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San Francisco, CA 94117 
 
Re: Support for Great Highway Pilot Program 
 
Greetings: 
 
We are writing to express Golden Gate National Recreation Area’s (GOGA) support for and 
ongoing commitment to collaborating with the City of San Francisco on resource preservation 
and public enjoyment of Ocean Beach, more specifically, on the future of the Great Highway. 
 
As you know, in April of 2020, in collaboration with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency (SFMTA) and the Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD), the San Francisco Public 
Works Department (DPW) temporarily closed the Great Highway between Sloat Boulevard and 
Lincoln Way to vehicles in order to provide more physically distanced recreational space in 
response to the COVID-19 pandemic. On June 10, 2020, the San Francisco Recreation and Park 
Commission (SFRPC) and the SFMTA Board held a joint hearing for the Great Highway 
(consisting of the Upper Great Highway, Lower Great Highway, and the multi-use trail between 
the roadways). The discussion included a potential pilot and outlined several options that were 
presented in the San Francisco County Transportation Authority District 4 Mobility Study of the 
Great Highway. On August 5, 2021, Mayor London Breed modified the emergency response by 
reopening the Upper Great Highway to motor vehicles from Monday morning to Friday at noon. 
Since then, your staffs have been leading data collection, and stakeholder engagement including 
GOGA, to gather additional public input on the future of the Great Highway. 
 
The Great Highway sits contiguous with Ocean Beach, which is owned and managed by the 
National Park Service (NPS) as part of GOGA since 1975, a generous gift of the City to the 
people of the United States. Any short- and long-term changes implemented by SFRPD and 
SFMTA to the Great Highway will have direct and immediate impacts on the adjacent Ocean 
Beach unit. NPS recognizes that the area that encompasses both the Great Highway and Ocean 
Beach is often seen by the public as one continuous open space. As a result, it is essential that 
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our organizations collaborate closely on Great Highway pilot project(s) and any subsequent 
planning processes. 
 
We are reaffirming our support for the pilot project(s), and also highlighting specific 
considerations for SFMTA and SFRPC to address during the planning process. Beginning in 
summer 2020, GOGA staff has been regularly briefed and consulted regarding the short- and 
long-term future of the Great Highway. We appreciate this communication. As described in 
GOGA’s 2014 General Management Plan, the park will continue to participate in multiagency 
efforts to knit the unique assets and experiences of the Ocean Beach corridor into a seamless and 
welcoming public landscape. We are working towards environmental conservation, sustaining 
essential infrastructure given coastal dynamics, and fostering long-term stewardship. The park’s 
commitment to collaborative planning and management follows our participation in the 2012 
Ocean Beach Master Plan, in which we played a major role. Our interests are as follows: 
 

• Visitor and Transportation Management: Since the initial Great Highway closure, the 
number of visitors using this expanded coastal area has significantly increased. We see 
this as a positive outcome. GOGA is supportive of SFRPD’s and SFMTA’s continuous 
efforts to collect data about visitation and transportation., including collecting daily 
counts at key locations, analyzing use patterns, vehicle traffic speed and volume data, 
pedestrian, and bike usage, evaluating safety and traffic conditions, and identifying street 
and network changes to inform decisions on improved roadway conditions and traffic 
patterns. 
 
It is recommended that the three agencies coordinate on placing counters along the Great 
Highway and Ocean Beach to track vehicle use (distinguishing cars and bicycles) as well 
as pedestrians visiting from the surrounding neighborhoods. This information will be 
essential to evaluating reconfigurations of paths, roads, and future access points. 
We also ask that data collection include traffic speed and volume data by all modes, 
evaluating safety and traffic conditions, and identifying street and network changes to 
inform decisions on improved roadway conditions and traffic patterns. The planning 
process should consider how vehicle traffic may shift across the road and transit network 
as a whole, how bicycle traffic may shift across the network, in specific corridors and in 
bike usage, and how vehicle traffic is routed through parallel routes, especially during the 
school year and as traffic returns to a more pre-pandemic state. The pilot should consider 
the carbon footprint of changed visitor access – pedestrian, bike, transit, and vehicle.  
 

• Beach/Open Space Recreational Values: Considerations should be made to understand 
public aspirations and expectations for the existing and potentially expanded open space, 
engaging local and distant communities in planning efforts to identify expectations and 
collaboration among agencies. GOGA asks that broad concerns for Diversity, Equity, 
Inclusion and Justice continue to be analyzed and actualized while providing enhanced 
access to the beach and enhanced open space. 
 

• Safety and Rescue: GOGA Rangers, its Aquatic Safety Team, and the U.S. Park Police 
have noticed a significant increase the number of incidents and emergencies which 
continues to be very high. GOGA teams have experienced increased times for emergency 
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response at different locations when the Great Highway functions as a promenade. 
Additionally, the increase of pedestrians on the Great Highway when it is closed to 
vehicles has created some safety concerns when rescue teams must travel through the 
area. When closed, response times can be longer due to fewer access points and longer 
transit time through neighborhood streets. Future planning must consider efficient and 
effective public safety operations and consider collection of response times and access 
points. 
 

• Maintenance: GOGA maintenance teams often transport heavy equipment in and out of 
Fort Funston to other park units in the city. When the Great Highway is closed to traffic, 
heavy equipment must be transported through neighborhood and city streets. The 
transportation of heavy equipment through neighborhood and city streets increases transit 
time, staff workload, and safety concerns. Additional considerations should be made for 
increased trash collection and maintenance of the beach itself as challenges to keep up 
with trash are already present and can be expected to continue. 
 

• Natural Resources: As the pilot is being considered, it is essential that climate change 
and dynamic coastal processes be kept at the forefront. The Sunset Natural Resiliency 
Project, led by the SF Estuary Institute and recently funded by the Coastal Conservancy, 
is an example of opportunities to explore habitat restoration that can bring greater 
biodiversity to the area. Ocean Beach is overwintering habitat for the federally threatened 
Snowy Plover and is highly used habitat for other shorebirds. Balancing resource 
preservation with visitor use is a core tenet of NPS. 
 
Additionally, NPS continues to work with the City of San Francisco, California Coastal 
Commission, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to address coastal erosion, restore 
natural processes, and maximize protection of the beach for its natural and recreational 
values. The Sand/Beach Nourishment project completed with the Corps last fall and our 
ongoing work on the Long-Term Climate Change Improvement Project south of Sloat 
Blvd., led by SFPUC, are examples of projects that consider impacts to natural resources 
in this dynamic corridor. In any of these scenarios, dune and sand management will play 
central roles. 
 

• Accessibility: NPS and GOGA Accessibility Programs looks forward to collaborating 
with the City to consider options for how the pilot project and long-term changes can 
enhance accessibility for visitors with a wide range of disabilities to both the Great 
Highway and Ocean Beach. We acknowledge that the SFMTA is in the process of adding 
accessible parking along the Lower Great Highway to improve access for all users and 
look forward to discussing how to increase accessible access going forward. 
 

• Compliance: While the City conducts its CEQA analysis, any federal action based on the 
final decision on the Great Highway will require assessment of compliance with National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other federal laws including the Coastal Zone 
Management Act, Endangered Species Act, Clean Water Act, and National Historic 
Preservation Act, which mandates meaningful consultation with Native American Tribes. 
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• Operations: GOGA highlights the need to address operational commitments between the 
City and NPS on the large contiguous properties of the Great Highway and Ocean Beach. 
To address such concerns, a cooperative management agreement between the two 
agencies should be considered as a future objective, defining responsibilities for safety, 
routine and long-term maintenance, special events and other public programming. 
 

• Communications: It will be vital that we stay closely aligned on public communications 
throughout the process. We should work towards shared key messages, points of contact, 
and clarity to stakeholders about common and different agency procedures. 

