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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
FILE NO. 220875 11/28/2022 ORDINANCE NO.

[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 smqle underllne |taI|cs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in .
Board amendment additions are in double underllned Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in
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.

@) 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) In2012, 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, 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.

() 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.

(9) 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.

(1) 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 of the 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 (‘““SEFMTA””) Board of Directors, the Board of 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 restrictions would leave a sufficient portion of

the streets in the surrounding area for other public uses including vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle

traffic.

(b) Restrictions on Private Vehicles. The Recreation and Park Department shall restrict

private vehicles from the Upper Great Highway from Fridays at 12:00 p.m. afterreens-until Monday

mornings at 6:00 a.m., and on holidays, as set forth herein. These closures shall remain in effect until

December 31, 2025, unless extended by ordinance. The temporary closure of the Upper Great

Highway due to the COVID-19 pandemic from April 2020 until the commencement of the pilot project

is hereby ratified.

(c) Public Notice and Engagement.

(1) The Recreation and Park Department shall include on its website a map depicting

the street segments subject to the street closures and traffic restrictions authorized in subsection (b),

and such other information as it may deem appropriate to assist the public; and shall provide advance

notice of any changes to these street closures or traffic restrictions to residents and owners of property

abutting those streets.

(2) The Recreation and Park Department and SEMTA shall collect and publicly report

data on pedestrian and cyclist usage and vehicular traffic on the Upper Great Highway and

surrounding streets at reqular intervals throughout the duration of the pilot program established in this

Section 6.13.

(3) SEMTA 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, traffic conditions, and community outreach. SEFMTA shall also develop final

recommendations which may propose traffic management measures for after the pilot period, with a

description of potential improvements to the surrounding circulation system, cost estimates, and an

implementation schedule for accommodating any future vehicular traffic restrictions that may be in the

public interest.

(4) The Recreation and Park Department, in coordination with SEFMTA, shall engage in

community outreach during the pilot period to gain public input on the effectiveness of the pilot

program and inform the development of the Westside Traffic Management Plan.

(5) Public Works or its successor agency shall develop an Upper Great Highway Sand

Management Plan by no later than JandaryMarch 1, 2023. This plan shall detail how Public Works

will manage and maintain an Upper Great Highway free of sand incursions, along with any resource

or policy changes needed to accomplish this.

(d) Exempt Motor Vehicles. The following motor vehicles 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 City, State, or federal business pertaining to the Upper Great Highway or any

property or facility therein, including but not limited to public transit vehicles, vehicles of the

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

vehicles used to transport persons along the Upper Great Highway.

(4) Vehicles authorized by the Recreation and Park Department in connection with

permitted events and activities.
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(e) Emergency Authority. The General Manager of the Recreation and Park Department

shall have the authority to allow vehicular traffic on segments of the Upper Great Highway that would

otherwise be closed to vehicles in accordance with this Section 6.13 in circumstances which in the

General Manager's judgment constitute an emergency such that the benefit to the public from the

vehicular street closure is outweighed by the traffic burden or public safety hazard created by the

emergency circumstances.

(f) Promotion of the General Welfare. In enacting and implementing this Section 6.13, the

City is assuming an undertaking only to promote the general welfare. It is not assuming, nor is it

imposing on its 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 injury.

(q) _Severability. If any subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or word of this Section 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 jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining

portions or applications of Section 6.13. The Board of Supervisors hereby declares it would have

passed this Section and each and every subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, and word not declared

invalid or unconstitutional without regard to whether any other portions of Section 6.13 or application

thereof would be subsequently declared invalid or unconstitutional.

(h) Sunset Clause. This Section 6.13, and the temporary closures of the Upper Great

Highway authorized herein, shall expire by operation of law on December 31, 2025, unless extended by

ordinance. If not extended by ordinance, upon expiration the City Attorney is authorized to remove this

Section 6.13 from the Code.

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/
MANU PRADHAN
Deputy City Attorney
n:\legana\as2022\2200412\01617615.docx
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FILE NO. 220875

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
(Amended in Committee, 11/28/2022)

[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.

Existing Law

The Upper Great Highway is under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department,
and before 2020 was used for private vehicle traffic. In April 2020, due to the COVID-19
emergency, the Recreation and Park Department temporarily restricted private vehicles from
the Upper Great Highway between Sloat Boulevard and Lincoln Way, seven days a week.
The Recreation and Park Department later modified the closures to be in effect only on
holidays and on weekends (Fridays at 12:00 p.m. until Mondays at 6:00 a.m.).

Amendments to Current Law

The ordinance would approve a pilot program for closing the Upper Great Highway between
Sloat Boulevard and Lincoln Way. The closures would be in effect from Fridays at 12:00 p.m.
until Mondays at 6:00 a.m. and on holidays. During this pilot program, the Recreation and
Park Department and Municipal Transportation Agency would study the transportational and
recreational impacts of the closures, and provide recommendations to inform possible future
decisions by the Board of Supervisors. The pilot program would end on December 31, 2025,
unless extended by a subsequent ordinance.

Background

The legislation was amended on November 28, 2022, to clarify the precise start time of the
Friday closures and to extend the date for completing a sand management plan.

n:\legana\as2022\2200412\01641565.docx
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. 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103

628.652.7600
www.sfplanning.org

CEQA Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

The Great Highway Project

Case No. Permit No.

2022-007356ENV

- Addition/ |:| Demolition (requires HRE for I:l New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

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.

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

- Other
Statutory Exemption per Public Resources Code section 21080.25 as demonstrated in the attached Senate
Bill 288 Eligibility Checklist

|:| 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

O

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
Propertv Information Map) If box is checked. Environmental Plannina must issue the exemntion.

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.

Seismic Hazard: |:|Lands|ide or |:|Liquefaction Hazard Zone:

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.

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)

O

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

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4. NOT APPLICABLE

O

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.

O|0o|co|d(od

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

[l

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
hiiildina® and does not calise the removal of architectiiral sianificant roofina featires

Note:

Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

[l

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

[

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

O

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

[l

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.

O

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

|:| Reclassify to Category A |:| Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER (No further historic review)

b. Other (specify):

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.

o | gjd

5. Fagade/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):

[l

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.

O

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:

STEP 6: EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

Project Approval Action: Signature:
Approval via majority YES Vote of Board of Supervisors Ryan Shum
09/28/2022

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a n exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 310of 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.




STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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:

[] | Resultin 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)?

O | d

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

[J | 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.

Planner Name: Date:
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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:
L] Public Works L] Public Works
1 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.
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Eligibility Checklist: Senate Bill 288 (SB288) and
Public Resources Code Section 21080.25

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.

[l

(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

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.!

"I 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.

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

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 | bikeways) provide a completely separated
right-of-way designated for the exclusive use of bicycles and pedestrians with crossflows

San Francisco


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

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

by motorists minimized.

(b) Bike lanes (Class Il 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 Il 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.”? 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
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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 vehicles?®. The roadway would continue
to operate as a four-lane vehicular roadway on weekdays from Monday to the Friday closure time.

e Promenade: Friday afternoons (exact time of private vehicular closure to be determined) to
Monday at 6:00am, plus holidays
e 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.?

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.
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL

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: _) é\ \
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AnMarie R
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\
dge\s, 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
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General Plan Referral Case No. 2022-008878GPR
Upper Great Highway Pilot

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

0n 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.

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.

San Francisco
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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.

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.

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
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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.

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.

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.

San Francisco
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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.

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.

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

San Francisco
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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.

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.

San Francisco
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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.

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

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;
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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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;
There are no identified landmark or historic buildings affected by the Project.

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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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 vehicles?®. The roadway would continue
to operate as a four-lane vehicular roadway on weekdays from Monday to the Friday closure time.

e Promenade: Friday afternoons (exact time of private vehicular closure to be determined) to
Monday at 6:00am, plus holidays
e 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.?

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.
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Introduction

In Summer 2020, Commissioner Gordon Mar requested that the

Transportation Authority conduct an evaluation of the long-term future of the Upper
Great Highway from Sloat Blvd to Lincoln Way. His request followed the Recreation
and Park’s conversion of the roadway to a promenade temporarily under the covip-19
emergency order in April 2020.

This evaluation was initially conducted as part of the District 4 Mobility Study,
and was later split out as a separate report at the request of Commissioner Mar.
Transportation Authority staff collaborated with the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and the Recreation and Parks Department
throughout the study.

BACKGROUND
The Upper Great Highway is a four-lane roadway and coastal trail under the management
of the Recreation and Park Department and maintained by Public Works. Traffic on the
Great Highway and the surrounding street network and multimodal transportation
system is managed by SFMTA. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission has critical
wastewater infrastructure under the Great Highway while the National Park Service
manages Ocean Beach within the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. The California
Coastal Commission has jurisdiction along the city's coastal zone. Finally, Caltrans
manages Skyline Boulevard as State Route 35. Decisions about permanent changes to
the configuration of the street rest with the Board of Supervisors.

The Upper Great Highway has long been impacted by sand build-up. Over the long
term it is anticipated that climate change will exacerbate these challenges. Reducing
the width of the Upper Great Highway is one of six key moves identified in the Ocean
Beach Master Plan, an effort completed by SPUR in partnership with various City
agencies and the Transportation Authority in 2012. The reduction of the roadway’s
vehicular function was recommended to provide space for the inland migration of sand
dunes as sea level rise sets in — a strategy called “managed retreat”.

South of the study area for this evaluation report, the Great Highway Extension has
been the primary connection between Skyline Blvd/Highway 35 and the Upper Great
Highway. Due to erosion of the cliff and roadway, the Great Highway Extension is slated
to close by 2023 as part of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) led
South Ocean Beach Climate Change Adaptation Project. As of the publishing of this
report, the SFPUC project is undergoing environmental review.

San Francisco County Transportation Authority PAGE 5
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CONCEPT DESCRIPTIONS
This evaluation is focused on the long-term future of the Upper Great Highway, after
the Great Highway Extension is closed, and assuming ‘normal’ travel patterns in 2019,
not pandemic-impacted travel patterns. We studied five concepts for the future of the
Upper Great Highway.

Figure 1-1. Concept 1: Four-Lane Roadway

CONCEPT 1

Under Concept 1, the Upper Great Highway would be maintained as a four-lane roadway
with two vehicle lanes in each direction. Bicyclists are allowed on the roadway but must
share the lanes with vehicles. No pedestrians are allowed on the roadway except to cross.

Figure 1-2. Concept 2: Promenade/Two-Way Roadway

CONCEPT 2

Concept 2 reduces the vehicle capacity of the Upper Great Highway to two lanes, one in

each direction, and using the balance of the right of way for a promenade. This concept
was originally introduced in the Ocean Beach Master Plan (2012). For the purposes of
traffic safety, Concept 2 would require reconstructing the roadway and removing part of
the median between the two sets of lanes to accommodate the following features:

12 ft. travel lanes in each direction
© 8 ft. shoulders to allow space for vehicles to pull over in emergencies

* A minimum 2 ft. median buffer between the travel lanes

San Francisco County Transportation Authority PAGE 6
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Figure 1-3. Concept 3: Full Promenade/Complete Vehicle Closure

CONCEPT 3

Concept 3 would close the Upper Great Highway completely to vehicle traffic. The
roadway’s four lanes would be open to people walking, running, biking and rolling.

Figure 1-4. Concept 4: Timed Promenade (Weekends)

CONCEPT 4 (WEEKENDS, HOLIDAYS, AND/OR CERTAIN SEASONS ONLY)

Concept 4 would provide a full promenade on weekends. Other options considered

included a seasonal closure or closure at certain times of day. A weekend closure was
selected for this option because bicycle/pedestrian usage data was not lower during
winter months. Early analysis of user data indicating that the factors that most affected
usage were the presence of smoke from wildfires, rain and wind. A peak period closure
was not considered due to the significant additional cost and complexity of opening
and closing the road multiple times of day, leading to confusion for people driving.

Figure 1-5. Concept 5: Promenade/One-Way Roadway

CONCEPT 5

San Francisco County Transportation Authority PAGE 7
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In Concept 5, the promenade is located in the current southbound lanes. Two vehicle
lanes in one direction would be provided in the current northbound lanes. Like
Concept 2, this is a combination roadway/promenade concept but with the one-way
traffic there is no need to reconstruct the roadway. Based on traffic patterns, the two
vehicle lanes would carry southbound traffic.

BASELINE ASSUMPTIONS ACROSS CONCEPTS

Several network improvements that are anticipated that were included consistently
across all concepts.

In response to diverted traffic on local residential streets and at the request of Supervisor
Mar, the SFMTA implemented a series of traffic calming measures over two phases, with
Prop K sales tax funds from the Transportation Authority, among other sources. Phase
1included four speed tables that were implemented in late 2020 as part of the Lower

Great Highway Pedestrian Improvement Project. Phase 2 installed 12 stop signs, 24 speed
cushions and a speed table along with placing six

changeable message signs at strategic locations. Figure 1-6. Outer Sunset Traffic Calming Measures
Completed in April 2021, these measures help
improve safety and divert traffic to higher capacity q e

streets, such as Lincoln Way and Sunset Boulevard
(Figure 1-6). SFMTA has been collecting data on
volume and speed in various locations nearby to
monitor the effectiveness of these installations.
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Evaluation of Concepts

To evaluate future Upper Great Highway concepts, staff considered factors related to
several City policies and goals. These included:

Climate change/Resiliency

Recreation, health and well-being
Transit First/Sustainable mode choices
Vision Zero/Safety

Economic Vitality/Mobility
Staff also estimated planning-level costs for each concept.

CLIMATE CHANGE/RESILIENCY
The Ocean Beach Master Plan identified the need for managed retreat including closing
the Great Highway Extension and reducing the width of the Great Highway over time.
The Master Plan highlighted the threat of sea level rise and storm surge contributions to
the erosion of the dunes thus exposing hard structures to the elements such the Upper
and Lower Great Highway. Over more than a century, the beach has been moved more
than 200 feet inland. Neighborhoods, roads, parks and municipal infrastructure have
been built along the dunes and close to the coastline, and seawalls and other structures
have been installed to protect them from strong, dynamic coastal forces.

As the coastline continues to recede, it will be harder to maintain the Great Highway as
a roadway. As the Ocean Beach Master Plan identified, repurposing all or part of the

roadway as a park can be part of a managed retreat strategy.

For each concept, we evaluated the Climate Change/Resiliency benefit based on the
potential for add park acreage (Table 2-1).

Table 2-1. Additional Park Acreage

CONCEPT 1: 0 ACRES

Four-Lane Roadway No roadway would be repurposed into additional park space.
CONCEPT 2: 6.7 ACRES

Promenade / Two-Way Roadway About half in area size as Dolores Park.

CONCEPT 3: 17 ACRES

Full Promenade / Complete Vehicle Closure Similar in area size as Dolores Park.

CONCEPT 4: 17 ACRES

Timed Promenade (Weekends Only) Similar in area size as Dolores Park but only accessible on weekends.
CONCEPT 5: 6.7 ACRES

Promenade / One-Way Roadway About half in area size as Dolores Park.
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The project team estimates that the full promenade would provide about 17 acres

of new park space, with the timed promenade providing that benefit only when in
operation. For the combination concepts, staff estimates the additional acreage to be
about 6.7 acres.

2.2 RECREATION, HEALTH & WELL-BEING

The addition of park acreage can support City recreation, health and well-being goals.
This is best illustrated by potential for bicycle and pedestrian usage. Regular cycling
and walking can reduce individuals’ mortality rates." Staff considered data collected by
the Recreation and Parks to estimate bicycle/pedestrian under future Great Highway
concepts. In addition to being related to recreation, this evaluation factor is related to
the City's Transit First policy to encourage the use of sustainable modes.

Future visitor rates are challenging to estimate because the temporary promenade
has been in place entirely during the covip-19 pandemic. To develop estimates, we

considered the number of users on the promenade and at a similar facility.

Figure 2-1. Upper Great Highway Average Daily Bike and Pedestrian Use
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From October 2020 to March 2021, the Upper Great Highway had on average 3,200
weekday bicycle and pedestrian users and 5,200 weekend day users (see Figure 2-1).
This is about 26,400 weekly visitors.

By comparison, the Golden Gate Promenade which is the pathway next to the water

at Crissy Field saw about 2,000 people on weekdays and 3,750 on weekends in
September 2020, averaging about 17,500 weekly visitors.

1 Kelly, Paul, et al. Systematic review and meta-analysis of reduction in all-cause mortality from walking and cycling and
shape of dose response relationship (2014). https://ijonpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/512966-014-0132-x
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Because we expect long-term weekday use to be lower than the usage observed
during the pandemic with more people returning to office work, the project team
assumed that low-end weekday usage may be more similar to Crissy Field usage at
2,000 people per weekday. For a low-end weekend day visitor number, the project
team assumed this to be 4,700 or similar to the lowest weekend day monthly average
observed in March 2021. For the higher end of the estimated range, we used the
average weekday and weekend day usage from October 2020 to March 2021.

Given the above assumptions, the project team estimates the Full Promenade/
Complete Vehicle Closure (Concept 3) to generate about 19,400 - 26,400 weekly
visitors. For the Timed Promenade (Concept 4), the project team estimates of

4,700 - 5,200 visitors per weekend day, or about 9,400 - 10,400 weekly visitors for a
weekend only closure.

For Concepts 2 and 5, the promenade/roadway combinations, we estimate lower usage
due to reduced space for walking and biking, the need to cross two lanes of traffic to
access the promenade, and the proximity of fast-moving traffic. No precise estimate is
available for these two concepts, but we anticipate half or fewer of the users as in the
full closure.

For the Four-Lane Roadway (Concept 1), which provides the least amount of space
dedicated for bicycles and pedestrians, we expect the fewest visitors, and no more

visitors than used the Upper Great Highway before it was closed to vehicles.

Table 2-2. Upper Great Highway Bicycle/Pedestrian Usage Estimates

CONCEPT 1: LOW
Four-Lane Roadway Least pedestrian space and bicyclists share road with vehicles.
CONCEPT 2: MEDIUM

Reduced bike/ped space, adjacent to traffic,

Promenade / Two-Way Roadway crossing two lanes of traffic to access

HIGH
Most bike/ped space, no traffic on promenade.
Estimated 19,400 - 26,400 weekly visitors

CONCEPT 3:
Full Promenade / Complete Vehicle Closure

MEDIUM
Part-time space with no traffic on promenade.
Estimated 9,400 - 10,400 weekly visitors

CONCEPT 4:
Timed Promenade (Weekends Only)

MEDIUM
Reduced bike/ped space, adjacent to traffic,
crossing two lanes of traffic to access

CONCEPT 5:
Promenade / One-Way Roadway
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2.3 VISION ZERO/SAFETY

San Francisco adopted Vision Zero in 2014 and set a goal to achieve zero traffic
fatalities by 2024. This evaluation factor considers the recent collision history and any
features of the concepts that may impact traveler safety.

Collision History

The project team examined the number of collision reports near the Upper Great
Highway and District 4 overall during the pandemic and in the years prior (January
2016 to December 2020). These represent any reported collision between any
modes whether it be between two vehicles, vehicles/pedestrians, vehicles/bicyclists,
or bicyclists/pedestrians. These data are drawn from the SF Department of Public
Health, which integrates data from police and hospital reports to provide a more
comprehensive view of traffic collisions in San Francisco.

District 4 has low overall rates of traffic collisions. District 4 represent 9% of the City's
population, but only 3% of total collisions (Figure 2-2).

Figure 2-2. Collisions in District 4, 2016 - 2020

DISTRICT 4 COLLISION SHARE OF CITY COLLISIONS
150 5%
142
136 141 137
120 4%
90 3%
60 2%
30 1%
0 0%

2016 2017 2018 2019 *2020

* 2020 data are preliminary

On the Upper Great Highway, Lower Great Highway, and La Playa, there were few
reported collisions either before or during the pandemic; about 5 - 6 each year.
However, District 4 overall saw a 47% decline in collisions during the pandemic while
citywide there was a 27% decline.
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It is not possible to draw strong conclusions from this small data set, but it is important to
flag that Upper Great Highway, Lower Great Highway, and La Playa collisions remained
the same while the District 4 collision numbers declined. SFMTA has installed several
traffic calming improvements during the temporary promenade, but they have not been
in place long enough for a thorough evaluation. Ongoing monitoring of collision data is
warranted as traffic patterns continue to change during economic recovery.

More information about safety, see Appendix A.

Potential for multi-modal conflicts

In addition to reviewing collision data, we evaluated the potential for multi-modal
conflicts based on each conceptual design. Each of the concepts introduce potential
risks that may need to be addressed with infrastructure improvements.

Staff identified Concept 1 (the four-lane roadway) risks related to the need for
pedestrians to cross four vehicle lanes to access the beach and because cyclists share
the road with vehicles. There are several signalized crossings along the Upper Great
Highway that provide protection for pedestrians. Note that there were no vehicle-
pedestrian or vehicle-bicycle fatality along the Upper Great Highway in the years
leading up to the current closure.

Under the partial promenade alternatives (Concepts 2 and 5), risk may be reduced
somewhat for pedestrians as they only cross two vehicle lanes to access the
promenade or the beach. Bicyclists would have space separate from vehicles along the
Upper Great Highway, significantly reducing conflicts. These partial concepts also have
the advantage of somewhat less risk of traffic diverting on neighborhood streets (in
comparison to a Full Promenade). Concept 2 could generate an additional risk of head-
to-head vehicle collisions, depending on the final design. As will be identified in what
follows, a safer design of a two-way roadway requires reconstruction of the median
and the southbound roadbed to ensure that the design would meet requirements for a
signalized roadway, which includes some degree of median separation. Simply striping
a two-way roadway on one side of the roadway without any other changes would
significantly increase collision risks.

The project team assessed the Full Promenade (Concept 3) and found that, while
pedestrians would no longer experience conflicts with vehicles on the Upper Great
Highway, there may be increased risk of collisions on residential streets if pass through
traffic is not diverted to larger arterials.

Finally, under Concept 4 (the timed promenade), pedestrians would still need to cross

the four lanes on the five weekdays, and there may be risk of collision among drivers
who may not be aware of the part-time roadway closure schedule.
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The following table summarizes the risks and advantages of each of the five
concepts (Table 2-3).

Table 2-3. Potential Safety Risks and Advantages of Concept Designs

RISKS ADVANTAGES
CONCEPT 1: Pedestrian cross four-lane roadway. Less traffic on local streets
Four-Lane Roadway Cyclists ride with vehicles
CONCEPT 2: Potential for head-on Somewhat less traffic
Promenade / Two-Way Roadwa vehicle collisions. on local streets
y y Some traffic on local streets
CONCEPT 3: . Complete separation from traffic of
Increased traffic/speed : s
Full Promenade / on local streets people walking and biking along the
Complete Vehicle Closure ’ Upper Great Highway and crossing.
Peds cross four-lane
CONCEPT 4: roadway on weekdays. Walking and biking separate
Timed Promenade (Weekends Only) Schedule confusion may from traffic on weekends.
cause collision.
CONCEPT 5: Some traffic on local streets Somewhat less traffic
Promenade / One-Way Roadway ’ on local streets

Emergency Response

SFMTA has been in conversation with the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) to
understand emergency access issues under potential closure scenarios. SFFD has
stated that roadway configuration is not an access issue. The Fire Department has
keys for the closed gates on each end at Sloat and Lincoln or alternatively can use the
opposite side of the roadway that is not gated. The main access concern for the Fire
Department is the sand build up on the roadway. For this reason, under any concept,
sand should be cleared regularly from the roadway. In addition, emergency response
times should be monitored under any scenario where all or part of the roadway is
closed to traffic.

