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Ocean Beach between Sloat Boulevard and Skyline Boulevard, City and
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Description:

Placement of temporary shoreline protection devices, including : (1) after-thefact authorization for placement of 600 feet of quarrystone rock revetment,
constructed in 1997, and re-grading of the toe; (2) after-the-fact
reauthorization and refurbishment of 11 beach monitoring posts whose
previously authorized Coastal Development Permit (CDP) (2-00-040) expired;
(3) follow-up authorization for 425 feet of rock revetment placed under
Emergency Permit (EP) 2-10-003-G dated February 8, 2010; (4) after-the-fact
authorization for the construction of an additional 15 feet of rock revetment
that was not authorized under EP 2-10-003-G; (5) new construction of 70 feet
of rock revetment as a southerly extension of the structure constructed under
EP 2-10-003; (6) construction of two new tangent pile walls (270 feet and
175 feet); (7) vertical access, specifically construction of stairs from the top of
bluff through the revetment constructed under EP 2-10-003 down to the
beach and bluff top public access trail between Sloat and Skyline Boulevards;
(8) grading, vegetation, drainage improvements/corrections; and (9) the
removal of existing concrete rubble/rock material that is not functioning as
shoreline protection and other debris from the beach.

Action:

Denied

Commissioners on Prevailing side:
Blank, Bloom, Bochco, Brennan, Kinsey, McClure, Mitchell, Sanchez, Stone,
Zimmer, Shallenberger
STAFF NOTE:
Staff recommended approval of the project at the July, 2011 Commission meeting. However, the
Commission denied the project, due to inadequate consideration of alternatives by the applicant
that would better avoid and/or minimize the adverse impacts of the proposed project. These
revised findings reflect that action. Changes are shown through strikeout (deletions) and
underline (additions).
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EXHIBITS……………………………………………….
1. Regional Location Map
2. Vicinity Location Map
3. Project Site – Work locations
4. Beach Monitoring Post Locations
5. Public Access Plan
6. Emergency Quarrystone Revetment
7. 2010 Emergency Quarrystone Revetment
8. Reach 2 Tangent Pile Wall
9. Reach 3 Tangent Pile Wall
10. Emergency Permit 2-10-003-G
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I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution to approve the revised
findings.
Motion:
I move that the Commission adopt the revised findings in support of its July 13, 2011 denial of
coastal development permit 2-10-033.
Staff Recommendation of Approval:
Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion. Passage of this motion will result in the adoption
of revised findings as set forth in this staff report. The motion requires a majority vote of the
members from the prevailing side present at the revised findings hearing, with at least three of
the prevailing members voting. Only those Commissioners on the prevailing side of the
Commission’s action are eligible to vote on the revised findings. The Commissioners eligible to
vote are: Commissioners Blank, Bloom, Bochco, Brennan, Kinsey, McClure, Mitchell, Sanchez,
Stone, Zimmer, and Shallenberger.

.
Resolution to Adopt Revised Findings:
The Commission hereby adopts the findings set forth below for Coastal Development Permit 210-033 on the ground that the findings support the Commission’s decision made on July 13,
2011 and accurately reflect the reasons for it.
IV. CONDITIONS
A. STANDARD CONDITIONS
1.

Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development
shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized
agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is
returned to the Commission office.

2.

Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from
the date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be
pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application
for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

3.

Interpretation. Any questions of intent of interpretation of any condition will be
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission.

4.

Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee
files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.
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5.

Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future
owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

B. SPECIAL CONDITIONS
1.

Scope and Time Period for which Development is Authorized.

A.
This coastal development permit provides (1) after-the-fact authorization for the
construction of 600 feet of unpermitted quarrystone rock placed on Ocean Beach in 1997 as
generally depicted on Exhibit 6; (2) after-the-fact authorization for 11 beach monitoring posts
previously authorized by coastal development permit 2-00-040 as generally depicted on Exhibit
4; (3) after-the-fact authorization of 15 linear feet of installed in April 2010 but not authorized
under 2-10-003-G, as generally depicted on Exhibit 7; (4) follow-up authorization of 425 feet of
rock revetment previously authorized under emergency permit 2-10-003-G as generally depicted
on Exhibit 7; (5) 70 feet of additional (new) rock revetment as generally depicted on Exhibit X;
and (6) two tangent pile walls (270 feet and 140 feet), generally depicted on Exhibits 8 and 9.
B.
This permit authorizes the afore-listed development for a period of no more than five
years from the date of Commission approval of Application 2-10-033 on July 13, 2011, with an
end date of July 13, 2016. The Executive Director may grant, with good cause, additional
development authorization(s) for a period of five years. No later than four years from the date of
Commission approval July 13, 2015, the permittee shall submit one of the following as described
in 1, 2, or 3 below:
1. A coastal development permit application to the Commission for removal of the
shoreline protection structures authorized under this permit, UNLESS THE
PERMITTEE HAS RECEIVED A TIME EXTENSION OF THE DEVELOPMENT
AUTHORIZATION FROM THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AT LEAST SIX
MONTHS PRIOR TO THE END OF THE FIVE-YEAR DEVELOPMENT
AUTHORIZATION. The permittee shall include in its application a detailed Rock
Removal and Restoration Plan (Removal Plan) for the Executive Director’s review
and approval. The goal of the Removal Plan shall be to remove the rock revetments
that are authorized by this coastal development permit, from the beach and return of
the beach area occupied by the development, to its pre-revetment installation
condition or better. The plan shall include:
a. A description of all Best Management Practices (BMPs) to be implemented

during removal and restoration activities.
b. Measures to be taken in order to avoid or minimize impacts to public views,

access, and recreation during removal and restoration activities.
c. All of the construction requirements identified in Special Condition No. 3
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d. A provision requiring the permittee to submit a report within three months

after completion of the removal that i) documents all removal and restoration
activities ii) contains a narrative description and photographic evidence of the
removal.
2. A coastal development permit application to the Commission for a long-term
permanent solution for shoreline protection, accompanied by:
a. A new analysis of alternatives to the existing shoreline protection that shall

include, but not be limited to managed retreat, reduction or modification of the
infrastructure being protected, and construction of a sea wall. The alternatives
analysis should consider factors including, but not limited to: (i) the beach
profile at the time of analysis, (ii) impacts to the beach profile identified in the
monitoring reports required pursuant to Special Condition No. 6 (iii) the
amount of beach available to the public for recreational use, and (iv) the cost
of each alternative.
b. An analysis of impacts on the beach and shoreline since the date of this

approval of the structures covered by this permit.
3. A formal written request to the Executive Director to extend the development
authorization period for good cause. The request for an extension shall include a
status report on the progress toward a long-term solution that addresses shoreline
protection within the geographic area covered under this coastal development permit.
2.

Removal of Concrete Rubble / Material and Debris

The permittee shall remove all existing concrete rubble/material that is not functioning as
shoreline protection purposes from the beach and surf zone areas in front of the authorized
revetments.
3.

Water Quality Best Management Practices (BMPs) and Construction Responsibilities

These special conditions require BMPs and construction responsibilities that shall be
implemented to avoid marine and water quality impacts.
A.

Permittee shall prepare and submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan,
which is required to protect water quality by controlling sediments and erosion
from construction, repair, and maintenance activities, for review and approval by
the Executive Director.

B.

BMPs - The permittee shall employ BMPs to prevent erosion, sediment runoff, and
geologic instability of the project sites, during construction. The BMPs shall be
consistent with the approved Storm Water Pollution Prevent Plan BMPs, in
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addition to construction responsibilities required in this subsection shall include
but not be limited to:
1. Use wind erosion control in bare areas within the proposed project site by
placement of native vegetation, where feasible.
2. Conduct work within the beach area during low tide.
3. Use of silt fencing, fiber rolls, and sand bag barriers to protect water quality by
controlling sediments and contaminated surface runoff.
4. Protect storm drain inlets.
5. Management of stock piles and solid waste by covering and prevention of
exposure to wind and rain.
6. Collect, contain, and properly dispose of all construction leaks, drips, by-products
and any similar contaminants through the use of containment structures or
equivalent.
7. Keep the beach and all other areas used for construction staging and access
purposes free of debris and trash.
8. Haul debris, rubble, and material not suitable for construction shall be removed
and disposed off-site daily.
9. Conduct all equipment and vehicle fueling, cleaning, washing, and maintenance
off-site.

B.

