

 

Planning Commission Motion NO. 21437 
HEARING DATE: NOVEMBER 9, 2023 

Record No.: 2022-007356CTZ 
Project Address: Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way & Sloat Boulevard; plus surrounding streets 
Zoning: Various 
Cultural District: Sunset Chinese Cultural District 
Block/Lot: N/A 
Project Sponsor: Brian Stokle 

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department 
49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1200 

 San Francisco, CA 
Property Owner: City and County of San Francisco 
Staff Contact: Alex Westhoff – (628) 652-7314 
 alex.westhoff@sfgov.org 
 
 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A COASTAL ZONE PERMIT PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 330 TO PERMIT TEMPORARY RESTRICTION OF AUTOMOBILE ACCESS TO THE UPPER GREAT HIGHWAY 
BETWEEN LINCOLN WAY AND SLOAT BOULEVARD (APPROX. 2.0 MILES) FOR A CAR-FREE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN 
PROMENADE ON WEEKENDS AND HOLIDAYS THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2025; AS WELL AS THE IMPLEMENTATION 
OF VARIOUS TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES ON SURROUNDING STREETS; IN DISTRICTS INCLUDING THE PUBLIC 
(P), NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SMALL-SCALE (NC-2), RESIDENTIAL-MIXED L OW DENSITY (RM-1), 
RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, ONE FAMILY (RH-1), RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, TWO FAMILY (RH-2), AND RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, 
THREE FAMILY (RH-3) ZONING DISTRICTS AND OS, 40-X, AND 100-A HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS AND AFFIRMING 
THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S EXEMPT DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMNETAL QUALITY 
ACT.   
 

PREAMBLE 
On January 18, 2023, the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed 
Application No. 2022-007356CTZ (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter 
“Department”) for a Coastal Zone Permit for the Great Highway Pilot Project to allow for weekend and holiday 
closure of the Upper Great Highway to automobile traffic on a temporary basis, and for surrounding traffic calming 
measures.  
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The Great Highway Pilot Project is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) 
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.25. The CEQA determination is attached as Exhibit F. 
 
The traffic calming measures are exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 
categorical exemption. The CEQA determination is attached as Exhibit G. 
 
On November 9, 2023, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Coastal Zone Permit Authorization Application No. 
2022-007356CTZ. 
 
The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the Custodian of Records; the File for Record No. 2022-
007356CTZ is located at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further 
considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff, and other 
interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Coastal Zone Permit as requested in Application No. 2022-
007356CTZ, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following findings: 
 

FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, 
this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 

2. Project Description. The Coastal Zone Permit is required for the Great Highway Pilot Project including 
related traffic calming measures. In April 2020, the Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) at the 
recommendation of Supervisor Gordon Mar and in consultation with Mayor London N. Breed, temporarily 
closed the four-lane Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard to automobiles. The 
closure was a response to the unprecedented COVID-19 pandemic to allow for safe, distanced outdoor 
recreation. In August 2021, the City modified vehicular restrictions to apply only during weekends, 
beginning Fridays at noon and ending Monday at 6 a.m., in addition to holidays.   

On December 6, 2022, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (BOS) passed an ordinance (Board File 
220875) amending the Park Code to restrict private vehicles on the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln 
Way and Sloat Boulevard on weekends and holidays until December 31, 2025. The restriction was 
proposed as a pilot effort, including studies and analysis of the car-free use of the Upper Great Highway 
to inform a long-term plan for the future of this space. The ordinance specified: 

“Upon enactment of this ordinance, the Recreation and Park Department intends to apply to the Planning 
Department for a permit to ensure compliance with any coastal development requirements. The Planning 
Commission will review the application at a public hearing to determine whether the permit will be issued, 
as required by law.” 
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Few physical changes related to the Upper Great Highway weekend closures are proposed. Currently there 
are two existing fixed swing gates, one at the northbound entry and one at the southbound entry. The 
existing gates are closed when excessive amounts of sand or flood water accumulate on the road and 
make it unsafe for car travel, as well as when the road functions as a promenade. Traffic cones and 
moveable gates are currently being placed on the northeast and southwest exits to serve as traffic barriers 
during the weekends and holidays. RPD is proposing installation of new swing gates installed in a chicane 
layout (i.e., staggered and on opposite sides of the roadway) to allow emergency vehicles to access the 
westernmost lanes of the roadway without needing to stop and open the gates. This design supports the 
continued recreational use of the beach while also enhancing the safe recreational use of the roadway by 
pedestrians and bicyclists during private vehicular closure times for promenade use, or during sand/water 
accumulation events. 
 
Related improvements include traffic calming measures constructed by the San Francisco Municipal 
Transit Agency (SFMTA), for the safety of pedestrian and cyclists. The measures aimed to reduce traffic 
volumes and speeds on local streets which saw an increase in automobile traffic resulting from the Upper 
Great Highway closure. In spring 2020, eight detour and warning signs, a road closure barricade, five turn 
restrictions, and five speed tables were constructed at the intersections of Great Highway along Lincoln 
Way and Sloat Boulevard and in the adjacent neighborhood to support the Upper Great Highway closure 
to private vehicles. In April 2021, additional tools were added, including 24 speed cushions, one speed 
table, and 12 stop signs. In August 2021, when the Upper Great Highway was reopened to weekday 
vehicular use, some of the tools were no longer necessary and thus removed. In November 2021, 
additional stop signs were added to the Lower Great Highway at Ortega and Ulloa streets. Exhibit G 
documents SFMTA approvals of the traffic calming measures.  
 

3. Site Description and Present Use. The Project Site includes a roughly 2-mile stretch of the Upper Great 
Highway within the Public Zoning District in the Western Shoreline Area plan, bound by Lincoln Way to the 
North, Sloat Boulevard to the South, Ocean Beach/Pacific Ocean to the West and the Lower Great Highway 
to the East within the Outer Sunset neighborhood. The Upper Great Highway, developed in 1929, is a four-
lane straight highway, divided by a narrow median.  

4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. Ocean Beach is a popular recreational hub for surfing and 
other beach-related activities, and is part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, which is 
administered by the National Park Service. The sloped, vegetated median separating the Upper and Lower 
Great Highways is managed by the RPD and also includes a 10-foot wide asphalt multi-use recreational 
pathway.  

The traffic calming measures implemented by SFMTA are located throughout the adjacent surrounding 
neighborhood spanning multiple Zoning Districts including NC-2, RM-1, RH-2, and RH-3. The surrounding 
neighborhood is predominately residential, characterized by one to two story single- or double- family 
homes with some larger multi-family apartments.  

The Project is also located within the boundaries of the Sunset Chinese Cultural District, which was 
established in July 2021. The District’s mission is to recognize the neighborhood’s history, preserve the 
legacy and traditions uniquely born in the Sunset, recognize and memorialize the Chinese American 
experience, and preserve and increase the depth and impact of the Chinese American legacy in San 
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Francisco. Currently, this Cultural District does not include any land use regulations that apply to the 
Project. 
 

5. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant 
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

The Project falls within the Coastal Zone Permit Area and is subject to Coastal Zone Permit Review 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 330. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 330.2, the Local Coastal 
Program shall be the San Francsico Western Shoreline Plan, a part of the City’s General Plan. The project 
is consistent with objectives and policies of the Western Shoreline Plan as outlined in this motion.   

6. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and 
Policies of the General Plan: 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF THE BAY, OCEAN, AND SHORELINE AREAS. 
 
Policy 3.1 
Cooperate with and otherwise support regulatory programs of existing regional, State, and Federal 
agencies dealing with the Bay, Ocean, and Shorelines.  