ECONOMIC VITALITY/MOBILITY
Smooth and efficient traveler circulation for all modes impacts our social and economic
access to work/school, shopping and recreational opportunities. Vehicular traffic
impacts not only mobility for drivers, but also people using transit, biking and walking
on those congested streets.

For this part of the evaluation, the project team conducted transportation and traffic
modeling of the concepts under pre-pandemic traffic conditions and volumes. There
were three key elements in this process:

Traffic Volumes: Transportation network modeling to identify how
travel patterns would change with and without the Great Highway in
the network, with a focus on where vehicles are expected to travel
under the several scenarios.
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Network Speeds: This network analysis also identified expected
changes in traffic speeds on the streets that have increased vehicle
volumes from diverted traffic.

Intersection Delay: Intersection traffic analysis that considers how
specific intersections on the network operate given potential increases
in traffic volumes.

Transit Performance: Evaluation of how these traffic changes would
impact transit routes in the study area.

Changes in Traffic Volumes/Diversions

The project team used the San Francisco Chained Activity Modeling Process (SF-CHAMP)
to evaluate how traffic patterns would change under various closure scenarios. We first
used the model to understand who used the Upper Great Highway prior to its closure.
We examined the origins and destinations of people driving on the Great Highway
using data from SF-cHAmP (Figure 2-3). Nearly two-thirds of people driving on the
Upper Great Highway in 2019 were traveling between the Richmond and South Bay
(San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties), and in particular between the Outer Richmond
and the northern Peninsula communities. The second largest set of users are people
traveling between the Sunset and the South Bay, indicating that these users actually
travel somewhat out of their way to get to the Upper Great Highway, because there is
no local access from the Sunset to the Upper Great Highway.

Figure 2-3. Travel Patterns for Motorists of the Upper Great Highway

RICHMOND < SOUTH BAY
64%

SUNSET «—— SOUTH BAY
12%

RICHMOND «— OTHER SF
5%
RICHMOND «—— SUSNET
5%

EAST BAY «— SOUTH BAY
5%

OTHER SF «— SOUTH BAY
4%

OTHER SF«— OTHER SF
2%

EXTERNAL TRIPS

2%

OTHER
1%

Source: SF-CHAMP
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The project team then began to estimate how these vehicle trips may change based on
the proposed long-term closures. As previously noted, the Great Highway Extension

is planned for closure due to erosion. We first developed a baseline scenario that
includes the closure of this segment of road.

We estimate that Upper Great Highway volumes would decline by up to 25 percent as
a result of the closure of the Great Highway Extension. Most of the traffic that was on
the Great Highway Extension (75 percent) would use the Sloat/Skyline intersection to
travel between the Upper Great Highway and Skyline, while the remaining vehicles
use Sunset and 19th Avenues. We do also expect a shift of vehicle volumes from the
segment of the Great Highway adjacent to Golden Gate Park to other north-south
roads through the park, in particular Chain of Lakes and Crossover (Figure 2-4).

Figure 2-4. Traffic Diversions in the Baseline (Great Highway Extension Closed)
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We next used SF-CHAMP to estimate additional travel pattern changes with the Upper
Great Highway also closed (Figure 2-5). We estimate that most (60 - 70%) of diverted
traffic would use Sunset and that the remaining would use local streets between Lower
Great Highway and Sunset (about 20 - 25%) or 19th Ave (about 5 - 10%). We also
anticipate further increases in traffic across Golden Gate Park, especially at Chain of
Lakes, but also along John F Kennedy Drive and 47th Avenue. It is also expected that
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much of the Southbound travel on Sunset will use Lake Merced Blvd to reach Skyline
Blvd. In the east-west directions, we anticipate increased volumes on Lincoln between

Chain of Lakes and Sunset and on Sloat Blvd in the vicinity of the ramps between Sloat
Blvd and Sunset Blvd.

Figure 2-5. Traffic Diversions with the Upper Great Highway Closed
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Network Performance — Vehicle Speeds

SF-cHAMP provides estimates of travel speeds for vehicles based on volumes and the
capacity of the roads. These are demand projection-based estimates and do not fully
account for potential delay generated by specific intersection operations, especially
where there are many complex travel movements and modes at an intersection.
However, they give a general indication of traffic flow effects of potential closure

scenarios, especially in comparison with one another.
To understand the network impact on vehicle speeds, we evaluated four scenarios:

Baseline (Concept 1): Upper Great Highway is open to vehicles, but

the Great Highway Extension is closed. All conceptual scenarios
assume this baseline.

Concept 3: Upper Great Highway is closed to vehicles
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Concept 3, variation 1: Upper Great Highway and Martin Luther
King, Jr. Dr (an east-west street in Golden Gate Park) are closed to
vehicles to represent a potential maximum long-term road network
closure scenario)

Concept 3, variation 2: Upper Great Highway is closed to vehicles,
but transit improvements have been implemented on Sunset Blvd
(bus only lanes and signal priority) and 19th Ave (2+ high occupancy
vehicle lanes). This variant also includes the addition of an express
bus connecting the outer Richmond to the northwestern San Mateo
Peninsula (the largest Origin/Destination travel pattern)

Most street segments in this analysis have similar travel speeds in the closure scenarios
as they do in the baseline no project scenario (Figure 2-6). Findings of note include:

Speeds on 19th Avenue are nearly 10 miles below the posted speed
limit. While not expected to change significantly due to the small
increase in vehicle volumes anticipated with the Upper Great Highway
closure, these intersections would need ongoing monitoring and
signal timing evaluation. It will also be critical to evaluate any impacts
on the 28 19th Avenue bus route, which already experiences significant
delays along 19th Ave.

Chain of Lakes experiences slow travel speeds in the baseline scenario
at under 15 miles per hour, consistent with observations made by
SFMTA staff in 2020 and early 2021. The combination of the closure

of the Upper Great Highway and 2019 traffic volumes would reduce
speeds on this road by 2 to 3 miles per hour. This improves slightly with
transit enhancements, which include some mode shift.

Sunset Blvd also experiences some reduction in vehicle speeds

with the Upper Great Highway closed, especially in the Northbound
direction. However, vehicle speeds remain above 20 miles per hour
in each direction. Even when one lane is converted to a bus and right
turn lane, average vehicle speeds remain above 20 mph.
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Figure 2-6. Vehicle Travel Speeds on Road Segments by Scenario
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Intersection Operations Analysis

The network analysis findings are not able to capture the detailed operations

of intersections. This section reviews traffic analysis work that was conducted to
understand these questions. The intersection traffic analysis was conducted by Mott
MacDonald using a microsimulation analysis tool called Transmodeler. This model
simulates travel through several intersections 10 separate times to understand how
natural variations in travel patters impact the functioning of these intersections.

We generated three measures of intersection performance from this model:
1. Overall intersection delay — average minutes of delay per vehicle

2. Intersection delay by approach — average minutes of delay per vehicle
at each approach to the intersection (i.e., East, North, West, and South,
though some intersections have unique geometry).

7. Queueing by approach — average distance of the longest vehicle
queue at each approach to the intersection

The initial set of findings focuses on two scenarios: (1) baseline no project scenario
(with Great Highway Extension closed) and (2) Upper Great Highway closed scenario.
Consistent with observations, overall delay was experienced in the baseline scenario
primarily at Chain of Lakes and along 19th Ave (Figure 2-7). With the Upper Great
Highway closed, we find additional delay along Chain of Lakes, as well as new

delay on Sunset at Lincoln and Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr and at Skyline Blvd and

Lake Merced Blvd (Figure 2-8).
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Figure 2-7. Intersection Delay — Baseline Condition
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Figure 2-8. Intersection Delay — Upper Great Highway Closed
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Using a combination of the initial analysis, staff observations, and feedback from the
public, four key areas were identified for more detailed analysis:

Northern end of study area, including Chain of Lakes intersections
with Lincoln Way and Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr and Sunset
intersection with Lincoln Way (including 36th/37th Ave access

between Lincoln Way and Sunset) and Sunset Blvd & Martin Luther
King, Jr. Dr

Southern end of study area, including Sloat Blvd & Skyline Blvd, Lake
Merced Blvd & Skyline Blvd, and Sunset Blvd & Sloat Boulevard

Local streets between Upper Great Highway and Sunset Blvd

19th Avenue corridor, including intersections at

Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr, Lincoln Way, and Sloat Blvd

SFMTA is also conducting area-wide operational analyses of north-south traffic across
and around Golden Gate Park using micro-simulation traffic models to evaluate some
of these effects in more detail. This work was in progress at the time this report was
completed and all findings from this study were shared with the SFMTA team.

San Francisco County Transportation Authority

PAGE 21

MORE DELAY
(MINUTES)

LESS DELAY
(SECONDS)



GREAT HIGHWAY CONCEPTS EVALUATION REPORT JULY 2021

Northern End of Study Area — Chain of Lakes and Northern Sunset

Lincoln and Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr are about 75 feet apart along Chain of Lakes,
so the operations at one intersection directly impact the other. These intersections
experience significant delay and queueing (Figure 2-9) in the baseline scenario.

In the baseline scenario, there are over 5 minutes of delay on southbound Chain of
Lakes approach Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr and vehicles queue for over 1,100 feet. With
the Upper Great Highway closed, delay increases by 2.5 minutes per vehicle and the
queue increases somewhat. Queues and delays are anticipated to increase substantially
at the East and West approaches along Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr with the Upper Great
Highway closed.

We also evaluated a scenario with Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr closed permanently,
consistent with the temporary closure in place today. This scenario shifts traffic to
Lincoln Way to travel between Chain of Lakes and Sunset, creating delays and queues
at 37th Avenue and Lincoln and shifting the delays and queues along Chain of Lakes to
the Lincoln intersection (from the Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr intersection).

Figure 2-9. Vehicle Queueing in the Northern Study Area
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There are two primary connections between Chain of Lakes and Sunset Blvd — (1) Martin
Luther King, Jr. Dr and (2) Lincoln and 36th Ave/37th Ave. Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr is
the more direct route because of the grade separation of Lincoln Way and Sunset Blvd.
Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr is currently closed to vehicles west of Sunset Blvd as part of
an emergency order related to the coronavirus pandemic.

None of these intersections experiences significant delay or queueing in the baseline
scenario. Closing the Upper Great Highway to vehicles is expected to create delay

at Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr and Sunset (especially the northbound and westbound
movements), a stop-controlled intersection that warrants consideration for signalization
in the baseline/"no project” scenario. Under the scenario under which Martin Luther
King, Jr. Dr is also closed to vehicles, that delay transfers to the intersection of Lincoln
Way and 37th Ave, the primary remaining path to access Chain of Lakes.

We then evaluated infrastructure improvements to address the findings for each
scenario. Potential vehicle-handling capacity enhancement ideas include:

Adding a traffic signal at the intersections that experience the most
delay (Figure 2-10). This likely includes Lincoln Way & Chain of
Lakes, Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr & Chain of Lakes, and Martin Luther
King, Jr. Dr & Sunset Blvd. This could also include restricting left turn
movements from Lincoln Way to Chain of Lakes/41st and restricting
travel to from 41st Ave consistent with a proposal to make 41st Ave a
neighborway that limits access to vehicles.

Closing Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr to vehicles, adding a traffic signal
at the intersection of Lincoln Way & Chain of Lakes, and striping
additional space for left turns at 37th Ave SB to Lincoln Way WB and
increasing signal timing at this intersection to allow more vehicles to
use this movement (Figure 2-11).

Closing Chain of Lakes to vehicles between Lincoln Way and Martin
Luther King, Jr. Dr and allowing vehicle travel on Martin Luther King,
Jr. Dr between Sunset Blvd and Chain of Lakes (Figure 2-12). This
would allow north-south travel between the Richmond and the Sunset
and the Peninsula a relatively unimpeded path via Chain of Lakes,
Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr, and Sunset. It may require additional traffic
calming to manage speeds and active transportation mode safety and
circulation impacts along Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr.
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Figure 2-10. Improvement Idea 1 — Northern Study Area
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Table 2-4 summarizes the strengths and challenges of each of these ideas:

Table 2-4. Summary of Northern Study Area Improvement Ideas

1 - Two New signals on Chain of
Lakes and one on Sunset Blvd and
Martin Luther King Jr. Dr, Turn
Restrictions on Lincoln Way

STRENGTHS
Most options for vehicle travel,

reducing delay at individual intersection

CHALLENGES

3 new signals likely needed
(significant cost)

Requires investment to create a
continuous path of travel for bikes
through Golden Gate Park

2 - Upper Great Highway and
Martin Luther King Jr. Dr closed,
signalized 41st & Lincoln

Continuous slow street
along Middle and JFK

Reduces the number of conflict points

Lincoln would need traffic
calming for pedestrian safety

1 new signal needed (moderate cost)
and signal retiming at 37th/Lincoln

Challenging crossing for bikes
at Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr
given proximity to Lincoln

Potential impact to the 29
Sunset, which uses 36th Ave
to access Lincoln Way

3 - Chain of Lakes closed b/t
Martin Luther King Jr. Dr & Lincoln,
Martin Luther King Jr. Dr open

b/T Sunset & Chain of Lakes

No new signals needed (lowest cost)

Potential to realign bike crossing
away from Martin Luther King, Jr.
Dr / Chain of Lakes intersection

Balances use of Great Highway
and Chain of Lakes

May need traffic calming
for pedestrian safety

Requires investment to create a
continuous path of travel for bikes
through Golden Gate Park

Converts park road to a primary
vehicle through route

May cause some diversion to Irving
to access Chain of Lakes via Sunset
& Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr

Diverts some vehicles to Great
Highway for some north-south trips

We evaluated Ideas 1 and 2 using the traffic analysis model and found the following:

Idea 1 reduced delay at all approaches to the affected intersections,

reducing delays at southbound Chain of Lakes at Martin Luther

King, Jr. Dr to under a minute (from over 5 minutes in the baseline)
and queueing to around 180 feet (from over 1,100 feet). With Martin
Luther King, Jr. Dr open, some delay remains in the EB direction of
Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr due to a preference for the much heavier

southbound to eastbound travel pattern.

Idea 2 (w/Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr closed) also reduced delays at all

approaches to the affected intersections. The Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr

intersections are closed to vehicles in this iteration and experience no

delay, though bicycle and pedestrian safety measures would likely be
needed at the Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr / Chain of Lakes intersection if
this remains a primary bicycle and pedestrian crossing.
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Idea 3 was not directly modeled due to time and resource constraints.
However, it is apparent from other scenarios that this scenario would
reduce delays — with Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr only handling through
north-south vehicles between Sunset Blvd and Chain of Lakes, there
would be fewer conflicts with turning movements. Some vehicles
would divert to Lincoln, but scenario 2 (with Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr
closed) indicates that there is capacity on Lincoln to accommodate
expected east-west vehicle volumes, though additional analysis

is needed to evaluate pedestrian and bicycle safety and transit
operations. A signal would not be needed at Chain of Lakes because
it would no longer allow vehicles, simplifying this travel pattern. The
signal at 37th Ave and Lincoln Way would need ongoing monitoring
to determine if this changed traffic patten is supported. Finally, an
upgrade to the bicycle and pedestrian connection from Middle Ave to
Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr would likely be needed, but we anticipate it
would cost less than the signals required to address the impacts of the
other two ideas.

In summary, each of these ideas presents feasible improvements if the Upper Great
Highway is closed permanently and when traffic volumes and patterns return to what
was experienced before the pandemic. As the economy reopens, we recommend that
these concepts be included in area-wide network planning and operational analyses
being conducted by the SFMTA and the Recreation and Park Department.

Southern End of Study — Sunset/Sloat/Skyline

The primary paths of diversions expected with the Upper Great Highway closure are:

In the southbound direction, Sunset to Lake Merced Blvd to
Skyline Blvd

In the northbound direction, Skyline Blvd to Sloat Blvd to Sunset Blvd
via the cloverleaf ramp across from 36th Ave

As noted above, the closure of the Great Highway Extension as part of the South Ocean
Beach Climate Change Adaptation Project includes planned addition of signals of the Sloat
Ave/Skyline Blvd intersection and the Skyline Blvd/Great Highway Extension intersection.

None of the intersections in this part of the study area is expected to have significant
delay or queueing in the baseline condition assuming signalization of Sloat/Skyline

(or equivalent improvement) and other supporting measures. With the closure of the
Upper Great Highway, we expect a significant increase in delay and queueing at Skyline
Blvd & Lake Merced Blvd and some delay on the ramp from southbound Sunset Blvd to
eastbound Sloat Blvd (Figure 2-13).
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Figure 2-13. Vehicle Queueing in the Southern Part of the Study Area
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We investigated potential improvements at the Figure 2-14. Potential Skyline/Lake Merced Improvement
Skyline/Lake Merced intersection that could
address the increased delay and queueing

at this location. There is significant space at

this intersection, creating an opportunity to
consolidate the intersection and add a second left
turn lane from Lake Merced westbound to Skyline
Blvd southbound (Figure 2-14). We modeled this
idea, which showed significant reduction in delay
and queueing at this intersection due to quicker
clearing of the intersection.

There is a potential impact at this location to the
Muni 18 46th Avenue that should be evaluated.
The 18 line uses the piece of Lake Merced Blvd
proposed to be closed in this concept to travel
between Skyline Blvd and Lake Merced Blvd.
This could increase travel time for the 18 line.

There is a potential to use the closed piece of
road as a bus only lane.
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We also explored ideas that might direct vehicle
travel to Sloat/Sunset instead of Lake Merced/
Skyline. Sloat Blvd and Skyline Blvd are State
Highway 35 and are intended to carry regional
vehicle travel. Bicycle and pedestrian safety and
comfort on Lake Merced Blvd are also a focus of
two recent studies. The Lake Merced Pedestrian
Safety Community Based Transportation Plan
(CBTP) is focused on pedestrian safety and

the recently completed Lake Merced Bikeway
Feasibility Study identified potential off

street and on street improvements to make a
continuous biking path around the lake. We see
one idea that could reduce vehicle travel on Lake
Merced Blvd and identified additional ideas that
may improve bicycle and pedestrian safety on
Sloat Blvd (Figure 21):

Convert 37th Ave to one-way southbound
operation from Yorba St to Sloat Blvd to
facilitate travel from southbound Sunset to
westbound Sloat Blvd (and the connection
to Skyline Blvd). This would create a double
left from 37th Ave to Sloat Blvd that may
need to be signalized. This addition could
help balance vehicle travel between Sloat
Blvd and Lake Merced Blvd.

Adjust the median on Sloat Blvd to allow left
turns from 37th Ave to Sloat Blvd eastbound.
This would require addition of a signal

and would allow removal of the current
cloverleaf ramp from Sunset southbound to
Sloat eastbound.

JULY 2021

Figure 2-15. Potential Sloat/Sunset Improvements
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IDEAS:

1. 37th Ave one way SB from Yorba to Sloat —
improves Sunset — Sloat — Skyline connection.

2. Allow left turn from 37th Ave SB to Sloat
EB. Close Sunset SB to Sloat EB ramp.

3. Also install 2 left turns from Sloat EB
to 36th Ave. 36th Ave NB only to Yorba.
Close Sloat EB to Sunset NB ramp.

Further adjust the median to allow a double left turn from Sloat
eastbound to 36th Ave northbound to access Sunset Blvd northbound.
This would require making 36th Ave one way northbound from

Sloat Blvd to Yorba St and would require additional signalization. It
would also allow the removal of the other cloverleaf ramp from Sloat
eastbound to Sunset northbound with associated pedestrian and

bicycle circulation benefits.
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While the Sloat/Sunset ideas were not included in our model runs, we did conduct
preliminary analyses that confirmed that these improvements appear feasible and may
be worth further study as SFMTA evaluates improvements to connections between
Sunset Blvd and Sloat Blvd.

For the Lake Merced Pedestrian Safety CBTP, SFMTA should consider the findings of
this analysis as they develop recommendations for pedestrian improvements.

Table 2-5 summarizes the expected strengths and challenges of each of these options.

Table 2-5. Summary of Southern Study Area Improvement Ideas

1 - Lake Merced &
Skyline Consolidation

STRENGTHS

Intersection improvement
needed to support safer
bike connection

CHALLENGES

Potential for increased traffic
on Lake Merced (should

be considered in Lake
Merced Pedestrian Study)

May impact 18 46th Avenue,
should be carefully evaluated

Medium cost improvement

2 - Sloat/Sunset

2a - 37th one way SB
from Yorba-to Sloat

Reduces traffic volume
on Lake Merced Blvd

Potential local impact to
residents on 37th Ave
b/t Sloat and Yorba

Cost includes new signal
(2 directions only)

2b - Add left turn from
37th Ave SB to Sloat EB

Allows closure of cloverleaf
ramp from Sunset SB to
Sloat EB — some bike
safety improvement

Potential local impact to
residents on 36th Ave
b/t Sloat and Yorba

Significant cost to alter
median and signalize
all directions

May increase delays
for bikes and peds on
north side of Sloat

2c - Add left from
Sloat EB to 36th NB

Allows closure of cloverleaf
ramp from Sloat EB
to Sunset NB — bike
safety improvement

Potential local impact to
residents on 36th Ave
b/t Sloat and Yorba

Significant cost to
remove median, install
new turn lanes

May increase delays
for bikes & peds

Need to evaluate significant
weaving movement from
Skyline and Sloat Blvd to
Sloat Blvd and 36 Ave

Local Outer Sunset Streets

One of the concerns raised during the current closure has been the impact of
diversions on the Lower Great Highway and parallel avenues between the Lower

Great Highway and Sunset Blvd. In the diversion scenarios identified above, we expect
some increase in traffic volumes on Lower Great Highway and relatively small volume
increases on the other parallel avenues between Lower Great Highway and Sunset Blvd.
From a traffic standpoint, we did not find increases in delays at these intersections.

The concern about these increased volumes relates more directly to speeds and safety
on these local streets. As described above, SFMTA has implemented two sets of traffic
calming improvements to address these safety concerns. SFMTA is monitoring these
improvements currently and may need to make additional improvements on other
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streets as new traffic patterns emerge with the Upper Great Highway closed. Up to
$200,000 in additional traffic calming need is assumed.

19th Avenue Corridor

19th Avenue is California Highway 1 under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. In 2019, it carried
between 60,000 and 70,000 vehicles on a typical weekday (all day) and between
2,500 and 3,000 in the peak hour. The closure of Upper Great Highway is expected

to add only between 100 and 200 vehicles to 19th Avenue, a small proportion of the
vehicles already using the street in the peak period

Our initial analysis showed potential queueing and delay in the baseline condition at
the three main intersections potentially impacted by the closure of the Upper Great
Highway — Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr, Lincoln Way, and Sloat Blvd. In the baseline
condition, there is substantial delay and queueing at the two northern intersections,
consistent with the existing volumes on these roads. At Sloat Blvd and 19th Ave, we also
observed delays in the eastbound direction due to the short left-turn pocket and the
lack of signal time available for this movement.

The signals along 19th Ave are coordinated and vehicle progress through those
signals is controlled to manage the overall flow across the state highway. To be able to
accurately evaluate traffic at these three intersections, the model would have needed
to incorporate the several signalized intersections between Lincoln Way and Sloat Blvd,
as well as signalized intersections to the north and south. Intersection controls help
vehicles approach these intersections at more regular intervals, making it challenging
to accurately estimate delays without modeling all intersections in the corridor as

a system. Because the resources of this project could not support evaluation of all
intersections and because relatively few additional vehicles are expected to divert to
19th Ave, especially relative to the number of vehicles using 19th Ave in 2019, we did
not investigate specific improvements along this corridor.

