
 

 

San Francisco’s Local Coastal Program – Land Use Plan 
 
The following pages contain the Land Use Plan of the City and County of San Francisco’s Local Coastal Program, as 
provided to the City by the California Coastal Commission. 
 
The Land Use Plan includes the following two components:  
 

1. The Western Shoreline Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan (then known as the “Master Plan”), as it 
existed on April 18, 1985. This was certified by the California Coastal Commission on March 14, 1986. 

2. An amendment to the Western Shoreline Area Plan relating to coastal hazards which became effective on 
March 3, 2018. Specifically, the amendment added Objective 12 along with six subordinate policies. This was 
certified by the California Coastal Commission on May 10, 2018.  
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It shall be the function and. duty of the commission 
to adopt and maintain, including necessary changes 

. therein, a comprehensive, long-term, general plan 
/ for the improvement and future development of the 

• • city and county, to be known as the master plan . 
. The master plan shaU include maps, plans, charts, 
exhibits, and descriptive, interpretive, and analyt­
ical matter, based on physical, social~ economic, and 

• 0:'.financial data, which together presimt a oroad and 
;:; general. guide and· pattern constituting the recom-, 

· mendations of the commission for the coordinated' • 
and harmonious development, in accordance with· • 

·•· •: present and future needs, of the city and county and . 
;,rot any land outside the boundaries, thereof which .. 
'::: in the opinion of the commission bears a relation , 
·.. thereto. • • • •• • 
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I. 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 
Cammi s·s ion, and the Board of 

...... . Sup.ervi sors, and certified by the 
••••••• California Coastal Commission on 

• Apri 1 26, l 984 . 

• 
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The City Planning Commission 
is responsible for adopting and 
maintaining a comprehensive long-tenn 
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 Pl an, Nort_heastern 
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 headings to make it 
compatible with other area plans, are 
being incorporated in the City• s 
Master Pl an, as an area plan under the 
·title Western Shoreline Pl an. • 



IT. 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 Coast a 1 Zone spans the 
Ocean Beach shoreline and includes 
Go 1 den Gate Park west of Fart i et h 
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 col'Tl')rise the Coastal Zone area. 
Another 25% of the Coastal Zone is 
within the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area (GGNRA). Only 14% of 
the 1 and is privately owned, and 9% of 
this land is within the Olympic 
Country Club area. The remainder 5% 
is private residential and corrmercial 
property which fronts or lies in close 
oroximity to the seashore. 

The Coastal Zone is the area 
shown on maps l, 2, and 3 on Pages 3 
and 4. 
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The area covered by the 
Western Shoreline Plan is divided into 
ten subareas as listed below and shown 
on Map 4 and Page 5. 

. The Great Highway 

. Golden Gate Park 

. 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. 

• 



MAP 1 

COAST AL ZONE AREA 
Local Coastal Zone Permit Area 

.:,.:,~ Area appealable to the California Coastal Commission• 

~ Jurisdiction retained by the C811fomia Coastal Commission 
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MAP 3 

COASTAL ZONE AREA 
Local Coastal 2018 Parrrlt Area 

Area appealable to the Calloma Coastal Corrmssion 

~ Juisdictlon retai"ied by the Caitorria Coastal- Corrrrisslon 

- Segnentatlon of Olyn1)ic Qiuitry Club Area by tha Callfomla Coastal Ccmrission 
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-- --=:::Jc=JI COASTAL ZONE ASSESSOR BLOCKS 

'·]□I 14B1* 159B 1703 1B96 2515 7281(THEZOO) 

-BB 14 B31 1692 1804 2001 2514 7283 (LAKE MERCED) 
CJc::=J 1590 1691 1803 2085 7309* 7284\COUNTRY CLUB) 

BP 1592 1690 1802 2086 7309A. 7282 (FORT FUNSTON) 

1591 1689 1805 2168 7334* 1484 (SUTRO HEIGllTS) 
1593 1701 1806 2169 7337* 1313 (POINT LOBOS) 
1595 1702 1B94 2301 7333* 1700 (GOLDEN GATE PARK) 
i596 1597 1893 2377 7380* 

18 95 2516 7381* 

il·oNLY A PORTION OF THESE BLOCKS ARE. WITHIN THE COSTAL ZONE. 