 
Policy 3.2 
Promote the use and development of shoreline areas consistent with the General Plan and the best 
interest of San Francisco. 
 
OBJECTIVE 7 
ASSURE THAT THE LAND RESOURCES IN SAN FRANCISCO ARE USED IN WAYS THAT BOTH 
RESPECT AND PRESERVE THE NATURAL VALUES OF THE LAND AND SERVE THE BEST INTERESTS 
OF ALL THE CITYʼS CITIZENS. 
 
Policy 7.1 
Preserve and add to public open space in accordance with the objectives and policies of the Recreation 
and Open Space Element.  
 
OBJECTIVE 9 
REDUCE TRANSPORTATION-RELATED NOISE. 
 
Policy 9.2 
Impose traffic restrictions to reduce transportation noise.  
 
OBJECTIVE 15 
INCREASE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF TRANSPORTATION AND ENCOURAGE LAND USE 
PATTERNS AND METHODS OF TRANSPORTATION WHICH USE LESS ENERGY. 
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Policy 15.1 
Increase the use of transportation alternatives to the automobile.   
 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 1 
ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE SYSTEM. 
 
Policy 1.1 
Encourage the dynamic and flexible use of existing open spaces and promote a variety of recreation and 
open space uses, where appropriate. 
 
Policy 1.4 
Prioritize the better utilization of McLaren Park, Ocean Beach, the Southeastern Waterfront and other 
underutilized significant open spaces. 
 

 OBJECTIVE 2 
INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TEM NEEDS OF THE CITY AND 
BAY REGION. 
 
Policy 2.2 
Provide and promote a balanced recreation system which offers a variety of high quality recreational 
opportunities for all San Franciscans. 
 
Policy 2.4 
Support the development of signature public open spaces along the shoreline. 
 
Policy 2.7 
Expand partnerships among open space agencies, transit agencies, private sector and nonprofit 
institutions to acquire, develop and/or manage existing open spaces. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE. 
 
Policy 3.1  
Creatively develop existing publicly owned right-of-ways and streets into open space. 

 
Policy 3.3 
Develop and enhance the Cityʼs recreational trail system, linking to the regional hiking and biking trail 
system and considering restoring historic water courses to improve stormwater management. 
 
 
 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info


Motion No. 21437  RECORD NO. 2022-007356CTZ 
November 9, 2023  Great Highway Pilot Project 
 

  6  

Policy 3.4 
Encourage non-auto modes of transportation – transit, bicycle and pedestrian access—to and from open 
spaces while reducing automobile traffic and parking in public open spaces. 
 
Policy 3.5 
Ensure that, where feasible, recreational facilities and open spaces are physically accessible, especially 
for those with limited mobility. 
 

SAFETY AND RESILIENCY ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 
CLIMATE RESILIENCE. PURSUE SYNERGISTIC EFFORTS THAT BOTH ELIMINATE GREENHOUSE 
GASES (CLIMATE MITIGATION) AND PROTECT PEOPLE, THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT, AND 
NATURE FROM THE UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE CLIMATE CRISIS (CLIMATE ADAPTATION). 
 
Policy 2.1.2 
Direct City actions to reduce local contributions towards the climate crisis by mitigating greenhouse 
gasses and by increasing carbon sequestration. 
 
Policy 2.1.4 
Ensure that City projects and private developments provide multi-benefit solutions that mitigate hazard 
risk and contribute to a zero-emission future. 
 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 1 
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND 
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER PARTS 
OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY 
AREA. 

  
 Policy 1.2 
 Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.  

 
Policy 1.3  
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of meeting 
San Francisco's transportation needs, particularly those of commuters. 

 
OBJECTIVE 2  
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT.  
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Policy 2.2  
Reduce pollution, noise and energy consumption. 
 
Policy 2.3  
Design and locate facilities to preserve the historic city fabric and the natural landscape, and to protect 
views. 
 
OBJECTIVE 8  
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE REGIONAL PEDESTRIAN, HIKING AND BIKING ACCESS TO THE 
COAST, THE BAY AND RIDGE TRAILS. 
 
Policy 8.1 
Ensure that the Coast Trail, the Bay Trail and the Ridge Trail remain uninterrupted and unobstructed 
where they pass through San Francisco. 
 
OBJECTIVE 19  
ESTABLISH A STREET HIERARCHY SYSTEM IN WHICH THE FUNCTION AND DESIGN OF EACH 
STREET ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE CHARACTER AND USE OF ADJACENT LAND. 
 
Policy 19.4  
Discourage high-speed through traffic on local streets in residential areas through traffic "calming" 
measures that are designed not to disrupt transit service or bicycle movement. 
 
Policy 19.5  
Mitigate and reduce the impacts of automobile traffic in and around parks and along shoreline 
recreation areas. 
 
OBJECTIVE 27  
EMPLOY A MULTI-DISCIPLINARY APPROACH TO IMPROVING PEDESTRIAN SAFETY 
 
Policy 27.4  
Apply best practices in street design and transportation engineering to improve pedestrian safety 
across the City. 
 
OBJECTIVE 29 
ENSURE THAT BICYCLES CAN BE USED SAFELY AND CONVENIENTLY AS A PRIMARY MEANS OF 
TRANSPORTATION, AS WELL AS FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES. 
 
Policy 29.1  
Expand and improve access for bicycles on city streets and develop a well-marked, comprehensive 
system of bike routes in San Francisco. 
 
Policy 29.8  
Encourage biking as a mode of travel through the design of safer streets, education programs and 
targeted enforcement. 
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Policy 29.9  
Identify and expand recreational bicycling opportunities. 

 
OBJECTIVE 31 
CITY GOVERNMENT SHOULD PLAY A LEADERSHIP ROLE IN INCREASING BICYCLE USE. 
 
Policy 31.1  
Consider the needs of bicycling and the improvement of bicycle accommodations in all city decisions. 
 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 4 
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL SAFETY, 
COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY. 
 
Policy 4.1  
Protect residential areas from the noise, pollution and physical danger of excessive traffic. 
 
Policy 4.8  
Provide convenient access to a variety of recreation opportunities. 
 
Policy 4.9  
Maximize the use of recreation areas for recreational purposes. 
 

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN 

L and Use 
Ob jectives  and Po licies  
 
OBJECTIVE 2 
REDESIGN THE GREAT HIGHWAY TO ENHANCE ITS SCENIC QUALITIES AND RECREATIONAL 
USE. 
 
Policy 2.1 
Develop the Great Highway right-of-way as a four lane straight highway with recreational trails for 
bicycle, pedestrian, landscaping, and parking. Emphasize slow pleasure traffic and safe pedestrian 
access to beach. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL CONNECTION BETWEEN GOLDEN GATE PARK AND THE BEACH 
FRONTAGE. 
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Policy 3.1 
Strengthen the visual and physical connection between the park and beach. Emphasize the naturalistic 
landscape qualities of the western end of the park for visitor use. When possible eliminate the Richmond-
Sunset sewer treatment facilities. 
 
OBJECTIVE 6 
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL USE OF SAN FRANCISCOʼS OCEAN BEACH 
SHORELINE. 
 
Policy 6.1 
Continue Ocean Beach as a natural beach area for public recreation. 
 
OBJECTIVE 11 
PRESERVE THE SCALE OF RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ALONG THE 
COASTAL ZONE AREA. 
 
Policy 11.6 
Protect the neighborhood environment of the Richmond and Sunset residential areas from the traffic 
and visitor impacts from the public using adjacent recreation and open space areas. 
 