We recommend ongoing monitoring of 19th Ave to identify if the small addition of
traffic requires any changes to signal timing.

Partial Closure

While the focus of our intersection operations analysis is on the full closure scenarios,
we did also evaluate the potential traffic impacts of Concept 5, which provides a
promenade on one side of the road and one direction of vehicle travel. We evaluated
southbound travel because that is the predominant movement and because it
experiences more significant impacts in the evaluation of the full closure concept.
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The findings of this scenario include:

Chain of Lakes SB at Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr continues to have
substantial delays and queues, but is unchanged from the baseline
condition. This also creates delays westbound at Martin Luther King,
Jr. Dr and Chain of Lakes and westbound at Lincoln Way and Chain
of Lakes. Improvements along Chain of Lakes appear to be required
regardless of the closure of the Upper Great Highway.

Northbound delay is still experienced at Sunset Blvd and Martin Luther
King, Jr. Dr, which also creates delay for westbound vehicles on Martin
Luther King, Jr. Dr.

For the northern study area, some of the improvements identified for the full closure
would also be needed for Concept 5 (one-way operation). Improvements at Chain of
Lakes have been identified as needed in the baseline scenario, and we anticipate that
one of the three ideas identified above for the northern study area could be applied:

For the scenario where both Lincoln Way and Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr
are open to vehicles, southbound vehicle volumes on Chain of Lakes
create delays in the baseline condition. As a result, signalization of
these three intersections may be required

If Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr is closed, signal adjustments would be
needed at 36th Ave/Lincoln Way and a new signal at Lincoln Way/
Chain of Lakes, similar to the full closure scenario.

There may be an opportunity to combine one way vehicle operation
with partial closure of Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr to vehicles. Ideally
this would be from northbound Sunset Blvd to westbound Martin
Luther King, Jr. Dr to northbound Chain of Lakes. This would likely
require additional safety measures to minimize conflicts between
vehicles and bicycles.

Because one direction of travel is more heavily impacted than the other, there may be
hybrids of the above options that were not explored with the full closure. These would
need further study.

There are not significant impacts at the southern study area intersections for this
Concept 5, which would reduce the need for improvements at Skyline/Lake Merced
or Sloat/Sunset. We also anticipate somewhat less impact on the local streets between
the Upper Great Highway and Sloat Blvd, though some additional northbound traffic
is expected for the one-way closure. As with the full closure, ongoing monitoring of
the local streets is appropriate and additional traffic calming may be needed, though
potentially at a reduced cost.
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Traffic Impacts Summary

Promenade options will contribute to traffic issues both within and beyond the District 4
study area. With improvements to the transportation system, the impact of the diversion is
expected to reduce delay to levels similar or better than existing conditions (Figure 2-16).

More information on the costs of these improvements is provided in following sections.

Figure 2-16. Intersection Delay — with Infrastructure Improvements
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Additional detail of the traffic analysis findings is available in Appendix B.

Transit Impacts

Vehicle congestion also impacts transit. In the Outer Sunset, the Muni 29 and 28 bus
routes operate on the streets expected to experience increased traffic from diversions.

Based on the changes in network speeds and congested locations identified above, we
expect the following impacts for the full closure (Concept 3):

Vehicle speeds drop slightly along Sunset Blvd (1 - 2%). We expect
somewhat larger declines in bus speeds as a result, due to the need
to pick up passengers along the route. Average speeds on Sunset

Blvd exceed 20 MPH, so these changes may not be significantly
noticeable to passengers.
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The 29 bus uses 36th Ave to turn right on to Lincoln Way. Under
scenarios where Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr is also closed, we anticipate
significant additional volumes at this intersection. While proposed
signal changes appear to be effective in facilitating traffic through this
intersection, bus operations at this intersection should be evaluated
and any impacts should be addressed with transit priority treatments.

Vehicle speeds are 12 to 15 mph on 19th Ave in the peak period.
SFCTA's Congestion Management Program estimates that bus speeds
were below 10 mph in 2019.

The closure could also impact the 18 46th Ave, depending on the
amount of traffic diverted to local residential streets.

We estimated potential transit impacts from other scenarios as follows:

Concept 2 (Two lane, two-way road) was not evaluated due to the
significant additional cost.

Concept 4 (Weekend closure) would not have impacts during the peak
period when traffic is greatest.

Concept 5 (One way southbound) would impact northbound bus
travel on Sunset and 19th Ave.

Without further transit priority improvements, we expect the most significant transit
impacts and risks under Concept 3 — Full Promenade concept. Potential transit priority
improvements have been identified by the District 4 Mobility Study and ConnectSF
Transit Strategy.

For ConnectSF, both Sunset Blvd and 19th Ave are part of the proposed 5-Minute
network, which is intended to provide fast, frequent, and prioritized transit service.
Achieving the five-minute network requires street improvements such as transit signal
priority and lanes dedicated to buses. On 19th Ave, a pilot of high occupancy vehicle
lanes that would benefit both buses and carpools is under consideration. On Sunset
Blvd, this would likely include a bus only lane and transit priority.

The District 4 Mobility Study evaluated these improvements in the local context. To
supplement transit in this north-south market, the project team paired increased
service on the 28 and 29 with a conceptual peninsula express bus that would serve:
the Richmond, the Sunset, and the Northern Peninsula (Daly City, Colma, and South
San Francisco). The findings of this analysis included:

4.5% increase in transit trips to, from and within D4

2,100 more daily riders on 28/28R 19th Ave
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11,600 more daily riders on 29/29R — Sunset Blvd

Additional benefits include travel time savings and improved reliability

for new and existing riders. We expect that bus speeds would increase
on 19th Ave by 6 to 7 percent and on Sunset Blvd by 7 to 10 percent
with transit priority in this corridor and increased traffic volumes with
the Upper Great Highway closed.

Table 2-6. Summary of Transit Impacts

CONCEPT 1:
Four-Lane Roadway

No impact on existing transit speeds.

CONCEPT 2:
Promenade / Two-Way Roadway

Not evaluated

CONCEPT 3:
Full Promenade /
Complete Vehicle Closure

Potential for reduced speeds of the 29 Sunset, especially if
Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr is also closed. Potential bottleneck
at 36th Ave and Lincoln without more detailed mitigation.
Small potential to increase existing delays on the 28 19th Ave.
Potential impact to the 18 46th Ave.

CONCEPT 4:
Timed Promenade (Weekends Only)

Slower 29 Sunset on weekends.
Potential to exacerbate existing delays on the 28 19th Ave on weekends.
Potential impact to the 18 46th Ave on weekends.

CONCEPT 5:
Promenade / One-Way Roadway

Slower 29 Sunset northbound, exacerbated if
Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr is closed.
Potential to exacerbate existing delays on the 28 19th Ave.

CONCEPT 3, 4, OR 5 WITH
TRANSIT INVESTMENTS

Transit priority on Sunset Blvd and HOV lanes on 19th Ave
do provide modest improvements in transit speeds.

COSTS OF NEEDED IMPROVEMENTS

There are several types of costs associated with this evaluation:

Baseline improvements that are needed regardless of any future
change to the Upper Great Highway

Upper Great Highway improvements

Improvements needed to address the impacts from a closure

Operating costs for all scenarios

Baseline Improvements

Several street improvements that are expected under all concepts:

Lower Great Highway: As noted above, SFMTA implemented traffic
calming improvements to Lower Great Highway in early 2021.

Additional traffic management improvements to support future closure

scenarios are assumed as follows:
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Sloat and Upper Great Highway: This intersection will receive

a redesign as part of the planned South Ocean Beach Climate
Adaptation Project, which includes closure of the Great Highway
extension roadway south of Sloat. SFPUC estimates the cost of
improvements to this intersection, including a new traffic signal and

other changes at around $2,000,000.

The Sloat/Skyline intersection was also identified by the South Ocean

Beach Climate Change Adaptation Project to be updated. SFMTA
is considering multiple options for this intersection, which could

include signalizing the intersection or installing a roundabout. For the
purposes of this project, we assumed that the current stop-controlled

intersection would be replaced by a signalized intersection. This

would also include substantial reconstruction of the intersection. Due
to the complexity of the project, we estimate the cost to upgrade this

intersection around $3,000,000 - $4,000,000.

Capital Costs of Upper Great Highway Improvements
Under each of the concepts, various improvements are needed to the Upper Great
Highway, immediately adjacent streets, and streets on the approach to the Upper Great
Highway. Table 2-7 outlines the improvements needed for each concept. Costs for
direct Upper Great Highway Improvements are comparable across the scenarios with

JULY 2021

the exception of Concept 2 which requires much higher costs to due to the need to

reconstruct the roadway to ensure a safe design.

Table 2-7. Upper Great Highway Improvement Costs (dollar amounts in thousands)

CONCEPT 1: CONCEPT 2: CONCEPT 3: CONCEPT 4: CONCEPT 5:
Four-Lane Promenade / Full Promenade / Timed Promenade /
Roadway Two-Way Roadway Complete Vehicle Promenade One-Way
Closure Roadway
Traffic signals $2,500 $2,500 N/A $2,500 $2,500
replacement*
Traffic signal removal N/A N/A $1,500 N/A N/A
Roadway reconstruction N/A $15,600 N/A N/A N/A
Lincoln & Upper Great
Highway Intersection N/A $2,000 $1,500 N/A $1,500
Improvements
Additional improvements
(i.e. wayfinding signs, N/A $156 $196 $175 $114

changeable message
signs, speed tables)

* SFMTA has a project on hold to design and install these upgrades

For more detail about the baseline and Upper Great Highway improvements cost

estimates, see Appendix C.
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Network Improvements due to Diversions

Based on the analysis, staff expects that there are additional network improvements
beyond the immediate Great Highway area. Some of these additional improvements
are covered by existing projects.

Table 2-8 identifies potential costs for network improvements needed to reduce the
impacts of the potential diversions. These are preliminary, planning level costs that
would need to be updated as specific concepts moved forward. Costs for additional
network improvements for Concept 2 are not included in this table as this scenario was
not estimated due to the high costs needed on improving Upper Great Highway itself.

Table 2-8. Costs for Network Improvements Due to Traffic Diversions

CONCEPT 1: Fﬁ|?PNr:r:e::d2/: CONCEPT 4: Promeg:d:;:OEnFe’ng:

COSTS IN $M Four-Lane Roadway . Timed Promenade y
Complete Vehicle Closure Roadway

Sunset/Sloat or
Sunset/Lake Merced N/A $0.5 - $4.9 $0.5 - $4.9
Lincoln/Upper B B B
Great Highway N/A $0.1 - $0.25 $0.1 - $0.25 $0.1 - $0.25
Lincoln/36th Ave N/A $0 - $0.3*
Lincoln & 41st Ave $0.3 - $2.1 $0.3 - $2.1 $0.3 - $2.1 $0.3 - $2.1
Subtotal of $0.3 - $2.1 $1.7 - $5.7 $1.3 - $5.4 $0.4 - $2.4
improvement costs

*Need for improvement at Lincoln/36th Ave is only needed for the version of Concept 3 that also includes closure of Martin
Luther King, Jr. Dr

Annual Operating and maintenance costs

Operating and maintenance costs are similar across most concepts (Table 2-9). Concept 4

notably has additional operating costs due to the need for SFMTA Parking Control Officers
to provide oversight each weekend. Concepts that are expected to have more bicycle and
pedestrians users require increased gardening, litter removal, restroom cleaning, and park
ranger presence. These costs scale with the estimated number of visitors.
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Table 2-9. Annual Operating and Maintenance Costs

COST DESCRIPTION

CONCEPT 1:
Four-Lane
Roadway

CONCEPT 2:
Promenade /

Two-Lane Two-Way

CONCEPT 3:
Full Promenade /
Complete Vehicle

JULY 2021

CONCEPT 4:
Timed
Promenade /

CONCEPT 5:
Promenade/
One-Way Roadway

Roadway Closure four-lane Roadway
Intersection open/closure N/A N/A N/A $13,000 N/A
PCO oversight N/A N/A N/A $457,600 N/A
Signal maintenance $45,000 $45,000 $10,000 $45,000 $45,000
Roadway maintenance $200,000 $100,000 $20,000 $200,000 $100,000
Structural maintenance $93,000 $93,000 $93,000 $93,000 $93,000
Street sweeping $255,000 $255,000 $255,000 $255,000 $255,000
Sand clearing $230,000 $230,000 $230,000 $230,000 $230,000
Recology garbage $100.000 $100,000 $100.000 $100.000 $100.000
Gardening/litter removal $446,000 $530,000 $656,000 $526,000 $530,000
Median landscaping $29,000 N/A $29,000 $29,000 $29,000
Restrooms/custodial $103,000 $120,000 $145,000 $119,000 $120,000
Security N/A $22,000 $55,000 $21,000 $22,000
SUBTOTAL $1,501,000 $1,495,000 $1,593,000 $2,088,600 $1,524,000

For more detail about the operating and maintenance cost estimates, see Appendix C.

Summary of Costs

These estimates are cumulative of baseline and Great Highway Improvements for

each scenario.

Table 2-10. Summary of Concept Costs

BASELINE AND

NETWORK
IMPROVEMENTS DUE

MAINTENANCE AND

CAPITAL TO DIVERSION OPERATIONS

CONCEPT 1: $$

Four-Lane Roadway $5M $0.3 - $2.1 $1.5M
CONCEPT 2: $$$$ Not explored due to high $1.5M
Promenade / Two-Way Roadway $22.8M baseline & capital costs :
CONCEPT 3: $s

Full Promenade / $5.6M $1.7 - $5.7 $1.6M
Complete Vehicle Closure ’

CONCEPT 4: $$

Timed Promenade (Weekends Only) $5.2M $1.3 - $5.4 $2.1M
CONCEPT 5: $$

Promenade / One-Way Roadway $6.6M $0.4 - $2.4 $1.5M
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Outreach Summary

OUTREACH EVENTS

Town Hall in November 2020

Project staff presented updates on traffic management for the Great Highway and
five roadway configuration options for the long-term future of the Great Highway.
Throughout the event, check points were held to provide the audience with
opportunities to share questions and comments and to engage with poll questions.

There were approximately 500 attendees who participated in this outreach event.

Open House in March 2021

Project staff presented updates on the evaluation of the five concepts that were
introduced at the November 2020 town hall during the first half of the event. The
event also introduced concepts to improve transportation options in the Outer
Sunset and Parkside Neighborhoods which will be summarized in the District 4
Mobility Study Final Report. The updates related to the Great Highway included a
high-level synthesis of the responses from the survey and factors involved in the
evaluation approach. The factors that were considered as part of the evaluation
approach align with City policies and included climate change resiliency, well-being
and health, transit first/sustainable mode choices, equity, Vision Zero, and economic
vitality. Staff also presented the estimated costs associated with each of the concepts.
Throughout the event, check points were held to provide the audience with
opportunities to share questions and comments and engage with poll questions.

There were approximately 190 attendees who participated in this outreach event.

What We Heard
During the outreach events, common comments we received were related to the
following topics:

Impact of closure options on traffic and congestion

Safety considerations for the Upper Great Highway and adjacent
neighborhood streets

Questions about the decision-making process for the future of the
Upper Great Highway

Questions about data collection and methods of the study
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The project team has worked to the provide more detail and insight to the above
comments and questions through the evaluation factors and this report.

Following the November Town Hall, the Transportation Authority opened a public
survey to gain an understanding of community preferences related to the configuration
options for the long-term future of the Great Highway. The survey was distributed
through our website, email, and social media and closed in January 2021. We received

a total of 3,989 responses to the survey with about 95% of respondents described as
residents of San Francisco (Figure 3-1).

Figure 3-1. Respondents to Transportation Authority Survey by Zip Code
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Figure 3-2. Respondents to Transportation Authority Survey by county
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Respondent Priorities

As part of the survey, we asked residents about their priorities for the Upper Great
Highway and the surrounding neighborhood (Figure 3-3). The residents identified a
variety of topics including access, safety, parking and enforcement. After coding their
feedback, we identified the following themes in order of highest to lowest total mentions.
The most common priority shown in the responses was bicycle and pedestrian access,
then community benefit and recreation, vehicle access, bike and pedestrian safety, and
traffic management. Other topics mentioned include the following: Business/economics,
Transit, Parking, Enforcement, Disability Access, and Wayfinding.

Figure 3-3. Respondents’ Priorities for Upper Great Highway and Surrounding Neighborhood

BIKE AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS
2289

COMMUNITY BENEFIT/RECREATION

VEHICLE ACCESS
201

BIKE AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY

TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT
677

ROADWAY SAFETY
79

ENVIRONMENT/CLIMATE ADAPTATION

IMPROVEMENTS
133

Note: Many comments were coded as having multiple priorities, while some only mentioned a single priority. The data
above contains some overlap where some comments fall into multiple categories.

Concept preferences

The most cited preferred concepts were Concepts 3 and 1, which represent a full
promenade/vehicle closure and a full return of vehicles, respectively. About 53%

of all respondents cited Concept 3 (full promenade) as their preferred scenario.
Concept 1, returning to a four-lane roadway, was second most cited preference, with
21% of total responses.

About 33% of the total respondents were residents of the Sunset, while 16% were
residents of the Outer Richmond. These two neighborhoods are located nearest to

the Upper Great Highway. About 52% of residents of the Sunset expressed support for
Concept 3 (Full Promenade), while 52% of Outer Richmond residents support Concept 1
(Four-Lane Roadway).
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Table 3-1. Concept Preferences of Survey Respondents

OUTER OTHER
ALL SUNSET
RICHMOND SAN FRANCISCO
RESPONDENTS (94116/94122) (94121) RESIDENTS

CONCEPT 1: 21% 22% 52% 11%
Four-Lane Roadway

CONCEPT 2: o 0 9 9
Promenade / Two-Way Roadway 10% o o H
CONCEPT 3: o 9 9 9
Full Promenade / Complete Vehicle Closure 53% 2% 2% o4
CONCEPT 4: 13% 15% 13% 12%

Timed Promenade (Weekends Only)

The project team focused on analyzing comments and concerns on the top two cited concepts,
Concepts 1 and 3. The primary comments about Concept 1 (Four-Lane roadway) were that:

it is perceived as unsafe,
bicyclists and drivers sharing the roadway is a safety issue, and

it is seen as giving too much room for cars.

For Concept 3 (Full promenade), the main comments were that it:
it is perceived as increasing traffic in the area,
it could increase safety on the Upper Great Highway, and
it could decrease safety on surrounding streets requiring traffic calming.

More details about the survey are available in Appendix D.

PUBLIC PETITIONS
In response to the temporary promenade and planning efforts, the
Transportation Authority and other City partners received several petitions. These petitions
and their known number of signees are listed below. Related efforts were also organized,
including a protest and a rally.

Table 3-2. Great Highway Related Petitions

PETITIONS NUMBER OF SIGNATURES

Open the Great Highway

8,141 (as of 6/9/21)

Open the Upper Great Highway

626 (as of 6/9/21)

Great Highway Park

~4,600 (as of 6/18/21)

Save Kid Safe Great Walkway

318 (as of 6/9/21)
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CORRESPONDENCE FROM THE PUBLIC
Throughout the course of the study, the Transportation Authority received over 1,200
emails. The sentiments of emails we received are summarized in the table below.

Table 3-3. Great Highway Emails Received by Transportation Authority

SENTIMENT NUMBER OF EMAILS RECEIVED
In support of four-lane roadway 120

In support of full promenade 1,047

Other (questions, public records 39

requests, alternative concepts)
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Findings and Recommendations

FINDINGS
The study team finds that partial and full promenade concepts are feasible in the long-
term though each has tradeoffs between benefits, risks and costs.

Concept 3: Full Promenade/Complete Vehicle Closure
This concept has significant benefits of increased climate/change
resiliency, recreation/open space, increased well-being associated
with bicycle/pedestrian activity, and a more connected bicycle/
pedestrian network.

A full promenade also is a significant change that has different

impacts on different groups. Some Sunset residents adjacent to the
Upper Great Highway during the temporary closure to vehicles have
experienced significant impacts in terms of additional traffic on local
streets and speeding. Richmond residents have lost access to this
route to access the Peninsula. SFMTA has made substantial investments
in traffic calming on Outer Sunset streets. Further investment may be
needed based on ongoing monitoring.

From a network perspective, there is sufficient capacity to absorb
the diversion of traffic from the Upper Great Highway, with Sunset
Blvd able to absorb most of the diverted traffic. However, several
intersections would experience increased vehicle delays and
associated conflicts for all other modes.

While costs of mitigations and improvements to the Upper Great
Highway and adjacent areas are comparable to other concepits, this
concept is expected to require the highest level of costs for network
improvements to address the traffic diversion impacts (in the range of
$1.7 - $5.7M). There are also schedule risks associated with delivering
these improvements, due to the conceptual nature of these ideas and
better understanding needed of site conditions at these locations.

Concept 4: Timed Promenade
This concept provides the recreation/open space and bicycle/
pedestrian network benefits of the Full Promenade on a part-time basis
(two days a week in a weekend only promenade).
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While this concept would only be operating on a part-time basis,

it would still require significant improvements to other parts of the
network to address impacts of traffic diversion on the weekends.
These additional network improvements would cost in the range of
$1.3 - $5.4M, close to the range of additional improvements needed
for a Full Promenade. Decision-makers would have to consider if the
part-time benefits justify this potential cost.

A Timed Promenade may be more useful as an interim step prior to a
long-term decision to help alleviate traffic impacts that are expected in
the peak weekday commute periods.

Concept 5: Promenade/One-Way Roadway
With this concept, there are fewer traffic impacts on southern end
of the study area, but existing traffic issues would remain at Chain of
Lakes Drive.

There are some network improvements needed to address impact

of traffic diversion. These improvements would be in the range of
$0.4 - $2.4M, which is lower than the additional network improvement
costs that accompany a Full Promenade or a Timed Promenade.
Additional investment would be required at the intersections on each
end on the Upper Great Highway to facilitate the travel of southbound
vehicles on the current northbound lanes.

Prior to intersection alignment needed on the two ends, a one-way
southbound concept could be operable on the west side of roadway
where the southbound lanes currently operate. In the long-term, the
traffic should eventually be transferred to the existing northbound lanes
to the east to support the strategy of managed retreat of infrastructure
from the coast as outlined in the Ocean Beach Master Plan.

Our analysis focused on the activity and traffic levels consistent with pre-pandemic
levels. We believe this does a good job of representing the next several years

given relative stable traffic volumes in the Outer Sunset over time. However, the
timing of the return to these levels is uncertain given changing population,
employment, transit provision and telecommuting dynamics. One thing to note is that
Transportation Authority post-coviD scenario testing work indicates that even the most
dramatic changes to these factors is not likely to impact traffic volumes much on the
west side of town.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Considering the tradeoffs in our evaluation findings, staff recommends that a full
promenade (Concept 3) or Promenade/One-Way Roadway (Concept 5) be pursued in
the long-term, assuming availability of funding to implement associated traffic, transit
and safety mitigations and needed network improvements. We do not recommend
atimed promenade for the long term because it has nearly all of the costs of the full
promenade but only a portion of the potential benefits.

Through this evaluation, the project team has outlined the overall benefits and costs of
each of these concepts and a number of improvement ideas that can be considered as
short- and long-term decisions are made by RPD, SFMTA, and the Board of Supervisors.