 
In sum, the options your staffs have shared with us regarding the future Great Highway appear to 
be consistent with our mission. We recommend that SFRPC and SFMTA continue to collect 
quantitative and qualitative information during this interim period so that well-informed 
decisions can be made in the near future. We look forward to participating formally in the public 
process that will identify permanent changes to the Great Highway. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Brian Aviles, Director of Planning 
and Environmental Programs, (415) 624-9685, Brian_Aviles@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Laura E. Joss 
General Superintendent 
 
CC: Christopher Stock, Acting Commander, U.S. Park Police 

John Ainsworth, Executive Director, California Coastal Commission 
Amy Hutzel, Executive Officer, California Coastal Conservancy 
Chris Lehnertz, President & CEO, Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy 
Alicia John-Baptiste, President & CEO, San Francisco Planning & Urban Research 
Association 

 



To North Central Coast District of the California Coastal Commission,

My name is Aaron Smith and I am a Graduate Student at the University of Southern California
studying California’s coastal management and policies. I am writing to you in regards to the City
of San Francisco Ocean Beach Climate Adaptation Project which will come before the
Commission in the next few months. This project brings together multiple agencies to address
threats to the coast and has various major components. I am advocating for the Commission to
approve the project so that construction and implementation can take place as early as next year.

The first component of the project is permanently closing a section of the Great Highway. This is
also the most controversial component of the project as residents who rely on their cars are
concerned about the changes and increases in traffic that will affect their ability to get around the
city. However, rising sea levels and erosion threaten the Great Highway so it would be unsafe in
the future for use. This closure allows the community to strengthen their resilience and be more
effective in reducing risk by being a proactive force of climate-driven transformations. Managed
retreat is most effective in addressing climate risks when implemented along with other types of
responses, which this project aims to do1. Long-term management will involve retreat, so by
having a long-term mindset and ensuring strategies we implement now will allow infrastructure
to still be around in 50-100 years will better adapt the community for the future. In addition, the
plan works to reroute intersections and the zoo’s parking so that accessibility is not majorly
impacted, and public participation efforts are being made to ensure the residents have their
voices heard and values and issues addressed in making these plans, which is key in a project
like this.

Second is the removing revetments, a critical aspect of this project that will have major benefits
for the coasts capacity to adapt. Revetments, despite being installed to protect the coast, can have
major adverse impasts on the coastal ecosystem as they alter the environment and starve the
beach of sand and materials2.  By removing the revetments a more gradual transition between
beach and upper areas of the coast is created. This is because the starved beach is able to get the
sand nourishment it naturally receives. This gradual transition provides a natural buffer for wave
action as the slope dissipates wave energy as it moves up the beach, rather than hitting the
infrastructure at the top of the beach with high energy3. In addition, the planting native
vegetation is also planned, which will only further benefit the coast from the restoration of
natural costal ecosystems, and the vegetation will increase friction while reducing hydraulic
energy which severely mitigates waves erosion capabilities4.

The third component addresses public access and usage of the coastline by constructing a
multi-use trail, beach access stairway, coastal access parking, and restrooms, to ensure that this
project still preserves the important services at the coast. Currently, there is a gap in the

4 Türker, U., Yagci, O., & Kabdasli, M. S. (2019). Impact of nearshore vegetation on coastal dune erosion: Assessment through
laboratory experiments. Environmental Earth Sciences, 78(19), 1-14. doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/s12665-019-8602-8

3 Repair and Reconstruction of Seawalls and Revetments. Storm Smart Coasts. (2018).
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/stormsmart-properties

2 Repair and Reconstruction of Seawalls and Revetments. Storm Smart Coasts. (2018).
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/stormsmart-properties

1 (2021, June 18). Managed retreat: A must in the war against climate change. ScienceDaily.
https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2021/06/210618091642.htm



California Coastal Trail. The multi-use trail will close this gap, providing increased accessibility
for cyclists and pedestrians alike. Good beach access is also correlated with environmental
justice with inequitible beach access being associated with population density, nonvehicle
owners, and the elderly. Although this may not apply to the residents of Ocean Beach, promoting
more equitable beach access among coastal communities will create more resilient communities
that promotes more effective recreation activities and management policies5.

The final component of the project is long-term beach nourishment. Currently the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers dredges sand from the main shipping channel of the San Fransico Bay to
allow access for vessels, while the sand dredged is deposited offshore. This dredged material will
be used to address coastal erosion further south down the beach6 Beach nourishment is seen as a
popular coastal erosion management strategy, because it has low environmental impacts while
creating natural habitat. Over the past decade, innovative beach nourishment strategies have been
developed from the Netherlands to Mexico on large and small scales7. This rise in beach
nourishment was driven by the increased interest in environmentally friendly coastal protection
measures, and Ocean Beach already has the material available for nourishment through the
current dredging of the channel.

This project addresses many multiple aspects of climate change, from sea-level rise to public
access, all to improve Ocean Beach’s adaptive capabilities to the unique challenges climate
change has on coastal communities. This is why it is important to have this project implemented
urgently so that it sets a precedent for other Californial coastal communities to improve their
management plans.

Sincerely,
Aaron Smith

7 Munoz-Perez, J. J. (2021). Beach Nourishment: A 21st Century review. Journal of Marine Science and Engineering.
https://doi.org/10.3390/books978-3-0365-1605-9

6 Ocean Beach Storm Damage Reduction Beach Nourishment Project, San Francisco, San Francisco County, California. San
Francisco District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. (2021, February). https://www.spn.usace.army.mil/

5 Kim, J., Lyu, S. O., & Song, H. J. (2019). Environmental justice and Public Beach Access. City & Community, 18(1), 49–70.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12372



From: Rory ODonnell
To: brian.stokle@sfgov.org; boardofappeals@sfgov.org; engardiostaff@sfgov.org; rclyde@sfbike.org;

MelgarStaff@sfgov.org; NorthCentralCoast@Coastal; chanstaff@sfgov.org
Subject: Board of Appeals Meeting - Coastal Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway pilot project
Date: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 1:14:25 PM

Hello Commissioners,

My name is Rory O'Donnell and I am a resident of the Outer Sunset District. 

Please uphold the Planning Commission's unanimous determination to issue the Coastal
Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway pilot project and please reject the appeals
against it.

I frequently use the Great Highway for bike riding on weekends and holidays, as it is a great
resource for walking and biking, and is utilized by numerous people for these purposes
every week.

This permit is in alignment with the pilot approved by the Board of Supervisors and Mayor
Breed in December 2022. This permit is also in alignment with San Francisco’s Local
Coastal Plan, the Ocean Beach Master Plan, Vision Zero plan and the Climate Action Plan. 

The Great Highway pilot project improves safety and connectivity for people traveling with
sustainable forms of transportation. The pilot project also enhances recreational use of the
Ocean Beach shoreline and provides safe space for the entire community to recreate and
get around. It is crucial to maintain this pilot so city agencies can collect data to help
determine the long-term future of the Great Highway. 

Again, please uphold the Coastal Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway and reject the
appeals. 

Thank you,

Rory O'Donnell

mailto:rory_odonnell_1@hotmail.com
mailto:brian.stokle@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:engardiostaff@sfgov.org
mailto:rclyde@sfbike.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:NorthCentralCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:chanstaff@sfgov.org
https://sfplanning.org/local-coastal-program-amendment
https://sfplanning.org/local-coastal-program-amendment
https://sfplanning.org/ocean-beach
https://www.visionzerosf.org/
https://www.sfenvironment.org/climateplan


From: Gary Levenberg
To: brian.stokle@sfgov.org; boardofappeals@sfgov.org; engardiostaff@sfgov.org; rclyde@sfbike.org;

MelgarStaff@sfgov.org; NorthCentralCoast@Coastal; chanstaff@sfgov.org
Subject: Coastal Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway
Date: Friday, February 2, 2024 12:12:41 PM

RE Board of Appeals Meeting
Wednesday, February 7, 2024 5pm

Hello Commissioners,

My name is Gary Levenberg and I am a resident of SF for over 40 years, since 1993 in Noe
Valley. 

Please uphold the Planning Commission's unanimous determination to issue the Coastal Zone
Permit for the Upper Great Highway pilot project and please reject the appeals against it.