WESTERN SHORELINE PLAN 
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TRANSPORTATION 

.BJECTIVE l: IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT 
ACCESS to TRE COAST. 

Polic~ 1: Improve crosstown public 
transit connections to the coastal 
area, specifically Ocean Beach, the 
Zoo and the Cliff House. • 

Policy 2: Provide transit connections 
amongst the important coastal 
recreational destinations. 

Policy 3: Connect local 
routes with regional 
including BART, Golden Gate 
and the Go 1 den Gate 
Recreation Transit. 

transit 
transit, 
Transit, 
National 

Pol icy 4-: Provide incentives for 
transit usage. 

Policy 5: Consolidate the Municipal 
Railway turnaround at the former 

_ Playl and-at-the-Beach site. 

'.~.olicy 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 1: Develop the entire Great 
Highway right-of-way into a smooth 
recreational drive through a park ··- ---- . 
area. Emphasize slow pleasure traffic 
and safe pedestrian access to beach. 

Po 1 icy 2: Construct a sewage 
transport under the present alignment 
of the Great Highway south of Fulton 
Street and replace the Great Highway 
as a four 1 ane straight highway with 
recreational trails for bicycle, 
pedestrian, landscaping, and parking. 

Policy 3: Create a landscaped 
recreational corridor adjacent to the 
construction at the former 
Playland-at-the-Beach site to provide 
a link between Golden Gate park and 
Sutro Heights park. 



Pol icy 4: Provide for a continuation 
of the bicycle trai 1 by an exclusive 
bicycle lane on public streets betwen 
the Great Highway and Point Lobos. 

Polic~ 5: Improve views for vehicular 
traffic by elevating the northbound 
1 anes of the Great Highway above the 
southbound lanes whenever possible. 

Policy 6: 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 
1 andscaping. 

Pol icy 7: Locate parking for users of· 
Ocean Beach and other coasta 1 
recreat i ona 1 areas so that the Great 
Highway need not be crossed. Design 
parking to afford maximum protection 
to the dune ecosystem. 

Policy 8: 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 9: Improve pedestrian safety 
by providing clearly marked crossings 
and installing signalization. 

Pol icy :10: 
lighting 
underpasses, 
crossing. 

Enhance personal safety by 
any parking areas, 
overpasses, and at grade 

Po 1 icy 11 : Improve pub 1 i c access to 
Ocean Beach south of Lincoln Avenue by 
providing grade crossing with signals 
and walkways at every other b.lock. 
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GOLDEN GATE PARK 

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

Po 1 icy 1 : Strengthen the vi sua 1 and 
physical connection betwen 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 2: Continue to implement a 
long-term reforestation program at the 
western portion of the park. 

Policy 3: Develop and periodically 
revise a Master Plan for Golden Gate 
Park to include specific policies for 
the maintenance and improvement of 
recreatinal access in. the western 
portion of the park. 

Policy 4: Rehabilitate the Beach 
Chalet for increased visitor use. 

Policfu 5: Simplify the intersection 
of t e Great Highway and South Drive 
to improve pedestrian safety and to 
discourage conmuter traffic from going 
through the park. 

• 

• 
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THE ZOO 

OBJECTIVE 4:. IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF 
i HE ZOO ANO ITS RE LA TI ONSH IP TO THE 
COASTAL ZONE RECREATIONAL SYSTEM. 

Policy l: Maintain the landscaped 
park-1 i ke atmosphere of the Zoo. 

Policy 2: Enhance visitor interest in 
the Zoo by pursuing a specific Zoo 
Master Plan for modernization and 
improvement of Zoo facilities and 
enhancement of the animal collection. 

Policy 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: Expand the existing Zoo 
area west .toward the Great Highway and 
south toward Skyline Boulevard. 
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Policy 5: Provide a wind benn along 
the Great Highway for protection and 
public viewing of Ocean Beach and the 
Pacific Ocean. 

Po 1 icy 6: Enhance the entrance to the 
Zoo by providing visitor amenities at 
the northwest corner. 