Construction Responsibilities - The permittee shall follow and adhere to the
following construction responsibilities:
1. Copies of the signed coastal development permit and Construction Plan shall be
maintained in a conspicuous/accessible location at the construction job site at all
times during construction. Such copies shall be available for public review upon
request. Construction personnel shall be briefed on the content and meaning of the
coastal development permit prior to commencement of construction.
2. Permittee shall notify North Central Coast District Office permitting staff at least
five workdays prior to starting construction and immediately upon completion of
the work.
3. Permittee shall report any proposed changes to the approved plans. No changes to
the approved plan shall occur without approval of the Executive Director.
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4. Permittee shall restore all staging and access areas affected by construction
activities to their pre-construction condition, or better, within five days of
completion of work. Any beach sand affected by construction shall be filtered as
necessary to remove all construction debris from the beach.
5. Construction activities and equipment shall avoid Pacific Ocean waters and
minimize beach disturbance to the maximum extent feasible by project design and
implementation including, but not limited to, limiting construction to the lowest
possible tides. No construction equipment, work materials, or debris shall be
placed where they may be subject or exposed to ocean waters or dispersion.
6. All construction activities that result in discharge of materials, polluted runoff, or
wastes to the beach and/or the adjacent marine environment are prohibited. The
Permittee shall collect, contain, and properly dispose of all construction leaks,
drips, by-products, and any similar contaminants through the use of containment
structures or equivalent as necessary (including through the use of collection
devices and absorbent materials placed below any above-ground work where such
contaminants are possible and/or expected). Equipment washing, refueling, and/or
servicing shall not take place on the beach.
7. If, at any time while the work authorized by this permit is occurring, any marine
mammals are located on or seaward of the subject property, work must
immediately stop and the permittee must immediately call the Marine Mammal
Center in Sausalito, CA or the National Marine Fisheries Service to report that a
marine mammal is located on the beach. Work must not commence until either the
animal is removed by the Marine Mammal Center or the National Marine Fisheries
Service, or until the animal returns to the ocean on its own without any
harassment.
8. All work conducted within GGNRA, which is under National Park Service (NPS)
jurisdiction, shall comply with the NPS permit-required work restrictions.
4.

Public Access

Permittee shall ensure that the beach area is available for public lateral access and recreation
during construction to the maximum extent possible consistent with public safety.
5.

Biological Resources Protection Measures

A. Bank Swallow: Permittee shall have a qualified biologist conduct pre-construction survey of
the project site for evidence of bank swallow nesting. Construction will be stopped and
delayed until after the nesting season if swallows are found.
Construction activities shall avoid impacts to bank swallows and bank swallow habitat to the
maximum extent feasible, and shall comply with the requirements of the National Park
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Service and the Department of Fish and Game related to potential impacts to biological
resources, including bank swallows and bank swallow habitat.
B. Snowy Plover: A qualified biologist shall identify the beach access route and escort the
contractor/crew with heavy equipment, to and from the construction site in order to avoid
potential impacts to snowy plover or other wildlife and ensure that beach habitat is not
disturbed.
A qualified biologist shall monitor the project area for snowy plover during construction
activities.
6.

Monitoring Inspections and Surveys, Maintenance, and Reporting

Permittee shall monitor, maintain, and report on the condition of the authorized development.
Permittee shall submit an update of the Ocean Beach Monitoring and Maintenance Plan
prepared by CH2M Hill, Inc., dated March 28, 2000 for review and approval by the Executive
Director.
A. Monitoring and inspection of the permitted structures shall follow the guidance of the
updated “Monitoring and Maintenance Plan for Bluff and Shoreline Area South of Sloat
Boulevard to Fort Funston Cliffs” prepared by CH2M Hill (dated March 28, 2000) for the
City and County of San Francisco, approved by the Executive Director. Monitoring, at a
minimum shall include:
1. Annual visual inspection and photo documentation of the structures. Monitoring
may be performed monthly, based upon erosion conditions and storm activity.
The permittee shall look for the following signs of potential revetment failure or
impacts to coastal resources:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Excessive scour in front of the revetments following significant storm events,
Dislodged rocks or stones on the beach and seaward of the revetment,
Gaps or exposed under layer material,
Slumping or rotation of revetment, and
Settlement of rock into underlying sand.

2. A LiDAR survey of the structures at year one (baseline) and the fifth year (total of
two surveys).
3. Annual survey of the beach profile and bluff top areas between Sloat and Skyline
Boulevards.
B. Maintenance – Permittee shall maintain the revetments by: i) re-establishing or placing rock
within the permitted footprint or profile of the revetments; and ii) retrieving any rock
material that has moved onto the beach and seaward of the permitted footprint of the
revetments re-stack or remove them from the site.
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1. Maintenance Notification. Permittee shall notify in writing Coastal Commission’s
North Central District Office staff (Commission staff) at least two weeks prior to
commencing any maintenance activity (including a decision to temporarily leave in
place fallen rock from the revetments. The notification shall include:
a. A detailed description of the maintenance activity proposed;
b. Any plans, engineering and/or geology reports describing the activity;
c.

Other agency authorizations; and

d. Any other supporting documentation.

2. The maintenance activity shall not commence until the permittee has been informed
by North Central District Office permitting staff that the activity complies with this
coastal development permit and that the provisions of this subsection (2. B. 6, below)
have not been triggered. If the permittee has not received a response within 14
working days of receiving the notification, the augmentation and/or maintenance
activity shall be authorized as if planning staff affirmatively indicated that the activity
complies with this coastal development permit. The notification shall clearly indicate
that the maintenance activity is proposed pursuant to this coastal development permit,
and that the lack of a response to the notification within 14 working days of receiving
the notification constitutes approval of it as specified in the permit.
3. In the case of an emergency requiring immediate maintenance, the notification of
such emergency activity shall be made consistent with the provisions of 30611 and
30624 of the Coastal Act and the implementing regulations.
4. No expansion or enlargement of the approved revetments is permitted.
5. Maintenance and repairs shall be limited to removal, repositioning/re-stacking, or
replacement of rock within the footprint of the approved revetments. The permittee
shall remove, redeposit, or reposition any rock or material that becomes dislodged or
displaced from the approved shoreline protection as soon as possible after such
displacement occurs. The permittee shall contact Commission staff (as required by
Special Condition No. 6) immediately to determine whether such activities require a
coastal development permit or permit amendment. The above-referenced activities
shall not require a coastal development permit or permit amendment provided the
activities occur within the envelope of the permitted revetments as shown on plans
submitted to the Commission pursuant to this condition.
6. The permittee shall remove any materials not explicitly authorized pursuant to this
coastal development permit, including but not limited to debris, trash, or other
materials from the shoreline protection device and shall take all necessary
measures to discourage and prevent the placement of such material on the project
site.
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7. If in the opinion of the Executive Director permittee is out of compliance with the
terms and conditions of this coastal development permit at the time that a
maintenance activity is proposed, then the maintenance activity that might otherwise
be allowed by this coastal development permit may not be allowed until permittee is
in full compliance with this coastal development permit.
C. Reporting
By November 1 of each year covered by this coastal development permit permittee shall
submit annual monitoring reports that have been prepared by a licensed engineer
(geotechnical or civil) or geologist. The first report shall be submitted by November 1, 2011.
The reports, at a minimum shall contain the following for all structures authorized under this
permit:

7.

1.

Photo documentation of the status of the condition of the structures.

2.

An evaluation/description of the condition and performance of the approved
shoreline protection structures, including an assessment of whether any weathering
or damage has occurred that could adversely impact future performance.

3.

Annual topographic field surveys of at least three beach and bluff profiles taken
twice annually (in the spring and fall) for the five-year duration of this
authorization. Surveys shall be conducted within a two-week window of the
previous year’s survey, to make comparisons of beach width under the same wave
and climate conditions over time. Profiles shall be tied into survey monuments that
are constructed and surveyed-in to establish fixed reference points from which any
subsequent change can be recorded.

4.

An analysis of erosion trends, annual retreat, or rate of retreat of the bluff.

5.

A description of any migration or movement of rock that has occurred on the site.

6.

Recommendations for repair, maintenance, modifications, or other work to the
structures. The recommendations described in the report shall include descriptions
of the methods, materials to be used, and timeframe required to conduct the work.

Post-Construction Reporting

Permittee shall submit as-built plans (in full size and 11” x 17” with a graphic scale) and
photo documentation for all structures authorized under this permit. The as-built plans and
photos shall be submitted to the Executive Director for review and approval within 60 days of
completion of work. The as-built plans must clearly identify in the site plan and crosssections all work completed pursuant to this coastal development permit.
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8.