I am and have been a biker rider all my life for both recreation and transportation. As have my
grown children who continue to ride with their families (one still in SF). I ride every day and
seek out paths with the fewest cars. The list is not long here in SF - The Great Highway is
probably the longest and safest of any bike trail in SF. The Golden Gate Park has JFK and
mixed used trails. The Presidio has slow streets and mixed use trails. And The Embarkadero,
Marina Blvd and Lake Merced have much improved mixed use trails. Please keep this trail
open and safe for mixed use (of course except cars).

This permit is in alignment with the pilot approved by the Board of Supervisors and Mayor
Breed in December 2022. This permit is also in alignment with San Francisco’s Local Coastal
Plan, the Ocean Beach Master Plan, Vision Zero plan and the Climate Action Plan. 

The Great Highway pilot project improves safety and connectivity for people traveling with
sustainable forms of transportation. The pilot project also enhances recreational use of the
Ocean Beach shoreline and provides safe space for the entire community to recreate and get
around. It is crucial to maintain this pilot so city agencies can collect data to help determine
the long-term future of the Great Highway. 

Again, please uphold the Coastal Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway and reject the
appeals. Thank you. 

Gary Levenberg
270 Valley

mailto:glev1@mac.com
mailto:brian.stokle@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:engardiostaff@sfgov.org
mailto:rclyde@sfbike.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:NorthCentralCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:chanstaff@sfgov.org


 

To the SFPUC and affected stakeholders and regulators: 

I am writing to both support and object to certain portions of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (“DEIR”) for the Ocean Beach Climate Change Adaptation Project (“Project”), and to raise 
significant questions with respect to the Project framework itself. 

While I support the efforts of certain employees of the City of San Francisco (the “City”) to 
consider and address material issues with Ocean Beach, and I also support the broad concepts of providing 
beach and recreational access amidst important environmental considerations, I cannot support an 
initiative which continues to demonstrate an insufficient and fundamentally flawed response to the 
current issues in the area.  I am hopeful that my disposition towards support of the DEIR, and the Project 
itself, is respectfully considered by appropriate regulatory agencies such that additional steps are taken 
to address material risks and concerns in the region. 

Specifically, the DEIR has failed to coordinate its analysis with a full review by all necessary City 
and California state agencies, has been conducted in an information vacuum (which the DEIR itself 
acknowledges), and demonstrates that one or more city agencies may not be operating in good faith, nor 
providing sufficient, full, and credible information to the Ocean Beach community about infrastructure 
needs and risks.   As such, I believe that the Project should be rejected and that the California Coastal 
Commission and other appropriate state agencies should secure and maintain direct oversight of all 
ongoing project initiatives in the region, and with the City’s authority to unilaterally approve construction 
permits alongside Ocean Beach immediately rescinded. 

The Project is fundamentally and materially flawed for several reasons, including: 

1. Certain City agencies have not provided sufficient information to the public about possible project 
considerations and environmental effects and risks, and may be operating in bad faith due to one 
or more potential conflicts of interest, including with respect to budgeting deficiencies and special 
interest considerations. 

2. The Project has not been properly coordinated amidst other area projects, and contrary to 
representations made previously to the public that separate environmental reviews would in fact 
take place. 

3. The Project affects state infrastructure and coastal regions amidst the City’s unilateral authority 
to issue permits. 

4. The Project directly contradicts state requirements with respect to “managed retreat” concepts 
for proper coastal management, including the development of brand new construction which 
relies upon a vertical seawall that will enhance the pace of erosion near critical local and state 
infrastructure. 

5. The Project does not address the long-term risks and multi-billion-dollar costs associated with the 
critical sewage management infrastructure in the area, including with respect to material erosion 
threats to the Lake Merced Tunnel (“LMT”) and Westside Pump Station (“WPS”). 

6. The Project may create additional environmental impacts in the form of noise and emissions 
which have not been fully studied, yet are inappropriately assumed to be immaterial without 
sufficient supporting information. 



7. The Project acknowledges but provides no proposed solution to significant traffic impacts, 
including increased miles traveled, and increased traffic congestion, which likely will create 
additional emissions. 

8. The Project could have a material impact on the City’s litigation profile, as well as federal and state 
environmental regulatory obligations, and jeopardizes city regulatory compliance as well as tax 
revenue. 

9. The Project may impair the City’s ability to adhere to City Charter requirements with respect to 
sand and pollution management obligations. 

For all of these reasons the Project should be terminated unless and until each of these material issues 
have been properly addressed in collaboration with and to the satisfaction of all appropriate and 
necessary federal and state authorities, and consistent with applicable regulation.  

The source of all these shortcomings has not only been a negligent failure by the City to properly 
manage the area, but a purposefully deceptive campaign by one or more city agencies or officials to 
obfuscate certain risks due to potential conflicts of interest.  The City has a direct vested interest in limiting 
costs associated with proper management of its sewage infrastructure, and has been avoiding its civic 
responsibilities to analyze the long-term solution and costs to a metastasizing problem:  the sewage 
treatment infrastructure along Ocean Beach - which by some accounts handles a third of the City’s raw 
sewage - is under assault, and must be relocated.    The very basis for the DEIR and the Project – the 
assumption that erosion will remove sand on the west side of the WPS and LMT – seems not to be 
analyzed sufficiently to its obvious conclusion with respect to this critical infrastructure.    

Unfortunately, the erosion isn’t a “goldilocks” scenario where there is not too little, nor too much, but 
just the right amount of erosion such that existing roadway infrastructure should be displaced in favor of 
a new bike path, yet no managed retreat simultaneously undertaken with respect to the LMT and the 
WPS.   If there is indeed erosion it must necessarily mean that the nearby sewage infrastructure is 
threatened.  While the concept of beach erosion is a fundamentally sound concern, the extent, pace, and 
effects of possible erosion have not been fully vetted.  No further Project work should proceed on an 
environmental review when the underlying concern has not been examined sufficiently.  It is possible that 
there are not material erosion threats to the LMT and roadway above it, particularly if the periodic 
continuation of the sensible and ongoing project to place dredged sand from the Golden Gate shipping 
channel by the Army Corps of Engineers is successful.  Alternatively, if there are indeed material erosion 
threats (my personal opinion, for what it may be worth) and those threats have been identified, 
quantified, and validated such that the project area does indeed require threat mitigation, then the 
analyzed threat should be addressed by relocating the sewage infrastructure consistent with managed 
retreat principles rather than just engaging in new construction.  San Francisco needs to be clear with its 
citizens what exact erosion threat it is addressing, how it will be addressed, and whether its residents and 
other environmentally sensitive parts of the ecosystem are or are not exposed to the risk of raw sewage 
outfall due to a failure of the LMT and/or the WPS.  Given the legacy history of mismanagement in this 
area – we’ve smelled the sewage before, and will undoubtedly encounter the issue again unless a full 
solution is implemented – there needs to be a deeper and closer review accompanied by a clearly 
enunciated statement for the community about the intended handling of the sewage infrastructure.  

This review also needs to be conducted independent from the City, which simply does not have the 
stomach nor budgeting resources to come clean with its residents about where the sewage infrastructure 



will be relocated, and how such relocation will be funded.   Exacerbating this political issue, and beyond 
the fundamental conflict of interest associated with City budgeting, is that a more insidious conflict of 
interest has infected the local community in the form of special interest needs subverting common sense.   
Specifically, one or more public servants have been supporting the efforts of special interest groups 
hoping to restrict certain types of vehicular travel, which has a direct impact on the environment and 
requires further review before the Project may proceed.  The targeted type of vehicular travel has been 
with respect to some but not all motorized vehicles, including personal and commercial vehicles which 
emit greenhouse gas, such as typical non-electric automobiles and trucks.  Certain special interest groups 
with “sole source” contracts that rely almost entirely on taxpayer money to fund their existence have 
been encouraging certain city officials to actively impair certain types of vehicular traffic for purported 
safety and environmental concerns.  None of these conflicts, and the associated impact on environmental 
analysis and issues, have been addressed sufficiently in the DEIR. 