The Project offers a myriad of public benefits aligned with various policies of the General Plan and Western 
Shoreline Area Plan. It improves public access to and along Ocean Beach, opening a new paved path as a 
safe outdoor recreational corridor for persons of all socioeconomic circumstances and varying physical 
abilities. The Project helps achieve one of the California Coastal Commission’s basic goals and associated 
policies of public coastal access and recreation as mandated by the California Coastal Act of 1976. Moreover, 
the Upper Great Highway runs adjacent to the Great Highway Dune Trail, a segment of the California Coastal 
Trail which is an integrated trail network being developed for over 1,230 miles of California’s coastline. 
Ultimately the Great Highway Pilot Project bolsters the capacity of the area for cyclists and pedestrians; 
enhancing Ocean Beach’s existing recreational qualities as a destination that can be appreciated by both 
local residents and international tourists alike. The Project encourages non-motorized vehicle traffic, which 
ultimately results in less carbon emissions than private automobiles, helping to reduce San Francisco’s 
contributions to the climate crisis and thus aligning with the City’s Climate Action Plan. The City’s Transit-First 
policy prioritizes safe and accessible biking and walking over private automobiles, which this Project also 
supports. Given the pilot is only temporary, the Upper Great Highway will ultimately remain a four-lane 
highway, thus consistent with the Western Shoreline Area Plan which states that the Upper Great Highway 
should be developed as a four-lane highway. Furthermore, even during the pilot period, the Upper Great 
Highway will remain a four-lane highway during nearly all weekdays.  On balance, the Project is consistent 
with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 

 
7. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of 

permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies in that:  

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  
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The Project site does not possess any neighborhood-serving retail uses. However, increased visitors 
to Ocean Beach resulting from the Project can bolster patronage to nearby businesses including 
cafes, restaurants, food trucks, shops, and more.  

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

The Project includes few physical improvements, thus having virtually no impact on the 
neighborhood’s built form. Reduced automobile usage can help improve the neighborhood’s 
physical and visual connection to Ocean Beach and the Pacific Ocean.  

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

The Project does not affect affordable housing. 

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking.  

The Project Site is served by nearby public transportation options including the N-Judah, L-Taraval, 
and 7, 48, and 23 bus lines. To support the pilot Project, RPD and SFMTA are collecting and analyzing 
data such as visitor usage and traffic conditions. No new parking is provided by the Project. Currently 
Ocean Beach visitors can park their vehicles in the vicinity and walk to the beach using Upper Great 
Highway crosswalks.  

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

The Project does not include commercial office development and does not eliminate any industrial 
or service uses.   

F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life 
in an earthquake. 

The Project does not include any structural or seismic improvements.  

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The Project Site does not contain or impact any City Landmarks or historic buildings. 

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development.  
 
The Project fundamentally enhances the City’s open space amenities. It does not propose any 
development that would inhibit the access to sunlight and vistas for existing parks and open space. 
Reduced automobile usage on the Upper Great Highway can improve visual access to Ocean Beach.  
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8. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code provided 
under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character and stability of 
the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.  

9. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Coastal Zone Permit would promote the health, safety 
and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested 
parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials 
submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Coastal Zone Permit Application No. 2022-
007356CTZ subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans 
on file, dated December 9, 2022, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though 
fully set forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Coastal Zone Permit to the 
Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the 
date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board 
of Appeals if appealed to the Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals 
at (628) 652-1150, 49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1475, San Francisco, CA 94103. 
 
Additionally, any aggrieved person may appeal this Coastal Zone Permit to the California Coastal Commission 
within ten (10) working days after the California Coastal Commission receives notice of final action from the 
Planning Department pursuant to the provisions of Section 330.9. Appeals to the California Coastal Commission 
are subject to the aggrieved party provisions in Section 330.2(a). An applicant is required to exhaust local appeals 
before appealing to the California Coastal Commission. For further information about appeals to the California 
Coastal Commission, including current fees, contact the North Central Coast District Office at (415) 904 - 5260. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that is 
imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020. The 
protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of 
the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or 
exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of 
the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.  
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the Project, the Planning 
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s  
Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the development and the City hereby 
gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City has 
already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this document 
does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on November 9, 2023. 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:   Braun, Ruiz , Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Moore, Tanner  

NAYS:  None 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: November 9, 2023  
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EXHIBIT A 
Authorization 

This authorization is for a Coastal Zone Permit to allow the temporary restriction of automobile access on 
w eekends and holidays to the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (approximately 
2 .0 miles) for a car-free bicycle and pedestrian promenade on weekends and holidays through December 31, 2025 
and installation of new swing gates at the north and south ends of the Upper Great Highway; as well as the 
implementation of various traffic calming measures on surrounding streets subject to conditions of approval 
reviewed and approved by the Commission on No vember 9, 2023 under Motion No. 21437. This authorization and 
the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or 
operator. 
 

Recordation of Conditions Of Approval 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning Administrator 
shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and County 
of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the Project is subject to the conditions of 
approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on No vember 9, 2023 under 
Motion No. 21437. 
 

Printing of Conditions of Approval on Plans 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 21437 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the permit application for the Project. The 
Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference the Coastal Zone Permit authorization and any subsequent 
amendments or modifications.  
 

Severability 

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section or any 
part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not affect or impair 
other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys no right to construct, 
or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible party. 
 

Changes and Modifications  

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. Significant 
changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new Conditional Use 
authorization.  

http://www.sf-planning.org/info


Motion No. 21437  RECORD NO. 2022-007356CTZ 
November 9, 2023  Great Highway Pilot Project 
 

  14  

Conditions of Approval, Compliance,  
Monitoring, and Reporting 

Performance 
1. Expiration and Renewal. This Coastal Zone Permit shall expire on December 31, 2025. Pursuant to Planning 

Code Section 330.13(a) a final decision on an application for an appealable Project shall become effective 
after a 10 working day appeal period to the California Coastal Commission has expired, unless either of the 
following occur: (1) a valid appeal is filed in accordance with City and State regulations, or (2) local government 
requirements are not met per Section 330.6(b). When either of the above occur, the California Coastal 
Commission shall, within five calendar days of receiving notice of that circumstance, notify the local 
government and the applicant that the local government action has been suspended. The applicant shall 
cease construction immediately if that occurs. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
 

2. Extension.  The Zoning Administrator may extend a Coastal Zone Permit prior to its expiration for up to 12 
months from its original date of expiration. Coastal Zone Permit extensions may be granted upon findings that 
the Project continues to be in conformance with the Local Coastal program. 
 
All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator 
where implementation of the Project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal, or a legal challenge and only 
by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 

Monitoring - After Entitlement 
3. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this Motion or 

of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the enforcement 
procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1. The 
Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city departments and agencies for 
appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
 

4. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in complaints from 
interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved by the Project Sponsor 
and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific conditions of approval for the Project as 
set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, 
after which it may hold a public hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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CEQA Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address

The Great Highway Project

Block/Lot(s)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Permit No.

Addition/ 

Alteration

Demolition (requires HRE for 

Category B Building)

New 

Construction

The San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) proposes the Great Highway Project, which would 

implement a pilot program to create a car-free bicycle and pedestrian promenade on weekends, holidays, and a 

portion of Fridays by restricting private vehicle access to the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat 

Boulevard (2.0 miles). When closed to private vehicles, the roadway would become a separated right-of-way 

promenade for the exclusive use of pedestrians, bicyclists, emergency vehicles, and other permitted vehicles. The 

roadway would continue to operate as a four-lane vehicular roadway on weekdays from Monday to the Friday 

closure time.

See attachments for a full project description and project plans.

Case No.

2022-007356ENV

STEP 1: EXEMPTION TYPE

The project has been determined to be exempt under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one building; 

commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or 

with a CU.