Development of Long-term Solution

Progress for the Development of a Longer-term Solution: The shoreline protection devices
authorized pursuant to Special Condition No. 1 are temporary and only permitted to be
maintained in order to provide a reasonable period of time to develop and implement a long-term
solution for the protection of infrastructure and existing development from erosion along the
Ocean Beach area.
Permittee shall submit a semi-annual progress report to the Executive Director for review and
approval that demonstrates the City’s steps/actions taken toward the development of its longterm solution to erosion within the project area. The first report shall include target dates and
milestones for developing the long-term alternatives. Permittee shall coordinate with the NPS
and U. S. Army Corps of Engineers Permittee and actively participate in analyses for developing
alternatives for the long-term solution. Permittee shall submit the first report within six months
of issuance of this permit with subsequent reports to follow every six months thereafter.
9.

Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability and Indemnity

By acceptance of this permit, the applicant acknowledges and agrees (i) that the site may be
subject to hazards from landslide, bluff retreat, erosion, and earth movement; (ii) to assume the
risks to the applicant and the property that is the subject of this permit of injury and damage from
such hazards in connection with this permitted development; (iii) to unconditionally waive any
claim of damage or liability against the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for
injury or damage from such hazards; and (iv) to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission,
its officers, agents, and employees with respect to the Commission’s approval of the project
against any and all liability, claims, demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred
in defense of such claims), expenses, and amounts paid in settlement arising from any injury or
damage due to such hazards.
10.

Condition Compliance

Within 90 days of Commission action on this coastal development permit application or
within such additional time as the Executive Director may grant for good cause, the applicant
shall satisfy all requirements specified in the conditions hereto that the applicant is required to
satisfy prior to issuance of this permit. Failure to comply with this requirement may result in
the institution of enforcement action under the provisions of Chapter 9 of the Coastal Act.
11.

Public Access Mitigation

Permittee shall provide mitigation for public access impacts as result of the temporary
shoreline protection devices permitted under this coastal development permit, in substantial
conformance with the Public Access Plan by San Francisco Department of Public Works,
dated March 2011. Prior to issuance of the permit, Permittee shall prepare and submit for
review and approval by the Executive Director:
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A. Detailed design plans for the public access improvements identified/described in
the “Public Access Plan”, dated March 2011. The improvements shall specifically
include: (a) replacement of the bluff top trail with overlooks at the top of the pile
wall locations between Sloat and the Southwest Ocean Outfall (SWOO),
encompassing the Reaches 3 and 2 of the project area; and (b) South of the SWOO
replacement of access by constructing a rock stairway down to the beach and a
public access trail along the bluff top. Permittee shall submit detailed design plans
for the proposed improvements.
B. Detailed project schedule for final design, construction, and implementation of the
public access plan.
C. Detailed plans for the removal of all existing concrete rubble/material that is not
functioning as shoreline protection purposes from the beach.
13.

Other Approvals

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT the applicant
shall:
A. Provide a copy of the National Park Service permit or evidence that the NPS will be
issuing the permit approval for construction of these shoreline protection structures at
Ocean Beach.
B. Provide a copy of the Army Corps of Engineers approval, or evidence that the placement
of the new rock revetment not included in the work covered by Army Corps of Engineers
File Number SPN-2010-00059 S will be approved.

II. FINDINGS and DECLARATIONS
The Commission hereby finds and declares:
PROJECT SETTING and LOCATION
The proposed project is located along Ocean Beach west of Highway 1 (also referred to as the
Great Highway) between Sloat and Skyline Boulevards in San Francisco. (Exhibit 2) Ocean
Beach is a north-south trending sandy beach (approximately 4.4 miles long) on the western side
of the City, situated just south of the Golden Gate entrance to San Francisco. The Great Highway
runs parallel to the beach bluff top immediately to the east. It is the primary Coastal Access
roadway in the area (and within the limits of the City of San Francisco). The land west of the
most western edge of the roadway is owned by the National Park Service (NPS) as part of the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA); areas to the east are under the ownership of
the City. Public access to the beach is supported by two parking lots in the project area: the Sloat
Parking Lot (also referred to as the North Lot) and the South Parking Lot. These two lots were
constructed in the early 1990s. The San Francisco Oceanside Water Treatment Plant is located
immediately southeast of the proposed project site. The Lake Merced Transport Box, an 8,500-

12

A-2-10-033 (City of San Francisco, Department of Public Works)

foot-long, 14-ft.-diameter tunnel that provides 10 Million Gallon storage capacity to the City’s
combined sewer and storm water system as wells as transport capacity for untreated waste water,
is located under the southbound lane of the Great Highway.
BACKGROUND
The City conducted emergency shoreline protection activities during 1997, 1999, and 2010 in
response to erosion damage from El Niño storm events which threatened public access/recreation
facilities, the existing roadway, parking lots, and waste water treatment facilities. The two
existing revetments (constructed in 1997 and 2010) were constructed in part to protect the beach
and near shore environment from potential waste water flows were the Lake Merced Transport
Box to be threatened. The 1997 work entailed unpermitted construction of a 600-foot revetment,
which the City calls the “Emergency Quarrystone Revetment (EQR)”. Historically there was no
formal shore protection prior to placement of the rock revetment in 1997. Historic photos
indicate that rubble existed on the slope from the north parking lot to the current location of the
Southwest Ocean Outfall (SWOO) 1 .
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The City seeks authorization for the placement of temporary shoreline protection structures along
Ocean Beach between Sloat and Skyline Boulevards. The City requests authorization for the
following:
(1) After-the-fact authorization of 600 feet of quarrystone rock revetment (EQR) that was
placed in 1997 and re-grading of the toe. (Exhibit 6)
The City conducted unpermitted construction of a 600-ft. rock revetment in 1997. CDP 2-00029 was a permit request for after-the-fact authorization for the 600-ft. rock revetment; however,
the application was withdrawn. The EQR was designed to be the minimum size necessary to
provide protection for the City’s infrastructure. The infrastructure in danger from erosion in this
portion of Ocean Beach includes the Great Highway and the sewer system. The sewer system, in
this area comprises the Westside Transport Box, which transports and holds storm runoff, and a
storm water discharge pipe for overflows. The purpose of the EQR is to slow erosion at the bluff
toe until a permanent solution can be developed. 2 This revetment consists of two-ton rock
underlain by light-class rock. It has been gradually deteriorating with age and exposure;
however, it is performing its intended function to protect the sewer facilities, and to provide safe
travel along the Great Highway roadway. The EQR (1997 rock revetment) is unraveling at its
northern end and gullies have developed above it. The City also proposes to implement
temporary measures to stabilize the bluff face above the crest for 400 feet of the northern extent.
The temporary measures would entail dressing the slope to no steeper than 1:V to 1.5H from the
top of the EQR, placing 2 two layers of 400 to 500 lb quarrystone over crushed stone and
repairing erosion gullies .

1

San Francisco Department of Public Works Photo History Report of Storm Damage Impacts to Ocean Beach; Sloat
to Fort Funston Bluffs 1992 – 2010. November 29, 2010
2
San Francisco Department of Public Works Photo History Report of Storm Damage Impacts to Ocean Beach; Sloat
to Fort Funston Bluffs 1992-2010. November 29, 2010.

13

A-2-10-033 (City of San Francisco, Department of Public Works)