To be clear, my personal view is that vehicular travel that minimizes the reliance on fossil fuel vehicles 
should be encouraged and achieved wherever reasonably possible.  Global warming is a real and 
existential threat which requires good and careful solutions.   However, impairing the efficiency of 
vehicular traffic flow just to build a bike path or park is not a holistic solution to a complicated problem, 
and could in fact create more detrimental emissions.  This possible outcome has been observed and 
questioned by many residents, and was a focal point of attention in a July 27, 2021 letter from the Sierra 
Club to certain City agencies regarding the use of the Upper Great Highway (“UGH”) roadway, and its 
proposed closure (“UGH Project”).    Unfortunately, while the sewage system beneath the roadway is 
under threat, certain transportation officials have frittered with road closure goals that are misguided and 
impair efficient traffic flow for all vehicles.   

Evidence of conflicted officials, and even the possibility of their corruption, seems sadly obvious and 
overwhelming, and at minimum the appearance of impropriety impairs the public process and the 
credibility of the City and those employees and public servants who are working honestly to address 
significant issues.    In fact, the mishandling of the UGH Project has implicated one transportation leader 
who was being paid two separate salaries – one as a publicly elected member of the BART Board, and 
another simultaneously as an advocate for a special interest group – and who was the subject of a BART 
Inspector General Investigation regarding their statements about the UGH Project and the communication 
protocols associated with their public office.1   Another senior leader of the city, and the manager for the 
city agency directly responsible for UGH oversight, has recently been deemed to have willfully violated the 
law with respect to the production of public records in relation to the UGH Project.2   One member of the 
Board of Supervisors, who has sensibly advocated for neighborhood safety with respect to emergency 
firefighter water pressure amidst obvious earthquake risks, has inexplicably also advocated for the 
community’s tsunami and earthquake risk to be increased by ongoing road closures - and despite open 
comments from the city’s fire personnel that closed streets raise risks and impair emergency response 
times.3  Another member of the City’s own Board of Supervisors has publicly advocated in social media 

 
1 https://www.bart.gov/sites/default/files/docs/064-
2022_RPT_Public%20Summary_Elected%20Official%20Social%20Media%20Best%20Practices_Final_111221_0.pdf 
2 Refer to the unanimous finding of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force on July 5, 2022 under Administrative Code 
Section 67.34 that Phil Ginsburg as General Manager of the Recreation and Parks Department committed willful 
violations of the law, constituting official misconduct. 
3 See e.g., https://sf-fire.org/files/2021-06/May%2012%202021%20meeting%20minutes.pdf  



that bike protestors purposefully block vehicular traffic on the UGH and violate transportation code 
requirements to yield lane usage,4 while the City’s own police force has not enforced the transportation 
code (by some accounts, directly at the instruction of the Mayor of the City).  In fact, the Mayor has taken 
no action with respect to these issues despite community requests5, which is particularly unsettling when 
a senior public official has willfully and in bad faith withheld relevant documents.   Meanwhile, City 
leadership has been working to undermine CEQA requirements despite opposition from the Sierra Club 
and other advocates for balanced environmental review processes.6  The civic duties associated with a 
project involving an environmentally sensitive area must be managed according to the law and the highest 
ethical standards of public servants.  These willful incursions cannot be tolerated by those of us who 
advocate for lawful discourse and common sense legislative processes – including those bicycle and 
environmental enthusiasts who are disgusted by the selfish protests of a few misguided riders, which not 
only serve ironically to create more emissions in blocked traffic (arguably the same irony demonstrated 
by area projects generally) but also impair the credibility of the broader and just cause for better vehicle 
planning and resources.  

Amidst this backdrop of possible malfeasance, the DEIR surprisingly asks residents and regulatory 
officials to just simply take things on faith.  Specifically, the DEIR indicates that missing data related to the 
UGH Project and this Project will be forthcoming and will show that there is no material environmental 
impact when (if?) the information ever happens to materialize (at some undetermined time and in some 
undetermined form in the future).  Brazenly and openly, the DEIR acknowledges that data is missing but 
will be forthcoming in “good faith” and must necessarily demonstrate unseen that there are no material 
environmental concerns.  In fact, the single instance of the phrase “good faith” even being used in the 
DEIR appears as follows: “Because detailed analyses of the Upper Great Highway project have not been 
conducted by other agencies (e.g., Rec and Park, SFMTA or SFCTA), the analysis of this additional 
cumulative scenario is a good faith effort that considers the best available information.”    Translation – 
“you should just trust us as we move forward, and this project is fine because we think other agencies will 
do their job properly, eventually, even though there isn’t sufficient information available and a full analysis 
has not been conducted to conclude whether we might be right . . . because that is the responsibility of 
another part of the City, and we just can’t be bothered to coordinate things.”  

The obvious lack of information is staggering, and the conflicted behavior of certain public officials is 
on full display.  There is no explanation in the EIR for why the City should have unilateral authority to 
proceed in a “good faith” information vacuum in which a public official tied to the project has already 
been found unanimously by an ethics mechanism to have operated in bad faith.    The California Coastal 
Commission and associated state agencies cannot permit this unilateral approach in “good faith” in an 
information vacuum under these conditions.   It is not acceptable for the City to take the position that 
essentially says: “we would like to proceed even though we don’t have all the information, because we 
just think that the information will be forthcoming in good faith and won’t adversely affect any issues for 

 
4 Dean Preston social media account on Twitter https://twitter.com/deanpreston/status/1430661127483002881  
5 See e.g., comments raised by Supervisor Chan in previous public proceedings asking for greater transparency and 
review of the City’s ongoing decisions to close roads for public access, as well as 
https://www.openthegreathighway.com/lettertobreed?fbclid=IwAR0L_6xacukD1RUGtQS8_wPn-Xu0R90bWJDRre-
UTZWzNgt2chCWMXMvLBM  
6 See e.g., https://www.sierraclub.org/san-francisco-bay/blog/2021/05/take-action-protect-california-
environmental-quality-act-san  



which we’ve already indicated that there are material traffic impacts.”  This hamfisted approach impairs 
the credibility of the process and underscores the need for state oversight by state officials. 

If there is any doubt that the UGH Project and this Project are not inextricably intertwined, consider 
what the City itself has previously said.   In addition to public officials advocating with circular logic that 
the UGH closure must necessarily be justified because the Sloat extension will just be closed too (and in 
some cases, vice versa), the City represented directly to the public that environmental concerns with 
respect to both projects were critical, and that the concerns would be addressed properly via multiple 
EIRs.  

Specifically, the City is already aware of the important linkage among various area projects, and has 
previously acknowledged that critical environmental concerns require further consideration and 
coordination.  The City previously represented to the public that an EIR would be conducted with respect 
to the UGH Project, yet has refused to conduct such a review, and continues to attempt to subvert CEQA 
requirements with respect to the UGH Project due to the conflicts discussed above.  Specifically, page 5 
of the September 9, 2020 EIR notice indicates that the UGH Project will be subjected to an EIR.7  Yet no 
such action has taken place, and so no data exists which informs this Project which is itself relying on an 
acknowledged gap in data.  Instead, the DEIR takes the position that future data may be forthcoming, and 
asks the public to proceed based on “best available information.”    That’s not an approach in compliance 
with EIR requirements, nor the representation the City made to the public  – either the data exists and 
should be considered properly, or it doesn’t exist and should be collected first before project analysis is 
undertaken.   