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 10,000 

sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 

policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 

substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 

water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Statutory Exemption per Public Resources Code section 21080.25 as demonstrated in the attached Senate 

Bill 288 Eligibility Checklist

Other ____

Common Sense Exemption (CEQA Guidelines section 15061(b)(3)). It can be seen with certainty that 

there is no possibility of a significant effect on the environment . FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY



STEP 2: ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING ASSESSMENT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 

project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g. use of diesel construction 

equipment, backup diesel generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to The Environmental 

Information tab on the San Francisco Property Information Map)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 

hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 

manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or more 

of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? 

Note that a categorical exemption shall not be issued for a project located on the Cortese List

if box is checked, note below whether the applicant has enrolled in or received a waiver from the San 

Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, or if Environmental Planning staff has 

determined that hazardous material effects would be less than significant. (refer to The Environmental 

Information tab on the San Francisco Property Information Map)

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a 

location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian 

and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two

(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive

area? If yes, archeology review is required. 

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment

on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to The Environmental Information tab on the San Francisco 

Property Information Map) If box is checked, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Average Slope of Parcel = or > 25%, or site is in Edgehill Slope Protection Area or Northwest Mt. 

Sutro Slope Protection Area: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) New building construction, 

except one-story storage or utility occupancy, (2) horizontal additions, if the footprint area increases more 

than 50%, or (3) horizontal and vertical additions increase more than 500 square feet of new projected roof 

area? (refer to The Environmental Planning tab on the San Francisco Property Information Map) If box is checked, 

a geotechnical report is likely required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Does the project involve any of the following: (1) New building construction, except one-story storage or 

utility occupancy, (2) horizontal additions, if the footprint area increases more than 50%, (3) horizontal and 

vertical additions increase more than 500 square feet of new projected roof area, or (4) grading performed at 

a site in the landslide hazard zone? (refer to The Environmental tab on the San Francisco Property Information 

Map) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the 

exemption.

Seismic Hazard: Landslide or Liquefaction Hazard Zone:

Comments and Planner Signature (optional):



STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Property Information Map)

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include

storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public

right-of-way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each

direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a

single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original

building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW

TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Reclassification of property status. (Attach HRER Part I)

Reclassify to Category A

a. Per HRER

b. Other (specify):

(No further historic review)

Reclassify to Category C

2. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

3. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces that do not remove, alter, or obscure character

defining features.

4. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with

existing historic character.

5. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

NOT APPLICABLE



6. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining

features.

7. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

8. Work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties  

(Analysis required):

9. Work compatible with a historic district (Analysis required):

10. Work that would not materially impair a historic resource (Attach HRER Part II).

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST sign below.

Project can proceed with exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature:

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 6: EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

Project Approval Action: Signature:

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a n exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31of the 

Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination to the Board 

of Supervisors can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.

Ryan Shum

09/28/2022

No further environmental review is required. The project is exempt under CEQA.

Approval via majority YES Vote of Board of Supervisors



TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the

Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes  a 

substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed  changes 

to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be subject to  additional 

environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

MODIFIED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code

Sections 311 or 312;

Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known

at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Planner Name:

The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project

approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning 

Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. In 

accordance with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be 

filed to the Environmental Review Officer within 10 days of posting of this determination.

Date:



Eligibility Checklist: Senate Bill 288 (SB288) and Public Resources 
Code Section 21080.25 

Date of Preparation: September 28, 2022 
Record No.:  2022-007356ENV, The Great Highway Project 
Project Sponsor: Jordan Harrison, San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department 
Staff Contact:  Ryan Shum, ryan.shum@sfgov.org, (628) 652-7542 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Great Highway project would implement a pilot program to create a car-free bicycle and 
pedestrian promenade on weekends, holidays, and a portion of Fridays by restricting private 
vehicle access to the Upper Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard (2.0 
miles). When closed to private vehicles, the roadway would become a separated right-of-way 
promenade for the exclusive use of pedestrians, bicyclists, emergency vehicles, and other 
permitted vehicles. The roadway would continue to operate as a four-lane vehicular roadway on 
weekdays from Monday to the Friday closure time. 

The full project description and additional project information is attached to this checklist as 
Attachment A. Project plans are included as Attachment B. 

Constructed by: Contracted through: 
☐ Public Works ☐ Public Works
☐ SFMTA ☐ SFMTA
☒ RPD ☒ RPD

SB288 ELIGIBILITY CHECKLIST 
This project, as proposed, would be eligible for a Statutory Exemption per Public Resources 
Code section 21080.25 as demonstrated below. 

mailto:ryan.shum@sfgov.org


Eligibility Checklist: Senate Bill 288 (SB288) and  
Public Resources Code Section 21080.25 

2 

Table 1: Project Type Checklist – Public Resources Code Section 21080.25(b) 
The project must meet at least one project type to qualify for this Statutory Exemption. See Attachment 1 
below for definitions of terms. 

☒ 
(1) Pedestrian and bicycle facilities, including new facilities. For purposes of this paragraph, “bicycle 
facilities” include, but are not limited to, bicycle parking, bicycle sharing facilities, and bikeways as 
defined in Section 890.4 of the Streets and Highways Code. 

☐ (2) Projects that improve customer information and wayfinding for transit riders, bicyclists, or 
pedestrians. 

☐ (3) Transit prioritization projects. 

☐ 
(4) On highways with existing public transit service or that will be implementing public transit service 
within six months of the conversion, a project for the designation and conversion of general purpose 
lanes or highway shoulders to bus-only lanes, for use either during peak congestion hours or all 
day. 

☐ 
(5) A project for the institution or increase of new bus rapid transit, bus, or light rail service, including 
the construction of stations, on existing public rights-of-way or existing highway rights-of-way, 
whether or not the right-of-way is in use for public mass transit. 

☐ 

(6) A project to construct or maintain infrastructure to charge or refuel zero-emission transit buses, 
provided the project is carried out by a public transit agency that is subject to, and in compliance 
with, the State Air Resources Board’s Innovative Clean Transit regulations (Article 4.3 (commencing 
with Section 2023) of Chapter 1 of Division 3 of Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations) and 
the project is located on property owned by the transit agency or within an existing public right-of-
way. 

☐ (7) The maintenance, repair, relocation, replacement, or removal of any utility infrastructure 
associated with a project identified in items (1) to (6) above, inclusive. 

☐ (8) A project that consists exclusively of a combination of any of the components of a project 
identified in items (1) to (7) above, inclusive. 

☐ (9) A project carried out by a city or county to reduce minimum parking requirements. 

 
 
 

(continued on the following page) 
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Eligibility Checklist: Senate Bill 288 (SB288) and  
Public Resources Code Section 21080.25 

3 

 
Table 2: Other Project Eligibility Criteria – Public Resources Code Section 21080.25(c) 

The project must meet all the criteria listed below to qualify for this Statutory Exemption. See Attachment 
1 below for definitions of terms. Note: Table 2 does not apply to a project carried out by a city or county to 
reduce minimum parking requirements. 

☒ (1) A public agency is carrying out the project and is the lead agency for the project.  

☒ (2) The project is located in an urbanized area. 

☒ (3) The project is located on or within an existing public right-of-way (or on property owned by the 
transit agency per Table 1, Item 6 above). 

☒ 
(4) The project shall not add physical infrastructure that increases new automobile capacity on 
existing rights-of-way except for minor modifications needed for the efficient and safe movement of 
transit vehicles, such as extended merging lanes. The project shall not include the addition of any 
auxiliary lanes. 

☒ (5) The construction of the project shall not require the demolition of affordable housing units. 

☒ (6)   The project would not exceed one hundred million dollars ($100,000,000) in 2020 United 
States dollars.1 

1 If the project exceeds $100,000,000, then Section 21080.25(c)(6) imposes additional requirements. Please consult 
with the Planning Department staff. 