Monitoring

Any closure will require both monitoring and further improvements. If the Upper Great
Highway remains closed as part of a pilot, we recommend monitoring several metrics
to help shape ongoing improvements and inform long-term decision-making:

Safety: Collision incidents and trends on streets associated with the
project Upper Great Highway, Lower Great Highway/La Playa, and
other adjacent streets.

Traffic: Volumes, delays, and vehicle queues issues at key
intersections and corridors where Upper Great Highway traffic is
expected to be diverted.

Transit: Performance of 29 Sunset, 28 19th Avenue and 18 46th
Avenue bus lines.

Parking: availability of parking for local and visitor use, and need for
time limit or price management.

We recommend identifying clear metrics and thresholds of performance to
determine if an interim closure is working or not and, if needed, that a pilot be re-
evaluated/re-designed as necessary in a timely way. Potential metrics would include:
crash/collision data, chronic increased traffic queueing (considering total person-
trips and not just vehicle trips for a given corridor, e.g. where HOV or bus priority
measures are in place), and transit travel time increases/delays on the Muni 28 and 29
lines, as well as public feedback.

Other issues

There is a separate effort by the city considering whether Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive
in Golden Gate Park should be closed to vehicles in the long-term. We expect this area,
especially at Chain of Lakes, to be impacted by traffic diversions from the Upper Great
Highway. The ideas for additional network improvements needed for potential Great
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Highway promenade/vehicle closure scenarios should be considered in tandem with
long-term decision-making for Martin Luther King, Jr Drive.

In addition, over the next few years, the 19th Avenue Combined City project will

be underway. This is a long-overdue investment to replace the aging roadway
infrastructure on Highway 1/ 19th Avenue and will include ongoing construction
through February 2023. While the project team expects most traffic to divert to other
routes, the small addition of traffic in combination with the reduction of lanes during
construction may cause further congestion and delay at key intersections on this
corridor. The construction team is monitoring traffic impacts of the project. If traffic
increases or changes in tandem with an Upper Great Highway pilot, this may call for
adjustments to signal timing/phasing and lane configuration.

NEXT STEPS
SFMTA and RPD will be considering the concepts, network improvement ideas, and
findings in this report and are developing an outreach process to gather more public
input for near-term design options for the Upper Great Highway. This effort began with
a joint hearing of the RPD Commission and SFMTA Board of Directors on June 10, 2021.
They will be conducting further analysis and collecting more community feedback to
prepare to propose a near-term recommendation by fall 2021.

Any near-term or long-term action on the Upper Great Highway would need to be
approved by the Board of Supervisors before it can be implemented.
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The project team examined the number of collision reports near the Upper Great
Highway and District 4 overall during the pandemic and in the years prior (January 2016
to December 2020). The source of this data is Transbase, the collision database managed
by the Department of Public Health that consolidates police and hospital records. These
represent any reported collision between any modes whether it be between two vehicles,
vehicles/pedestrians, vehicles/bicyclists, or bicyclists/pedestrians.

Great Highway Pre-COVID Collision Data (January 2016 - February 2020)

Table A-1. Collisions on Upper Great Highway , Lower Great Highway, and La Playa
(January 2016 - February 2020)

MONTHLY
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUuL AUG SEP oCT NOV DEC TOTAL AVERAGE
2016 1 1 2 2 3 1 2 1 13 1.1
2017 1 1 1 1 1 6 0.5
2018 1 1 2 0.5
2019 2 1 1 1 7 0.6
2020 1 1 2 1.0
Total 34
Table A-2. Collisions by Pedestrian Involvement
COLLISIONS
Crossing in Crosswalk at Intersection 3
Crossing Not in Crosswalk 1
In Road, Including Shoulder 3
No Pedestrian Involved 27
Total 34
Most incidents did not involve pedestrians.
Great Highway COVID Data (March - December 2020)
Table A-3. Collisions on Upper Great Highway , Lower Great Highway, and La Playa
(March 2020 - December 2020)
MONTHLY
MAR APR MAY JUNE JUuL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC TOTAL AVERAGE
2020 2 1 1 1 5 0.5

During the pandemic, collision data shows similar rates of incidents on Upper and
Lower Great Highway + La Playa as prior to the pandemic (about 1 every other month).

Even when excluding the early months of the pandemic when there was less traffic, the
monthly average was still 0.5 from July - December.
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Table A-4. covip Collisions by Pedestrian Involvement

COLLISIONS
Crossing Not in Crosswalk 1
In Road, Including Shoulder 1
No Pedestrian Involved 3
Total 5

Similar to pre-covib, most incidents did not involve pedestrians.

Other District 4 Streets Pre-COVID Collision Data
(January 2016 - February 2020)

Table A-5. Collisions on all other D4 streets
(excludes Upper and Lower Great Highway & La Playa)

MONTHLY
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP oCT NOV DEC TOTAL AVERAGE
2016 10 12 11 9 8 6 5 7 14 18 11 18 129 10.8
2017 8 15 13 10 12 11 11 7 9 14 7 13 130 10.8
2018 11 13 12 8 11 10 9 10 16 14 14 135 11.3
2019 15 8 13 16 12 13 4 7 10 16 9 7 130 10.8
2020 5 11 16 8.0
Total 540
Other District 4 Streets COVID Data (March - December 2020)
Table A-6. Collisions on all other D4 streets
(excludes Upper and Lower Great Highway & La Playa)
MONTHLY
MAR APR MAY JUNE JUL AUG SEP OoCT NOV DEC TOTAL AVERAGE
2020 7 3 4 4 7 6 5 11 6 14 67 6.7

Elsewhere in the district, rates of collisions were lower than the monthly averages of

recent years at 6.7 collisions per month. This could be attributed to a number of factors

such as a decrease in traffic due to the pandemic or the presence of Slow Streets.

When excluding the early months of the pandemic when there was less traffic, the
monthly collision average from July - December was still lower than past averages at
8.2 collisions per month.

San Francisco County Transportation Authority PAGE A-3



Appendix B:
Traffic analysis



GREAT HIGHWAY CONCEPTS EVALUATION REPORT JULY 2021

The project team conducted a microsimulation traffic analysis of the study area using
Transmodeler. Each simulation included 10 model runs to account for normal variation
in traffic levels and behaviors.

Complete data for three metrics is provided in this appendix:

Average delay per intersection (Table B-1) — these results include
results from a Highway Capacity Model (HCM) approach that does not
consider the interaction between intersections and the Transmodeler
(TSM) Simulation.

TSM Simulation delay estimates for each intersection approach
(Table B-2). Not all intersections have every approach, so some cells
are hatched out in the tables that follow.

Average longest queue by intersection approach (Table B-3). For
available approaches, this shows the average of the longest queue
across the 10 simulations runs. The longest queue is applied because
intersections sometimes have multiple lanes.

Data are provided for eight distinct model runs:

Existing Conditions — Great Highway Extension Open — this was used
to validate the model.

Baseline — Great Highway Extension Closed. All other scenarios are
compared to this baseline for analysis purposes.

Concept 3 — Upper Great Highway Full Closure.

Concept 3 — Variant 1 — Full Closure + More Traffic Diverted to Sunset.
For this scenario, 95 percent of the traffic that was diverted to local
streets under Concept 3 was reassigned to the Sunset to evaluate any
additional impact on Sunset Blvd.

Concept 3 — Variant 2 — Full Closure + MLK Jr. Dr also Closed. For this
scenario, MLK Jr. Dr was closed from Sunset Blvd to Lincoln Way.

Concept 3 with Improvements — Upper Great Highway Closed.
Improvements in this scenario included

Signalizing intersections at Lincoln Way and Chain of Lakes, MLK Jr.
Dr and Chain of Lakes, and MLK Jr. Dr and Sunset Blvd

Restricting left turns from Lincoln Way to Chain of Lakes or 41st Ave.

Consolidating the intersection at Lake Merced Blvd and Skyline Blvd
and adding an additional turn lane
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Concept 3 — Variant 2, with Improvements — Full Closure + MLK Jr. Dr
also closed. Improvements in this scenario included:

Signalizing intersections at Lincoln Way and Chain of Lakes

Increasing signal time at 36th Ave and Lincoln and striping an
additional left turn lane

Consolidating the intersection at Lake Merced Blvd and Skyline Blvd
and adding an additional turn lane

Concept 5 — One Way Closure

For all scenarios, traffic volumes were derived from SF-CHAMP highway assignments that
redistributed vehicles to the network based on removals of network links, specifically
the Great Highway Extension (for baseline), the Upper Great Highway (for most
Concept 3 scenarios), MLK Jr. Dr (for the Concept 3 variants that also remove MLK Jr.
Dr), and just the northbound direction of the Upper Great Highway (for Concept 5)

San Francisco County Transportation Authority PAGE B-3



GREAT HIGHWAY CONCEPTS EVALUATION REPORT

Table B-1. Level of Service Results — Intersection Level

JULY 2021

EXISTING CONDITION BASELINE CONCEPT 3 CONCEPT 3 - VARIANT 1 | CONCEPT 3 - VARIANT 2 CONCEPT 3 CONCEPT 3 - VARIANT 2 CONCEPT 5
. . . . . Py o " I
CORRIDOR @ INTERSECTION sreat ngig':ae)l; Extension sreat nggl‘zg: xiension Uppe;u?lr(e:?:sll::rgehway MoreF::L::f:zs:;‘;unset ME;"J:: I[‘)’rs:::?)sed UpperI(I:Ir:;cl,-l\ilgEth:yN(.:rks)sed Full CI(I)::II:EI:ON‘I,LE(Tr.E [I)“r.lt-:lsosed I T (OO
OVERALL INTERSECTION LOS
HCM TSM SIMULATION HCM TSM SIMULATION HCM TSM SIMULATION HCM TSM SIMULATION HCM TSM SIMULATION HCM TSM SIMULATION HCM TSM SIMULATION HCM TSM SIMULATION
LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
Lincoln @ ) ’
Upper Great Highway Signalized B 15.3 B 13.1 B 14.8 B 12.6 B 131 A 95
Lincoln @ MLK AWSC A 9.6 B 12.1 A 9.3 B 11.8 A 9.5 B 10.9 A 9.6 B 11.5 B 12.4 B 14.2 B 12.5 C 18.4 A 9.6 B 13.7 A 9.5 B 11.3
Sloat @ Upper . .
Great Highway Signalized D 38.4 C 24.8
Sloat @ Skyline AWSC* * B 12.9 C 225 C 21.5 B 18.7 C 20.4 B 11.9 C 29.0 B 12.3 C 20.4 B 11.9 C 20.6 B 13.9 B 14.9 B 15.9 C 21.0 B 16.7
Sloat @ 36th TWSC A 0.3 A 0.3 A 0.2 A 0.2 A 0.2 A 0.2 A 0.2 A 0.2
Sunset NB Entrance
Sloat @ 37th
Sunset SB Exit TWSC A 2.7 A 3.0 A 6.6 A 55 A 5.5 A 9.1 A 3.3 B 12.4
Partial
Yorba @ 37th A 2.5 A 2.6 A 2.6 A 2.6 A 2.6 A 2.6 A 2.6 A 2.5
AWSC
Yorba @ Sunset Signalized A 71 A 5.7 A 7.3 A 6.2 A 8.5 A 8.0 A 9.1 D 41.0* A 8.5 A 7.8 A 8.5 A 8.1 A 9.1 A 9.1 A 7.7 A 7.8
Partial
Yorba @ 36th A 6.0 A 6.2 A 7.2 A 6.8 A 71 A 6.6 A 7.2 A 6.9
AWSC
Skyline @ .
Great Highway Extension AWSC ¢ 180
Skyline @ . . n
Lake Merced (South) Signalized C 29.3 C 225 D 38.4 D 35.8
MLK @ Chain of Lakes AWSC C 24.7 D 47.7 C 44.4
Lincoln @ 41st AWSC B 123 C 220 | B 122 | D 417 | C 240
Chain of Lakes
Lincoln @ 37th Signalized A 6.8 A 5.9 A 7.2 A 6.2 A 10.0 A 6.0 C 20.1 A 5.8 C 27.4 A 6.2 B 13.9 A 5.9 C 20.1 B 11.5 A 6.7 A 5.2
Lincoln @ 36th Signalized A 73 A 4.3 A 7.9 A 4.7 A 9.9
MLK @ Sunset AWSC B 111 C 19.4 B 11.4 C 17.1 C 18.7
MLK @ Crossover/19th Signalized B 18.6 C 29.2 B 19.4 D 45.5% C 20.4
Lincoln @ 19th Signalized D 40.9 B 18.0 D 43.0 B 19.2 D 45.9 C 27.5 D 45.9 C 26.5 D 47.0 C 25.9 D 47.0 C 27.8 D 45.9 C 25.8 D 43.5 C 27.0
Sloat @ 19th Signalized D 44.0 D 44.4 D 45.4 D 53.0 D 46.2 D 53.9 D 46.2 D 49.9 D 46.2 D 53.4 D 46.2 E 56.6 D 46.2 E 57.0 D 458 D 50.4

Delay reported in seconds/vehicle
All TransModeler LOS results are an average of 10 unique simulation runs

San Francisco County Transportation Authority

*  TransModeler LOS results impacted by intersection queue spillback
** Sloat @ Skyline is signalized in No Project and All Alternatives Analyses
*** Skyline @ Great Highway Ext is TWSC in No Project and All Alternatives Analyses

N

Insufficient volume for accurate analysis in Existing Condition and No Project
AN V/C exceed 1.0 on all approaches in HCM Analysis
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Table B-2. Delay Estimate by Intersection Approach

J

ULY 2021

EXISTING CONDITION BASELINE CONCEPT 3 CONCEPT 3 - VARIANT 1 | CONCEPT 3 - VARIANT 2 CONCEPT 3 CONCEPT 3 - VARIANT 2 CONCEPT 5
CORRIDOR @ INTERSECTION Great Highway Extension Great Highway Extension Upper Great Highway Full Closure + Full Closure + + IMPROVEMENTS + IMPROVEMENTS O W Gleeie
TSM LOS BY MOVEMENT Open Closed Full Closure More Traffic on Sunset MLK Jr. Dr Closed Upper Great Highway Closed | Full Closure + MLK Jr. Dr Closed Y
EB NB SB WB EB NB SB WB EB NB SB wB EB NB SB wB EB NB SB WB EB NB SB WB EB NB SB WB EB NB SB WB
Lincoln @ ) .
B 126 |B 12,6 |B 16.2 B 119 |B 121 |B 165 A 89 |B 116
Upper Great Highway Signalized
Lincoln @ MLK AWSC 105 |[A 87 |A 94 |C 179 |B 106 |[A 87 |A 92 |C 180 |A 9 |A 88 |A 91 |C 176 |A 95 |B 107 |A 92 |C 179 |B 128 |B 144 |C 17 |C 160 |A 95 |A 88 |B 12 |C 246 |C 150 |C 169 C 244 |A 96 |A 92 |A 91 |C 180
Sloat @ Upper ) )
50.4 |[C 264 |C 245 |B 186
Great Highway Signalized
Sloat @ Skyline AWSC* * 177 |C 184 D 339 (Cc 273 |A 83 C 312 |C 249 |A 19 C 309 |c 303 |A 14 c 309 (|c 25 |A 19 ¢ 307 |D 384 |A 96 B 168 [C 213 |A 6.0 D 357 (|C 275 |A 37 Cc 306
Sloat @ 36th
A 89 A 82 A 79 A 78 A 78 A 80 A 79 A 82
Sunset NB Entrance Twse
Sloat@37th. TWSC A 95 |B 133 C 192 |B 114 B 109 B 124 PN B 10.8 D 279 |B 109 F 99.7 [EREVE] B 10.7
Sunset SB Exit
Yorba @ 37th Fr\'/\r/ts'gl 68 |A 71 |A 67 A 70 |A 72 |A 71 A 70 |[A 71 |A 66 A 67 |A 67 |A 67 A 66 |A 72 |A 71 A 68 |[A 72 |A 66 A 63 |A 72 |A 71 A 68 |[A 69 |A 69
Yorba @ Sunset Signalized 194 |[A 59 |A 38 |C 213 |B 179 |[A 68 |A 41 |C 238 |C 231 |A 94 |A 56 |C 255 |C 246 |B 149 Manld | C 261 |C 234 |A 91 [C 259 |A 54 |C 260 |B 111 |A 62 |C 256 |C 224 |A 97 |A 56 |C 247 B 19 |A 96 |C 244 |A 42
Yorba @ 36th ZE:/\:EZI A 98 |A 72 |A 70 A 97 |A 65 |A 69 B 108 |A 57 |A 83 B 102 |[A 66 |A 78 B 106 |[A 58 |A 76 B 107 |[A 64 |A 77 A 100 |[A 59 |A 81 B 104 |[A 63 |A 79
Skyline @
. . AWSC* ** X F 1355 F 329.7 C 148 |C 216 C 165 |C 25.0 C 155 |C 222 C 16 |C 242 C 155 |C 247 C 157 |C 24.2 c 178 |C 181
Great Highway Extension
Skyline @ ) )
| N
Lake Merced (South) Signalized
MLK @ Chain of Lakes AWSC 145 |B 11.6 [EEXE D 289 |C 180 |B 127
me.oln@4lst AWSC 16,1 |B 117 |D 256 [C 201 |C 165 |B 122 2461 F 448.7
Chain of Lakes
Lincoln @ 37th Signalized 8.2 A 43 [A 83
Lincoln @ 36th Signalized 09 |A 65 A 57 [A 10 |A 65
MLK @ Sunset AWSC 112 |C 1538 D 284 (B 115 |C 156
MLK @ Crossover/19th Signalized 542 |A 24 |D 365 [IAULYE D 488 (A 24 259.6 F 272.8
Lincoln @ 19th Signalized 294 |C 200 |A 64 |C 325|C 291 |C 228
Sloat @ 19th Signalized LEEN ¢ 306 |C 280 [D 459 [Ma¥LyAN c 319 163.7 Kollcr ¥} 140.3 Kellcr ) 0N ¢ 322 |C 317 |D 462 [MAREREN C 321 [C 306 |D 465 C 295 |D 464

Delay reported in seconds/vehicle
All TransModeler LOS results are an average of 10 unique simulation runs

San Francisco County Transportation Authority

** Sloat @ Skyline is signalized in No Project and All Alternatives Analyses
*** Skyline @ Great Highway Ext is TWSC in No Project and All Alternatives Analyses

A Insufficient volume for accurate analysis in Existing Condition and No Project
AN V/C exceed 1.0 on all approaches in HCM Analysis
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Table B-3. Queues by Intersection Approach

JULY 2021

EXISTING CONDITION B.ASELINE ) CONCEP'I:3 CONCEPT 3 - VARIANT 1 CONCEPT 3 - VARIANT 2 CONCEPT 3 CONCEPT 3 - VARIANT 2 + CONCEPT 5

CORRIDOR @ e e S Great Highway Extension Upper Great Highway Full Closure + Full Closure + + IMPROVEMENTS IMPROVEMENTS One Wav Closure
INTERSECTION v P Closed Full Closure More Traffic on Sunset MLK Jr. Dr Closed Upper Great Highway Closed Full Closure + MLK Jr. Dr Closed Y
QUEUE LENGTHS AVG. QUEUE (LONGEST SPILLBACK) (FT) | AVG. QUEUE (LONGEST SPILLBACK) (FT) | AVG.QUEUE (LONGEST SPILLBACK) (FT) | AVG.QUEUE (LONGEST SPILLBACK) (FT) | AVG.QUEUE (LONGEST SPILLBACK) (FT) | AVG.QUEUE (LONGEST SPILLBACK) (FT) | AVG.QUEUE (LONGEST SPILLBACK) (FT) | AVG.QUEUE (LONGEST SPILLBACK) (FT)

EB NB SB WB EB NB SB WB EB NB SB WB EB NB SB WB EB NB SB WB EB NB SB WB EB NB SB wB EB NB SB WB
Lincoln @
Upper Great Highway 23.1 36.8 19.7 22.6 35.3 17.2
Lincoln @ MLK 15.1 5.4 5.8 8.4 14.6 7.1 6.2 7.6 8.4 12.2 3.9 5.3 15.0 10.2 4.6 6.2 38.7 36.1 8.8 50.1 44.3 42.2 15 8 10 23 11 13 4 7
Sloat @ Upper
Great Highway 12.5 35.6 75.8 19.2
Sloat @ Skyline 23.6 | 207.2 60.0 49.4 59.7 45.8 40.8 10.5 46.0 44.3 7.0 42.6 41.9 10.1 43.4 36.1 44.3 50.8 49 45 21 51 27 43
Sloat @ 36th
Sunset NB Entrance 2.2 2.0 1.7 1.8 1.7 2.0 2 3
Sloat @ 37th . 13.9 19.0 27.2 15.1 1113 | 124 79.7 17.6 86.0 15 184.1 | 16.5 41 15 287 14
Sunset SB Exit
Yorba @ 37th 0.5 2.3 0.6 0.6 2.3 0.6 0.5 1.7 0.5 0.6 1.7 0.4 0.4 1.8 0.4 0.5 1.5 0.7 0 2 0] 0 2 0
Yorba @ Sunset 2.4 22.5 14.8 241 1.8 26.1 16.0 23.3 2.8 45.4 255 31.2 3 56.3 | 654.3 | 26.7 2.7 33.3 24.7 27.6 3.1 44.4 29.3 25.1 4 53 27 34 3 40 17 27
Yorba @ 36th 8.4 0.1 0.4 7.7 0.2 0.2 8.8 0.1 0.0 8.2 0.1 0.3 10.2 0.1 0.3 8.6 0.1 0.4 10 0 0 10 0 0
Skyline @
Great Highway Extension 32 534.2 [
Skyline @

899.8 | 14.8 | 136.3 1552.6| 5.3 148.7 1059.1 | 15.4 | 145.7 136.3 | 53.4 | 116.6 152 43 152
Lake Merced (South)
MLK @ Chain of Lakes 8.7 13.9 |1081.9 | 103.2 | 13.0 19.0 |1123.2 | 206.7 |[1130.6 | 152.6 |1200.8 [1326.2 |1372.3 | 112.6 |1202.7 |1346.4 289 53 184 68 9 149 1136 | 1273
Lincoln @ 41st
Chain of Lakes 21.7 8.5 133.1 | 375 25.0 9.8 143.6 | 40.1 30.6 17.7 236 559.6 | 94.9 13.5 | 2949 |1082.2 (1492.6| 9.2 730.3 | 15174 | 37.2 71.1 49.2 82 34 127 29 19 154 568
Lincoln @ 37th 18.5 18.7 20.5 29.4 25.7 28.6 27.3 2141 | 401 553.2 | 44.8 33.0 128 23 17 26
Lincoln @ 36th 3.0 6.5 15.4 2.8 9.3 16.1 1.9 22.3 18.4 2 303.4 426.1 2.7 620.6 2276.4| 49 54.0 40.3 5 38 18 3 23 13
MLK @ Sunset 11.9 20.7 88.6 11.9 21.2 67.1 28.8 | 746.9 7994 | 124 | 684.3 1028.8 25 77 31 14 677 377
MLK @ Crossover/19th 64.7 219 | 1104 | 98.1 52.2 21.8 | 1915 | 197.3 57.3 241 | 4372 | 128.1 | 58.8 24.2 423 126.3 | 248.2 | 245 496 145 40.0 26.4 | 573.8 | 165.3 107 23 405 165 68 26 495 124
Lincoln @ 19th 78.2 | 1148 | 68.3 | 109.8 | 82.4 | 143.6 77.1 1111 | 80.3 | 196.1 | 1173 | 256.2 | 73.6 | 163.1 | 125.2 | 253.4 | 60.7 | 1845 | 1471 | 2435 | 83.6 | 265.2 | 158.8 | 1875 89 187 94 195 84 214 127 220
Sloat @ 19th 383.0 | 148.8 | 213.9 | 93.9 | 518.0 | 165.2 | 250.1 | 104.5 | 579.4 179 250.8 | 98.5 | 504.9 | 1711 242 103.7 | 551.2 | 161.3 | 236.6 | 102.9 | 582.6 | 161.1 | 238.3 | 105.0 582 168 266 101 487 175 239 99
A Insufficient volume for accurate analysis in Existing Condition and No Project

San Francisco County Transportation Authority PAGE B-6



Appendix C:
Cost Estimates
for Baseline
and Upper
Great Highway
Improvements



GREAT HIGHWAY CONCEPTS EVALUATION REPORT JULY 2021

This appendix provides more detail on the estimated order of magnitude costs for
capital costs and operating/maintenance costs of each concept being considered in
the Great Highway Evaluation. The capital costs covered in this appendix are related to
baseline improvements that are needed regardless of any future change to the Upper
Great Highway and Upper Great Highway improvements needed on the roadway itself,
immediately adjacent streets and streets on the approach to the Upper Great Highway.