(2) After-the-fact authorization for 11 beach monitoring posts previously authorized by
coastal development permit 2-00-040. (Exhibit 4)
CDP 2-00-040 was issued in March 2001 authorizing the installation of 11 beach and bluff
monitoring posts. It (CDP 2-00-040) was approved with conditions and had an authorization
expiration date of March 2003. According to the City, tThe beach monitoring posts are an
integral component of the City’s monitoring program. Ocean Beach is located within a
dynamic/high energy environment that causes dramatic seasonal changes of the beach elevation
due to strong alongshore-directed tidal currents caused by tidal movements in and out of the Bay.
The beach monitoring posts allow for an easy method to measure the change in beach elevation
at a given point in time and the changes in the distance from the top of the bluff. The City
additionally proposes to refurbish the 11 posts with beaded, vertical elevation markers at 2-ft.
intervals.
(3)/(4) Follow-up authorization of 425 feet of rock revetment previously authorized under
Emergency Permit 2-10-003-G; and after-the-fact authorization for 15 additional linear
feet of rock revetment installed in 2010, but not authorized under 2-10-003-G. (Exhibit 7)
Emergency Permit 2-10-003-G was issued in February 2010 for the construction of a 425-foot
rock revetment and the construction work completed in April 2010. The City actually placed
440 linear feet of material therefore 15 feet of the structure is unpermitted. This revetment
consists of two-ton class rock underlain by light class rock. The added rock material resulted in
extending the 425-foot revetment to the south for a total length of 440 feet. The linear extent of
the revetment was lengthened in field, to the south, to locate a proper termination point for the
armoring.
(5) 70 linear feet of additional (new) rock revetment added onto the 440-ft. revetment, as
described above in item (4). (Exhibit 7)
The City proposes to extend the rock revetment, constructed in 2010, 70 feet to the south of the
existing limit (as-constructed) to provide for a smooth transition from the revetment to the
existing bluff. The rock to be used for this 70-ft extension will come from the existing
revetment, by re-grading the toe and pulling back the southern extent of the structure.
(6) Two new tangent pile walls (175 feet and 270 feet) located on the bluff top south of the
North Parking Lot and North of the SWOO, respectively. (Exhibits 8 and 9)
The City has also identified a need to address a segment along the top of bluff (approximately
500 feet south of Sloat Boulevard) which has eroded leaving only 20 feet between the edges of
the roadway pavement and the top of bluff. The project, therefore, includes construction of a
175-foot long tangent pile wall on City property at that location. The second tangent pile wall
would be constructed in the area located approximately 0.5 mile south of Sloat Boulevard
(immediately north of the Southwest Ocean Outfall).
(7) Vertical and bluff top public access improvements at three locations between Sloat and
Skyline Boulevards. (Exhibit 5)
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The City proposes public access impact mitigation that includes: a) the Sloat Boulevard existing
access point at the parking lot via a “sand ladder” will continue to be used as the primary vertical
access point for beach users. The sand, which is not a naturally occurring feature, will be
replenished as part of the City’s routine maintenance work as blow-sand is available from Ocean
Beach/road maintenance; b) a bluff top access trail that extends between Sloat Boulevard and
Skyline Boulevards, with scenic overlooks at the locations of the two tangent pile walls; and c)
south of the SWOO, previously existing access that was completely eroded prior to 2008 will be
re-established slightly to the north. The existing rock will be repositioned to create a vertical
access “stairway” from the bluff top to the beach.
(8) Grading, vegetation, drainage improvements.
The grading and vegetation component of the project would involve removal of asphalt and
other debris from the bluff top of the project sites/locations for the planting of vegetation. Debris
would be removed from the proposed project site, as described in (9) below. All cleared areas
will be vegetated, where appropriate, with native, non-invasive species. Drainage work includes
a) relocate the existing drainage facilities in Reach 1 eastward from the bluff face, which
includes 1 sand trap, 7 modified manholes with boulders at the base, 1 storm water inlet, 16
lineal feet of 10-inch diameter VCP (vitrified clay pipe) culvert, 619 lineal feet of 15-inch
diameter VCP sewer on crushed rock bedding wrapped in geotextile fabric, and b) postconstruction television inspections of the storm drain system. Storm water drains are
approximately 7-8.5 ft. below grade and trenches are approximately 2 ft. wide.
(9) The removal of excess / unnecessary rock material, concrete rubble, and debris.
The City proposes to remove debris from bluff top areas within the proposed project site. Bluff
top areas, include a) 13, 600 sq. ft. in Reach 1; b) 7,900 sq. ft. in Reach 2; and c) 1, 600 sq. ft. in
Reach 3.
COASTAL ACT CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS
Altering Natural Shoreline
Applicable Coastal Act Policies
Section 30235 of the Coastal Act states in applicable part:
Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other
such construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when required to
serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger
from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline
sand supply.
Coastal Act Section 30235 acknowledges that seawalls, revetments, cliff retaining walls, groins
and other such structural or “hard” methods, such as gabion walls, designed to prevent erosion
also alter natural landforms and natural shoreline processes. Section 30235 only mandates the
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construction of shoreline protective work if they are required to serve coastal-dependant uses, or
to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from erosion, provided they are
designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on shoreline sand supply. The Coastal Act
provides these limitations because shoreline structures can have a variety of adverse effects on
coastal resources including impacts on sand supply, public access, coastal views, alteration of
natural landforms and shoreline beach dynamics on and off site that could result in the loss of
public beach. The Commission must review and consider shoreline protection projects on a
case-by-case basis. Section 30235 provides the review standard for evaluating shoreline
protection projects. Preference and priority is given to alternatives that would not result in
altering the natural coastal processes/dynamics adjacent to and within a project site or area.
Section 30235 dictates that the Commission must approve shoreline protection devices, such as
the proposed project’s rock revetments and tangent pile walls, only if (1) it is required to protect
an existing structure in danger from erosion and (2) it is designed to eliminate or mitigate
adverse impacts on shoreline sand supply. In addition, as discussed further below, the application
must evaluate alternatives both in order to establish that shoreline protection is actually required
to accomplish the identified objectives and to avoid and minimize other resource impacts
inconsistent with the Coastal Act.
Existing structure: The Great Highway was originally constructed in 1915. A portion was
reconstructed as part of the construction of the Westside Sewer Storage/Transport Box in the
1980s and the Lake Merced Transport Box in the 1990s. Although the roadway was partially
reconstructed in the ‘80s and ‘90s the highway pre-dates the Coastal Act and as such is
considered to be an “existing structures” for the purposes of Section 30235.
In Danger: The Coastal Act does not define the term “in danger.” There is some risk in
maintaining development along a California coastline that is actively eroding and subject to
severe storms, large waves, flooding, earthquakes, and other hazards. These risks can be
exacerbated by such factors as sea level rise and localized geography that can focus storm energy
at particular stretches of coastline.
The degree and timing of a potential threat to development within the Coastal Zone along the
California coast are determining factors that can be considered when determining the distinction
between “danger” that represents an ordinary and acceptable risk, and “danger” that requires the
construction of shoreline protection structures pursuant to Section 30235. The Commission’s
practice has been to evaluate how imminent the threat is, in order determine whether an existing
structure is “in danger”. The Commission has generally interpreted “in danger” to mean that an
existing structure would be unsafe to use or otherwise occupy within the next two or three storm
season cycles (the next few years) without the placement of shoreline protection (i.e., a no
project alternative).
The City realigned the portion of the Great Highway roadway closest to the project site’s
southern limit. This realignment, in 2002, to a single southbound lane created a buffer between
the road/travel way and the edge of the eroding bluff. According to the City, sShoreline
protection in the area west of the Great Highway however, is still needed in order to protect
existing infrastructure. The purpose of this shoreline protection project is to (a) minimize the
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extent of damage to the roadway and to protect existing facilities and infrastructure, such as the
Lake Merced Waste Water Transport Box, from future storm damage, (b) restore the essential
traffic route, (c) maintain public access to Ocean Beach, (d) ensure bluff stability, by preventing
future near-term bluff damage (slip-out), and most importantly, (e) provide the minimum
protection necessary to develop a long-term plan for Ocean Beach and a solution for shoreline
protection from erosion.
Bluff retreat rates for the period 1995-2010 were estimated, based on surveys and aerial
photographs for the area, and compared to prior work by the Army Corps of Engineers. The data
indicates that on average a 5-yr return period storm has resulted in about 10-ft of bluff top
retreat, an 8-yr return period storm results in about 20-ft of retreat, and a 30-yr storm results in
about a 40-ft retreat.
The 2010 El Niño storms have resulted in a loss of more than 40 feet of bluff area. The
proposed project is limited to three locations along Ocean Beach which the City identifies as
critical areas along Ocean Beach due to the severely eroded conditions. The infrastructure at
these locations is highly vulnerable to potential damage from bluff erosion, if shoreline
protection measures are not implemented at some point to prevent or delay the erosion process.
The project site is separated into three geographic designations, Reaches 1, 2, and 3 (Exhibit 3).
The City’s risk analysis indicates that Reach 1 is capable of withstanding a moderate storm
event; however, public access could be affected by additional events. According to the City
there is a 50% probability that the top of the bluff will reach the roadway pavement within the
next five years. The bluff top edge in Reach 2 has a 50% probability of reaching the pavement
within eight years. Reach 3 currently exhibits the greatest need for immediate action as,
according to the City, there is 50% probability of the bluff retreating to the edge of pavement
within one year.
If no action is taken to prevent or slow down bluff erosion while the existing development
remains at its current location, untreated waste water from the Lake Merced Transport Box,
eroded roadway debris, and utility infrastructure would be discharged and deposited to the
adjacent beach and ocean. This could result in adverse effects on the quality of the ocean water,
marine habitat, and organisms that rely on these resources.
Required Alternative: Under Section 30235, the proposed shoreline protection devices must be
approved as the appropriate response to the risk of erosion only if they are “required” to protect
existing structures in danger from erosion. Shoreline protection measures, such as the rock
revetments and tangent pile walls proposed by the City, shall be permitted if they are the only
feasible 3 alternative capable of protecting the structures that are in danger from erosion.
When considered in conjunction with other applicable Coastal Act policies for protecting coastal
resources as cited in these findings, the proposed project is required if it is the least
environmentally damaging feasible alternative that can serve to protect existing structures that
3