Policy 7: Provide parking near the 
entrance to the Zoo for those visitors 
who cannot reasonably use public 
transport at ion. 

Policy 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 p 1 ant. 



LAKE MERCED 

OBJECTIVE 5: PRESERVE THE RECREA­
TIONAL AND NATURAL HABITAT OF LAKE 
fERCEO. 

Policy l: Preserve in a· safe, 
attractive and usable condition the 
recreationa 1 facilities, passive 
activities, pla_ygrounds and vistas of 
Lake Merced area for the enjoyment of 
citizens and visitors to the city. 

Polict 2: Maintain in usable 
. condi ion the exhting bicycle, 

bridle, pedestrian and jogging paths 
around the lake. 

Policy 3: Allow only those activities 
in Lake Merced area which wi 11 not 
threaten the quality of the water as a 
standby reservoir for emergency use. 

Policy 4: As it becomes obso_lete, 
replace the police pistol range on the 
southerly side of South Lake with 
recreational f aci 1 it ies. 

• 

/ 
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OCEAN BEACH 

OBJECTIVE 6: MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE THE 
RECREATIONAL USE OF SAN FRANCISCO'S 

-OCEAN BEACH SHORELINE. 

Policy 1: Continue Ocean Beach as a 
natura.1 beach area for pub 1 ic 
recreation. 

Policy 2: Improve and stabilize the 
sand dunes where necessary with 
natur? l materials to contro 1 erosion. 

Policy 3: Keep the natural appearance 
of the beach and max1m1ze its 
usefulness by maintaining the beach in 
a state free of litter and debris. 

Policy 4: Maintain and improve the 
physical condition and 'appearance of 
the Esplanade between Lincoln Way and 
the Cliff House • 

. Po 1 icy 5: Enhance the enjoyment of 
visitors to Ocean Beach by· providing 
convenient visitor-oriented services, 
including take-out food facilities. 

Po 1 icy 6: Extend the seawa 11 
promenade south to S 1 oat Boulevard as 
funds become available • 



SUTRO HEIGHTS PARK 

OBJECTIVE 7: PRESERVE AND RESTORE 
SUTRO HEIGHTS PARK. 

Po 1 icy l: Continue the use of Sutro 
Heights Park as a park, preserve its 
natural features, and retain its quiet 
neighborhood orientation. 

Policy 2: Restore elements of the 
historic garden and landscaping and 
include minor interpretive displays 
and seating areas. 

Pol icy 3: Improve acce.ss between 
Golden Gate Park and Sutro Heights 
Park. by providing a new trai 1 system 
up the south slope of Sutro Heights 

.Park within the La Playa Street 
right-of~way for equestrians, 
pedestrians and joggers. 

Policy 4: Protect the natural bluffs 
below Sutr.o Heights Park. Keep the 
hillside undeveloped in order to 
protect the hi 11 top 1 andform, and 
maintain views to and from the park. 
Acquire the former Playland-at-the­
Beach site north of Balboa if funds 
become av~ilable. 
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CLIFF HOUSE - SUTRO BATHS 

OBJECTIVE 8: MAINTAIN THE VISITOR 
ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE CLIFF HOUSE AND 
SUTRO BATH COMPLEX. 

• 

Pol ic? 1 : Develop the Cliff i ..• 
House Sutro Bath area . as a ; ... 

nature-oriented shore 1 i ne park. 
Permit 1 imited conmercia 1-recreation 
uses if public ownership is retained 
and if development is carefully 
controlled to preserve the natural 
characteristics of the site. 

Polic~ 2: Restore the Cliff House to 
its rog appearance or, if financially 
feasib le11 to an accurate replica of 
the original 1890 structure. 

Pol icy 3: Insure hiker safety by 
providing a clearly marked and wel 1 
maintained pathway system. 

Pol icy 4: Redesign. _ parkJng and 
vehicular circulation in the ·:area to 
relieve congestion and provide for the 
safety of pedestrians crossing Point 
Lobos. 

Policy 5: To increase .visitor 
enjoyment, mitigate the noise :'and air 
pollution caused by tour buses by 
relocating buswaiting areas~ 



• 
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FORT FUNSTON 

OBJECTIVE 9: CONSERVE THE NATURAL 
CLIFF ENVIRdNMENT ALONG FORT FUNSTON. 