Importantly, the environmental effects of multiple road closures are unknown, but there is the 
possibility that additional road closures will create additional greenhouse gas emissions due to traffic 
congestion, as well as additional neighborhood noise.   There is also the possibility that the Project will 
create new erosion due to a vertical wall.  The current proposal does not factor in any consideration or 
review of the possible effects noted by multiple environmental groups, including Surfrider Foundation 
and the Sierra Club.  The project will in fact cause additional vehicle miles traveled by altering the 
transportation network – this is stated plainly in the DEIR, with no mitigation described, and insufficient 
discussion of greenhouse gas emission effects.  The DEIR simply suggest to reroute traffic into residential 
neighborhoods, as if this is not a big deal, and concludes that traffic impact may be “significant and 
unavoidable.”    For a DEIR to conclude that there are “significant and unavoidable” traffic impacts – words 
used in the DEIR itself – but not analyze the noise or emission effects of those significant impacts nor any 

 
7 The DEIR notes the following:  “There are also several other separate projects that may occur in the vicinity of South 
Ocean Beach. The city and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) have proposed separate projects 
to improve the operations and safety of Skyline Boulevard (State Route 35) at its Great Highway and at Sloat 
Boulevard intersections. NPS is planning a trail to link the proposed multi-use trail to Fort Funston’s existing trail 
network. The city and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Army Corps) are currently planning and designing a project 
to place sand dredged from San Francisco’s main shipping channel along South Ocean Beach in 2021. The San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority is leading the District 4 Mobility Study and will be exploring the feasibility 
of modifying the Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard, which is currently temporarily closed 
due to COVID-19. In addition, Rec and Park, with support from SFMTA and Public Works, is considering temporary 
closure of the southbound lanes of the Great Highway between Sloat and Skyline boulevards. Each of these separate 
projects would be subject to separate environmental review.”   Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting,  September 9, 2020, Page 5 (emphasis added). 



mitigation considerations (which have simply been precluded without explanation) is at best intellectually 
corrupt.   

While vehicle miles traveled (“VMT”) may have been quantified in the DEIR, increased congestion (and 
resulting emissions) was not.   This failure is sadly consistent with the shortsighted viewpoint that vehicle 
impairment must necessarily be a byproduct of new bike path construction.  The DEIR states that “[n]o 
feasible mitigation measures are available for the VMT impact. The substantial additional VMT is caused 
by the project’s closure of the Great Highway between Sloat and Skyline boulevards and associated 
vehicular travel redistribution. This roadway closure is a key component of the project that is needed to 
accommodate the shoreline changes for long-term coastal management, including managed retreat, sea 
level rise adaptation, and to preserve and enhance coastal public access and recreation, habitat, and 
scenic quality at South Ocean Beach. Therefore, its removal from the project would not be feasible.”    
There is no explanation as to why public access for “vehicles” is framed such that some motorized vehicles 
would be precluded from further use in the area, while other motorized vehicles and non-motorized 
vehicles would be given preference, nor why a “managed retreat” strategy includes the creation of new 
infrastructure for certain vehicles in the erosion zone – not only bicycles, but public works vehicles at the 
exclusion of community vehicles.  There is also no explanation as to why roadway usage must be 
repurposed at all when the Project goal seemingly is directed towards the ongoing protection of separate 
infrastructure just beneath it, nor why the existing vehicle roadway would be repurposed for use solely 
by public official vehicles when the roadway could simply be narrowed to one lane in each direction for 
broad and ongoing community use.8 

The circular logic underpinning the Project is then underscored further below this discussion, as transit 
options are considered.  The DEIR states: “Development of such new intercounty transit service would be 
beyond SFPUC’s control and would require coordination and participation between multiple jurisdictions 
and transit agencies. In addition, such a new transit service would require funding commitments well 
beyond the fair share of this project’s impact.”   Translation – we know that transit is a big issue, and we 
know there will be negative impacts, but we just can’t be responsible for coordinating it, nor paying for it, 
and so the project should just proceed without this significant impact being addressed properly.”   Further 
below in the report, this twisted logic is applied again in the discussion of pricing strategies, which includes 
an acknowledgement that neighborhood roadways and local streets could be affected, but without any 
plan to do anything about that acknowledged impact. 

Likewise, there is no material review of noise pollution and its effects on habitat, endangered species, 
and residents from increased usage and congested traffic.    Noise levels will certainly increase, but there 
is once again a concept of operating in an information vacuum alongside the UGH project.   How can local 
residents know that resulting noise levels will not be material when there has been no EIR with respect to 
proposed changes with the UGH?  

 
8 The possibility of maintaining the Sloat extension in single lanes for community usage, or otherwise moving the 
road inland closer to the zoo, was raised when the Ocean Beach Master Plan was first being formulated, and was 
ignored by SPUR and other project coordinators so intent on maximizing bike access that they were unable to avoid 
designing a mutually exclusive framework.   This idea continues to be discounted by City officials with no analysis or 
explanation of possible traffic and emissions benefits, notwithstanding the significant congestion that has been 
introduced at the Sloat, Skyline, and 39th Avenue intersection during UGH closure, as well as the significant new 
safety risks introduced at 45th and Sloat by the inexplicable and reactive closure of the intersection at 47th and Sloat. 



Underscoring this faulty analysis and defective project justification is the very real possibility that 
multiple projects are negatively impacting the area without appropriate independent oversight and 
common sense.  The City has supported significant real estate development along the westward section 
of Sloat Boulevard, with significant additional vehicles, while simultaneously proposing that the end of 
the road essentially be transformed into a dead end with no exits except into residential neighborhoods.  
Skyline Boulevard is a state facility, and has already seen increased congestion during the UGH closure, 
which highlights the need for a comprehensive project with multiple EIRs scoped together for the area. 
Yet the City continues to assert that a large number of people are now suddenly using a closed UGH such 
that closure can be justified by the new usage demand, but resisting the obvious conclusion that a large 
influx of people does not require an environmental assessment of the garbage, sand displacement, dunes 
and other impacted areas along the UGH.  The City continues to ignore the possibility that its sewage 
system may fail due to increased erosion, yet insists it must build a new erosion-inducing vertical wall as 
the solution.   

If City officials are so concerned with the level of erosion that they feel a vertical wall must be built, 
doesn’t that demonstrate that there are significant enough erosion issues in play that the WPS should be 
moved, or at minimum that a clear and actionable management plan be included in the Project and vetted 
for approval?  Accelerated erosion due to a vertical wall could threaten the ecosystem, the LMT, and 
surrounding homes, and backfire versus the intended project.   Property owners may have a private cause 
of action, potentially as a represented class, to the extent that the city fails to adhere to the requirements 
of the city charter with respect to sand pollution, let alone raw sewage discharge. 

In short, the process has been defective, and the Project as proposed clearly reflects the defect.  The 
Draft EIR admits in writing that sufficient analysis has not been conducted, nor sufficient coordination 
achieved.  The Sunshine Ordinance Task force has voted unanimously that willful violation of the law was 
committed by a senior public servant directly responsible for project coordination in the area, a removable 
offense for the public servant.   The city attorney is well aware that the project area has historically been, 
and continues to be, a subject of regulatory findings and litigation, and that prior settlement terms with 
respect to the management of the area may be in effect.9   As such the city attorney, and the client that 
is represented, are on notice of the possibility of significant legal and regulatory risk and taxpayer cost if 
the project is not handled in accordance with the law.  In the event that local public servants cannot follow 
this basic process, any approvals of this project should be voided by the California Coastal Commission.    
Deceiving the community, ignoring sand removal requests, failing to maintain and protect critical public 
sewage and roadway infrastructure, willfully ignoring public records requests, and fiddling with a bike 
path when a multi-billion dollar time bomb is ticking within the City’s sewage system is not what residents 
and voters want.   The City represented that EIRs would be conducted with respect to surrounding projects 
– there has been no such coordination, and the city has been resisting an EIR related to the UGH Project, 
and has not done its homework with this Project.   The City has impaired its credibility, cannot and should 
not be trusted, and needs to immediately be subjected to state and federal oversight. 