Note that Coastal Act Section 30108 defines feasibility as follows: “Feasible” means capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, social, and technological factors.
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are in danger. Other alternatives that should be considered by the City include: “no project”;
abandonment of the threatened structures; relocation of the threatened structures (managed
retreat); sand replenishment programs; drainage and vegetation measures on the bluff top itself;
installation of vertical walls or other shoreline structures, and some combination of these
alternatives.
The City considered several alternatives for shoreline protection and repairs for the Ocean Beach
area. Seven potential construction options were identified: (1) tangent or secant pile wall, (2)
soldier pile wall, (3) soil nail wall, (4) geoweb or ACBM mats, (5) rock revetment, (6) low
height toe wall, and (7) no action. These seven options were then developed to a concept level
and evaluated for feasibility. The preferred options that emerged from the alternatives analysis
were “No Action” for the upper bluff in the northernmost and southernmost length of Reach 1,
Soil Nail Wall in the mid-stretch of Reach 1, and Tangent Pile Walls within Reaches 2 and 3.
These alternatives are more fully described in the report Great Highway Emergency Repairs –
Response to 2009/2010 Storm Season prepared by Moffatt & Nichol. Design criteria included
consideration of bank swallow habitat, geotechnical conditions, infrastructure (i.e., presence of
the Lake Merced Transport Box), property ownership, traffic, on-going erosion control due to
surface runoff, and public access. It is important to note that tThe City’s consideration of
alternatives are for interim protection measures and do not include a full analysis of long-term
solutions or alternatives.
No action, i.e., no placement of shoreline protection devices to protect the highway and the Lake
Merced Transport Box eventually could result in significant adverse impacts to the Ocean Beach
marine environment and associated biological resources. Water quality of the Pacific Ocean
would also be negatively affected if the waste water facility failed due to erosion.
The Commission must assess both the need to protect existing development and a proposed
development’s potential for adversely affecting public resources. A number of adverse impacts
to public resources are associated with the construction of shoreline protective devices. These
include the loss of public beach displaced by the structure, “permanently" fixing the back of the
beach that halts the landward migration of the bluff and beach, the narrowing and potential
elimination of beach in front of the structure, a reduction or elimination of sand contribution to
the beach from adjacent bluffs, sand loss from the beach due to wave reflection and scour,
accelerated erosion on adjacent unprotected properties, and visual impacts associated with the
construction of a shoreline protection device on the natural bluffs.
Ocean Beach is in a dynamic state, with the bluff naturally receding as it is exposed to erosion at
the toe from severe seasonal storm events. The shoreline area is highly vulnerable to erosion
from wind and ocean waves. The area within the project vicinity, between Sloat Boulevard and
Fort Funston to the south, has near vertical bluffs from five feet to over 30 feet above the beach
area. The total length of Sloat Boulevard to the southern edge of the 2010 revetment is
approximately 3,000 feet. The predominant bluff feature from the Sloat Boulevard intersection
to the Southwest Ocean Outfall is a combination of rock concrete rubble, brick and debris. The
City’s Risk Assessment Study conducted by Moffatt & Nichol in 2010 indicates that the
proposed project segments are too vulnerable to leave them unprotected. The consequences of
infrastructure failure would be loss of a coastal roadway, environmental (e.g., water quality,
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biological resources) impacts from potential spills, and loss of storm/sewage conveyance for the
City of San Francisco. Although tThe City’s application is for the minimum amount of shoreline
protection devices/structure(s) that will directly protect existing infrastructure. The two
revetments, two tangent pile walls, and the two existing parking lots (until they erode) will
protect its infrastructure from damage in the near future.,T it does not establish that the proposed
project is the least environmentally damaging option for shoreline protection at this time,
particularly given the significant long-term planning under way under the auspices of the San
Francisco Planning and Urban Research (SPUR) Association that is looking at larger alternatives
for addressing shoreline erosion, protection of infrastructure, and enhancement and protection of
beach recreational and other coastal resources. that will provide the applicant time to develop
and implement a long-term solution, consistent with the Coastal Act, for the on-going erosion
along Ocean Beach. The two rock revetments are designed such that the rock can easily be rearranged, augmented, and absorb a great amount of wave force. Most More importantly, rock
revetments not tied into bedrock, can be removed relatively easily and leave minimal to no
evidence of having been there. This is a relevant consideration because the proposed project
includes removal of the rock when a more permanent, long-term, and less intrusive solution is
developed. However, rock revetments may not be the preferred solution over the longer run and
the Commission does not want to authorize them, even for an interim period, if it is possible that
a less environmentally damaging alternative, such as a vertical structure designed to mimic a
natural bluff, or perhaps even managed retreat, is ultimately feasible at this location. Given the
nearness of completion of the first phase of long-range SPUR planning, it would be premature to
approve the proposed revetments. This is even more the case for the proposed pile walls which,
over the long run will become exposed as vertical shoreline structures, and that are more
permanent structures compared to rock revetments or other softer alternatives. Providing the City
with this five-year development authorization, as conditioned, recognizes and responds to the
permitting and shoreline protection needs associated with stabilizing the toe of bluffs in the area
to protect existing infrastructure while a long-term solution to the severe erosion along Ocean
Beach is developed. The City’s application is for only what is necessary to directly protect the
existing highway, infrastructure, and public/recreation access facilities from erosion while a long
term solution is pursued. The Commission appreciates that the City states that the two
revetments, two tangent pile walls, and the two existing parking lots (until they erode), will
protect its infrastructure from damage in the near future. Therefore, The City, however,
explicitly acknowledges that the long-term impacts of the revetments were not evaluated,
because the temporary structures are the least environmentally damaging, feasible, alternative in
its view required at this time to temporarily protect an existing structure until a long-term
solution is developed. The Commission disagrees, and would like to see more complete analysis
of the long run impacts and potential alternatives to addressing shoreline erosion before
authorizing either the ATF proposals or any future shoreline armoring. Based on the submitted
information from the City, the short-term threat of erosion does not pose an imminent enough
threat to existing structures to warrant construction of the proposed temporary structures.
This limited-duration permit only authorizes the proposed project for a five-year period, as
conditioned, for the temporary protection of waste water infrastructure located within the Great
Highway. The permit would only be extended upon written request to the Executive Director for
good cause, pursuant to Special Condition No. 1. Mitigation for public access impacts is
required, as described in the Public Access Plan, dated March 2011. Public Access mitigation
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includes construction of a bluff top access trail that extends between Sloat Boulevard and
Skyline Boulevard and vertical access from the top of bluff to the beach via stairs constructed
through the project’s southernmost revetment (in Reach 1), pursuant to Special Condition 12.
The two rock revetments are already in place; except for the additional 70 feet proposed for
extending the 2010 revetment to the south. They are proposed to be in place temporarily until a
long-term solution is developed for Ocean Beach, including the three critical locations within the
project site. The structures would be authorized for a limited duration of five years, pursuant to
Special Condition No. 1.
The 11 beach monitoring posts allow for an easy method to measure the change in beach
elevation at a given point in time and the changes in the distance from the top of the bluff. The
City additionally proposes to refurbish the 11 posts with beaded vertical elevation markers at 2ft. intervals. Authorization of the posts for a five-year timeframe, pursuant to Special Condition
No. 1 would provide necessary data that would be used for developing a long-term solution for
shoreline protection at Ocean Beach. As a component of the monitoring program these
structures would provide the information required by this permit. They are necessary to comply
with Special Condition No. 6 and would assist with monitoring the function of the shoreline
protection structures for maintenance purposes. Temporary placement of these small structures
would not be inconsistent with the policies of the Coastal Act.
Section 30235 requires a finding that the proposed structures are necessary to address the erosion
issue. The Commission finds that given the on-going planning in this area, and the significant
lack of consideration of the long run impacts of the project and alternatives, that the project is not
allows for approval of the structures as a temporary protection measure. The authorization of the
temporary structures as conditioned by Special Condition Nos. 1, 3, and 5 would not result in
adverse impacts to the marine environment, biological resources, or water quality. However,
retention of the structures authorized by this permit beyond the maximum five-year period would
not be consistent with Section 30235 because the revetments have not been determined to be the
least environmentally damaging, feasible alternative to protect the existing development for the
long-term. Thus, this authorization is only for five years, subject to regular status reports on the
on-going, long range planning for the Ocean Beach area.
Public Access
Applicable Coastal Act Policies
Coastal Act Section 30210 states:
In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational
opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and
the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource
areas from overuse.
Coastal Act Section 30211 states:
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Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of
dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.
Coastal Act Section 30212 states in relevant part:
(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the
coast shall be provided in new development projects except where:
(1) It is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection
of fragile coastal resources,
(2) Adequate access exists nearby…
(b) For purposes of this section, "new development" does not include…
(5) Any repair or maintenance activity for which the Commission has determined,
pursuant to Section 30610, that a coastal development permit will be required unless the
Commission determines that the activity will have an adverse impact on lateral public
access along the beach.
The project site is located within the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA), which is
heavily used by local residents and visitors from outside the area. GGNRA extends
approximately three miles along Ocean Beach from the Cliff House, at the north, south to Fort
Funston. Coastal access is served by NPS parking lots at both the north and south ends of the
beach. There is also parking at the Beach Chalet restaurant east of the Great Highway. The
beach also has some informal vertical access points along the Great Highway. Because of its
location in the GGNRA, there is a heightened concern for any potential impacts to public access
and recreation and other sensitive coastal resources.
Winter storms have damaged or destroyed all the formal public access points to the beach, since
1992. The nearly vertical bluffs within the project area are from 5 feet to over 30 feet (above the
beach area between Sloat Blvd. and Fort Funston, to the south). Erosion over the years has
eliminated lateral bluff top access. The bluff area, for example, extending southward from the
Southwest Ocean Outfall (SWOO) had lateral access in the year 2004 and by 2010 it no longer
exists due to erosion (See Exhibit 5, Figure 5). There is no formally established vertical beach
access along this area, although informal foot paths do exist, such as in front of the National Park