Policy l: Maximize the natural 
qualities of Fort Funston. Conserve 
the eco 1 ogy of entire Fort and deve 1 op 
recreational uses which will have only 
minimal effect on the natura 1 
environment. 

Policy 2: Permit hanggliding but 
regulate it so that it does not 
significantly conflict with other 
recreational and more passive uses and 
does not impact the natural quality of 
the area • 

12 

OLYMPIC COUNTRY CLUB 

OBJECTIVE 10: RETAIN THE OPEN SPACE 
QUALITY OF THE OLYMPIC COUNTRY CLUB 
AREA. 

Policy l: If the private golf course 
use is discontinued, acquire the area 
for public recreation and open space, 
if feasible. 

Policy 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 pub 1 ic use and maintenance 
of the sensitive bluff area west of 
Skyline Boulevard as part of the 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 

Po 1 icy 3: Protect the stability of 
the westerly bluffs by consolidating 
the informal trails along the bluff 
area into a formal trail system which 
would be clearly marked. Coordinate 
the lateral trail system along the 
bluff with the San Mateo trail system 
south of the San Francisco boundary. 



RICHMOND AND SUNSET 
RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS 

OBJECTIVE 11: PRESERVE THE SCALE OF 
RES! DENTIAL J'.\ND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
ALONG THE COASTAL ZONE AREA. 

Policy 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 2: Develop the former 
Playl and-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 3: Continue the enforcement of 
citywide housing policies, ordinances 
and standards regarding the provision 
ot' safe and convenient housing to 

13 

residents 
especially 
people. 

of all income levels, 
low- and moderate-income 

Policy 4: Strive to increase the 
amount of housing units citywide, 
especially units for low- and 
moderate-income people. 

Pol icy 5: Work with federal and state 
funding agencies· to acquire subsidy 
assistance for private developers for 
the prov1s1on of low- and 
moderate-income units. 

Policy 6: Protect the neighborhood 
2nvi ronment of the Richmond and Sunset 
residential areas from the traffic and 
visitor impacts from the public using 
adjacent recreation and open space 
areas. 

Policy 7: 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. 

• 

• 
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GOLDEN GATE PARK 
"Reforestation 
"Rehabilitate Beach Chalet 
"Simplify intersection of 

Great Highway and 
0 South Drive 

MAP 5 

CLIFF HOUSE/SUTRO BATHS 

"Restore Cliff House 
0 Redesign circulation 

and parking system 
"Improve pathway system 

SUTRO HEIGHTS PARK 
• Provide a new trail 

up the south slope 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY  EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOVERNOR 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 

45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 2000 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 

PHONE: (415) 904-5260 
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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 process
1
 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. 

ADOPTED I __ _ 
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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. 
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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 



LCP-2-SNF-18-0028-1 (Western Shoreline Area Plan) 

 

9 

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). 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A – SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS 

 Ocean Beach Master Plan (SPUR, 2012) 

 Sea Level Rise Adopted Policy Guidance (CCC, 2015) 

 Sea Level Rise Existing Data and Analyses Technical Memorandum (ESA, 2016) 

 

APPENDIX B – STAFF CONTACT WITH AGENCIES AND GROUPS 

 City and County of San Francisco Planning Department 

 City and County of San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

 Surfrider Foundation, San Francisco Chapter 

 San Francisco Bay Area Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR) 

 San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department 

 San Francisco Zoo 

 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

 San Francisco County Transportation Agency 

 San Francisco Public Works 

 Sierra Club San Francisco Bay Chapter 

 United States National Park Service - Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) 
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FILE NO. 171095 ORDINANCE NO. 9-18 

[General Plan Amendment - Western Shoreline Area Plan (Local Coastal Plan)] 

Ordinance amending the Western Shoreline Area Plan of the General Plan, San 

Francisco's Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, to add an objective to 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; 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 striket,¼rottgh iffllics Times }kw Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
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. Findings. 

(a) Charter Section 4.105 and Planning Code Section 340 provide that the Planning 

Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors, for approval or 

rejection, proposed amendments to the San Francisco General Plan. 