The mismanagement of these collective projects demonstrates at minimum gross negligence on the 
part of the city of San Francisco, and cannot be permitted to proceed under the theory that “good faith” 
analysis will eventually be forthcoming from an agency whose leader has been found to have exhibited 

 
9 See e.g., https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/6591934-California-Coastal-Protection-Network-
Settlement.html  



bad faith and willful misconduct.   The credibility of the city is at issue with respect to the mismanagement 
of traffic that affects a state roadway, and must be reviewed and considered independently and in 
collaboration with the California Coastal Commission, whose jurisdiction on any approval must be handled 
unilaterally by that state agency.  Environmental reviews should not be subjected to conjecture and 
assumptions amidst willful violations of public rules, nor should the residents of the area and affected 
state infrastructure be placed at risk in such a grossly negligent fashion.   The obvious inability or 
unwillingness of all City agencies to fully coordinate, which is noted in the DEIR itself, and the obviously 
deficient analysis resulting from that failure, all highlight exactly why the city’s jurisdiction to approve 
coastal development should be immediately withdrawn.   The San Francisco Planning Commission should 
have its authority to issue coastal development permits withheld unless and until the City has 
demonstrated to state authorities that it is capable of operating pursuant to process rather than good 
faith assumptions about information vacuums and the proper coordination of all city agencies.   
Meanwhile, the City should go back to the drawing board, explain to the public why a vertical seawall is 
necessary if the wastewater treatment plant is somehow not itself at risk, and describe why a managed 
retreat plan supports the creation of any new infrastructure, particularly infrastructure which could 
enhance erosion, or which favors certain modes of transportation even though the acknowledged vehicle 
impacts are again - in the words of the DEIR itself – significant and unavoidable.   

The City of San Francisco continues to treat the local area and its residents like a petri dish in an 
unwelcome experiment of assumptions and conjecture, with insufficient coordination among agencies, 
admitted deficiencies in information, and reliance upon a “good faith” guess about the handling of area 
projects despite the clear and obviously purposeful mishandling of civic responsibilities to date.  We can 
all do better than this – this isn’t the Embarcadero.  It’s Ocean Beach, and its natural beauty and the safety 
of its inhabitants hasn’t just been suffering from beach erosion, but from the erosion in public trust and 
management that our public servants owe to the area. 

 

Sincerely, 

Goffrey Moore, Ocean Beach resident 

 



 

  

From: aeboken <aeboken@gmail.com>  

Date: Sunday, April 28, 2024 at 11:17 AM To: Brian Strong <brian.strong@sfgov.org>, Heidi Rivoire 
<heidi.rivoire@sfgov.org>, Carmen Chu <carmen.chu@sfgov.org>, Peskin, Aaron (BOS) 
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>, Angulo, Sunny (BOS) <sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>, Tanya Peterson 
<tanyap@sfzoo.org>, Anne Elefterakis <anneel@sfzoo.org>, David A Smith 
<david_smith@nps.gov>, Brian Aviles <brian_aviles@nps.gov>, Carl, Dan@Coastal 
<Dan.Carl@coastal.ca.gov>, Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal <Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov>  

Subject: Written Submission and Attachments for City and County of San Francisco Capital 
Planning Committee Meeting for April 29, 2024 Agenda Item #3  

TO: City and County of San Francisco Capital Planning Committee members  

cc: Carmen Chu,  

San Francisco City Administrator and Chair of the Capital Planning Committee  

cc: President Aaron Peskin, Chief-of-Staff Sunny Angulo  

San Francisco Board of Supervisors representatives to the Capital Planning Committee  

cc: CEO Tanya Peterson, Anne Elefterakis  

San Francisco Zoological Society  

cc: Superintendent David Smith, Brian Aviles  

Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA)/National Park Service  

cc: North Central Coast District Director Dan Carl, Stephanie Rexing  

California Coastal Commission  

FROM: Eileen Boken,  

State and Federal Legislative Liaison,  

Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN)*  

*For identification purposes only.  

 

RE: Written submission and attachments for agenda item #3 for April 29, 2024 City and County of 
San Francisco Capital Planning Committee meeting  

Attached are four documents.  

The first attachment is the SFPUC Commission agenda on October 10, 2023 with agenda item #8 
for the Ocean Beach Climate Change Adaptation Project.  



The second attachment is a letter from the San Francisco Zoological Society (SFZS) dated October 
4, 2023 regarding the upcoming SFPUC Commission meeting on the Ocean Beach Climate Change 
Adaptation Project.  

The third attachment is from the GGNRA regarding its plans for Ocean Beach.  

The fourth attachment is the agenda for the San Francisco Board of Supervisors Land Use and 
Transportation Committee meeting on April 29, 2024 including agenda item #1 [Park Code -Great 
Highway Extension - Road Closure] File #231075.  

It should be noted that the Ocean Beach Master Plan, the San Francisco Zoological Society letter, 
the SFPUC Commission meeting and the GGNRA document were issued prior to the MOU between 
the City and the Chinese government regarding the loan of giant pandas to the Zoo.  

Pandas will likely increase visitors to the Zoo exponentially.  

There has been a request by CSFN to the Zoo to provide those visitor projections and how visitors 
currently travel to the Zoo.  

The Zoo has already used the Upper Great Highway "Extension" from Sloat to Skyline as an 
emergecy escape route. Permanently closing this section of the Upper Great Highway to vehicular 
traffic 24/7 would eliminate the Zoo's primary evacuation route.  

However, this permanent closure is on the San Francisco Board of Supervisors Land Use and 
Transportation Committee agenda for April 29, 2024 as agenda item #1.  

In its letter to the SFPUC Commission last year, the Zoo also expressed its concerns regarding the 
closure of the Upper Great Highway from Lincoln to Sloat from Fridays at noon to Mondays at 6am.  

The Ocean Beach Master Plan was released in 2012 and already seems to be outdated. This2012 
release predates the panda MOU by over a decade.  

The 2012 Ocean Beach Master Plan focused almost exclusively on environmental issues.  

The 2012 Ocean Beach Master Plan didn't focus on public safety or economic vitality.  

The entire length of the Upper Great Highway is included in the San Francisco Department of Public 
Works Emergency Priority Routes Map. These routes can also be used for evacuation.  

The 2012 Ocean Beach Master Plan didn't focus on the economic vitality for San Francisco's small 
businesses, immigrant community and minority communities needing access to education and job 
opportunities.  

In terms of environmental issues, the 2012 Ocean Beach Master Plan appears to have been overly 
reliant on wave action experts and much less reliant on sediment transport experts.  

The 2012 Ocean Beach Master Plan proposes the static solution of managed retreat even though 
climate change and sea level rise are emerging sciences.  

An example of these emerging sciences is the US Geological Survey California Ocean Beach 
Erosion Modeling software which has recently been released.  



In light of the recent MOU regarding the giant pandas & newly emerging climate change and sea 
level sciences, the assumptions of the Ocean Beach Master Plan and its managed retreat strategy 
need to be reevaluated and revised.  

###  

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
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From: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal
To: Benham, Peter@Coastal
Cc: KoppmanNorton, Julia@Coastal
Subject: FW: Request for process and substance review
Date: Monday, February 7, 2022 11:01:44 AM
Attachments: Draft EIR comment from Ocean Beach resident.pdf

For Correspondence file for the OB long-term project. 
 
You can inform Mr. Moore that his correspondence will be put in the file, as well as posted online for
when we take the permit recommendation for this to the CCC.  Thanks!
 

From: ExecutiveStaff@Coastal <ExecutiveStaff@coastal.ca.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 7, 2022 9:39 AM
To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal <Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: FW: Request for process and substance review
 
Fyi
 

From: geoffrey moore <moore_geoffrey@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Saturday, February 5, 2022 8:08 AM
To: ExecutiveStaff@Coastal <ExecutiveStaff@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Request for process and substance review
 
Hello.   I am hoping to have some assistance please in ensuring that there is an appropriate
independent review by the California Coastal Commission of a matter affecting our local
coastal area.   I don't typically deal with environmental issues,  nor have I contacted the CCC
in the past, and so I don't know how the ex parte communication and review process works. 
So, I would like to make sure I am following the correct process - could you please direct me
to the correct staff member(s) who might help further, or forward this email along to them?
 
There are 2 issues - one procedural, one substantive.    Procedurally, our local municipality
(the city and county of San Francisco) is attempting to move forward with development plans
that raise "managed retreat" issues along the coast, and my understanding is that they seem to
have been delegated approval authority by the CCC to do so unilaterally without CCC
approval.   I'm not sure how that works, nor why the city would have authority to do so - but I
have observed possible issues of malfeasance in the municipality, and I would like to ensure
that the CCC is at minimum aware, and ideally is stepping in to provide direct oversight and
review of the issues by renewing its direct jurisdiction over decisions by the municipality.
 