Cost assumptions

To compare costs across alternative concepts, staff first identified the necessary capital
investments that each would necessitate. As the purpose of this cost assessment is to
estimate order of magnitude costs for the purposes of comparisons across alternatives,
such capital improvements were identified at a fairly high level.

Capital costs
Traffic signal replacements
Roadway reconstruction (Concept 2 only)
Intersection upgrade at Sloat & Upper Great Highway
Intersection change at Lincoln & Upper Great Highway
Traffic Management tools (traffic diverters, delineators, safe hit posts,

speed tables, speed cushions, stop signs etc.)

These capital improvements, such as new traffic signals, would require maintenance

over time, as would existing elements of the Great Highway, such as the road surface. In
addition, due to the location and unique nature of the Great Highway, there are particular
operational costs that likely vary across concepts. Italicized costs with an asterisk (*) are
required costs whose amounts do not vary for each of the concepts. They are included

in each of the concept cost tables to show that they are actual costs, but they are colored
with a gray background to show that they are static across concepts.

Operating & maintenance costs

Signal maintenance Trash removal*

Roadway maintenance Gardening & litter clean-up
Structural maintenance* Median landscaping

Street sweeping* Restroom maintenance
Sand clearing* Security
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Profiles of Concepts

In order to itemize and compare costs across concepts for the Great Highway, these
capital and maintenance costs are profiled below in snapshots. An infographic
accompanies each concept to showcase the differences in a cross-section, and a
summary of highlights the distinguishing costs of each.

Concept 1: Four-Lane Roadway

This concept returns the Upper Great Highway to its pre-covip-19 state in 2019, when all
lanes of the highway were open to vehicular traffic. There are no additional operational
costs as found in other concepts. The significant capital costs are the planned
replacement of 8 traffic signals from Vicente to Lincoln, and an intersection upgrade

at Sloat/Upper Great Highway as part of the South Ocean Beach Climate Adaptation
Project. The maintenance costs of Concept 1 reflect conditions prior to covip-19.

ITEM DESCRIPTION COST
CAPITAL (ONE TIME)
Traffic signal replacements 8 deteriorating signals replaced with new signals along Upper Great Highway from Vicente to Lincoln $2.5M
Isqgf/elf;?:r l:apri;id:ig@f\way Signal upgrade and civil work at Sloat/ Upper Great Highway previously planned for all lanes open to vehicular traffic $2M
ILT;?:reCC%trZ)ant T_:Zr?vgvzy@uncom/ Not necessary for this concept — uses not changing N/A
Roadway reconstruction Not necessary for this concept — uses not changing N/A
2021 Traffic Calming Strategy 2021 package approved for installation: 24 speed cushions, 1 speed table, 12 stop signs, 6 changeable message signs $0.5M
TOTAL CAPITAL $5M
OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE (ANNUALIZED)
Roadway maintenance K o e s n ol s 2 ey et $200k
Signal maintenance Estimated annual signal maintenance cost x 9 signals $45k
Structural maintenance Assorted task orders to maintain parks infrastructure $93k
Street sweeping Nightly cost to street sweep this length of Great Highway x 260 weeknights a year $255k
Sand clearing Recommended annual cost projection for DPW to remove sand from street and promenade through BSSR unit $230k
Median landscaping DPW estimated annual cost cutting back ice plant $29k
Restrooms/custodial 2019 costs to Rec & Parks to maintain restrooms by Upper Great Highway $103k
Recology trash removal Regular collection of trash bins by Recology $100k
Gardening/litter removal 2019 collection of additional litter beyond regular garbage collection by Rec & Parks plus gardening, in staffing time $446k
Security No need for park rangers N/A
TOTAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE (annualized) $1.5M
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Concept 2: Promenade / Two-Way Roadway

B
-lﬁ

This concept reflects the most drastic transformation of the roadway, requiring significant

civil engineering work across the full extent of the Upper Great Highway. That roadway
reconstruction as estimated adds millions in capital costs — making Concept 2 the most
expensive. The gateway intersections at Lincoln and at Sloat will also need to change, and
traffic signals will need to be replaced. Though the annual roadway repair costs should
be reduced as only half the lanes will be used by vehicles (and landscaping costs will

be eliminated with the removal of the median), there are likely increases in the costs of
restroom maintenance, litter removal, and security due to increased recreational use.

ITEM DESCRIPTION COST

CAPITAL (ONE-TIME)

Traffic signal replacements 8 deteriorating signals replaced with new signals along Upper Great Highway from Vincente to Lincoln $2.5M

Intersection upgrade @ . o . »

Sloat/Upper Great Highway Signal upgrade, with signals aligned to new lane uses, and civil work $2M

Intersection change @ Lincoln/ . . ) .

Upper Great Highway Civil changes to curb and bike/ped path accommodation $2M

Roadway reconstruction Civil engineering work to widen roadwa‘y,l reduce median, reconstruct $15.6M
curbs to create new travel lanes and divider

2021 Traffic Calming Strategy 2021 package approved for installation: 24 speed cushions, 1 speed $0.5M
table, 12 stop signs, 6 changeable message signs

Additional Traffic 5 Guidance signs, 2 Changeable Messages Signs, 6 speed humps/ $0.156M

Mitigation Measures tables, 2 turn restrictions, 2 Painted Safety Zones ’
TOTAL CAPITAL $22.8M

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE (ANNUALIZED)

Roadway maintenance Or'de'r of magm_tude estimate for 15—bl.ock length of roadwgy maintenance — involving $100k
grinding & paving and necessary repairs — on annual basis for 1 roadway segment

Signal maintenance Estimated annual signal maintenance cost x 9 signals $45k

Structural maintenance Assorted task orders to maintain parks infrastructure $93k

Street sweeping Nightly cost to street sweep this length of Great Highway x 260 weeknights a year $255k

. Recommended annual cost projection for DPW to remove sand

Sand clearing from street and promenade through BSSR unit $230k

Median landscaping No longer median to maintain N/A

Restrooms/custodial Projected costs to Rec & Parks to maintain restrooms $120k

Recology trash removal Regular collection of trash bins by Recology $100k

) . Projected costs of additional litter removal beyond regular garbage

Gardening/litter removal collection by Rec & Parks staff plus gardening $530k

Security Park Ranger presence, between 2019 and 2020 levels $22k
TOTAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE (annualized) $1.5M
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Concept 3: Full Promenade

This concept represents a condition where all lanes allow bicyclists and pedestrians

full access to all lanes of the roadway in a car-free environment. Capital costs include
civil work at both the intersections at Sloat and Lincoln, which would probably still
require traffic signals. The seven traffic signals between these intersections could be

removed, however, which represents a one-time cost but is less than full replacement

and reduces the ongoing maintenance costs. Concept 3 also nearly eliminates the

need for near-term roadway repair due to the absence of vehicles. The Full Promenade

is expected would lead to the highest volumes of bicycle and pedestrian use, and this

would result in higher security, litter, and restroom operational costs.

ITEM DESCRIPTION COST

CAPITAL (ONE-TIME)

Traffic signal removal One-time removal of 7 Upper Great Highway signals between Lincoln & Sloat $1.5M

Intersection upgrade @ . S

Sloat/Upper Great Highway Civil changes and potential signal replacement $1.9M

Intersection change @Lincoln/ Lo

Upper Great Highway Civil improvements $1.5M

Roadway reconstruction Not necessary for this concept — roadway not changing N/A

) . 2021 package approved for installation: 24 speed cushions, 1 speed

2021 Traffic Calming Strategy table, 12 stop signs, 6 changeable message signs $0.5M

Additional Traffic 7 Guidance signs, 4 Changeable Messages Signs, 6 speed humps/ $0.196M

Mitigation Measures tables, 5 turn restrictions, 5 Painted Safety Zones ’
TOTAL CAPITAL $5.6M

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE (ANNUALIZED)

Roadway maintenance Estimated annual cost for occasional roadway paving

y and graffiti abatement on roadway signage $20k

Signal maintenance Estimated annual signal maintenance cost x 2 signals $10k

Structural maintenance Assorted task orders to maintain parks infrastructure $93k

Street sweeping Nightly cost to street sweep this length of Great Highway x 260 weeknights a year $255Kk

) Recommended annual cost projection for DPW to remove sand
Sand clearing from street and promenade through BSSR unit $230k
Median landscaping DPW estimated annual cost cutting back ice plant $29k
. Projected annual costs to Rec & Parks to maintain restrooms
Restrooms/custodial based on 2020 staffing figures during full promenade $145k
Recology trash removal Regular collection of trash bins by Recology $100k
) . Costs of litter removal beyond regular garbage collection by Rec

Gardening/litter removal & Parks staff plus gardening based on 2020 needs $656k

Security Park Ranger presence based on 2020 needs $55k
TOTAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE (annualized) $1.6M
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Concept 4: Timed Promenade

Concept 4 proposes a car-free promenade on weekends, and four-lane roadway for

vehicles on weekdays. It will still require the previously planned replacement of eight
deteriorating traffic signals with new signals, and scoped changes to the Sloat/Upper
Great Highway intersection. The maintenance costs are significant, reflecting the need
to repair and maintain the entire roadway for vehicle use. The existence of a promenade
on weekends will increase recreational activity and therefore increase costs of restroom
maintenance, litter removal, and security. Concept 4 has the added staffing costs related
to opening and closing the roadway every weekend, as well as enlisting Parking Control
Officers (PCOs) to help manage/guide traffic for the initial launch of this scenario.

ITEM DESCRIPTION COST
CAPITAL (ONE-TIME)
Traffic signal replacements 8 deteriorating signals replaced with new signals along Upper Great Highway from Vincente to Lincoln $2.5M
E];Zr:fgtrigzt L;:g;a;iaey@swat/ Signal upgrade and civil work at Sloat/Upper Great Highway previously planned for all lanes open to vehicular traffic $2M
Eé‘z)r:fgrizgtmzzieay@uncom/ Not necessary for this concept — all lanes still used for vehicles N/A
Roadway reconstruction Not necessary for this concept — roadway not changing N/A
2021 Traffic Calming Strategy 2021 package approved for installation: 24 speed cushions, 1 speed table, 12 stop signs, 6 changeable message signs $0.5M
Additional Traffic Mitigation Measures 7 Guidance signs, 4 Changeable Messages Signs, 6 speed humps/tables, 3 turn restrictions, 3 Painted Safety Zones $0.175M
TOTAL CAPITAL $5.2 M
OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE (ANNUALIZED)
Signal maintenance Estimated annual signal maintenance cost x 9 signals $45k
Structural maintenance Assorted task orders to maintain parks infrastructure $93Kk
Intersection opening/closure Projected staff cost to open & close roadway 52 weekends $13k
PCO initial oversight Parking Control Officer staffing closures both days of the weekends $457.6k
Street sweeping Nightly cost to street sweep this length of Great Highway x 260 weeknights a year $255k
Sand clearing Recommended annual cost projection for DPW to remove sand from street and promenade through BSSR unit $230k
Median landscaping DPW estimated annual cost cutting back ice plant $29k
Restroom maintenance Estimated costs to Rec & Parks to maintain restrooms $119k
Recology trash removal Regular collection of trash bins by Recology $100k
Gortnng - sl up AR s e e it o s s
Security Park Ranger presence $2.1k
TOTAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE (annualized) $2.1 M
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Concept 5: Promenade / One-Way Roadway

Though this concept may operationally differ only slightly from Concept 2, it presents
significant cost differences by avoiding reconstruction of the roadway. In addition

to new traffic signals and an upgraded Sloat/Upper Great Highway intersection, this
concept will require one-time civil work at the Lincoln/Upper Great Highway to address
the new uses of the SB lanes. Concept 5 will similarly experience increases in the costs
of restroom maintenance, litter removal, and security due to increased recreational use,
which might be offset by the reduction in annual roadway repair costs.

ITEM DESCRIPTION COST
CAPITAL (ONE-TIME)
- 8 deteriorating signals replaced with new signals along

Traffic signal replacements Upper Great Highway from Vincente to Lincoln $2.5M

Intersection upgrade @ . S . -

Sloat/Upper Great Highway Signal upgrade, with signals aligned to new lane uses, and civil work $2M

Intersection change @Lincoln/ . .

Upper Great Highway Civil work to align SB approaches to current NB segment $1.5M

Roadway reconstruction No roadway re-engineering necessary if maintaining NB as is N/A

2021 Traffic Calming Strategy 2021 package a}pproved for installation: 24 sp_eed cushions, 1 speed $0.5M
table, 12 stop signs, 6 changeable message signs

Additional Traffic 2 Guidance signs, 2 Changeable Messages Signs, 4 speed humps/ $0.114M

Mitigation Measures tables, 1 turn restriction, 2 Painted Safety Zones ’
TOTAL CAPITAL $6.6M

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE (ANNUALIZED)

Roadway maintenance Or_delf of magnl_tude estimate for 15—b|_ock length of roadwgy maintenance — involving $100k
grinding & paving and necessary repairs — on annual basis for 1 roadway segment

Signal maintenance Estimated annual signal maintenance cost x 9 signals $45k

Structural maintenance Assorted task orders to maintain parks infrastructure $93k

Street sweeping Nightly cost to street sweep this length of Great Highway x 260 weeknights a year $255k

) Recommended annual cost projection for DPW to remove sand

Sand clearing from street and promenade through BSSR unit $230k

Median landscaping DPW estimated annual cost cutting back ice plant $29k

Restrooms/custodial Projected costs to Rec & Parks to maintain restrooms $120k

Recology trash removal Regular collection of trash bins by Recology $100k

) . Projected costs of additional litter removal beyond regular garbage

Gardening/litter removal collection by Rec & Parks staff plus gardening $530k

Security Park Ranger presence, between 2019 and 2020 levels $22k
TOTAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE (annualized) $1.5M
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This appendix summarizes the responses received from the D4 Mobility Study Great

Highway public survey that was open from December 6, 2020 - January 10, 2021. A

copy of the survey is attached to this appendix. We received a total of 3,089 responses

to the survey. This analyzes the geographic distribution of responses, priorities of

respondents, and preferred scenarios. This memo will focus on feedback regarding

scenarios 1 and 3, as they received the greatest interest.

Key Findings

The highest number of respondents cited a full promenade as their

preferred scenario, with 53% of total respondents.

Returning to a four-lane highway was second most cited preference,

with 21% of responses.

95.3% of respondents were residents of San Francisco.

Residents of San Mateo County and Alameda County had the second
highest amount of responses in the region, with 70 and 73 respectively.

When asked their priorities for the Upper Great Highway, respondents
highest priority was bicycle and pedestrian access, followed by
community benefit/recreation, vehicle access, and bicycle and
pedestrian safety.

The primary comments and concerns about Concept 1 (Four-Lane
roadway) were that it was seen as unsafe, asking drivers to share the
roadway was an issue, and that it gives too much room for cars.

For Concept 3 (Full promenade), the main concerns were increased
traffic in the area due to closure, safety, and the need for traffic calming

on surrounding streets.

Table D-1. Total Concept Preferences

SUNSET OTHER SAN
ALL PARTICIPANTS (04116, 94122 z1p  OUTER RICHMOND FRANCISCO
(94121 ZIP CODE)
CODES) RESIDENTS
% OF OUTER
% OF ALL % OF SUNSET % OF OTHER
TOTAL | parTicipanTs  TOTAL | RESIDENTS JOIAL :::;':[')‘"Em[s’ TOTAL | ok RESIDENTS

Concept 1: Four-Lane Roadway 838 21% 292 22% 328 52% 197 11%
Concept 2: Promenade/Two-Way Roadway 380 10% 89 7% 62 10% 202 11%
Concept 3: Full Promenade 2,117 53% 692 52% 141 22% 1172 64%
Concept 4: Timed Promenade 533 13% 200 15% 82 13% 228 12%
None Stated 121 3% 51 4% 23 4% 38 2%

TOTALS 3,989 1,324 636 1,837

San Francisco County Transportation Authority PAGE D-2



GREAT HIGHWAY CONCEPTS EVALUATION REPORT JULY 2021

Zip Code Analysis

During our survey period we received 3,989 responses from various parts of

San Francisco, the Bay Area, and onward. Of the total responses 95.3% were residents
of San Francisco. About 33% of the total respondents were residents of the Sunset,
while 16% were residents of the Outer Richmond. These two neighborhoods are
located nearest to the Upper Great Highway. About 52% of residents of the Sunset
expressed support for Concept 3 (Full Promenade), while 52% of Outer Richmond
residents support Concept 1 (Four-Lane Roadway).

Figure D-1. San Francisco Survey Respondents by Zip Code
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Figure D-2. Total Respondents in the Bay Area by County
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Priorities

As part of the survey, we asked residents about their priorities for the Upper Great
Highway and the surrounding neighborhood. The residents identified a variety of
topics including access, safety, parking and enforcement. After coding their feedback,
we identified the following themes in order of highest to lowest total mentions. The
most common priority shown in the responses was bicycle and pedestrian access,
then community benefit and recreation, vehicle access, bike and pedestrian safety,
and traffic management. Other topics mentioned include the following: Business/
economics, Transit, Parking, Enforcement , ADA, and Wayfinding.

Figure D-3. Respondents’ Priorities for Upper Great Highway and Surrounding Neighborhood

BIKE AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS
2289

COMMUNITY BENEFIT/RECREATION
19
201
822

677

VEHICLE ACCESS
BIKE AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY
TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT

ROADWAY SAFETY
279

ENVIRONMENT/CLIMATE ADAPTATION
263

IMPROVEMENTS
133

Note: Many comments were coded as having multiple priorities, while some only mentioned a single priority. The data
above contains some overlap where some comments fall into multiple categories.

Bike and Pedestrian Access (2,289)

The most common priority amongst respondents was bicycle and pedestrian access,
totaling 2,289 mentions. Overall, the majority of responses were in favor of continuing
bicycle and pedestrian access on the Upper Great Highway. Included in these responses
were the desire for a partial closer and weekend closure however, the overwhelming
sentiment was support for permanent closure of the Upper Great Highway.

Community Benefit/Recreation (919)

The second largest theme that respondents mentioned was community benefit

and recreation. This category encompasses all mentions of positive impact of the
closure on the community. The most salient themes being the health benefits of the
closure, the opportunity for families to recreate openly, and expansion of the city's
open space network.
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Vehicle Access (901)

The third highest category was vehicle access. The idea shared within these responses
remained consistent — advocating for vehicle access for various reasons including traffic
overflow onto residential street, convenience of the Upper Great Highway, and general
safety on the surrounding streets. The most common concern was the rerouting of
traffic through residential neighborhoods, which has increased concerns of safety for
those who live in the area.

Bike and Pedestrian Safety (822)

Bicycle and pedestrian safety was also mentioned a total of 822 times. The majority of
responses mentioned feeling they had a safe place to walk, bike, and recreate now that
the Great Highway is closed. There was also a considerable amount of concern over
safety on residential streets now that traffic has been diverted.

Traffic Management (677)

Traffic management was also a key concern in the responses, with a total of 677
mentions. Key concerns mentioned were the need for the Upper Great Highway to be
open to vehicles as a means of reducing traffic on nearby streets, highlighting the need
for improvements to traffic management if the great highway were to remain closed,
and general comments about traffic being a key concern. Respondents specifically
cited 19th Avenue, 45th - 48th Avenues, and Sunset Boulevard as being primary streets
where traffic has worsened during the closure.

Roadway Safety (279)

General roadway safety was also a concern for many respondents. Responses
highlighted concerns about safety due to increased traffic on local streets. Many who
support the permanent closure of the Upper Great Highway also feel that roadway
safety should be a priority.

Environment/Climate Adaptation (263)

Responses mentioned concern for the environment, stating that permanent closure
would allow for the city to better achieve its climate goals. Respondents were also
aware of the need for climate adaptation, and support long-term closure as a way to
align with goals of managed retreat due to sea level rise.

Improvements (133)

A total of 133 responses highlighted the need for improvements in the area to address
various issues including traffic congestion, roadway safety, sand removal, and addition
of facilities such as restrooms, trash and recycling.
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Concept Preferences

The greatest number of respondents cited Concepts 1 and 3 as their preferred
scenarios, which represent a full return of vehicles and a full promenade/vehicle
closure, respectively. We coded responses to these two concepts and identified key
concerns that include safety, roadway configuration and traffic calming. Other notable
themes that were not as prominent, but were commonly noted include wayfinding,
environmental concerns, and enforcement.

Concept 1

Concept 1 maintains the Great Highway as a four-lane roadway with two vehicle lanes
in each direction. No pedestrians are allowed on the roadway. Bicyclists are allowed to
share the roadway lanes. People submitted 3,647 comments for Concept 3. Based on
the comments, 1,084 people support the concept and 2,359 oppose it.

Considers Concept 1 unsafe (485)

A common concern that 485 people raised is that they consider the Concept 1 design
unsafe. Some people consider it unsafe for pedestrians because of the speeding cars
and wide road. Others consider it unsafe for bicyclists because of the sand on the road
and conflicts with cars.

Asking bicyclists and drivers to share the roadway lanes is an issue (324)

324 stated that they did not like the part of the Concept 1 design that asks drivers and
bicyclists to share the roadway. The bicyclists said that they would feel unsafe competing
with drivers and that they would prefer to have a proper bike lane, although the bike
lanes are also an issue because they are often covered in sand forcing them to swerve
into the road. Drivers seem just as uncomfortable with the idea as bicyclists because they
believe the bicyclists are too slow to keep up with the cars. Some drivers agree with the
idea of having a bike lane while others want bicyclists off the road altogether.

Concept 1 gives too much space for cars and not enough space for other modes (284)
284 people believe that Concept 1 gives too much priority and space for cars. Instead,
people would like to see more of the roadway dedicated to other modes like walking
and bicycling.

Supports Concept 1: 1,084

Opposes Concept 1: 2,359

Non answer: 204

Considers Concept 1 unsafe: 485

Asking bicyclists and drivers to share the roadway lanes is an issue: 324

Concept 1 gives too much space for cars and not enough space for other modes: 284
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Concept 3

Concept 3 closes the Great Highway completely to vehicle traffic. The four lanes would
be open for walking, biking, and other non-motorized use. It requires major traffic
calming and diversions to address increased traffic on local streets. People submitted
3,597 comments for Concept 3. Based on the comments, 2,349 people support the
concept and 1,174 oppose it.