(b) Planning Code Section 340 provides that an amendment to the General Plan 

may be initiated by a resolution of intention by the Planning Commission, which refers to, and 

incorporates by reference, the proposed General Plan amendment. Section 340 further 

provides that the Planning Commission shall adopt the proposed General Plan amendment 

after a public hearing if it finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience 

and general welfare require the proposed amendment or any part thereof. If adopted by the 
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Commission in whole or in part, the proposed amendment shall be presented to the Board of 

Supervisors, which may approve or reject the amendment by a majority vote. 

(c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Planning Commission initiated this 

amendment on March 2, 2017, in Resolution No. 19863. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 

340 and Charter Section 4.105, the Planning Commission adopted this amendment to the 

Western Shoreline Area Plan of the General Plan on October 5, 2017 in Resolution No. 

20023, finding that this amendment serves the public necessity, convenience and general 

welfare, and is in conformity with the General Plan and the eight Priority Policies in Planning 

Code Section 101.1. 

(d) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

ordinance are exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code 

Sections 21000 et seq.) pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.9. Said 

determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 171095and is 

incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms this determination. 

( e) The October 10, 2017 letter from the Planning Department transmitting the 

proposed amendments to the Western Shoreline Area Plan of the General Plan, and the 

resolutions adopted by the Planning Commission with respect to the approval of this General 

Plan amendment, are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 171095. 

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

this General Plan amendment, set forth in the documents on file with the Clerk of the Board in 

File No. 171095, will serve the public necessity, convenience and general welfare for the 

reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 20023 and incorporates those 

reasons herein by reference. 

(g) The Board of Supervisors finds that this General Plan amendment, as set forth 

in the documents on file with the Clerk of the Board in Board File No. 171095, is in conformity 
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with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the 

reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 20023. The Board of Supervisors 

also finds and certifies that this General Plan amendment is intended to be carried out in a 

manner fully in conformity with the California Coastal Act, for the reasons set forth in Planning 

Commission Resolution No. 20023. The Board hereby adopts the findings set forth in 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 20023 and incorporates those findings herein by 

reference. 

(h) After this General Plan amendment is adopted, it will be submitted to the 

California Coastal Commission for review and certification of consistency with the California 

Coastal Act of 1976 (Public Resources Code 30000 et seq.) as a proposed amendment to 

San Francisco's Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan. If the California Coastal Commission 

approves the Local Coastal Program amendment as submitted, it will take effect immediately 

upon certification. If the California Coastal Commission certifies the Local Coastal Program 

amendment subject to modifications, final approval by the Planning Commission and the 

Board of Supervisors shall be required prior to the amendment taking effect. 

Section 2. The San Francisco General Plan is hereby amended by adding a new 

Objective 12 to the Western Shoreline Area Plan, as follows: 

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 
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Policy 12.1. Adopt Managed Retreat Adaptation Measures Between Sloat Boulevard and 

Skyline Drive. 

Erosion of'the blutf and beach south ofSloat Boulevard has resulted in damage to and loss of 

beach parldng and portions ofthe Great Highwav, and threatens existing critical wastewater system 

infrastructure. Sea level rise will likelv exacerbate these hazards in the fi1ture. 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 proiects in 

the Coastal Zone are not subiect 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 proiects 

under the Coastal Zone Management Act. All non-federal development on federal lands is subiect to 

coastal development permit review by the California Coastal Commission. 

Implementation Measures: 

(a) As the shoreline retreats due to erosion and sea level rise, incrementallv remove 

shoreline protection devices, rubble that has fallen onto the beach, roadwav surfaces, and concrete 

barriers south of Sloat Boulevard. 

Relocate public beach parldng and public restrooms to areas that will not be affected bv 

shoreline erosion or sea level rise for their expected lifespan given current sea level rise proiections 

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 fi1ture. 

(c) Close the Great Highwav between Sloat and Skyline boulevards and make circulation 

and safety improvements along Sloat and Skyline boulevards to better accommodate bicyclists, 

pedestrians, and vehicles. 
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{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. 