Substantively, the municipality has in my personal opinion possibly engaged in deceptive
management of an area with a long history of environmental, erosion, and litigation history. 
Specifically, the southwestern corner and western edge of of the municipality consists of a
sensitive ecological area which includes not only the Ocean Beach dunes and beach, but also a
large sewage treatment center and underground sewage wastewater infrastructure for the city
which is threatened not only by coastal erosion but also potentially by the city's own
mismanagement.
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mailto:peter.benham@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:Julia.KoppmanNorton@coastal.ca.gov
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To the SFPUC and affected stakeholders and regulators: 


I am writing to both support and object to certain portions of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (“DEIR”) for the Ocean Beach Climate Change Adaptation Project (“Project”), and to raise 
significant questions with respect to the Project framework itself. 


While I support the efforts of certain employees of the City of San Francisco (the “City”) to 
consider and address material issues with Ocean Beach, and I also support the broad concepts of providing 
beach and recreational access amidst important environmental considerations, I cannot support an 
initiative which continues to demonstrate an insufficient and fundamentally flawed response to the 
current issues in the area.  I am hopeful that my disposition towards support of the DEIR, and the Project 
itself, is respectfully considered by appropriate regulatory agencies such that additional steps are taken 
to address material risks and concerns in the region. 


Specifically, the DEIR has failed to coordinate its analysis with a full review by all necessary City 
and California state agencies, has been conducted in an information vacuum (which the DEIR itself 
acknowledges), and demonstrates that one or more city agencies may not be operating in good faith, nor 
providing sufficient, full, and credible information to the Ocean Beach community about infrastructure 
needs and risks.   As such, I believe that the Project should be rejected and that the California Coastal 
Commission and other appropriate state agencies should secure and maintain direct oversight of all 
ongoing project initiatives in the region, and with the City’s authority to unilaterally approve construction 
permits alongside Ocean Beach immediately rescinded. 


The Project is fundamentally and materially flawed for several reasons, including: 


1. Certain City agencies have not provided sufficient information to the public about possible project 
considerations and environmental effects and risks, and may be operating in bad faith due to one 
or more potential conflicts of interest, including with respect to budgeting deficiencies and special 
interest considerations. 


2. The Project has not been properly coordinated amidst other area projects, and contrary to 
representations made previously to the public that separate environmental reviews would in fact 
take place. 


3. The Project affects state infrastructure and coastal regions amidst the City’s unilateral authority 
to issue permits. 


4. The Project directly contradicts state requirements with respect to “managed retreat” concepts 
for proper coastal management, including the development of brand new construction which 
relies upon a vertical seawall that will enhance the pace of erosion near critical local and state 
infrastructure. 


5. The Project does not address the long-term risks and multi-billion-dollar costs associated with the 
critical sewage management infrastructure in the area, including with respect to material erosion 
threats to the Lake Merced Tunnel (“LMT”) and Westside Pump Station (“WPS”). 


6. The Project may create additional environmental impacts in the form of noise and emissions 
which have not been fully studied, yet are inappropriately assumed to be immaterial without 
sufficient supporting information. 







7. The Project acknowledges but provides no proposed solution to significant traffic impacts, 
including increased miles traveled, and increased traffic congestion, which likely will create 
additional emissions. 


8. The Project could have a material impact on the City’s litigation profile, as well as federal and state 
environmental regulatory obligations, and jeopardizes city regulatory compliance as well as tax 
revenue. 


9. The Project may impair the City’s ability to adhere to City Charter requirements with respect to 
sand and pollution management obligations. 


For all of these reasons the Project should be terminated unless and until each of these material issues 
have been properly addressed in collaboration with and to the satisfaction of all appropriate and 
necessary federal and state authorities, and consistent with applicable regulation.  


The source of all these shortcomings has not only been a negligent failure by the City to properly 
manage the area, but a purposefully deceptive campaign by one or more city agencies or officials to 
obfuscate certain risks due to potential conflicts of interest.  The City has a direct vested interest in limiting 
costs associated with proper management of its sewage infrastructure, and has been avoiding its civic 
responsibilities to analyze the long-term solution and costs to a metastasizing problem:  the sewage 
treatment infrastructure along Ocean Beach - which by some accounts handles a third of the City’s raw 
sewage - is under assault, and must be relocated.    The very basis for the DEIR and the Project – the 
assumption that erosion will remove sand on the west side of the WPS and LMT – seems not to be 
analyzed sufficiently to its obvious conclusion with respect to this critical infrastructure.    


Unfortunately, the erosion isn’t a “goldilocks” scenario where there is not too little, nor too much, but 
just the right amount of erosion such that existing roadway infrastructure should be displaced in favor of 
a new bike path, yet no managed retreat simultaneously undertaken with respect to the LMT and the 
WPS.   If there is indeed erosion it must necessarily mean that the nearby sewage infrastructure is 
threatened.  While the concept of beach erosion is a fundamentally sound concern, the extent, pace, and 
effects of possible erosion have not been fully vetted.  No further Project work should proceed on an 
environmental review when the underlying concern has not been examined sufficiently.  It is possible that 
there are not material erosion threats to the LMT and roadway above it, particularly if the periodic 
continuation of the sensible and ongoing project to place dredged sand from the Golden Gate shipping 
channel by the Army Corps of Engineers is successful.  Alternatively, if there are indeed material erosion 
threats (my personal opinion, for what it may be worth) and those threats have been identified, 
quantified, and validated such that the project area does indeed require threat mitigation, then the 
analyzed threat should be addressed by relocating the sewage infrastructure consistent with managed 
retreat principles rather than just engaging in new construction.  San Francisco needs to be clear with its 
citizens what exact erosion threat it is addressing, how it will be addressed, and whether its residents and 
other environmentally sensitive parts of the ecosystem are or are not exposed to the risk of raw sewage 
outfall due to a failure of the LMT and/or the WPS.  Given the legacy history of mismanagement in this 
area – we’ve smelled the sewage before, and will undoubtedly encounter the issue again unless a full 
solution is implemented – there needs to be a deeper and closer review accompanied by a clearly 
enunciated statement for the community about the intended handling of the sewage infrastructure.  


This review also needs to be conducted independent from the City, which simply does not have the 
stomach nor budgeting resources to come clean with its residents about where the sewage infrastructure 







will be relocated, and how such relocation will be funded.   Exacerbating this political issue, and beyond 
the fundamental conflict of interest associated with City budgeting, is that a more insidious conflict of 
interest has infected the local community in the form of special interest needs subverting common sense.   
Specifically, one or more public servants have been supporting the efforts of special interest groups 
hoping to restrict certain types of vehicular travel, which has a direct impact on the environment and 
requires further review before the Project may proceed.  The targeted type of vehicular travel has been 
with respect to some but not all motorized vehicles, including personal and commercial vehicles which 
emit greenhouse gas, such as typical non-electric automobiles and trucks.  Certain special interest groups 
with “sole source” contracts that rely almost entirely on taxpayer money to fund their existence have 
been encouraging certain city officials to actively impair certain types of vehicular traffic for purported 
safety and environmental concerns.  None of these conflicts, and the associated impact on environmental 
analysis and issues, have been addressed sufficiently in the DEIR. 


To be clear, my personal view is that vehicular travel that minimizes the reliance on fossil fuel vehicles 
should be encouraged and achieved wherever reasonably possible.  Global warming is a real and 
existential threat which requires good and careful solutions.   However, impairing the efficiency of 
vehicular traffic flow just to build a bike path or park is not a holistic solution to a complicated problem, 
and could in fact create more detrimental emissions.  This possible outcome has been observed and 
questioned by many residents, and was a focal point of attention in a July 27, 2021 letter from the Sierra 
Club to certain City agencies regarding the use of the Upper Great Highway (“UGH”) roadway, and its 
proposed closure (“UGH Project”).    Unfortunately, while the sewage system beneath the roadway is 
under threat, certain transportation officials have frittered with road closure goals that are misguided and 
impair efficient traffic flow for all vehicles.   