Concerned with Increase in Neighborhood Traffic (575)

A common concern that 575 people raised is that they are afraid that Concept 3 will
divert drivers into the surrounding streets of the neighborhood and increase the traffic
on those streets.

Safety (201)

201 people believe that Concept 3 would increase overall safety, especially for people
walking and biking, because they would avoid conflicts with cars on the Great Highway.
On the other hand, 51 people believe that Concept 3 would decrease the safety of the
neighborhood because of the traffic diverted through residential streets.

Traffic Calming Needed (163)

Since people are worried about speeding traffic in the neighborhood, another
common sentiment shared by 163 people is that they will only support this concept if
they feel that it will properly implement extensive traffic calming in the area.

Supports Concept 3: 2,349

Opposed Concept 3: 1,174

Non answer: 74

Concerned with Increase in Neighborhood Traffic: 575
Traffic Calming Needed: 163

Increase in Safety for Walkers and Bikers: 201
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MESSAGE FROM
MAYOR LONDON N. BREED

In keeping with our role as a leader in sustainability, | am pleased
to present the City and County of San Francisco’s updated
Climate Action Plan. Since adopting our initial Climate Action
Plan in 2004, San Francisco has made great strides in reducing
our greenhouse gas emissions. We have achieved this success
by working with residents, community-based organizations, and
businesses to use cleaner electricity, invest in energy efficiency,
and recycle and compost more materials.

In the years since we created the first Climate Action Plan, we
have seen marked consequences of a warming planet. Natural
disasters like fires throughout California, dramatic hurricanes in
the South, and devastating floods in the Midwest have exposed the massive human and economic toll
climate-related disasters bring to our communities. These unfolding catastrophes demonstrate the
need to accelerate our response to a changing climate —and to do all we can to mitigate the threat
while preparing our City to be more resilient.

As of 2019, we have cut our emissions 41% below 1990 levels —reaching our goal six years ahead of
schedule. Now we have a responsibility to keep moving forward, to reduce emissions by 61% below
1990 levels by 2030 and reach net-zero emissions by 2040. To reach these ambitious targets, we need
to tackle climate change from all angles: housing, transportation and land use, energy, buildings, zero
waste, and healthy ecosystems.

Climate change is one of our greatest challenges and meeting these new targets will not be easy.
However, there is room for optimism. If our response to the COVID-19 pandemic has shown us
anything, it is that when San Franciscans stand together, we can meet any challenge. | am proud
of the courage we have shown. We listened to the scientists and took care of our most vulnerable
neighbors. We had the drive to meet the pandemic head on and we will do the same in our ongoing
response to climate change.

As we seek to reduce our emissions and reach net-zero, it is imperative that we advance climate
action goals that will also build a more just, equitable society. One of San Francisco's greatest assets
is our diversity, and the steps we take to address climate change must be rooted in equity and ensure
that all our communities are supported throughout the transition to a climate-just future. While
moving forward demands that we continue reducing emissions, strategies in this plan have multiple
benefits for our most vulnerable communities —reduced asthma and respiratory illnesses, access to
nature, housing security, and improved access to fresh food for all San Franciscans.

This Climate Action Plan was created with the input and feedback from a diverse cross-section of
San Franciscans. Thank you to the thousands of residents, businesses, City agencies, and community
institutions that gave their time to create this ambitious plan. We are grateful to have had the
engagement of those with decades of experience on the front lines of the environmental movement.
Now we must continue to work together to protect our communities, save our planet, and achieve a
healthier, more just and sustainable future. | hope that you will join me in implementing this Climate
Action Plan and adding to the collective courage required to create a future built on justice, equal
opportunity, and environmental protection.



SF Environment

MESSAGE FROM
DIRECTOR DEBBIE RAPHAEL

The 2021 San Francisco Climate Action Plan is the result of
meticulous work and collaboration among City agencies,
community members, local businesses, consultants, and
international subject matter experts. The strategies outlined in
this report present opportunities to ensure we continue building
a city that serves all San Franciscans.

While we have made substantial progress in reducing our
emissions, we know there is much more to do. In the last year, we have been asked to reckon with
systemic racism built into our institutions while confronting a global pandemic. We have seen just
how fragile our societal bonds can be. This past year has taught us that it is truly a moral imperative
to create strategies that benefit all of us and our 2021 Climate Action Plan is grounded in equity and
inclusion. It recognizes our combined power to ensure that no one is left behind as we deliver on our
climate goals.

The Plan articulates strategies that get us to our goals of sending zero waste to landfills; making 80%
of all our trips outside of our cars; powering our homes, vehicles, and businesses with 100% renewable
energy; and drawing down carbon from the atmosphere. With its focus on equity, the Plan uses our
climate goals to create more equitable housing and increase our green infrastructure to draw down
carbon. It recognizes the tremendous strength in our communities and allows us to develop even more
opportunities to drive implementation and create jobs.

And while it is exciting to see our federal administration stepping up and to witness the tremendous
international commitment to climate action, we know that cities will continue leading the way to

a carbon-free future. We are proud to join cities across the globe in taking responsibility for our
greenhouse gas emissions.

| express my sincere appreciation to the residents, community organizations, city departments

and businesses who participated in creating, guiding, and assembling this update. Join us in our
commitment and lend your expertise to making sure San Francisco remains a vibrant and livable city
for generations to come.







LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT!

The Commission on the Environment acknowledges that we occupy the unceded ancestral homeland of the
Ramaytush Ohlone peoples, who are the original inhabitants of the San Francisco Peninsula. We recognize that
the Ramaytush Ohlone understand the interconnectedness of all things and have maintained harmony with nature
for millennia. We honor the Ramaytush Ohlone peoples for their enduring commitment to wahrep, mother earth.
As the indigenous protectors of this land and in accordance with their traditions, the Ramaytush Ohlone have
never ceded, lost, nor forgotten their responsibilities as the caretakers of this place, as well as for all peoples

who reside in their traditional territory. We recognize that we benefit from living and working on their traditional
homeland. As uninvited guests, we affirm their sovereign rights as First Peoples and wish to pay our respects to
the Ancestors, Elders and Relatives of the Ramaytush Community. As environmentalists, we recognize that we
must embrace indigenous knowledge in how we care for San Francisco and all its people.

DISCLAIMER

This Climate Action Plan (CAP) articulates broad policy objectives to achieve equitable climate action. The CAP
does not approve, fund, or authorize implementation of any specific projects. Each implementation project will
be reviewed and approved over time and follow protocols and best practices for adoption, which may require
additional public review, review by City decision-makers, and/or environmental review under the California
Environmental Quality Act. As a result of those reviews, there may be alternatives and mitigation measures
developed that may be implemented as well.
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EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY



The consequences of a changing climate are all around us. Rising
seas and extreme weather are creating increased flooding and
more frequent heat waves, which inflict the most harm on the
city’s most vulnerable populations. Reduced snowpack in the
Sierra Nevada mountains is threatening the City’s water and
hydropower supplies. Ever more destructive fires are polluting
the air throughout the state and overwhelming its emergency
resources and ability to respond to multiple disasters.

San Francisco, like cities around the world, is faced with the threat of a climate emergency, coupled
with long-standing challenges of economic inequality and racial injustice. Local skies have turned
orange from wildfires, fueled by decades of unchecked carbon pollution. The American economy
is more precarious for working people than it has been in decades, with inequities exacerbated by
COVID-19. Demands for action are growing louder, including calls for climate justice, racial justice,
disability justice, and economic justice. The most recent Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) report, an international scientific assessment of the threats presented by climate
change, was released in August 2021 and indicates that the window in which to act continues

to shrink. The most important thing to limit the worst impacts is to rapidly reduce greenhouse

gas (GHG) emissions, especially carbon dioxide and methane. This summer, Mayor London Breed
sponsored legislation to address the urgent threat of climate change and set new, ambitious goals
to slash GHG emissions in San Francisco and reach net-zero emissions by 2040.

While San Francisco is proud of its record on local climate action and pursuit of environmental
justice, there is an opportunity to make San Francisco a more affordable, equitable, just and
sustainable city for all. The window to avoid climate catastrophe is closing, but there is still time to
act. There is an urgent need —and opportunity — to not only reduce emissions, but to build equity,
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resilience, and opportunity for the entire city. Bold
climate action must give everyone a seat at the table
to create a more just society and ensure communities
can thrive by guaranteeing clean air and access to
good jobs, green space, and healthy housing, and by
developing and implementing a shared vision of how to
live better together in the face of the growing

climate crisis.

LEADING ON CLIMATE ACTION

Since its first Climate Action Plan in 2004, San
Francisco has been leading the way on local climate
action, environmental justice, and launching innovative
community programs and outreach campaigns for
residents and businesses.

For decades, San Francisco has created plans,
implemented policies, and crafted engaging
frameworks to reduce emissions. As of 2019, the city
has achieved a 41% reduction in emissions from 1990
levels, while its economic productivity as measured by
gross domestic product (GDP) has increased by 199%,
and its population has grown by 22%. Its emissions
reductions have been driven primarily by cleaner
electricity supply, improved energy codes, and city-wide
energy efficiency. This progress has not just reduced
emissions, but has also come with additional important
benefits, such as cutting air pollution and limiting other
environmental stressors.

22% 199%
Population GDP

-41%

Emissions

Cities are rapidly growing across the world. Most people
live in cities and the cities, in turn, create 70% of global
emissions. This means cities have great responsibility
and great potential for providing solutions. Further,
cities are engaged in international diplomacy on climate
change and as a respected leader on the world stage,
San Francisco has a vital role to play in modeling
climate action for cities around the world.

CLIMATE ACTION
PLAN OVERVIEW

Net-Zero Emissions means cutting
the overwhelming majority of
emissions to zero while relying

on biological and technological
solutions and offsets to balance
out remaining emissions

Tackling the interwoven climate, equity, and racial
justice challenges we face has been the driving force
for the development of this Climate Action Plan (CAP).
It provides a summary of progress through existing
programs, and a detailed list of priority actions that
San Francisco can take that will have the greatest
potential to reduce emissions, while also having the
greatest potential to provide an equitable distribution
of benefits. The process of creating the CAP brought
City departments, residents, community-based
organizations, and businesses together to craft a

plan focused on science and equity and grounded in
compassion and lived experience. This data-driven,
community-based plan outlines a detailed list of
strategies and actions to achieve net-zero emissions by
2040, while creating solutions that serve intersectional
challenges of racial and social equity, public health,

economic recovery, and resilient communities (Figure 1).
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SAN FRANCISCO’S

CLIMATE ACTION FRAMEWORK

®

RESPONSIBLE
PRODUCTION
& CONSUMPTION

GOALS:
By 2030:

1) Reduce solid waste
generation 15% below
2015 levels

2) Reduce disposal
to landfill 50% below
2015 levels

KEY AREAS:

Embodied carbon
in materials

Consumption of
goods & services

Diet & food waste

Air travel

O

TRANSPORTATION &
LAND USE

GOALS:

1) By 2030, 80% of
trips taken by
low-carbon modes

2) By 2030, at least

25% of all vehicles
registered in SF are
electric, reaching
100% by 2040

KEY AREAS:

Shift to low-carbon
modes; align land
use with climate and
equity goals

Advance electric
vehicles

SECTORS
©
ENERGY BUILDING
SUPPLY OPERATIONS

GOALS:

1) 100% renewable
electricity by 2025,

2) 100% renewable
energy by 2040

(no fossil fuels)

KEY AREAS:

Renewable electricity
via Hetch Hetchy and
CleanPowerSF

Grid readiness
and resilience

Local clean
energy jobs

GOALS:

1) Zero emisisons new
construction by 2021

2) All large
commerical buildings
are zero emissions by

2035

3) All buildings zero
emissions by 2040

KEY AREAS:
New construction
Existing commercial
Existing municipal

Existing residential

Net-Zero Emissions Citywide By 2040
Racial, Social & Economic Equity

O

HEALTHY
ECOSYSTEMS

GOALS:

Sequester residual
emissions through
nature based
solutions

KEY AREAS:

Soil health &
sequestration

Urban forest

Ecosystem
management &
restoration

HOUSING

GOALS:

Build at least 5,000
new units per year,
with no less than 30
percent affordable,

focus on rehab of
existing housing

KEY AREAS:

Equity and
affordability

Production

Preservation
and rehab




THE PATH TO REACH
NET-ZERO BY 2040

The imperative to address climate change is simple: cut
emissions as quickly as possible. But achieving these
goals is complex and demands an integrated approach
across society. San Francisco’s approach to reaching
net-zero emissions is first and foremost grounded in
equity. The most significant consequences of climate
change will be felt by Black, Indigenous, and People of
Color (BIPOC) communities, people with disabilities, and
other vulnerable populations. Climate action must also
prioritize a just transition, which calls for a strategic,
people-focused approach to phasing out polluting
industries while creating employment pathways for
workers in those industries and a new generation

of workers to transition to quality jobs that support
economic and climate justice. Further, communities
that have been and will continue to be most harmed

by climate change have not historically benefited from
climate solutions in the past.

To advance climate justice, the CAP makes four core
commitments:

* Build greater racial and social equity
* Protect public health

e Increase community resilience

e Foster a more just economy

By integrating these four climate justice commitments,
the CAP proposes two ambitious and achievable climate
emission reduction targets:

e Aninterim target of cutting sector-based emissions
61% below 1990 levels by 2030; and

e Net-zero sector-based emissions by 2040, a 90%
reduction from 1990 levels

Sector-based emission inventories track traditional
emissions in categories produced within municipal
boundaries such as transportation, energy use in
buildings, and solid waste. The City is beginning to
account for the impacts of its “upstream” emissions,
which include emissions from the consumption of
services and goods produced outside San Francisco.
In essence, these emissions are outsourced to other
communities, generating harmful climate pollution and
exacerbating environmental injustice. In keeping with
its commitment to equity, San Francisco is determined

to reduce the impacts of these outsourced emissions
and has set two targets:

* A 40% reduction in consumption-based emissions
by 2030

* An 80% reduction in consumption-based emissions
by 2050

* In total, the Climate Action Plan provides an
innovative framework to reach its sector-based
(Figure 2) and consumption-based emission targets,
while also removing carbon from the atmosphere.

ENGAGING OUR
DIVERSE COMMUNITIES

Led by the San Francisco Department of the
Environment (SF Environment), crafting the CAP was

a highly collaborative process, which engaged expert
City staff, community-based organizations, residents,
businesses, and other stakeholders to identify high-
impact opportunities to reduce emissions and support
equity. The CAP public engagement process brought
together San Francisco residents with honesty,
transparency, and respect. It reached hundreds of
thousands of people through social media, websites,
surveys, web-based workshops and presentations, and
online open houses. Over the course of four months,
SF Environment hosted a kick-off webinar with Mayor
London Breed, which was followed by eleven public
workshops, including in-language sessions in Spanish
and Chinese, and eleven additional community
presentations. Further, the Department received

more than 1,400 comments on the online open house
platform as well as nine emailed comment letters from
different stakeholder groups. This process ensured the
community could identify new actions and integrate
their priorities, data, and best practices into the plan.
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SAN FRANCISCO’S

CLIMATE ACTION GOALS

BUILDINGS

By 2021, require zero onsite fossil fuel
emissions from all new buildings; By
2035, require zero onsite fossil fuel
emissions from all large existing
commercial buildings and

all buildings by 2040




PRIORITY SOLUTIONS

Through this robust engagement process the CAP
identified 31 strategies (Table 1) and 159 supporting
actions for San Francisco to achieve its climate and
equity goals across six key areas, or sectors: Energy
Supply, Building Operations, Transportation and
Land Use, Housing, Responsible Production and
Consumption, and Healthy Ecosystems.

Along with stakeholder input, key criteria used

to inform the development of the strategies and
supporting actions included their emissions reduction
potential and their contribution to the four lenses

of racial and social equity, public health, community
resilience, and a just economy. While the CAP identifies
hundreds of possible pathways needed to reach

San Francisco’s slated target of achieving net-zero
emissions by 2040, not all have the same impact. The
most critical stand-alone or subsets of strategies and
actions have been summarized in the top ten

climate solutions:

Energy Supply: Use 100% renewable electricity and
phase out all fossil fuels

Building Operations: Electrify existing buildings
Transportation and Land Use:
* |nvest in public and active transportation projects
* Increase density and mixed land use near transit

* Accelerate adoption of zero emission vehicles and
expansion of public charging infrastructure

» Utilize pricing levers to reduce private vehicle
use and minimize congestion

* Implement and reform parking
management programs

Housing: Increase compact infill housing production
near transit

Responsible Production and Consumption: Reduce
food waste and embrace plant-rich diets

Healthy Ecosystems: Enhance and maintain San
Francisco’'s urban forest and open space

Now that San Francisco has laid the foundation for a
new, more inclusive climate agenda, it is time to move
forward from planning to execution. New approaches
will be needed to spur action across City departments
and change underlying systems to embed climate
considerations into municipal operations and ensure the
timely delivery of projects.

TRANSPARENCY
AND REPORTING

The CAP is not a “stand-alone” document. It leverages
progress and momentum from complementary

plans and policy initiatives, such as CleanPowerSF;
building electrification code efforts; the Housing and
Transportation Element updates of the General Plan;
urban forest and biodiversity plans; and zero waste
work. These other plans and policies give the CAP a
solid platform to help the city meet these pressing
issues.

The CAP must and will be revisited and updated
regularly, with a formal update every five years.
Transparency is crucial for creating a plan that serves
all San Franciscans. Further, the CAP is not just a
summary of actions government will take on its own.
Addressing climate change will require ongoing
engagement with the entire community. Indeed,
residents are parts of the implementation process too.
To that end, the City will create a robust and accessible
monitoring, evaluation, and reporting system to track
and review the intended results and real progress

of the targets, goals, strategies, and actions. This is
essential to monitoring the success and effects of
climate actions across the city, quantifying the benefits
of the policies, and ensuring stakeholders can actively
contribute to progress toward our climate goals.
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TABLE 1: STRATEGIES IN 2021 CLIMATE ACTION PLAN
ENERGY SUPPLY (ES)

ES1 Supply 100% renewable electricity to residents and businesses.

ES 2 Invest in local renewable energy and energy resilience projects.

ES3 Design and develop the reliable and flexible grid of the future.

ES4 Develop workforce capacity to deliver clean energy resources.

ES5 Plan for the equitable decommissioning of the City’s natural gas system.

BUILDING OPERATIONS (BO)

AYVINIANS JAILNDO3X3 _

BO1 Eliminate fossil fuel use in new construction.

BO2 Eliminate fossil fuel use in existing buildings by tailoring solutions to different building ownership, systems, and use types.
BO3 Expand the building decarbonization workforce, with targeted support for disadvantaged workers.

BO 4 Transition to low-global warming potential refrigerants.

TRANSPORTATION & LAND USE (TLU)
TLU1 Build a fast and reliable transit system that will be everyone’s preferred way to get around.

TLU2 Create a complete and connected active transportation network that shifts trips from automobiles to walking, biking, and
other active transportation modes.

TLU3 Develop pricing and financing of mobility that reflects the carbon cost and efficiency of different modes and projects, and
correct for inequities of past investments and priorities.

TLU 4 Manage parking resources more efficiently.
TLUS Promote job growth, housing, and other development along transit corridors.
TLUG6 Strengthen and reconnect communities by increasing density, diversity of land uses, and location efficiency.

TLU7 Where motor vehicle use or travel is necessary, accelerate the adoption of zero-emissions vehicles (ZEV'’s) and other electric
mobility options.

H1 Anchor BIPOC families and advance their return to San Francisco through robust housing and stabilization programs.

H2 Support vulnerable populations and underserved communities through both the preservation and rehabilitation of existing
housing and new housing development that serves their needs.

H3 Advance zoning and implementation improvements that support new housing production sufficient to meet goals, especially
sustainable, small, mid-sized, family, and workforce housing in lower density neighborhoods.

H4 Expand subsidized housing production and availability for low-, moderate-, and middle-income households.

RESPONSIBLE PRODUCTION & CONSUMPTION (RPC)

RPC1 Achieve total carbon balance across the buildings and infrastructure sectors.

RPC2 Reduce the carbon footprint of the food system by reducing waste, promoting climate friendly diets, and getting excess food
to communities in need.

RPC3 Promote reduction, reuse, repair, and recovery of goods and materials.
RPC 4 Lead the aviation sector by reducing emissions across the airline passenger journey.

HEALTHY ECOSYSTEMS (HE)

HE1 Advance citywide collaboration to continually refine nature-based climate solutions that sequester carbon, restore
ecosystems and conserve biodiversity.

HE 2 Increase equitable community participation and perspectives in nature-based climate solutions, including meaningful efforts
to prioritize Indigenous science and Traditional Ecological Knowledge.

HE 3 Restore and enhance parks, natural lands and large open spaces.

HE 4 Optimize management of the city’s entire urban forest system.

HES5 Maximize trees throughout the public realm.

HE 6 Maximize greening and integration of local biodiversity into the built environment.

HE7 Conduct carbon sequestration farming pilot projects and research.

A VISION FOR AN EQUITABLE AND SUSTAINABLE CITY




ACTION MOVING FORWARD

In addition to reducing emissions to net-zero over

the next 18 years, the CAP strives to ensure all San
Franciscans have the skills, knowledge, and resources
to meet the challenges of climate change that lie ahead.
Communication will be key to engaging businesses,
residents, and communities in ongoing action and
ensuring that all San Franciscans benefit from climate
action. Climate change is inherently a complicated
challenge: it encompasses major sectors of the
economy, draws heavily on scientific research and data,
merges private and public interests, and has outsized
equity implications.

Funding the strategies and actions in the CAP is
imperative for success. While the expected initial cost
of implementing CAP strategies will be immense,
research and the experience of cities already being
confronted by climate change show that the financial
consequences of inaction will be even worse.? In
mid-2021, after strong advocacy from local residents
inspired to act by the unfolding climate emergency,
the City committed funding to develop high-level
accounting of the cost of implementation and perform
in-depth research and analysis to identify successful
funding models to support implementation of the
strategies included in this CAP.

The City must implement policies and creative financing
mechanisms to provide ongoing and stable funding
and build on support from the private sector and
philanthropy, as well as federal, state, and regional
agencies. It must continue to illustrate the case for
climate action and secure commitments from a range
of diverse stakeholders to invest in solutions, while
creating incentives to support these investments. As
a leader in global sustainability, San Franciscans have
a chance to prove to the world that a net-zero future
is achievable, advances justice, and creates a vibrant,
diverse city where people can thrive.

A CALLTO ACTION

This path forward will be challenging. San Franciscans
will need to be bold and courageous to achieve our
vision of a city that provides adequate and healthy
housing, safe transportation, green space in every
community, and expansive employment opportunities.
While individual action is important, including each
City department, business, and resident working to
reduce emissions, collective action will be vital. That
includes rapidly getting off fossil fuels, understanding
the science of climate change, and helping others grasp
the magnitude of the threats to where we live, work,
worship and play. Collective action includes listening to
and learning from each other, lifting one another up to
move forward together, and showing the entire world
that San Francisco can lead the way in addressing the
climate crisis.
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OVERVIEW



Over the past twenty years, cities around the globe have
responded to the call for local action to address the climate
crisis. This Climate Action Plan proposes focused solutions to
eliminate greenhouse gas emissions while advancing related
goals, such as racial and social equity, health, economic recovery,
and resilience.