Table 3: Project Labor Requirements – Public Resources Code Section 21080.25(d) 
In addition to meeting the criteria in Table 2, the project must meet labor requirements to qualify for a 
Statutory Exemption. See Attachment 1 below for definitions of terms. Note: Table 3 does not apply to a 
project carried out by a city or county to reduce minimum parking requirements. 

☐  

(1) Before granting an exemption under this section, the lead agency shall certify that the project 
will be completed by a skilled and trained workforce. 
(2) (A) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), for a project that is exempted under this section, 
the lead agency shall not enter into a construction contract with any entity unless the entity 
provides to the lead agency an enforceable commitment that the entity and its subcontractors at 
every tier will use a skilled and trained workforce to perform all work on the project or a contract 
that falls within an apprenticeship occupation in the building and construction trades in accordance 
with Chapter 2.9 (commencing with Section 2600) of Part 1 of Division 2 of the Public Contract 
Code. 
(B) Subparagraph (A) does not apply if any of the following requirements are met: 
(i) The lead agency has entered into a project labor agreement that will bind all contractors and 
subcontractors performing work on the project or the lead agency has contracted to use a skilled 
and trained workforce and the entity has agreed to be bound by that project labor agreement. 
(ii) The project or contract is being performed under the extension or renewal of a project labor 
agreement that was entered into by the lead agency before January 1, 2021. 
(iii) The lead agency has entered into a project labor agreement that will bind the lead agency and 
all its subcontractors at every tier performing the project or the lead agency has contracted to use a 
skilled and trained workforce. 

☐ A portion of the project would be constructed by SFMTA and/or Public Works Shops and this 
portion would not require the use of contractors for labor. 

☒ Not Applicable. The project would be entirely constructed by RPD, SFMTA and/or Public Works 
Shops and would not require the use of contractors for labor. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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 09.24.2013 

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION APPLICATION COVER MEMO - PUBLIC PROJECTS ONLY 

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption 

determination can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.  

Please attach this memo along with all necessary materials to the Environmental Evaluation Application. 

Project Address and/or Title: 

Project Approval Action: 

Will the approval action be taken at a noticed public hearing?  YES*    NO 

* If YES is checked, please see below.

IF APPROVAL ACTION IS TAKEN AT A NOTICED PUBLIC HEARING, INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING CALENDAR 
LANGUAGE: 

End of Calendar: CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code If the 

Commission approves an action identified by an exemption or negative declaration as the Approval Action (as 

defined in S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), 

then the CEQA decision prepared in support of that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the 

time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 

calendar days of the Approval Action.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk 

of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or 

call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from 

further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at 

http://sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited 

to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered 

to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or 

department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 

Individual calendar items: This proposed action is the Approval Action as defined by S.F. Administrative Code 

Chapter 31.  

THE FOLLOWING MATERIALS ARE INCLUDED: 

   2 sets of plans (11x17) 

   Project description 

   Photos of proposed work areas/project site 

  Necessary background reports (specified in EEA) 

2021-001354ENV



SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 
 Order # 6358 

FOR PUBLIC HEARING  

1 

The Sustainable Streets Division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency will  
hold an on-line public hearing on Friday, February 19, 2021, at 10:00 AM to consider the various 
matters listed on the agenda below. 

The purpose of the public hearing will be to get public feedback on these proposals. No 
decisions will be made on these items at the public hearing.  Based upon all public 
feedback received, the SFMTA will make and post the decision on these items by 5.pm. the 
following Friday on the SFTMA website. 

Public opinion about these proposals can be shared in any of the following ways: 

 Online Skype Meeting: SFMTA.com/ENGHearing

 To speak about any items, please follow the phone-in instructions.

 Phoning during the public hearing: please dial 888-398-2342 and enter the code
8647385. When public comment is open key in “1” and then “0” to join the queue of
people wishing to comment.

 Sending an email to Sustainable.Streets@SFMTA.com with the subject line “Public
Hearing.”

Online Participation 

Phone Participation 

 Ensure you are in a
quiet location

 Speak clearly
 Turn off any TVs or

radios around you

1. For the best online experience, join the Skype session
and select “Don’t join audio”. For the audio, use the phone
instructions below. This will allow you to listen and
participate through the same audio experience.

1. When prompted, dial "1 - 0" to be added to the speaker
line. The auto-prompt will indicate callers are entering
"Question and Answer" time; this is the "Public Comment"
period.

2. Callers will hear silence when waiting for your turn to
speak.

3. When prompted, callers will have the standard two
minutes to provide comment.

For clarification about any items before the public hearing, the responsible staff person is listed, 
along with an email address. 

Irving Street, south side, between 8th Avenue and 9th Avenue 
1. ESTABLISH – RESIDENTIAL PERMIT PARKING ELIGIBILITY, AREA J

Irving Street, south side, between 8th Avenue and 9th Avenue
(Supervisor District 5) Kathryn Studwell, kathryn.studwell@sfmta.com

Extension of RPP Area J will enable residents to obtain RPP permits for Area J. 

2021-001354ENV
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SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 
 Order # 6358 

FOR PUBLIC HEARING  

2 

Monterey Boulevard, both sides, at Hazelwood Avenue – Red Zones 
2. ESTABLISH - RED ZONES

A. Monterey Boulevard, north side, 26 feet to 30 feet east of Hazelwood Avenue (Engineer)
B. Monterey Boulevard, north side, from Hazelwood Avenue to 20 feet westerly

(removes 1 parking space) (Engineer)
C. Monterey Boulevard, south side, 15 feet to 35 feet west of Hazelwood Avenue

(removes 1 parking space) (Engineer)
D. Monterey Boulevard, south side, 14 feet to 30 feet east of Hazelwood Avenue

(removes 1 parking space) (Engineer)
(Supervisor District 7) David Sindel, david.sindel@sfmta.com

Additional daylighting requested by SFMTA to address pattern of left-turn collisions. 

Joice Street, between Clay Street and Sacramento Street – Speed Hump 
3. ESTABLISH – SPEED HUMP

Joice Street, between Clay Street and Sacramento Street (1 speed hump)
(Supervisor District 3) Daniel Carr, daniel.carr@sfmta.com

This proposal installs a traffic calming speed hump on the block at the request of the
community.

Minnesota Street between 23rd & 25th Streets; 24th Street between Minnesota &
Tennessee Streets- One-Way Street, Red Zone & Sidewalk

4. ESTABLISH – ONE WAY STREET
24th Street, eastbound, from Minnesota Street to Tennessee Street
(Supervisor District 10) Shahram Shariati, Shahram.shariati@sfmta.com

This project is designed to improve safety and convert the street from a two way into a one
way street.

Cole Street, both sides, between Haight Street and Waller Street – Residential 
Permit Parking Extension 

5(a). ESTABLISH – RESIDENTIAL PERMIT PARKING AREA J 
Cole Street, both sides, between Haight Street and Waller Street 

5(b). ESTABLISH – 2-HOUR PARKING, 8AM TO 5PM, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY, 
EXCEPT VEHICLES WITH AREA J PERMITS  
Cole Street, east side, from 76 feet south of Haight Street to Waller Street  
Cole Street, west side, from 113 feet south of Haight Street to Waller Street 
(Supervisor District 5) Kathryn Studwell, kathryn.studwell@sfmta.com  

This proposal will extend RPP Area J to the 600 block of Cole Street. 