Service parking lots. The foot traffic is a contributing factor to the eroded conditions at many
bluff locations. One well-used existing vertical access is located adjacent to the Sloat parking
lot near the bus turn-around. This access point consists of an open sandy area that functions as a
“ladder”. The public can walk down the sand slope from the top of the bluff to the beach (See
Exhibit 5, Figure 3). Lateral beach access exists along the entire beach shoreline from Sloat
Boulevard to Skyline Boulevard although it is inhibited by concrete rubble, armor rock, and
outfall structures/infrastructure in some places.
Public access and recreation in the immediate area of the project sites could be interrupted during
construction. However the public will still have the opportunity to access the beach and
shoreline immediately up- and down-coast of the project area. The City proposes, consistent
with the public’s safety that provisions will be made to allow the public to go through the project
site area during construction and maintenance activities. The rock revetments cover beach area
therefore the beach available to the public for recreational use would be limited during high tide
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conditions. The revetments will inhibit lateral beach access. The top of bluff public access trail
will mitigate public access impacts by providing access in the coastal area during high tide
conditions. The public would have a continuous access route along the bluff top between Sloat
Boulevard and Skyline Boulevard.
Erosion at the northern portion of the project area (Exhibit 3) has undermined a part of the
existing public parking lot (“North Parking Lot”) which, as a result, has been closed-off. Eroded
areas at the top of slope, additionally, have been cordoned off or otherwise restrict public access
due to safety concerns. The proposed project would restore public access in these areas by
eliminating or reducing public safety issues at these locations once erosion is slowed down and
the lot is more stabilized, thereby allowing the lot to be used.
The proposed project will result in impacts to public access by inhibiting lateral beach access
along the section of the shoreline during high tides or storm events. High tides and/or storm
waves may reach the base of the revetment leaving no dry beach between it and the sea during
such occurrences. The City has proposed mMeasures are proposed to minimize the impacts, to
the maximum extent feasible, that include the following: (1) removal of rock debris/material
from the beach that is not functioning to protect infrastructure; (2) use of these structures are
only temporary; and (3) construction of a public access trail/path along the top of the bluff that is
a condition of this coastal development permit, Special Condition No. 12, described below.
The City’s proposal designates some area within its right-of-way for a coastal, multi-use trail that
would parallel the westerly edge of the Great Highway (Exhibit 5, Figures 4, 5, and 6). There is
no formalized trail at this time, however, the City has shifted the southbound roadway to the east,
and the old southbound lanes west of the realigned roadway currently allow for pedestrian and
bicycles uses in the area. Reserving this area was developed in coordination with the National
Park Service (NPS) to informally provide top of bluff lateral access through the area, which is
consistent with the NPS’ future trail plans.
The purpose of the proposed project is to protect existing infrastructure such as the Great
Highway, and waste water facilities (e.g., the Lake Merced Transport Box). The proposed
project would provide protection along this section of the Ocean Beach shoreline temporarily,
while a long-term solution is developed for the Ocean Beach area. However, as discussed above,
this approach is not adequate at this time. With respect to public access, and the adverse impacts
to public access and recreation that have already occurred and that will continue to occur with
the proposed project, Special Condition 1 authorizes the revetments for a period of five years
only, after which it expires on July 13, 2016, unless extended by the Executive Director for good
cause. The City is required to implement its “Public Access Plan”, dated March 2011 to mitigate
for the public access impacts caused during the five-year period. The mitigation includes: 1)
the Sloat Boulevard existing access point at the parking lot via “sand ladder” will continue to be
used as the primary vertical access point for beach users. The sand, which is not a naturally
occurring feature, will be replenished as part of the City’s routine maintenance work as sand is
available from Ocean Beach (Exhibit 5, Figure 3); 2) a bluff top access trail that extends between
Sloat Boulevard and Skyline Boulevards, with scenic overlooks at the locations of the two
tangent pile walls (Exhibit 5, Figures 4, 5, and 6); and 3) south of the SWOO, previously
existing access that was completely eroded prior to 2008 will be reestablished slightly to the
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north. The existing rock will be repositioned to create a vertical access “stairway” from the bluff
top to the beach (Exhibit 5, Figure 6). Special Condition No. 6. B requires the City to minimize
the impact to lateral access by maintaining the revetments and the removal of dislodged rock
from the beach area and surf zone. Tthe provision of public access improvements as proposed
by the City is not required by Special Condition No. 12 is adequate to offset the temporary
public access impacts of the revetments and tangent pile walls on the public beach. during the
time period for which the structures are authorized. Special Condition No. 2 requires the
removal of concrete rubble, debris, and rock material from the beach. The Commission finds
that the proposed project, as conditioned to be limited to five years, will not significantly
interfere with public access and public recreation and will protect public access is not in
conformity with the requirements of Section 30210, 30211, and 30212 of the Coastal Act.
Impacts to public access and other coastal resources, though, will need to be re-evaluated in the
future.
The 11 beach monitoring posts allow for an easy method to measure the change in beach
elevation at a given point in time and the changes in the distance from the top of the bluff. The
City proposes to refurbish the 11 posts with beaded vertical elevation markers at 2-ft. intervals.
Authorization of the posts for a five-year timeframe, pursuant to Special Condition No. 1 would
provide necessary data that would be useful for developing a long-term solution for shoreline
protection at Ocean Beach and for evaluating the impacts of shoreline structures on beach
resources. Overall, as mitigated, temporary placement of these structures would not be
inconsistent with the public access policies of the Coastal Act.
Scenic and Visual Qualities; Minimization of Adverse Impacts
Applicable Coastal Act Policies
Section 30240(b), previously cited, which also protects the visual characteristics of recreation
areas such as GGNRA, states:
Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which
would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the
continuance of those habitat and recreation areas.
Section 30251 states:
The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected
as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration
of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas,
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.
New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.
Coastal Act Section 30253 states in relevant part:
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New development shall:
(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire
hazard.
(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding
area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially
alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.
Protecting the Lake Merced Transport Box and Great Highway will protect the public by
minimizing risks associated with geologically unstable areas. Debris from this existing
development, if damaged as a result of erosion would present a hazard to the public. A release of
untreated waste water should the system experience failure (if the shoreline were not protected
from being severely) would threaten public health and safety. Thus, the proposed shoreline
protection project is consistent with the requirement of Coastal Act Section 30253 to minimize
the risk to life and property in an area of high geologic hazard. Therefore, the Commission finds
that the proposed project, as conditioned, is in conformity with the requirements of Coastal Act
Section 30253.
The project site is within GGNRA which is an urban recreation area under the jurisdiction of the
NPS. The site is bounded by the Great Highway and residential areas to the east, the Pacific
Ocean to the west, and GGNRA lands to the north and south. The recreation area includes the
beach and bluff areas that provide the public a setting for a natural coastal experience. The
visual characteristics of the Ocean Beach landscape include bluff tops with development (e.g.,
parking lots), locations with eroded exposed rubble, engineered rock structures, and naturally
eroding Colma formation. The engineered revetments/structures consist of large, thick, angular
material free of debris such as pieces of metal and asphalt. The rubble comprises smaller rock
material interspersed with debris. The total length of shoreline south of Sloat Boulevard to the
southern edge of the revetment placed in 2010 is approximately 3,000 feet. The predominant
bluff feature from Sloat Boulevard to the Southwest Ocean Outfall (SWOO) is a combination of
concrete rubble, brick and debris.
The City’s evaluation criteria used for its analysis of alternatives includes “appearance
concerns”. Each alternative was reviewed and given a score from one to five (one being the
best). The lower the score the less visual impact the proposed design is perceived to have. The
visual appearance of the alternatives was considered for the three stretches of shoreline located
south of Sloat Boulevard (identified as being in need of immediate repair and stabilization). The
preferred alternative for shoreline protection in each reach was selected taking into account its
visual appearance. The upland alternative of a tangent pile wall as proposed for Reaches 2 and 3
have no initial visual impact. Initially after construction the wall will be almost completely
buried under the bluff top surface (only the top will be visible).
The rock revetments have an effect on shoreline views from the beach and bluff top vantage
points. This type of shoreline protection would not be considered visually compatible with the
surrounding natural area, thereby inconsistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. However,
even if a proposed shoreline protection structure is otherwise inconsistent with the Coastal Act, it
shall be permitted if it meets the requirements of Section 30235 of the Coastal Act. The
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Commission therefore finds that while the rock revetments are inconsistent with the visual
resources policies of the Coastal Act, the visual impacts must be mitigated to the maximum
extent feasible consistent with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act. The City proposes placement
of the minimal amount of rock revetment necessary to protect the bluffs from further erosion.
Additionally the extent of shoreline area covered by the structures amounts to approximately 1/3
of the total stretch leaving the remainder in its more natural state. More importantly the
shoreline protection is temporary thus may not be considered to have a significant permanent
visual impact. Also, Special Condition No. 2 requires removal of rubble and debris not
necessary for stabilizing the bluff, which would clean the beach area of unsightly material. Only
as conditioned can the Commission find that the visual impacts associated with the project are
reduced to the maximum extent feasible, consistent with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act.
As part of the long run planning underway, the City will need to consider the visual impacts of
any proposed alternative, including more natural looking “faux bluff” structures similar to the
projects approved elsewhere (such as Pleasure Point in Santa Cruz County), in the event that a
shoreline structure ends up being part of the solution. With respect to the proposed 11 beach
monitoring posts, they are not generally compatible with the natural setting of Ocean Beach, and
should be removed however, they would be only temporary, and will provide important data for
addressing long-term planning and impact assessment at the location. The need for the other
monitoring posts methods would need to be evaluated as part of the long-term solution
developed for the Ocean Beach area.
Marine Resources, Water Quality
Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states:
Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored.
Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or economic
significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a manner that will
sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain healthy
populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-term commercial,
recreational, scientific, and educational purposes.
Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states:
The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms
and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored
through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and
substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation,
maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing
alteration of natural streams.
There is some potential for water quality impacts to occur during construction and maintenance
activities related to the recovery and replacement of rock dislodged from the revetment and from
the construction and installation of the improved bluff top public access. In addition, if no action
is taken to prevent or slow down bluff erosion while the existing development remains at its
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current location untreated waste water from the Lake Merced Transport Box, eroded roadway
debris, and utility infrastructure would be discharged and deposited to the adjacent beach and
ocean. This could result in adverse effects on the quality of the ocean water, marine habitat, and
organisms that rely on these resources, contrary to Coastal Act Sections 30230 and 30231.
Special Condition Nos. 3 and 5 requires work to take place in a time and manner such that any
potential for damaging any marine resources would be minimized. These conditions require
Any future project proposed will need to include Best Management Practices (BMPs) to be
implemented to avoid marine and water quality impacts. These include conducting work within
the beach area during low tide, using a sand bags, placing silt fencing, conducting beach work at
low tides, protecting storm drain inlets, conducting all equipment and vehicle fueling, cleaning,
and maintenance off-site, and removal of all existing concrete rubble/material that is not
functioning as shoreline protection purposes from the beach. Special Condition 3 also includes
a requirement to collect, contain, and properly dispose of all construction leaks, drips, byproducts, and any similar contaminants through the use of containment structures or equivalent.
Equipment washing, refueling, and/or servicing shall not take place on the beach. The
submission of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan is required to ensure the protection of
water quality by controlling sediment and erosion from construction, repair, and maintenance
activities.
The Commission finds that, due to the reasons described above, the proposed shoreline
protection work, as conditioned, would protect the biological productivity and the quality of
coastal waters in conformity with Coastal Act Sections 30230 and 30231.
Environmentaly Sensitive Habitat Areas
Applicable Coastal Act Policies
Coastal Act Section 30240(b) states:
Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and
recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly
degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and
recreation areas.
The proposed rock revetments are located on Ocean Beach which is an environmentally sensitive
area. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, in March of 1993, listed the Pacific Coast population
of the western snowy plover as “threatened” under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973,
as amended. The National Park Service in the Draft Snowy Plover Management Plan of 1998
designated the area between Stairwell 21 (just north of Lincoln Ave) and Sloat Blvd as snowy
plover management area. The area south of the project site, at Fort Funston is designated bank
swallow habitat. The bank swallow is a California listed threatened species. Bank swallows use
portions of coastal bluffs for nesting although the main colony is located at Fort Funston to the
south of the project site there is a potential for nesting to occur within Reaches 1 and 2. The
bank swallow nesting period is between mid-April and mid-August. The City proposes to
monitor for bank swallow use of the site during construction activities. Special Condition No. 2
requires a pre-construction survey of the project site and monitoring during construction
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activities to make certain that there are no adverse impacts to bank swallows. Construction
activities will be stopped and delayed until after the nesting season if active nests are found.
The proposed construction and maintenance activities would require working on the beach.
Coastal Act Section 30240 (b) requires protecting environmentally sensitive habitat areas from
potential impacts of adjacent development and that development adjacent to park and recreation
areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those
areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those recreation areas. The proposed
work is located on Ocean Beach, which is within GGNRA. GGNRA comprises 75,000 acres of
coastal lands. It was created for the purpose of protecting and promoting the enjoyment of
natural and cultural resources on the edge of the urban San Francisco Bay Area communities.
Any future alternative proposed for this area will need to consider both potential impacts to
ESHAs and recreational use values of Ocean Beach.
Special Condition No. 1 allows the City to place the structures at Ocean Beach temporarily for a
limited period of five years until July 13, 2016. Special Condition No. 5 protects snowy plover
and bank swallow by requiring pre-construction surveys and monitoring during construction
activities.
Special Condition No. 3 requires implementation of BMPs, construction
responsibilities and maintenance to protect the coastal environment; and most importantly,
Special Condition Nos. 12 protect and provide for improved coastal access for the public
because the it ensures the public vertical access to the beach via the continued use of the existing
sand ladder (replenished and maintained by the City) a continuous bluff top access trail, and
vertical access to the beach through the 2010 revetment (the southernmost portion of the
proposed project site). These conditions assure that the proposed project is consistent with the
continued recreational use of the area in conformity with Section 30240.The Commission finds
that the proposed development is sited and designed to prevent impacts which would
significantly degrade park and recreation areas, and environmentally sensitive habitat areas, and
is compatible with the continuance of those recreation areas in conformity with the requirements
of Coastal Act Section 30240.
Conclusion: Long-term Solution
The policies of the Coastal Act require the design of any shoreline protective device to be the
least environmentally damaging alternative and the most protective of shoreline processes. In
this case, the City has failed to consider other alternatives that would potentially be less
environmentally-damaging than the proposal. In particular, tThere is an Ocean Beach corridor
Master Plan effort, which is being directed by San Francisco Planning and Urban Research
(SPUR). Funding from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, National Park Service,
and California Coastal Conservancy is supporting this effort. The Master Plan process is
currently underway and is expected to provide some direction on addressing planning issues for
the Ocean Beach area. These issues include solutions for protecting the infrastructure and
shoreline area from erosion. The City is a stakeholder in this master planning process. The City
is required to comply with this CDP, regardless of the Master Plan process. Coastal Commission
staff members are also actively participating in this effort to assure that Coastal Act issues and
concerns are considered through the planning process. The City’s proposal is inadequate at this
time, and has not sufficiently considered long run impacts and alternatives to avoid and minimize
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impacts to coastal resources. The Commission encourages the City to reconsider the long range
planning issues, and develop an alternative that better addresses the long-term need to address
shoreline erosion, protect critically important infrastructure, and protect coastal resources,
including public access and recreation, visual resources, and sensitive habitats.
Alleged Violation
Development consisting of the (1) construction of 600 feet of rock revetment placed in 1997, (2)
15 feet of rock revetment constructed in April 2010, and (3) non-compliance with the
requirements and conditions of CDP 2-00-040 for 11 beach monitoring posts has taken place
without the benefit of a regular coastal development permit from the Commission. Although
development has taken place prior to submission of this permit application, consideration of the
application by the Commission for development located within the Commission’s original permit
jurisdiction has been based solely upon the policies of the Coastal Act. Approval of the permit
does not constitute a waiver of any legal action with regard to the alleged violation, nor does it
constitute an admission as to the legality of any development undertaken on the subject site
without a coastal development permit.
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of
Coastal Development Permit applications to be supported by a finding showing that the
application, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent with any applicable
requirements of CEQA.
Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed
development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effects which the
activity may have on the environment.
The Commission incorporates its findings on Coastal Act consistency at this point as if set forth
in full. The proposed project has been conditioned to mitigate or eliminate any significant
impacts to public access, the marine environment, geologic hazards and visual resources. As
discussed above, as conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures available, beyond those required, which would substantially lessen any significant
adverse impacts which the development may have on the environment. Therefore, the
Commission finds that the proposed project has been conditioned to mitigate the identified
impacts and can be found consistent with Coastal Act requirements to conform to CEQA
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OCEAN BEACH ‐ COASTAL ACCESS PLAN
EXISTING ACCESS—SEE FIGURE 2 (LEFT SIDE) FOR EXISTING ACCESS FEATURES:
• North of Sloat Blvd to Cliﬀ House: This area is protected by a seawall or sand dune.
Most of the beach is generally accessible at normal de condi ons (except storm
condi ons) and there are mul ple ver cal access points.
• Loca on 1 – Sloat Blvd: This is the primary access point for the public, as there is
parking and an exis ng sand ladder to the beach.
• Loca on 2 – Sloat to SWOO: There is no formal lateral access along Great Highway
(see Figure 2, NPS trail map). The beach in this area is generally accessible during the
summer when beach eleva ons are higher, and is only par ally accessible during
winter due to lower beach eleva ons. There are no formal ver cal access points;
however there are informal access points where surface erosion has occurred along
the bluﬀ. The original southbound traﬃc lanes have been relocated to the east, and
temporary concrete barriers separate the trail from vehicle traﬃc.
• Loca on 3 – South of SWOO: The NPS map shows lateral access along the bluﬀ top
in this area; however, significant erosion has occurred in this area (see photo
sequence on Figure 5), and both the lateral access and ver cal access no longer exist.
The beach is usually accessible during summer when beach eleva ons are higher.
PROPOSED ACCESS—SEE FIGURE 2 (RIGHT SIDE) FOR PROPOSED ACCESS FEATURES:
• North of Sloat Blvd to Cliﬀ House: No changes to access.
• Loca on 1 – Sloat Blvd: This exis ng access point will con nue to be used as the
primary ver cal access point for beach users (see Figure 3). The exis ng sand ladder
provides an access route with a slope that varies seasonally due to varying beach
eleva ons and erosion. The sand is not a naturally occurring feature, but has been
regularly placed as part of the City’s rou ne maintenance work; sand placement will
be con nued as sand from Ocean Beach is made available by the NPS.
• Loca on 2 – Sloat to SWOO: Although there is no formal NPS trail in this area, the
realigned traﬃc lanes and concrete barriers have created an opportunity for a
pedestrian trail. The trail may also incorporate several scenic overlooks (possibly at
the proposed pilewall loca ons at Reach 2 and Reach 3) to provide visual access at
loca ons where physical access is not feasible. The Coastal Commission’s Public
Access Ac on Plan (June 1999) will be used for design guidance. See Figure 4 for
details.
• Loca on 3 – South of SWOO: Previously exis ng access that was completely eroded
prior to 2008 will be reestablished slightly to the north. The exis ng rock will be
reposi oned to create a ver cal access “stairway” from the bluﬀ top to the beach
(see Figure 6). The access route will be rugged due to the varied rock surfaces and
the need to have the rock con nue to func on as a revetment.
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FIGURE 2— SITE OVERVIEW
EXISTING