The climate crisis is putting San Francisco’s communities at risk by directly threatening
infrastructure, natural resources, and public health. While the City is proud of its record on local
climate action, more needs to be done. The changes brought on by the global COVID-19 pandemic,
growing economic inequality, and powerful calls for racial and social justice require a renewed
vision for the city and a plan that responds to the scale of the crises we face, while leaving no
one behind.

VISION AND VALUES

Time is running out. Climate change is accelerating as global emissions increase, causing havoc and
destruction to every part of the globe. Transformational change is needed to rapidly cut emissions
and limit further damage. San Francisco’s future will be shaped by its response to climate change,
as well as to other global crises such as the COVID-19 pandemic, systemic racism, and increasing
income inequality. These interconnected challenges demand focused, flexible, and bold responses.

At the same time, scientific understanding of the climate crisis has deepened. In August 2021,
the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) published the first part
of its sixth assessment report which updates policymakers on our baseline understanding of
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climate change. This sobering report unequivocally
states human action is warming the planet, finds that
many changes are already irreversible, and concludes
that to stabilize the climate we must reach net-zero
emissions to limit further warming. Now, more than
ever, it is urgent that San Francisco take aggressive and
equitable action to mitigate the catastrophic impacts of
climate change.

Driven by these scientific and moral imperatives, San
Francisco has embarked on a path to turn its climate
challenges into opportunities and ensure that solutions
work for everyone.

This need for a holistic approach is at the heart of
San Francisco’s response to climate change. The 2021
Climate Action Plan (CAP) charts a path to eliminate
emissions while simultaneously committing to racial
equity, social justice, health, resilience, and a

just economy.

The CAP identifies actions to address inequities across
sectors, including in housing and transportation. It
supports communities that have been most impacted
by climate change yet have not historically benefited
from climate solutions. By centering racial equity and
focusing on what matters most to San Francisco’s
diverse communities, implementing the CAP will create
good jobs that are tied to meaningful work. The CAP
also prioritizes sustainable economic recovery so that
San Francisco can withstand crisis-level shocks while
creating resilient, healthy, and equitable communities.

The CAP will shape San Francisco’s response to the
climate crisis for decades to come. Achieving this goal
is not just up to scientists or the government; it will
require active participation from everyone and therefore
focuses on empowering communities to take action.

CHALLENGES IN
UNPRECEDENTED TIMES

San Francisco’s commitment to climate solutions

must create opportunities that achieve sustainable

and broad-based economic growth. The pandemic’s
impact on the economy has been severe, particularly
harming the city’s service and hospitality sector,
commercial real estate, and public transit. COVID-19
also exposed significant racial and economic inequities,
compounding existing income disparities.

While the COVID-19 pandemic is not expected to

have a long-term direct effect on emissions, indirect
effects will linger for years. In the transportation
sector, these impacts might include less air travel

and commuting as businesses rely more on telework,
but such changes can also lead to less use of public
transportation. In the commercial building sector, there
are increased vacancies for office space, shops, and
restaurants. This may result in less tax revenue, which
could hinder the level of investment cities are willing
to commit to climate action. At the same time, this may
provide an inflection point for reimagining how we use
these spaces for residents, communities, and other
businesses.

Throughout the pandemic, San Francisco had to adapt
quickly to circumstances and quickly implemented
innovative new programs to protect public health and
spur economic recovery. For instance, many streets
were transformed into pedestrian-friendly, car-free
recreational areas for people to safely exercise while
keeping their distance. Neighborhood restaurants and
cafes were allowed to create outside dining areas, an
accommodation that will extend beyond the pandemic
with the Shared Spaces program. While presenting
challenges, these unprecedented times have also
required a new way of thinking and shown that we
need collective action to create a healthier and more
sustainable future.

Implementation of pandemic solutions occurred quickly
because of the urgency at hand. Similar urgency can
apply to climate action, and inclusive implementation
planning is also needed. As the prevalence and severity
of climate changes grows, so does the need for
awareness, diversity and inclusion.

CLIMATE ACTION:
PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE

San Francisco is synonymous with environmental action.
Its first Sustainability Plan in 1994 was prescient. That
plan grappled with climate change and identified the
need to assess the true costs of relying on fossil fuels.
San Francisco was also one of the first cities to truly
embrace the power of municipalities to effect change.
In the face of decades of federal inaction on climate, it
has bolstered its reputation as a leader in national and
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international sustainability efforts such as the Urban
Sustainability Directors Network and C40, which bring
cities from around the nation and the world together to
share best practices and drive advancements in climate
action.

In the more than two decades since its first
environmental plan, the City has adopted progressively
more ambitious policies to reduce emissions while
simultaneously decoupling emissions from economic
growth. Since 1990, San Francisco has reduced

1990-2019 San Francisco trends
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-41%

2019 total
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emissions by 41%, while its population has grown by
22% and gross domestic product (GDP) has increased
199% (Figure 3), showing that environmental action can
coincide with and even drive economic growth. While
San Francisco’s economy has grown, it has also seen
some of the widest income disparities in the United
States,® exacerbating race and class divides that are
evident in both the pandemic and

environmental injustices.

GDP Population
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FIGURE 3:1990-2019 SAN FRANCISCO GHG EMISSIONS AND GROWTH TRENDS

TABLE 2: SAN FRANCISCO’S KEY CLIMATE MILESTONES

2004 San Francisco’s First Climate Action Plan

2013 San Francisco’s updated Climate Action Plan

YEAR MILESTONE

2015 0-50-100 Roots Climate Action Framework Launched
2016 Emissions Reduced by 30% Below 1990 Levels

2017 50% Low Carbon Trips Achieved-New Goals Set to 80%
2018 Mayor Breed Commits to Net-Zero Emissions by 2050

2019 San Francisco Board of Supervisors Declares a Climate Emergency

2019 100% Renewable Electricity Requirement for Large Commercial Buildings
2019 Emissions Reduced by 41% Below 1990 Levels (6 years ahead of schedule)

2020 Natural Gas Banned in New Construction

2021

Mayor Breed Advances Updates to Climate Action Goals in Chapter 9 of the Environment Code,

Commits to Net-Zero Emissions by 2040, San Francisco Board of Supervisors Approves

A VISION FOR AN EQUITABLE AND SUSTAINABLE CITY
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Today, the country has a federal administration and
Congress that are prioritizing climate action, but
cities must continue to lead the way. For decades, San
Francisco has created plans, implemented policies,
and crafted engaging frameworks to address climate
change and mitigate the impacts of air pollution and
other environmental stressors. Table 2 shows some of
key milestones that the City has assumed to meet its
climate goals.

MAIJOR CLIMATE IMPACTS

Burning fossil fuels has caused global temperatures
to rise and weather to become more extreme. Today,
global climate change is directly affecting San
Francisco, including higher temperatures, more
extreme heat days, more extreme storms with heavier
rainfall and flooding, sea level rise, severe droughts,
and poorer air quality. These conditions have left

California susceptible to catastrophic wildfires, directly

threatening homes, businesses, and protected areas,

and blanketing the city, state, many other parts of the
nation with hazardous smoke.

Climate change has both direct and indirect
consequences. Direct consequences lead to health and
economic challenges such as heat stroke, injuries from
extreme storms, and respiratory illness from poor air
quality. Indirect downstream consequences include food
insecurity caused by poor agricultural output; income
and property loss; housing and job insecurity due to
drought, flooding and wildfires; and increased rates

of anxiety and depression because of these disruptive
consequences of climate change.

Table 3 summarizes historic and future direct climate
impacts out to the late century.* It is difficult to predict
the exact increase in future emissions and the climate’s
response to specific emissions levels. This table
highlights projected climate impacts from

three scenarios.

Climate Impact Spotlight: Droughts

Climate change projections indicate that droughts will intensify in many areas

of the United States in the 21st century. Already, historic drought conditions in
California are necessitating mandatory water restrictions for residents, businesses,
and farms. Several consecutive years with little precipitation and low snowpack
have left all of California’s reservoirs significantly under capacity, and vegetation
dry and highly combustible. Drought conditions such as low precipitation and high
temperatures impact air quality by extending the blooming season for ragweed and
other allergens, increasing exposure to ground-level ozone and fine particulates,
and greatly increasing the likelihood of catastrophic wildfires that spread extremely
unhealthy smoke to adjacent communities. These impacts exacerbate respiratory
illness, allergies, and asthma and will be worse for children whose developing lungs
and rapid breathing increases exposure to respiratory triggers. San Francisco must
invest significant resources to prepare for the multiple threats posed by droughts

and their harmful effects.
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TABLE 3: MAJOR CLIMATE IMPACTS

HISTORICAL PATTERN

HAZARD

Observed 30yr Average
(1961-1990)

Extreme

4d
Heat” Days e
Maximum
Length 111 days
of Dry Spell®
Maximum
1-Day 1.695 inches

Precipitation

LATE CENTURY (2070 -2099)

Medium Emissions
Scenario (RCP4.5)°

30-year average:

6 days / year

30-year range:
4-11days / year

30-year average:

118 days

30-year range:
95-136 days

30-year average:

1.741 inches
30-year range:

Very High Emissions

Scenario (RCP8.5)¢

30-year average:
12 days / year

30-year range:
6-28 days / year

30-year average:
123 days

30-year range:
96-153 days

30-year average:
1.814 inches

30-year range:

1.440-2.094 inches

BASELINE YEAR END OF CENTURY (2100)

Low Emissions Scenario
(RCP2.6)"°

1.408-2.335 inches

Very High Emissions
Scenario (RCP8.5)
Sea Level

Rise® 66% probability sea-level 66% probability sea-level
rise is between 1.0-2.4 ft  rise is between 1.6-3.4 ft

5% probability sea-level
rise meets or exceeds

5% probability sea-level
rise meets or exceeds
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SAN FRANCISCO’S APPROACH

Communicating About Climate Change

Climate change encompasses major sectors of the
economy, draws heavily on scientific research and data,
merges private and public interests, and has outsized
equity implications. Effective communication will be
key to achieving the City’s climate action goals and
ensuring that all San Franciscans can participate and
benefit.

Climate action must therefore be multi-dimensional: it
must be bold and science-based; it must be explicitly
anti-racist and move society toward a more just and
equitable world: it must embody shared values of
mutual aid, support and protection; it must speak

to diverse communities in languages that are their
own, and amplify the voices of communities that have
been historically disenfranchised; and it must lift up
communities on the front lines of climate harm, many
of which are among the least responsible for climate
emissions and least resourced to respond.

Since its first CAP in 2004, San Francisco has been
leading the way on local climate action, environmental
justice, and developing and implementing innovative
community-facing programs and outreach campaigns
to engage with community stakeholders from all walks
of life. Transparent annual reporting of community-
wide emissions shows that the City has stayed ahead
of targets set by the State of California and included in
international climate protocols.

The 2013 CAP summarized the city’s progress and
shared examples of successful policies and programs
and outlined an initial set of actions to be taken by
citizens, businesses, and government to strive toward
emission reductions. Several years later, San Francisco
introduced the “0-80-100-Roots” climate action
framework, where:

* (O stands for zero waste to landfills and incineration,
and zero toxics

* 80 stands for 80% of trips taken by low-carbon
modes such as walking, biking, and transit

* 100 stands for 100% renewable energy and a
complete phase out of fossil fuels, and

* Roots means using natural systems to sequester
carbon from the atmosphere

As the dangerous consequences of climate change
continue to harm people, it is important for San
Francisco to deploy new communication tools and
approaches that will increase community resilience in
the face of challenges that lie ahead. An educated and

SAN FRANCISCO CLIMATE ACTION

080100

committed public will be vital to participating directly
in solutions as well as building and maintaining the
political will to enact climate policies.

CAP Development Process

Given the urgency of the climate crisis, any CAP must
prioritize actions that will have the greatest potential to
reduce emissions and a strong likelihood of realization.
In April 2019, the Board of Supervisors passed the
Climate Emergency Resolution which called on SF
Environment to issue a technical feasibility analysis,
the Focus 2030 report, released three months later.
Afterward, SF Environment outlined a process for
updating the 2021 CAP. Early activities included:
identifying partners, developing governance structures,
identifying future technical tasks such as emissions
impact analyses, conducting targeted stakeholder
engagement, and preparing for general coordination for
the many aspects of the CAP. This was initiated as the
COVID-19 pandemic unfolded.

From there, the CAP update process followed the steps
outlined below:

1.  Follow the Data-The annual emissions inventory
and supporting data serve as the foundation
for identifying key focus areas for emissions
reduction. Additionally, the city’s Consumption-
Based Emissions Inventory (CBEI), which expands

- umate acrion| 0 80 TOOROOTS


https://sfenvironment.org/carbonfootprint
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https://sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/fliers/files/sfe_focus_2030_report_july2019.pdf

the inventory process to address other sources of
emissions, was also analyzed and used to inform

the development of “Responsible Production and

Consumption” strategies.

Build on Experience-With a history of
administering credible and effective sustainability
and climate programs over the past 20 years,

San Francisco enjoys a high level of expertise

for implementing climate strategies. Leveraging
and growing from this experience will accelerate
emissions reductions. However, given more
ambitious goals driven by the unfolding climate
emergency and the need to center equity in
planning and implementation, new approaches will
be needed and they must be responsive to today’s
challenges and opportunities.

Center Equity -In addition to eliminating emissions,

equity is a co-equal priority for the CAP. To support
transparency and rigor, SF Environment created
the Racial and Social Equity Assessment Tool
(R-SEAT) especially for the CAP, which is discussed
in depth in Section 4: Planning for People, as well
as in Appendix D: R-SEAT Summary Findings.

SF Environment also launched the Community
Climate Council, composed of leaders from key
community organizations including the American
Indian Cultural Center, Business Council on Climate
Change, Chinatown Community Development

Center, Community Youth Center, El Centro Bayview,

Emerald Cities, Interfaith Power and Light, Livable
City, PODER, Sutro Stewards, and SPUR. Members
were convened and compensated to advise on the
CAP and the best methods for reaching the city's
diverse population. SF Environment also outlined
various methods to ensure a range of voices could
contribute to the CAP.

Leverage Complementary Efforts-The

extent of the climate emergency means all
complementary efforts must be leveraged to

their fullest extent. The CAP leverages many

other plans and policy initiatives. Examples
include the growth of CleanPowerSF; building
electrification codes; ConnectSF, San Francisco’s
long range transportation plan and pricing studies;
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Anchor Partner Network Meeting on Equitable Decarbonization
of Affordable Housing, Fall 2019

the Electric Vehicle Roadmap; Housing and
Transportation element updates of the General
Plan; urban forest and biodiversity plans; and
ongoing zero waste efforts.

Convene and Engage-SF Environment convened
Technical Working Groups (TWGs) composed of
staff from key City departments who contributed
significant time, creativity, and knowledge to the
process. The department and partner agencies also
implemented various forms of targeted stakeholder
engagement. This engagement included the
Transportation and Land Use sector focus groups,
recurring updates to policy bodies such as the
Urban Forest Council, and convening the Zero
Emissions Buildings Task Force, which included

the Anchor Partner Network, a focused process

to identify equity priorities for residential

building decarbonization.

Draft Initial Strategies and Analyze Impacts -
TWGs and key stakeholders identified high-impact
opportunities to reduce emissions, informed by a
mix of existing department goals and opportunistic
leverage points. Based on early drafts, preliminary
emissions reductions for buildings and
transportation, comprising approximately 90% of
total emissions, were calculated. Throughout the
process the R-SEAT was applied to surface and
sharpen equity priorities. Other data, such as high-



https://connectsf.org/about/about-connectsf/
https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports-and-documents/2019/07/evroadmap_final_june2019.pdf
https://www.sfhousingelement.org/
https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-element
https://sfplanning.org/urban-forest-plan
https://sfenvironment.org/article/the-biodiversity-program/biodiversity-program-summary
https://sfenvironment.org/striving-for-zero-waste

FREE ONLINE WORKSHOPS

WED, JAN 27

5:30-7:00 pm

TUE, FEB 2

6:00.7:30 pm with Jacqui Patterson | NAACP

TUE, FEB 9

5:30-7:00 pm

THU, FEB 18

5:30.7:00 pm

CAP Community Engagement Outreach Flier, January 2020

level costs, feasibility, and capacity to implement,
were also documented.

Following this phase, a broad-based community
engagement process was implemented.

Community Engagement

After developing draft strategies, the public
engagement process was initiated to 1) inform residents
about the proposed strategies, including how equity
was incorporated; and 2) consult residents to identify
missing elements and get ideas for implementation.
Detailed information about the community engagement
process can be found in Appendix B.

To ensure the CAP serves the needs, goals, and
preferences of its constituents, SF Environment sought
the participation of a diverse cross-section of the
public, including communities of color, neighborhood
and tenant groups, youth, workers, and seniors.
Multilingual staff supported a specialized consultant
team to engage with non-English-speaking residents.
Further, the Department relied on members of the
Community Climate Council to provide additional
culturally competent outreach and engagement.

with Alvare Sanchez | The Greenlining Institute

FEB 23 & 25
SAVE THE DATES

for Spanish and Chinese
in-language workshops!

SFEnvironment.org/ climateplan

This process was conducted from mid-December
2020 to the end of March 2021, during the height of
the pandemic. New approaches were needed, and
innovative uses of digital technology were deployed
to reach as many San Franciscans as possible, with
a strong commitment to connect with traditionally
underrepresented populations and fostering an open
and engaging atmosphere for all attendees. In February
2021, workshops started offering American Sign
Language interpretation and specific outreach was
conducted to the Mayor's Disability Council and The
California Aging and Disability Alliance.

Overall, the engagement process reached 238,845
people, including those who saw social media posts

or visited the website. Ultimately 5,777 people took at
least one of the following actions: filled out the online
survey, attended a virtual workshop or presentation,
provided comments on the online open house platform,
or interacted with social media content. Additionally,
SF Environment hosted a kick-off webinar with Mayor
Breed, followed with 11 public workshops (including
one in Spanish and one in Chinese), and 11 community
presentations. More than 1,400 comments were posted
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to the online open house platform, and nine emailed
comment letters were received from stakeholder
groups. City staff addressed major themes of the
comments and feedback received and integrated the
changes into the final CAP.

A summary of major themes and community priorities
captured from the engagement process include:

» Evidence-based Efforts -Provide rigorous,
transparent, and consistent analyses to show
potential effectiveness of actions, and ensure
implementation does not inadvertently increase
emissions or exacerbate inequities.

e Cost Burdens -Community members expressed
concerns about the affordability of climate action
and who will have to pay costs. Lack of affordable
alternatives to a fossil fuel-based economy is a
major potential barrier to success.

» Balance of Agency-There is desire for more
education and outreach to empower communities.
The onus for climate action should be on major
institutions, including the government and
corporations, not individuals

A VISION FOR AN EQUITABLE AND SUSTAINABLE CITY

* Alignment -The City should prioritize existing
relevant projects or clarify how the CAP would
interact with these policies and programs for a
more holistic approach.

* Workforce -There is desire to see the City further

supporting workforce development within local,
low-income, and BIPOC communities.

The CAP must be viewed as a living document that will

be revisited and updated regularly moving forward

based on external factors, with a formal update every
five years, all in acknowledgement of rapidly changing

times. Progress on CAP strategies will be tracked

through climate and equity metrics. Draft metrics are
proposed in Section 5: Solutions: A Path Forward.”
Outreach and engagement will be imperative to success

and will continue throughout implementation (see

Section 6: Next Steps for Implementing the CAP, for

more on this).
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The science is clear: the planet is warming, primarily due to
burning fossil fuels and destroying tropical forests. Emissions
inventories provide a quantifiable means for measuring progress
toward reducing emissions over time. This section includes: (1)
Current emissions profiles - San Francisco’s current emissions
inventory, baseline, and historical data; (2) Emission reduction
pathways - a forecast business-as-usual (BAU) inventory and
inventory projections; and (3) Emission targets and climate
goals - specific targets and goals for emission reductions.

CURRENT EMISSIONS PROFILE

The City of San Francisco’s most recent sector-based emissions inventory is for the year 2019.

The major sources of emissions are those generated by energy consumption from buildings,
transportation, and water/wastewater management. Energy-related emissions are those generated
by electricity use and burning natural gas. These emissions are primarily from consumption that
occurs within residential and commercial buildings as well as municipal activities. Transportation
emissions include burning gasoline or diesel fuel for vehicle travel and equipment use. Emissions
from landfills come from decomposition of organic materials that produce methane, a powerful
heat-trapping gas. Emissions from agriculture are allocated to the city proportionally from the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District’s regional inventory.

33



Agriculture & Wastewater
2%

Municipal
3%
Landfilled Organics
7%
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FIGURE 4: SAN FRANCISCO’S 2019 GHG INVENTORY
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FIGURE 5: EMISSIONS: BASELINE (1990) TO CURRENT DAY (2019)
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TABLE 4:2019 EMISSIONS COMPARED TO 1990 LEVELS

PERCENT CHANGE
SECTOR FROM 1990

Residential Buildings 47% decline
Commercial Buildings 67% decline
16% decline
35% decline
32% decline

9% increase

Transportation
Landfilled Organics
Municipal
Agriculture

Wastewater 26% increase

San Francisco’s emissions declined by 41% between
1990 and 2019, from 7.9 to 4.6 million metric tons of
carbon dioxide (mtCO2e") (Figure 5). San Francisco has
consistently seen decreases in almost every

sector (Table 4).

Transportation: In 2019, emissions in the Transportation
sector totaled 2.20 million mtCO2e, accounting for
47% of San Francisco’s emissions. Emissions from the
Transportation sector have declined 16% below 1990
levels, mainly due to lower vehicle pollution and cleaner
vehicle fuels mandated by the State of California.
Emissions from public transportation, such as Muni

and commuter ferries, have fallen as fossil-fuel diesel
has been replaced by renewable diesel starting around
2016. Gasoline used by the Transportation sector

was responsible for the largest share of emissions
(72%), followed by diesel (21%), other fuels (6%),
electricity (1%), and renewable diesel (<1%). Broken
down by vehicle type, privately-owned passenger
vehicles generated 72% of emissions, at 1.59 million
mtCO2e. Maritime ships and boats accounted for 19%
of emissions and off-road equipment produced 6% of
emissions. The remaining 3% of sector emissions were
from public transportation.

Buildings: In 2019, emissions from the Building sector
totaled 2.02 million mtCO2e, accounting for 41% of
San Francisco’s emissions. Of these, emissions from
Residential buildings totaled 1.05 million mtCO2e,
comprising 23% of San Francisco’'s emissions.

Emissions from Residential buildings have declined
47% since 1990 — driven primarily by cleaner electricity
supply, improved energy codes, and city-wide energy
efficiency programs. Residential sector emissions are
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generated from fossil fuels used to heat households,
provide hot water, dry clothes, and cook. They result

primarily from burning natural gas (96%), followed by
electricity use (2%), and other fuel consumption (2%).

In 2019, emissions from the Commercial buildings
sector totaled 831,000 mtCO2e, accounting for 18% of
San Francisco’s emissions. This includes commercial
and industrial, direct access, district, and steam loop
customers. Emissions from the Commercial sector have
declined 67% since 1990. Like Residential buildings,
this decrease was mainly due to a combination of
cleaner electricity supply, improved energy codes, and
city-wide energy efficiency programs. Commercial
natural gas use was responsible for the largest share
of emissions (85%), followed by steam (8%), and
electricity (7%).