2021-001354ENV
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FOR PUBLIC HEARING  

3 

Polk Street/Pacific Ave – Red Zone 
6(a). RESCIND - YELLOW METERED LOADING ZONE 

(30 MIN LIMIT 8AM-1PM, MON-FRI) 
Polk Street, west side, from 7 feet to 47 feet north of Pacific Avenue 
(meter space #2001 & 2003). (Engineer)   

6(b). RESCIND – YELLOW METERED LOADING ZONE 
(30 MIN LIMIT 10AM-1PM, MON-FRI) 
Polk Street, east side, from 104 feet to 148 feet south of Broadway Street 
(meter space #2024 & 2020). (Engineer)   

6(c). RESCIND - RED ZONE 
Polk Street, west side, from 64 feet to 68 feet north of Pacific Avenue. (Engineer) 
Polk Street, west side from 86 feet to 89 feet north of Pacific Avenue. (Engineer)  

6(d). ESTABLISH - RED ZONE 
Polk Street, west side, from 7 feet to 20 feet north of Pacific Avenue. 
(Engineer)   

6(e). ESTABLISH - YELLOW METERED LOADING ZONE 
(30 MIN LIMIT 8AM-6PM, MON-SAT) 
Polk Street, west side, from 20 feet to 47 feet north of Pacific Avenue  
(extends yellow meter space #2003 from 22 feet to 27 feet) (Engineer) 
Polk Street, west side, from 64 feet to 89 feet north of Pacific Avenue  
(converts general meter space #2011 into a 25-foot yellow metered 
space). (Engineer)   

6(f). ESTABLISH – YELLOW METERED LOADING ZONE 
(30 MIN LIMIT 10AM-6PM, MON-SAT) 
Polk Street, east side, from 104 feet to 148 feet south of Broadway Street  
(meter space #2024 & 2020) (Engineer) (Supervisor District 3) Shahram Shariati, 
Shahram.Shariati@sfmta.com 

This project is designed to improve pedestrian safety by daylighting the intersection. 

Tenderloin – Speed Limit 
RESCIND – 25 MPH SPEED LIMIT 

7. ESTABLISH – 20 MPH SPEED LIMIT
A. Grove Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Market Street
B. McAllister Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Market Street
C. Golden Gate Avenue, between Van Ness Avenue and Market Street
D. Turk Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Market Street
E. Eddy Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Mason Street
F. Ellis Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Mason Street
G. O’Farrell Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Mason Street
H. Geary Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Mason Street

2021-001354ENV
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I. Post Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Mason Street
J. Sutter Street, between Van Ness Avenue and Mason Street
K. Polk Street, between Sutter Street and Grove Street
L. Larkin Street, between Sutter Street and Grove Street
M. Hyde Street, between Sutter Street and Market Street
N. Leavenworth Street, between Sutter Street and Market Street
O. Jones Street, between Sutter Street and Market Street
P. Taylor Street, between Sutter Street and Market Street
Q. Mason Street, between Sutter Street and Market Street
(Supervisor Districts 3 and 6) Tom Folks, tom.folks@sfmta.com

These streets are all part of the City's High Injury Vision Zero Network, with either the entire 
street segment or a substantial portion included. The signal timing progression in this area 
was set at 20 mph in the recent NOMA/SOMA area-wide retiming effort. 

Tenderloin – No Turn on Red 
8. ESTABLISH – NO TURN ON RED

A. Sutter Street, westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
B. Sutter Street, westbound, at Hyde Street  (Engineer)
C. Sutter Street, westbound, at Leavenworth Street (Engineer)
D. Sutter Street, westbound, at Jones Street (Engineer)
E. Sutter Street, westbound, at Taylor Street (Engineer)
F. Sutter Street, westbound, at Mason Street (Engineer)
G. Post Street, eastbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
H. Post Street, eastbound, at Hyde Street (Engineer)
I. Post Street, eastbound, at Leavenworth Street (Engineer)
J. Post Street, eastbound, at Jones Street (Engineer)
K. Post Street, eastbound, at Taylor Street (Engineer)
L. Post Street, eastbound, at Mason Street (Engineer)
M. Geary Street, westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
N. Geary Street, westbound, at Hyde Street (Engineer)
O. Geary Street, westbound, at Leavenworth Street (Engineer)
P. Geary Street, westbound, at Jones Street (Engineer)
Q. Geary Street, westbound, at Taylor Street (Engineer)
R. Geary Street, westbound, at Mason Street (Engineer)
S. O'Farrell Street, eastbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
T. O'Farrell Street, eastbound, at Hyde Street (Engineer)
U. O'Farrell Street, eastbound, at Leavenworth Street (Engineer)
V. O'Farrell Street, eastbound, at Jones Street (Engineer)
W. O'Farrell Street, eastbound, at Taylor Street (Engineer)
X. O'Farrell Street, eastbound, at Mason Street (Engineer)
Y. Ellis Street, westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
Z. Ellis Street, eastbound, at Hyde Street (Engineer)
AA. Ellis Street, westbound, at Leavenworth Street (Engineer)
BB. Ellis Street, westbound, at Taylor Street (Engineer)
CC. Ellis Street, westbound, at Mason Street (Engineer)

2021-001354ENV
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DD. Eddy Street, westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
EE. Eddy Street, eastbound, at Hyde Street (Engineer)
FF. Eddy Street, westbound, at Leavenworth Street (Engineer)
GG. Eddy Street, eastbound, at Mason Street (Engineer)
HH. Turk Street, westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
II. Turk Street, westbound, at Taylor Street (Engineer)
JJ. Golden Gate Avenue, eastbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
KK. McAllister Street, eastbound and westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
LL. McAllister Street, westbound, at Leavenworth Street (Engineer)
MM. McAllister Street, eastbound, at Charles J. Brenham Place (Engineer)
NN. Fulton Street, westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
OO. Fulton Street, eastbound, at Hyde Street (Engineer)
PP. Grove Street, westbound, at Larkin Street (Engineer)
QQ. Larkin Street, northbound, at Post Street (Engineer)
RR. Larkin Street, northbound, at Geary Street (Engineer)
SS. Larkin Street, northbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer)
TT. Larkin Street, northbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer)
UU. Larkin Street, northbound, at Eddy Street (Engineer)
VV. Larkin Street, northbound, at Turk Street (Engineer)
WW. Larkin Street, northbound, at Golden Gate Avenue (Engineer)
XX. Larkin Street, northbound, at McAllister Street (Engineer)
YY. Larkin Street, northbound, at Fulton Street (Engineer)
ZZ. Larkin Street, northbound and southbound, at Grove Street (Engineer) 
AAA. Hyde Street, southbound, at Sutter Street (Engineer) 
BBB. Hyde Street, southbound, at Post Street (Engineer)   
CCC. Hyde Street, southbound, at Geary Street (Engineer)
DDD. Hyde Street, southbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer)
EEE. Hyde Street, southbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer)
FFF. Hyde Street, southbound, at Eddy Street (Engineer)
GGG. Hyde Street, southbound, at Fulton Street (Engineer)
HHH. Leavenworth Street, northbound, at Sutter Street (Engineer) 
III. Leavenworth Street, northbound, at Post Street (Engineer)
JJJ. Leavenworth Street, northbound, at Geary Street (Engineer)
KKK. Leavenworth Street, northbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer)
LLL. Leavenworth Street, northbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer)
MMM. Leavenworth Street, northbound, at Eddy Street (Engineer)
NNN. Charles J. Brenham Place, northbound, at McAllister Street (Engineer)
OOO. Jones Street, southbound, at Sutter Street (Engineer)
PPP. Jones Street, southbound, at Post Street (Engineer)
QQQ. Jones Street, southbound, at Geary Street (Engineer)
RRR. Jones Street, southbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer)
SSS. Taylor Street, northbound, at Post Street (Engineer)
TTT. Taylor Street, northbound, at Geary Street (Engineer)
UUU. Taylor Street, northbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer)
VVV. Taylor Street, northbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer)
WWW. Taylor Street, northbound, at Eddy Street (Engineer)
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XXX. Mason Street, southbound, at Sutter Street (Engineer)
YYY. Mason Street, southbound, at Post Street (Engineer)
ZZZ. Mason Street, southbound, at Geary Street (Engineer) 
AAAA. Mason Street, southbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer) 
BBBB. Mason Street, southbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer) 
CCCC. Mason Street, southbound, at Eddy Street (Engineer)
DDDD. Sutter Street, westbound, at Polk Street (Engineer)
EEEE. Post Street, eastbound, at Polk Street (Engineer)   
FFFF. Geary Street, westbound, at Polk Street (Engineer) 
GGGG. O'Farrell Street, eastbound, at Polk Street (Engineer) 
HHHH. Ellis Street, westbound, at Polk Street (Engineer) 
IIII. Eddy Street, eastbound, at Polk Street (Engineer)
JJJJ. Eddy Street, westbound, at Polk Street (Engineer)
KKKK. Turk Street, westbound, at Polk Street (Engineer) 
LLLL. Golden Gate Street, eastbound, at Polk Street (Engineer)
MMMM. McAllister Street, eastbound, at Polk Street (Engineer)
NNNN. Grove Street, eastbound, at Polk Street (Engineer) 
OOOO. Grove Street, westbound, at Polk Street (Engineer) 
PPPP. Polk Street, southbound, at Sutter Street (Engineer) 
QQQQ. Polk Street, northbound, at Post Street (Engineer) 
RRRR. Polk Street, northbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer) 
SSSS. Polk Street, northbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer)   
TTTT. Polk Street, northbound, at Eddy Street (Engineer) 
UUUU. Polk Street, northbound, at Golden Gate Street (Engineer) 
VVVV. Polk Street, northbound, at McAllister Street (Engineer)
WWWW. Polk Street, southbound, at McAllister Street (Engineer)
XXXX. Polk Street, southbound, at Grove Street (Engineer)
YYYY. Polk Street, southbound, at Hayes Street (Engineer) 
ZZZZ. Cyril Magnin Street, northbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer) 
AAAAA. Cyril Magnin Street, southbound, at Ellis Street (Engineer)   
BBBBB. Cyril Magnin Street, northbound, at O'Farrell Street (Engineer)   
CCCCC. Eddy Street, westbound, at Taylor Street (Engineer)   
(Supervisor Districts 3 and 6) (Engineer) 
David Sindel, david.sindel@sfmta.com & Amy Chun, amy.chun@sfmta.com 