Exis ng Beach Access
from Cliﬀ House to
Sloat Blvd

Loca on 1
Exis ng Beach Access
at Sloat Blvd Parking
Lot via sand ladder

Loca on 3
No Beach Access due to
erosion of ver cal
access and loss of lateral
trail (see Figure 5)

PROPOSED

No change in access

Loca on 1
Proposed con nua on of
Beach Access at Sloat Blvd
Parking Lot via sand
ladder (see Figure 3)
Loca on 2
Proposed Bluﬀ Lateral
Access from Sloat Blvd to
Skyline Blvd (see Figure 4)
Loca on 3
Proposed Beach Access
to reestablish ver cal
access to Beach lost due
to erosion (see Figure 6)
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FIGURE 3— LOCATION 1
SLOAT BLVD

Sloat Blvd

Exis ng Beach Access
via sand ladder
Copyright (C) 2002-2010 Kenneth & Gabrielle Adelman, California Coastal Records Project
www.Californiacoastline.org

Proposed Access:
Exis ng Beach Access via sand ladder will be con nued.
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FIGURE 4 — LOCATION 2
PROPOSED LATERAL ACCESS FROM SLOAT TO SWOO
Proposed trail at bluﬀ top
Proposed Pilewall (Reach 3)

EQR

Proposed trail at bluﬀ top

Proposed trail at bluﬀ top

Proposed overlook at top of
proposed Pilewall (Reach 2)

SWOO

Copyright (C) 2002-2010 Kenneth & Gabrielle Adelman, California Coastal Records Project
www.Californiacoastline.org
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FIGURE 5 — LOCATION 3
EXISTING CONDITION —EROSION SOUTH OF SWOO
lateral access at bluﬀ top

SWOO

2004

ver cal access to beach

lateral access at bluﬀ top

SWOO

2005

ver cal access to beach

eroding lateral access at bluﬀ top

SWOO

2008

No ver cal access
due to erosion

no lateral access due to bluﬀ erosion

SWOO

2009

Copyright (C) 2002-2010 Kenneth & Gabrielle Adelman, California
Coastal Records Project www.Californiacoastline.org

No ver cal access
due to bluﬀ erosion
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FIGURE 6 — LOCATION 3
PROPOSED CONDITION — SOUTH OF SWOO

Copyright (C) 2002-2010 Kenneth & Gabrielle
Adelman, California Coastal Records Project
www.Californiacoastline.org

Proposed trail at bluﬀ top

SWOO

Proposed Coastal access
(reposi on exis ng rock
to create “stairs”)

Copyright (C) 2002-2010 Kenneth & Gabrielle Adelman,
California Coastal Records Project www.Californiacoastline.org

Proposed Access:
Reestablish ver cal access that was lost due to erosion (see
Figure 5) by reposi oning exis ng rock to create a rock
stairway from the bluﬀ top to the beach.
Replace lateral access that was lost due to upper bluﬀ
erosion (see Figure 5) by providing a trail along the bluﬀ top
along original southbound traﬃc lanes.

Exhibit No. 5
2-10-033 City & County of San Francisco Dept. of Public Works
Public Access Plan Ocean Beach
Page 8 of 9

7

ALTERNATIVE ACCESS CONCEPT
A permanent access point can be constructed to provide public coastal access at Sloat
Blvd, Reach 2 (immediately north of SWOO), or Reach 3 (immediately north of the
EQR). The access would consist of a concrete seawall with an access ramp and stairs; an
example of this concept is presented by the exis ng facility at China Beach Park shown
below.

Copyright (C) 2002-2010 Kenneth & Gabrielle Adelman, California Coastal Records Project
www.Californiacoastline.org

Alterna ve Coastal Access Concept
Exis ng Coastal Access at China Beach Park
(over 40 years old)
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EMERGENCY QUARRYSTONE REVETMENT (EQR)
600 LINEAR FEET
CONSTRUCTED IN 1997
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Emergency Quarrystone Revetment

EMERGENCY REVETMENT
440 LINEAR FEET
(425 feet authorized plus 15 feet unauthorized)
CONSTRUCTED IN 2010
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Reach 2 Tangent Pile Wall
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