Landfilled Organics: In 2019, emissions from Landfilled
Organics totaled 308,000 mtCO2e, accounting for 7%
of San Francisco’s emissions. Organic materials sent to
landfills decompose and release methane emissions.
Emissions from Landfilled Organics have declined 45%
below 1990 levels due to improved resource recovery.

Municipal: In 2019, emissions from the Municipal sector
totaled 156,000 mtCO?2e, accounting for 3% of San
Francisco’s total emissions. In the Municipal sector, 86%
of emissions were generated from City-owned buildings
and 14% from the City’s fleet of non-revenue vehicles.
Municipal sector emissions declined 31% below 1990
levels. The steepest decline occurred between 2010

and 2012 when all City-owned buildings began to fully
source 100% emission-free electricity generated by San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Hetch Hetchy
Power system.

Agriculture: In 2019, emissions from the Agriculture
sector totaled 84,000 mtCO2e, accounting for 2%
of San Francisco’s emissions. These emissions have
increased 9% from 1990 levels and are generated
mostly from animal waste, with the remainder from
managing urban soils.

Wastewater: In 2019, emissions in the Wastewater
sector totaled 5,400 mtCO2e, accounting for just

one tenth of a percent of San Francisco’'s emissions.
Wastewater sector emissions have increased 26% from
1990 levels, mainly due to a 22% increase in population,
which increases the volume of wastewater treated at
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the City’s water pollution control plants. Wastewater
sector emissions occur mainly from fugitive emissions,
or emissions that are released as effluent is discharged
into a body of water.

EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS
PATHWAYS

Global

In 2016, the IPCC estimated that to remain under a 1.5°C

increase in average global temperature CO2 emissions
would need to fall by 45-75% from 2010 levels and
cumulative global emissions after the end of 2017 must
be less than 420 GtCO2. In 2018, scientists prepared

a subsequent report to document progress towards
long-term goals of the Paris Agreement and inform
preparation of nationally determined contributions. The
report found that limiting global temperature increase
to 1.5° C would require rapid transitions in energy,
transportation and land use, industry, and buildings. It
notes that global net human-caused emissions must
reach net-zero around 2050, which means remaining
emissions will need to be balanced though carbon
sequestration. Global organizations such as C40 and
One Planet City Challenge (OPCC) provided specific
guidance for cities based on these IPCC reports, and
recommended a 57%-68% reduction from baseline
emissions inventories to meet a global 2030 target.

In August 2021, IPCC released its latest report,
documenting the most up-to-date and comprehensive
review on the science and expected impacts of
climate change. The report states that humans are
unequivocally responsible for global warming and that
human-induced climate change is already affecting
many weather and climate extremes in every region
across the globe. Unless there are immediate, large-
scale emissions reductions, it will be impossible to
limit warming to close to 1.5°C. While the IPCC’s
synthesis of regional information will not be published
until September 2022, it has released a fact sheet
highlighting findings for urban areas. Cities, especially
coastal cities, will be hotspots of global warming.

State of California

In 2018, Governor Jerry Brown signed a non-binding
executive order (B-55-18) which ordered, “A New
Statewide Goal to be established to achieve carbon
neutrality as soon as possible, and no later than 2045
At the same time, Senate Bill (SB)100 was signed

into law requiring 100% of the state’s electricity to

be produced by zero-carbon resources by 2045. The
law addresses the electricity portion of the State’s
emissions but does not address vehicle fuels and
natural gas.

Currently, the California Global Warming Solutions
Act of 2016: Emissions Limit, or SB 32, is a state law
that codifies statewide emissions reduction targets
to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. SB 32 expanded
upon Assembly Bill 32, which was passed in 2006 and
established statewide goals to reduce emissions to
1990 levels by 2020.

The State of California has concurred that limiting
global warming will require a 45% reduction in
global emissions from 2010 levels by 2030 which is
proportionate to the State’s goal of a 40% reduction
from 1990 levels by 2030 and reaching net-zero
emissions by mid-century. The State is currently
evaluating a pathway to achieve net-zero emissions
by 2045.

In October of 2020, the California Air Resources

Board (CARB) consulted with Energy + Environmental
Economics to develop Achieving Carbon Neutrality in
California- PATHWAYS Scenarios Developed for the
California Air Resources Board. This study evaluated
three scenarios that could potentially achieve carbon
neutrality in California by 2045 and was designed

to align with California’s Executive Order B-55-18.
Analysts examined carbon neutrality differently in each
scenario, ranging from 80-92% reduction in emissions
by 2045, with remaining emissions being removed
from the atmosphere using a combination of carbon
sequestration strategies.

umate action| 0 80 TOOROOTS


https://www.c40.org/
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/downloads/factsheets/IPCC_AR6_WGI_Regional_Fact_Sheet_Urban_areas.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-08/e3_cn_draft_report_aug2020.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-08/e3_cn_draft_report_aug2020.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-08/e3_cn_draft_report_aug2020.pdf

San Francisco, CA

It is clear that San Francisco’s response to the climate
crisis must be swift and acknowledge the imperative
of accelerating emissions reductions. In February
2019, San Francisco’s Board of Supervisors approved
a resolution declaring a climate emergency and
directed SF Environment to issue a report detailing
the steps San Francisco can take to reduce its carbon
emissions. In July 2019, SF Environment released Focus
2030: A Pathway to Net-Zero Emissions, which was a
foundational step in San Francisco’s progress toward
addressing the climate crisis. This technical report
quantified potential emissions reductions consistent
with reaching a net-zero goal.

Building upon the Focus 2030 report to meet reduction
targets, additional analysis was conducted to develop
comprehensive understanding of the emissions
reduction potential of various strategies and actions to
achieve those targets.

A VISION FOR AN EQUITABLE AND SUSTAINABLE CITY

A business-as-usual (BAU) baseline scenario was
created to project the effect of emissions reduction
strategies. The BAU assumptions, in which demographic
and economic changes —namely population and job
growth —serve as the primary drivers of changes in
emissions, resulted in a scenario that showed emissions
steadily increasing over time, rising 21% above 2017
levels. Continuing with business-as-usual is not an
option if San Francisco is serious about meeting

its climate commitments and avoiding the worst
consequences of climate change.

From this baseline, a variety of emissions-reducing
strategies and actions are applied to San Francisco’s
emissions forecast. These are described in Section 5.
Details about the methods used for the Transportation
and Land Use and Building Operations sectors are in
Appendix C. Emissions reduction approaches vary in
the targeted sectors. Local city data and applicable
sector decarbonization rates were used to provide
tailored analyses to understand emission

reduction potential.
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San Francisco’s emissions reduction target:
Net-zero sector-based emissions by 2040

Based on prior commitments, the CAP development
process originally contemplated net-zero emissions
by 2045 as the overall target. More recently,
legislation sponsored by Mayor London Breed

that updated Chapter 9 of the Environment Code
accelerated the net-zero goal to 2040 and it also
specifies net-zero as a 90% reduction below San
Francisco’s baseline year of 1990.

Current projections show that if all the strategies
in the CAP were implemented based on the
specified timelines, San Francisco would see an
80% reduction from 1990 levels by 2040, an 87%
reduction by 2045, and a 94% reduction by 2050.

Peer review by external technical experts
concluded the CAP puts forth an exhaustive

set of strategies, and indicated that the main

way to achieve the 2040 net-zero goal would

be to accelerate implementation. Staff-led
technical working groups concluded that the
proposed strategies had considered aggressive
implementation timelines, and any further
acceleration would be possible only with significant
assistance and support from external entities.
Initial solutions to the projected 2040 shortfall
include: receiving large amounts of heavily
subsidized capital from non-city sources, aligned
transformative policies from the state and federal
government, and tapping into new science and
tools to quantify the carbon sequestration effects
of Healthy Ecosystems strategies, which are
currently not accounted for within the emissions
reduction projections. These are discussed in more
detail in Section 6: Next Steps for Implementing
the CAP.

If San Francisco successfully implemented all CAP
strategies and actions, the City would achieve a

61% reduction in emissions by 2030 and an 87%
reduction by 2045. More aggressive reductions by
2030 are challenged by the need for legislation and
differing regulatory, financial, social, and equity
considerations that must be developed in partnership
with stakeholders. Major shifts are beginning to
happen, as innovation and capital investment in climate
technologies are on the rise, while securing new
long-term funding and vigilantly prioritizing climate
justice are also needed for success. Based on this data,
analysis, and consideration of external factors, San
Francisco has proposed the bold and aggressive goal of
equitably reaching net-zero sector emissions by 2040,
with a 61% reduction by 2030 (Figure 6).

To expand San Francisco’s view of emissions, a
Consumption-Based Emissions Inventory (CBEI) was
conducted for the years spanning 1990-2015 by SF
Environment in partnership with Lawrence Berkeley
Lab’s CoolClimate Network in April 2019. The results
were released in October 2020. One recommendation
from that study was that San Francisco should
establish consumption-based emission reduction
targets to accompany the existing sector-based
emission-reduction targets for 2030 and 2050.

A CBEI measures emissions that occur throughout

the supply chain. It includes goods, such as materials,
consumer goods, and food as well as services, including
healthcare, education, and entertainment (Figure 7).
The methodology then ascribes the final emissions
demand to consumers, defined as households and
government in San Francisco. A CBEI differs from a
sector-based inventory because it includes emissions
generated outside city borders to produce goods and
services for consumption by residents. Thus, a CBEI
provides insights about where local consumption gives
rise to emissions outside a city, leading to additional
opportunities for reducing emissions and avoiding
inequities associated with outsourcing high-emissions
activities to other communities, locally, regionally,

and internationally.
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FIGURE 9: HISTORICAL (1990-2015) AND PROJECTED 2030 AND 2050 CONSUMPTION-BASED EMISSION REDUCTION TARGETS

According to the CBEI, San Francisco emitted 14.72 mtCO2e, which is 2.5 times higher than the 5.93 million metric
tons in the sector-based emissions inventory (Figure 8). Total city-wide Consumption-Based Emissions (CBEs)
decreased 2% between 1990 and 2015 even as the city’s population increased.

Between 1990 and 2015 CBEs were reduced 17%, from 49.2 to 41.0 mtCO2e as measured on a per household basis
(Figure 9). Policy-based CBE targets for San Francisco that align with SB 32 and recommendations from the
CoolClimate Network suggest reducing emissions 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80% below 1990 levels by
2050. These targets were adopted in by San Francisco in the updated version of Chapter 9 of the Environment
Code. With aggressive state and local action between 2015 and 2030, San Francisco can reduce CBEs from 41 to 30

mtCO2e per household, an ambitious yet appropriate goal.

& Liart acion| 0 80 100ROOTS



EMISSIONS TARGETS AND CLIMATE GOALS

City staff, with community input,
and consumption-based targets

developed goals to reduce San Francisco’'s emissions to achieve its sector-based
(Table 5). Goals (Table 6) are consistent with international protocols from science-

based targets, statewide reductions required under SB 32, and regional and global emissions goals.

TABLE 5: 2021 CLIMATE ACTION TARGETS

SECTOR-BASED EMISSION
REDUCTION TARGETS

By 2030, reduce emissions by at least 61% compared

t0 1990 levels

By 2040, achieve net-zero emissions by reducing
emissions at least 90% compared to 1990 levels and
sequester any residual emissions through nature-

based solutions

TABLE 6: 2021 CLIMATE ACTION GOA

CONSUMPTION-BASED
EMISSION REDUCTION TARGETS

By 2030, reduce consumption-based emissions to less
than 30 mtCO2e per household, equivalent to a 40%
reduction compared to 1990 levels

By 2050, reduce consumption-based emissions to less
than 10 mtCO2e per household, equivalent to an 80%
reduction compared to 1990 levels

LS

By 2025, supplying 100% renewable electricity, and by 2040, supplying 100%

ENERGY renewable energy (no more fossil fuels).
By 2021, requiring zero onsite fossil fuel emissions from all new buildings,
BUILDINGS and by 2035, requiring zero onsite fossil fuel emissions from all large existing

commercial buildings.

TRANSPORTATION

By 2030, an increase in low-carbon trips to at least 80% of all trips measured and
anincrease in the level of electrification of vehicles to at least 25% of all private
vehicles registered, and by 2040, an increase in the level of electrification of
vehicles to 100% of all private vehicles registered.

Building at least 5,000 new housing units per year with maximum affordability,

HOUSING including not less than 30% affordable units, and with an emphasis on retaining
and rehabilitating existing housing.
By 2030, a reduction in the generation of solid waste of at least 15% below 2015
ZERO WASTE levels and a reduction in the amount of solid waste disposed of by incineration or
deposited in landfill of at least 50% below 2015 levels.
Sequestering carbon through ecosystem restoration, including increased urban
ROOTS

tree canopy, green infrastructure, and compost application.
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In addition to reducing emissions to zero over the next 20 years,
the CAP strives to ensure all San Franciscans have the skills,
knowledge, and resources to meet interconnected challenges
that lie ahead, including climate change. To do so, the

proposed strategies leverage community strengths, advance
racial and social equity, and provide critical benefits to the
entire community.

City climate action embodies the popular motto to “think globally but act locally.” By identifying and
implementing policies, programs, and projects that will lead to meaningful reduction in emissions,
San Francisco can help lead the international fight against climate change and pave the way for
other jurisdictions to act on climate.

At the same time, reducing emissions offers a unique opportunity to advance other key City
priorities: protecting public health; strengthening resilience to natural and industrial hazards and
shocks; creating a more fair and inclusive economy; and importantly, directly addressing racial
inequities and the marginalization of whole groups of people. Climate action is a vehicle to catalyze
positive, transformative change across society that will protect all San Franciscans and support
their ability to thrive.



Earth Day Volunteers 2012

CENTERING RACIAL EQUITY

The rapidly unfolding climate emergency requires

that strategies go beyond reducing emissions and
include actions that advance racial and social equity.
Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC) and
low-income residents are among the least responsible
for causing climate change, yet the most vulnerable to
its harms, including heat stress, flooding in low-lying
neighborhoods, and housing and food insecurity. When
data is analyzed by race, the results of discriminatory
policies are evident across every social indicator,
including unemployment, health, household income,
education, housing, displacement, criminal justice, and
police violence.”” Climate change will only exacerbate
these disparities, so strategies to reduce emissions
must be intentionally designed for equity to mitigate
and reverse these outcomes.

Concurrent to the CAP update, San Francisco is also
developing an Environmental Justice Framework

as part of its update to the General Plan. The
Environmental Justice Communities Map (Figure 9) will
be used as a primary tool for tracking progress on CAP
equity goals.

Interventions to reduce disparities and advance equity
vary in scope. They can take the form of targeted
benefits, specialized programs and policies, or they may
take on fundamental drivers of inequity. Equity can be
advanced by ensuring inclusive access to benefits, for
example by providing subsidies for green technologies
such as solar panels, electric vehicles or energy-
efficiency upgrades to those who cannot afford them. In
this example, strategies deliver benefits to populations
who may lack access to them while also promoting

new technologies. Strategies can also address the

root causes of the inequity. For example, expanding
affordable housing options by building new housing
stock and eliminating discrimination in home loan
applications can help people with lower incomes reduce
emissions associated with commuting and less energy
efficient older housing.

The commitment to a CAP grounded in equity and
justice requires that policymakers go beyond examining
how the benefits of green technology can become
available to those who cannot afford them. Instead,
policymakers should also examine root causes; for
example, why some people cannot afford green
technologies in the first place, and how to address
these underlying causes, such as disparities in income
and wealth accumulation.
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FIGURE 10: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE COMMUNITIES MAP™

CLIMATE ACTION PLAN “LENSES”

San Francisco views climate action through four
complementary focus areas, or “lenses”, which

have identified critical issues and shaped proposed
strategies for future implementation. These
considerations must be advanced to the extent possible
to maximize benefits for the entire community, and
with a special eye toward reducing burdens on
marginalized communities.

Lens 1: Racial and Social Equity

Disparities by race and ethnicity in San Francisco
and the Bay Area include median earnings (Figure
11), displacement (Figure 12) and home ownership
and rent burden (described in Section 5: Housing).

A VISION FOR AN EQUITABLE AND SUSTAINABLE CITY

o Environmental
Isl Justice Burden

[ Top 30% of burdened area

I
[ Least

Data Not Available

Rincon
Hill

V.

Mi,sfion

|II M e e
ColEmiSoreer 3 o dio 0
-population)

NOTE:

This map was created to meet the requirements
of CA Senate Bill 1000. The legislation requires
that municipalities identify where "Disadvantaged
Communities" are located, defined as areas facing
alevaled pollutlon burden couplsd with a high

of I This map is
based on OEHHA's CalEnviroScreen 3.0 Map,
‘modified to incorporate additonal local data on
pollution burden and socioeconomic disadvantage.

Displacement, gentrification, and deep cultural losses
have affected some of San Francisco’s most iconic
neighborhoods, even as the city has experienced one of
the longest periods of economic growth in its history.
Poverty and racial and ethnic inequality have been
identified as two foundational issues contributing to the
disparities in San Francisco’s public health outcomes.'
The stark inequality must be vigorously addressed.
Climate solutions that fail to address racial inequity are
less likely to be successful while those that advance
multiple goals and provide sustainable solutions for
many years. To advance equitable climate action, a
Racial and Social Equity Assessment Tool (R-SEAT,
Appendix D) was created to assess CAP strategies

for their potential to address fundamental drivers

of inequity. The R-SEAT leads with race because
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racial discrimination intersects with other forms of
marginalization. An intersectional approach accounts
for how social categorizations such as race, class,
gender, and sexual orientation create compounding
discrimination or disadvantage.

Lens 2: Economic Recovery and
Just Transition

Through ambition and effort, San Francisco has
demonstrated it can significantly reduce emissions
while having a prosperous local economy. However,
many residents and families have not benefited

from the city’s prosperity. There is a real possibility
that whole communities could be left behind and
penalized in the shift to decarbonization, unless policies
are advanced to protect against that harm .A new
imperative —referred to as a just transition —is integral
to achieving local, national, and international climate
goals. A just transition calls for a strategic, people-
focused approach to phasing out polluting industries
while creating employment pathways for workers in
those industries, plus a new generation of workers, to
transition to quality jobs that support economic and
climate justice.

COVID-19 impacted many people and communities
financially, but those most at risk were predominantly
people of color and individuals with lower incomes:
the communities that will also be harmed most by
climate change. Economic recovery driven by climate
action must provide opportunities to eliminate racial
disparities and economic inequality.

For this CAP, and the policy initiatives that feed into it,

A VISION FOR AN EQUITABLE AND SUSTAINABLE CITY

the City engaged labor leaders, frontline communities,
environmental justice advocates, and other key
stakeholders to ensure strategies support all workers,
including those in fossil-fuel based industries that must
decarbonize. Launching the CAP while recovering from
COVID-19's economic disruptions provides opportunities
to help impacted community members find meaningful
work while building on community strengths and
advancing common goals, including improving

public health.

Lens 3: Protecting Public Health

Climate change is one of the greatest public health
threats of the 21st century. Both its causes — primarily
burning fossil fuels and destroying tropical forests —
and its effects have acute consequences for health.
Climate-related events such as extreme temperatures,
severe storms, and wildfires directly harm people and
exacerbate pre-existing challenges such as poverty,
food and housing insecurity, and displacement.

While everyone’s health may be harmed by climate
change, adverse health outcomes are not evenly
distributed. Social Determinants of Health are defined
as upstream conditions such as social and institutional
inequities, as well as disparities in living conditions that
impact people’s health, including disease, injury, and
mortality.

Social determinants are significant drivers of climate-
related health inequities. Like other social determinants
of health, climate change creates poor health outcomes,
increased health care costs and disproportionately
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FIGURE 13: INTERCONNECTEDNESS OF CLIMATE CHANGE AND HEALTH

harms vulnerable populations such as seniors, children,
people with disabilities, and people with pre-existing
medical conditions. Research has concluded that the
impacts from a changing climate are inextricably linked
to poorer health.

Climate change impacts may be intensified by external
factors such as location, proximity to infrastructure,
and housing quality. For example, communities in flood
plains and low-lying areas are more vulnerable to
flooding from extreme storms, and families that live in
homes without air conditioning or insulation are more
vulnerable to extreme temperatures. Physiological
characteristics may also make a person more
vulnerable to climate stressors: those with pre-existing
health conditions, such as asthma, are more vulnerable
to dirty air from wildfire smoke; older adults are more
vulnerable to extreme heat; and populations that rely
on electronic medical equipment are more vulnerable to
power shut-off’s required for wildfire mitigation.

Climate change threatens human health in many
ways, such as increases in rates of cardiovascular and

respiratory diseases; increases in water and foodborne
illnesses; greater incidence of vector-borne diseases
such as West Nile Virus; preventable injuries due to
extreme weather events; increases in incidence of heat-
related illnesses such as heat stroke, heat exhaustion,
or even death. These stressors can also lead to impaired
mental health. Figure 13 displays the most salient health
impacts caused by climate change.

Addressing climate change can protect people’s
health. For example, walking and biking reduces traffic
congestion and improves physical health, greenspaces
and urban trees sequester emissions and improve air
quality and mental health, and eliminating fossil fuels
in buildings protects against chronic health conditions
such as asthma.

Lens 4: Resilience

San Francisco has a long-standing relationship with
natural disasters and hazards, coping with multiple
risks since the Great Earthquake of 1906. Planning to
mitigate future earthquake risks has been underway

& Ciare acron| 080 100ROOTS



A CLIMATE RESILIENT SAN FRANCISCO

Connecting People, Buildings, Infrastructure & Nature

Raclal & Social Equity
Healthy Communities
Just Transition
b Connection lo Naturs
I ation

FIGURE 14: CLIMATE ADAPTATION AND MITIGATION CREATE RESILIENCE

for decades. More recently, the City and region have
started to face specific climate change impacts such as
extreme heat and poor air quality caused by wildfires.
These hazards, as well as other threats such as coastal
flooding and drought, are projected to increase in
severity and frequency as emissions continue to build
up in the atmosphere. Because of the overlap between
climate resiliency and other preparedness efforts,
such as pandemic and earthquake preparedness, fire
safety, and other endeavors, the City can take a multi-
hazard approach to addressing community

resilience (Figure 14).

The Hazards and Climate Resilience Plan (HCR)
developed by City agencies and adopted by the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors in 2020, identifies
hazards and their associated vulnerabilities and
consequences and presents strategies to reduce

risks and adapt to unavoidable climate impacts. This
approved plan is required for San Francisco to receive
federal pre-and post-disaster hazard mitigation
funding. The HCR also meets State adaptation planning
requirements and will be linked to the Safety and

A VISION FOR AN EQUITABLE AND SUSTAINABLE CITY

Resilience Element in San Francisco’s General Plan.

As San Francisco contributes to ambitious efforts to
keep global temperatures below 1.5°C, it must also
prepare for unavoidable climate impacts and other
hazards that will hit home. All CAP strategies and
actions were assessed for their potential to increase
resilience. Two specific impact areas were assessed:

* Community adaptation and resilience — the
information and services available to prepare for,
respond to, and recover from a hazard event

* Physical environment resilience — the changes
to buildings and infrastructure, including nature-
based infrastructure, which reduce risks from
hazards and pollution.

The strategies and actions detailed later in this plan
are meant to not only support mitigation, but also
adaptation and resilience. The ability to anticipate,
prepare for, and respond to hazards of all types will
improve climate resilience and help San Francisco
communities better cope with impacts.
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BUILDING OPERATIONS
TRANSPORTATION AND LAND USE

HOUSING
REPSONSIBLE PRODUTION AND CONSUMPTION

HEALTHY ECOSYSTEMS
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