Adding NO TURN ON RED restrictions in the Tenderloin. 

43rd Avenue, between Irving Street and Judah Street – Speed Cushions 
9. ESTABLISH – SPEED CUSHIONS

43rd Avenue, between Irving Street and Judah Street (2 3-Lump Speed Cushions)
(Engineer) (Supervisor District 4) Daniel Carr, daniel.carr@sfmta.com

This proposal installs two traffic calming speed cushions on the block at the request of the 
community. Installation will follow the construction of SFUSD teacher housing at the Francis 
Scott Key Annex (Playland Community Park) property. 

2021-001354ENV
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37th Avenue, between Rivera Street and Santiago Street – Speed Humps 
10. ESTABLISH – SPEED HUMPS

37th Avenue, between Rivera Street and Santiago Street (2 speed humps) (Engineer)
(Supervisor District 4) Jeff Banks, jeffrey.banks@sfmta.com

This proposal installs traffic calming devices on the block at the request of SFMTA. SFMTA 
collected data and confirmed that typical motorist speeds exceed agency thresholds to 
qualify for traffic calming.  

37th Avenue, between Vicente Street and Wawona Street – Speed Humps 
11. ESTABLISH – SPEED HUMPS

37th Avenue, between Vicente Street and Wawona Street (2 speed humps) (Engineer)
(Supervisor District 4) Jeff Banks, jeffrey.banks@sfmta.com

This proposal installs traffic calming devices on the block at the request of block residents. 
SFMTA collected data and confirmed that typical motorist speeds exceed agency thresholds 
to qualify for traffic calming.  

46th Avenue, between Lincoln Way and Irving Street – Speed Cushions 

12. ESTABLISH - SPEED CUSHIONS
46th Avenue, between Lincoln Way and Irving Street (Two 5-lump speed cushions)
(Engineer) (Supervisor District 4) Philip Louie, philip.louie@sfmta.com

Supervisor requested speed cushions on this block to address speeding concerns. 

Various Outer Sunset Intersections from 46th Avenue to La Playa – STOP Signs 
13(a). ESTABLISH - STOP SIGNS (Converting 2-Way to All-Way Controlled) 

A. 46th Avenue northbound and southbound at Pacheco Street (Engineer)
B. Lawton Street westbound and eastbound at 47th Avenue (Engineer)
C. Moraga Street westbound and eastbound at 47th Avenue (Engineer)
D. Santiago Street westbound and eastbound at 47th Avenue (Engineer)
E. Taraval Street westbound and eastbound at 47th Avenue (Engineer)
F. Ulloa Street westbound and eastbound at 47th Avenue (Engineer)
G. Lawton Street at westbound and eastbound 48th Avenue (Engineer)
H. Moraga Street westbound and eastbound at 48th Avenue (Engineer)
I. Santiago Street westbound and eastbound at 48th Avenue (Engineer)
J. Irving Street westbound and eastbound at La Playa (Engineer)
K. Lower Great Highway, northbound and southbound, at Moraga Street (Engineer)
L. Lower Great Highway, northbound and southbound, at Quintara Street (Engineer)
(Supervisor District 4) Maurice Growney, maurice.growney@sfmta.com

Various along Lower Great Highway, La Playa and Outer Avenues – Speed 
Cushions 

13(b). ESTABLISH – SPEED CUSHIONS 
A. Lower Great Highway, Lincoln Way to Irving Street (Engineer)
B. Lower Great Highway, Irving Street to Judah Street (Engineer)

2021-001354ENV
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C. Lower Great Highway, Judah Street to Kirkham Street (Engineer)
D. Lower Great Highway, Lawton Street to Moraga Street (Engineer)
E. Lower Great Highway, Moraga Street to Noriega Street (Engineer)
F. Lower Great Highway, Noriega Street to Ortega Street (Engineer)
G. Lower Great Highway, Ortega Street to Pacheco Street (Engineer)
H. Lower Great Highway, Pacheco Street to Quintara Street (Engineer)
I. Lower Great Highway, Quintara Street to Rivera Street (Engineer)
J. Lower Great Highway, Rivera Street to Santiago Street (Engineer)
K. Lower Great Highway, Santiago Street to Taraval Street (Engineer)
L. Lower Great Highway, Taraval Street to Ulloa Street (Engineer)
M. Lower Great Highway, Ulloa Street to Vicente Street (Engineer)
N. Lower Great Highway, Cutler Avenue to Wawona Street (Engineer)
O. La Playa Street, Lincoln Way to Irving Street (Engineer)
P. La Playa Street, Irving Street to Judah Street (Engineer)
Q. La Playa Street, Judah Street to Kirkham Street (Engineer)
R. Irving Street, 47th Avenue to 48th Avenue (Engineer)
S. Irving Street, 48th Avenue to La Playa Street (Engineer)
T. 47th Avenue, Lincoln Way to Irving Street (Engineer)
U. 47th Avenue, Wawona Street to Sloat Boulevard (Engineer)
V. 48th Avenue, Lincoln Way to Irving Street (Engineer)
W. 48th Avenue, Rivera Street to Santiago Street (Engineer)
X. 48th Avenue, Santiago Street to Taraval Street (Engineer)

13(c). ESTABLISH – SPEED TABLE 
Lower Great Highway at Moraga Street (Engineer) 
(Supervisor District 4) Maurice Growney, maurice.growney@sfmta.com 

Addressing traffic diversion due to the Upper Great Highway vehicular closure and 
increasing pedestrian safety and comfort along the Lower Great Highway and 
surrounding neighborhood. 