(j) 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 necessa,y for the continued operation and maintenance 

of existing wastewater and stormwater infrastructure systems. 

Policy 12.2. Develop and Implement Sea Level Rise Adaptation Plans for the Westem 

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 pro;ections for likely and 

worst-case mid-centurv and end-of.century sea level rise in combination with a 100-vear storm event, 

and shall include one or more scenarios that do not rely on existing shoreline protection devices. 
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(c) Adaptation measures shall be designed to minimize impacts on shoreline sand supplv, 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. 

(j) 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-centwy and end-ofcentury sea level rise proiections 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 

adiustments to sea level rise proiections becomes available. 

Policy 12.3. Develop and Implement a Beach Nourishment Program to Sustain Ocean 

Beach. 

Shoreline erosion has substantially narrowed the sandv beach south ofSloat Boulevard. Sea 

level rise will likely exacerbate the loss of sandy beach south ofSloat Boulevard and may extend this 

e(fect 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 fitture generations and to protect existing 

public infrastructure and development from coastal hazards. 

Implementation Measure: 
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Work with the US. 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 ofthe Golden Gate onto Ocean Beach. Other sources ofsuitable 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 fitture 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 fitture flooding and erosion without reliance on current or fitture shoreline 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 fitture, 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 wav as to limit potential 
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impacts to coastal resources over the structure's lifetime. As appropriate, such development may be 

allowed within the immediate shoreline area onlv ifit meets all ofthe following criteria: 

1. The development is required to serve public recreational access and/or public trust needs and 

cannot be feasiblv sited in an alternative area that avoids current and fitture hazards. 

2. The development will not require a new or expanded shoreline protective device and the 

development shall be sited and designed to be easv 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 

ofa bluff 

Policy 12.5. Limit Shoreline Protection Devices 

Shoreline protection devices such as rock revetments and seawalls can negatively impact 

coastal resources bv disrupting sand transport and fixing the shoreline in a specific location, leading to 

the eventual narrowing and ultimate loss of sandv 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 destrov 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 onlv 

where necessa,y to protect existing critical infrastructure and existing development from a substantial 

risk of!oss or maior damage due to erosion and onlv 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 solelv to protect parldng, restrooms. 

or pedestrian or bicycle facilities. 
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Policy 12.6. Minimize Impacts o(Slwreline Protection Devices. 

Shoreline protection devices may be necessmy 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 supplv. environmentally sensitive habitat areas, scenic quality, 

public recreation, and coastal access. 

Shoreline protection devices shall be designed to blend visuallv 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 changed conditions. Coastal permits 

issued for shoreline protection devices shall authorize their use only for the life of the structures thev 

were designed to protect. 

Section 3. Effective Date. After this General Plan amendment is adopted, it will be 

submitted to the California Coastal Commission for review and certification of consistency with 

the California Coastal Act of 1976 (Public Resources Code 30000 et seq.) as a proposed 

amendrnent to San Francisco's Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan. If the California 

Coastal Commission approves the Local Coastal Program amendment as submitted, it will 

take effect immediately upon certification. If the California Coastal Commission certifies the 
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Local Coastal Program amendment subject to modifications, final approval by the Planning 

Commission and the Board of Supervisors shall be required prior to the amendment taking 

effect. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA City Attorney 

By: 
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City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 

Ordinance 

City Hall 
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

File Number: 171095 Date Passed: January 23, 2018 

Ordinance amending the Western Shoreline Area Plan of the General Plan, San Francisco's Local 
Coastal Program Land Use Plan, to add an objective to 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; 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. 

January 08, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee - RECOMMENDED AS 
COMMITTEE REPORT 

January 09, 2018 Board of Supervisors - PASSED ON FIRST READING 

Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, 
Tang and Yee 

January 23, 2018 Board of Supervisors - FINALLY PASSED 

_Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, 
Tang and Yee 

File No. 171095 

Mark E. Farrell. 
Mayor 

City a11d Co1111ty of Sa11 Francisco Pages 

I hereby certify that the foregoing 
Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on 
1/23/2018 by the Board of Supervisors of 
the City and County of San Francisco. 

Data' Approved 

Pri11ted at 4: 12 pm 011 1/24/18 