Categorically exempt from Environmental Review: 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 Class 1(c): Operation, 
repair, maintenance, or minor alteration of existing 
highways and streets, sidewalks, gutters, bicycle  
and pedestrian trails, and similar facilities. 

 
Andrea Contreras, SFMTA    Date 

The following items have been environmentally cleared by the Planning Department on January 
14, 2021 Case No. 2011.1323E: 

Avalon Avenue, Lisbon Street, and Mission Street – Tow-Away, No Stopping 
Anytime, Red Zone 

Andrea Contreras 2/5/2021 

2021-001354ENV
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14(a). ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME 
ESTABLISH – SIDEWALK WIDENING 
Avalon Avenue – north side, from 123 feet to 246 feet east of Mission Street, 
(sidewalk widening for 6-foot-wide bulb, removes 6 parking spaces) 
Lisbon Street – west side, from 27 feet to 131 feet south of Silver Street,  
(sidewalk widening for 4-foot-wide bulb, removes 4 parking spaces) 

TOW AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME due to the sidewalk improvements for the 302 
Silver Street project 

14(b). ESTABLISH – RED ZONE 
ESTABLISH – SIDEWALK WIDENING 
Mission Street – east side, from 10 feet to 49 feet north of Avalon Avenue, (sidewalk 
widening for 6-foot-wide bulb, removes 2 metered parking spaces #4359 and #4357) 
Lisbon Street - west side, from 60 feet to 72 feet north of Avalon Avenue,  
(sidewalk widening for 6-foot-wide bulb, removes 1 parking space) 

RED ZONE due to sidewalk improvements for the 302 Silver Street project 

 Items denoted with (Engineer) can be given approval by the City Traffic Engineer after the
public hearing.  Otherwise, the SFMTA Board will make the final approval at a later date based
on the outcome at the public hearing.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code: 
For Approval Actions, the Planning Department has issued a CEQA exemption determination or negative declaration, 
which may be viewed online at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Following approval of the item by the 
SFMTA City Traffic Engineer, the CEQA determination is subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. 
Administrative Code Section 31.16, typically within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action. For information on filing a 
CEQA appeal, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San 
Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising 
only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of 
Supervisors or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing 
process on the CEQA decision. 

Whether the City Traffic Engineer’s decision is considered a Final SFMTA Decision is determined by Division II, Section 
203 of the Transportation Code.  If the City Traffic Engineer approves a parking or traffic modification, this decision is 
considered a Final SFMTA Decision.  If a City Traffic Engineer disapproves a parking or traffic modification and a member 
of the public requests SFMTA review of that decision, the additional review shall be conducted pursuant to Division II, 
Section 203 of the Transportation Code.  City Traffic Engineer decisions will be posted on 
https://www.sfmta.com/committees/engineering-public-hearings by 5 p.m. on the Friday following the public hearing. Final 
SFMTA Decisions involving certain parking or traffic modifications, whether made by the City Traffic Engineer or the 
SFMTA Board, can be reviewed by the Board of Supervisors pursuant to Ordinance 127-18. Information about the review 
process can be found at: https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/SFMTA_Action_Review_Info_Sheet.pdf.   

Approved for Public Hearing by: 

_________________________ 
Ricardo Olea 
City Traffic Engineer 

2021-001354ENV
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Sustainable Streets Division 

cc:  James Lee, SFMTA Parking and Enforcement 
Matt Lee, SFMTA Service Planning 

RO:TF:ND 
ISSUE DATE:  2/5/21 
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From: Montano, Honora@Coastal
Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2023 10:03 AM
To: Jordan (REC) <jordan.harrison@sfgov.org>
Cc: KoppmanNorton, Julia@Coastal <julia.koppmannorton@coastal.ca.gov>; Rexing,
Stephanie@Coastal <Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: CTZ Application for Great Highway Pilot

Hi Jordan,

I will be assisting Julia and Stephanie in relation to CCC review of the Great Highway Pilot -
could you please include me on future emails? Thanks very much!

Honora Montano

Coastal Planner, North Central Coast District

California Coastal Commission

###

From: Harrison, Jordan (REC) 
Sent: Thursday, January 19, 2023 9:38 AM
To: Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Durandet, Kimberly (CPC)
<kimberly.durandet@sfgov.org>; Gunther, Gretel (CPC) <gretel.gunther@sfgov.org>
Cc: Bradley, Stacy (REC) <stacy.bradley@sfgov.org>; Golan, Yael (REC)
<yael.golan@sfgov.org>; Stokle, Brian (REC) <brian.stokle@sfgov.org>; Rexing,
Stephanie@Coastal <Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov>; KoppmanNorton, Julia@Coastal
<julia.koppmannorton@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: CTZ application for Great Highway Pilot

Hi Corey, Kimberly and Gretel,

With this email RPD is submitting the CZT supplemental application for the Great Highway

mailto:jordan.harrison@sfgov.org
mailto:julia.koppmannorton@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:kimberly.durandet@sfgov.org
mailto:gretel.gunther@sfgov.org
mailto:stacy.bradley@sfgov.org
mailto:yael.golan@sfgov.org
mailto:brian.stokle@sfgov.org
mailto:Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:julia.koppmannorton@coastal.ca.gov


Pilot. A public agency project application was submitted 9-13-22 and is associated with Case
No. 2022-007356ENV and 2022-008878GPR. Let me know if you’d like me to send the PRJ
application as well.

Attached please find:

1. CZT supplemental application electronically signed by Stacy Bradley, Director of Capital and
Planning

2. Project narrative, exhibits and attachments combined as one PDF

Please let me know if you need additional materials or information. CC’d on this email are
staff from the California Coastal Commission to keep them in the loop on our progress. When
we last spoke, I think there was some uncertainty about next steps. Can you please confirm
what review process is required for this project scope in the coastal zone?

Thank you,

Jordan

Jordan Harrison, AICP

Planner III, Capital and Planning Division

San Francisco Recreation and Park Department

jordan.harrison@sfgov.org

Note, I work a reduced schedule, ~9:30-3:00 Monday through Thursday.

Visit us at sfrecpark.org    

Like us on Facebook  

Follow us on Twitter   

Watch us on sfRecParkTV 

Sign up for our e-News

mailto:jordan.harrison@sfgov.org
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https://url.avanan.click/v2/___http:/www.facebook.com/sfrecpark___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpkNGFmOWFkYmY2YTc4OGE4MzEwNGJlYjdlODBlODNhZDo2OjQ1N2E6Nzg0Yzc4YWY1NDc3OTYxNzA3ODFhM2VhYWViYjdjNTdlYjhhOWE4NjVjOWRmNDFiYTc0ZTM3YTgyYzkwOGVjYjpoOlQ
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https://url.avanan.click/v2/___http:/visitor.r20.constantcontact.com/manage/optin/ea?v=0013ay8ttmh6C6SjObo1CzBww%3D%3D___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpkNGFmOWFkYmY2YTc4OGE4MzEwNGJlYjdlODBlODNhZDo2OmUyOTY6ZmQwZmRkZjQ1Y2U1YmFiZTAwNWI1NmI4MjVlNmU5MTBlNjUxNjY2M2NkNDQ2NmVhYTc1OGI1ODE4NTdkMDZkMTpoOlQ
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