Evidence of conflicted officials, and even the possibility of their corruption, seems sadly obvious and 
overwhelming, and at minimum the appearance of impropriety impairs the public process and the 
credibility of the City and those employees and public servants who are working honestly to address 
significant issues.    In fact, the mishandling of the UGH Project has implicated one transportation leader 
who was being paid two separate salaries – one as a publicly elected member of the BART Board, and 
another simultaneously as an advocate for a special interest group – and who was the subject of a BART 
Inspector General Investigation regarding their statements about the UGH Project and the communication 
protocols associated with their public office.1   Another senior leader of the city, and the manager for the 
city agency directly responsible for UGH oversight, has recently been deemed to have willfully violated the 
law with respect to the production of public records in relation to the UGH Project.2   One member of the 
Board of Supervisors, who has sensibly advocated for neighborhood safety with respect to emergency 
firefighter water pressure amidst obvious earthquake risks, has inexplicably also advocated for the 
community’s tsunami and earthquake risk to be increased by ongoing road closures - and despite open 
comments from the city’s fire personnel that closed streets raise risks and impair emergency response 
times.3  Another member of the City’s own Board of Supervisors has publicly advocated in social media 


 
1 https://www.bart.gov/sites/default/files/docs/064-
2022_RPT_Public%20Summary_Elected%20Official%20Social%20Media%20Best%20Practices_Final_111221_0.pdf 
2 Refer to the unanimous finding of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force on July 5, 2022 under Administrative Code 
Section 67.34 that Phil Ginsburg as General Manager of the Recreation and Parks Department committed willful 
violations of the law, constituting official misconduct. 
3 See e.g., https://sf-fire.org/files/2021-06/May%2012%202021%20meeting%20minutes.pdf  







that bike protestors purposefully block vehicular traffic on the UGH and violate transportation code 
requirements to yield lane usage,4 while the City’s own police force has not enforced the transportation 
code (by some accounts, directly at the instruction of the Mayor of the City).  In fact, the Mayor has taken 
no action with respect to these issues despite community requests5, which is particularly unsettling when 
a senior public official has willfully and in bad faith withheld relevant documents.   Meanwhile, City 
leadership has been working to undermine CEQA requirements despite opposition from the Sierra Club 
and other advocates for balanced environmental review processes.6  The civic duties associated with a 
project involving an environmentally sensitive area must be managed according to the law and the highest 
ethical standards of public servants.  These willful incursions cannot be tolerated by those of us who 
advocate for lawful discourse and common sense legislative processes – including those bicycle and 
environmental enthusiasts who are disgusted by the selfish protests of a few misguided riders, which not 
only serve ironically to create more emissions in blocked traffic (arguably the same irony demonstrated 
by area projects generally) but also impair the credibility of the broader and just cause for better vehicle 
planning and resources.  


Amidst this backdrop of possible malfeasance, the DEIR surprisingly asks residents and regulatory 
officials to just simply take things on faith.  Specifically, the DEIR indicates that missing data related to the 
UGH Project and this Project will be forthcoming and will show that there is no material environmental 
impact when (if?) the information ever happens to materialize (at some undetermined time and in some 
undetermined form in the future).  Brazenly and openly, the DEIR acknowledges that data is missing but 
will be forthcoming in “good faith” and must necessarily demonstrate unseen that there are no material 
environmental concerns.  In fact, the single instance of the phrase “good faith” even being used in the 
DEIR appears as follows: “Because detailed analyses of the Upper Great Highway project have not been 
conducted by other agencies (e.g., Rec and Park, SFMTA or SFCTA), the analysis of this additional 
cumulative scenario is a good faith effort that considers the best available information.”    Translation – 
“you should just trust us as we move forward, and this project is fine because we think other agencies will 
do their job properly, eventually, even though there isn’t sufficient information available and a full analysis 
has not been conducted to conclude whether we might be right . . . because that is the responsibility of 
another part of the City, and we just can’t be bothered to coordinate things.”  


The obvious lack of information is staggering, and the conflicted behavior of certain public officials is 
on full display.  There is no explanation in the EIR for why the City should have unilateral authority to 
proceed in a “good faith” information vacuum in which a public official tied to the project has already 
been found unanimously by an ethics mechanism to have operated in bad faith.    The California Coastal 
Commission and associated state agencies cannot permit this unilateral approach in “good faith” in an 
information vacuum under these conditions.   It is not acceptable for the City to take the position that 
essentially says: “we would like to proceed even though we don’t have all the information, because we 
just think that the information will be forthcoming in good faith and won’t adversely affect any issues for 


 
4 Dean Preston social media account on Twitter https://twitter.com/deanpreston/status/1430661127483002881  
5 See e.g., comments raised by Supervisor Chan in previous public proceedings asking for greater transparency and 
review of the City’s ongoing decisions to close roads for public access, as well as 
https://www.openthegreathighway.com/lettertobreed?fbclid=IwAR0L_6xacukD1RUGtQS8_wPn-Xu0R90bWJDRre-
UTZWzNgt2chCWMXMvLBM  
6 See e.g., https://www.sierraclub.org/san-francisco-bay/blog/2021/05/take-action-protect-california-
environmental-quality-act-san  







which we’ve already indicated that there are material traffic impacts.”  This hamfisted approach impairs 
the credibility of the process and underscores the need for state oversight by state officials. 


If there is any doubt that the UGH Project and this Project are not inextricably intertwined, consider 
what the City itself has previously said.   In addition to public officials advocating with circular logic that 
the UGH closure must necessarily be justified because the Sloat extension will just be closed too (and in 
some cases, vice versa), the City represented directly to the public that environmental concerns with 
respect to both projects were critical, and that the concerns would be addressed properly via multiple 
EIRs.  


Specifically, the City is already aware of the important linkage among various area projects, and has 
previously acknowledged that critical environmental concerns require further consideration and 
coordination.  The City previously represented to the public that an EIR would be conducted with respect 
to the UGH Project, yet has refused to conduct such a review, and continues to attempt to subvert CEQA 
requirements with respect to the UGH Project due to the conflicts discussed above.  Specifically, page 5 
of the September 9, 2020 EIR notice indicates that the UGH Project will be subjected to an EIR.7  Yet no 
such action has taken place, and so no data exists which informs this Project which is itself relying on an 
acknowledged gap in data.  Instead, the DEIR takes the position that future data may be forthcoming, and 
asks the public to proceed based on “best available information.”    That’s not an approach in compliance 
with EIR requirements, nor the representation the City made to the public  – either the data exists and 
should be considered properly, or it doesn’t exist and should be collected first before project analysis is 
undertaken.   


Importantly, the environmental effects of multiple road closures are unknown, but there is the 
possibility that additional road closures will create additional greenhouse gas emissions due to traffic 
congestion, as well as additional neighborhood noise.   There is also the possibility that the Project will 
create new erosion due to a vertical wall.  The current proposal does not factor in any consideration or 
review of the possible effects noted by multiple environmental groups, including Surfrider Foundation 
and the Sierra Club.  The project will in fact cause additional vehicle miles traveled by altering the 
transportation network – this is stated plainly in the DEIR, with no mitigation described, and insufficient 
discussion of greenhouse gas emission effects.  The DEIR simply suggest to reroute traffic into residential 
neighborhoods, as if this is not a big deal, and concludes that traffic impact may be “significant and 
unavoidable.”    For a DEIR to conclude that there are “significant and unavoidable” traffic impacts – words 
used in the DEIR itself – but not analyze the noise or emission effects of those significant impacts nor any 


 
7 The DEIR notes the following:  “There are also several other separate projects that may occur in the vicinity of South 
Ocean Beach. The city and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) have proposed separate projects 
to improve the operations and safety of Skyline Boulevard (State Route 35) at its Great Highway and at Sloat 
Boulevard intersections. NPS is planning a trail to link the proposed multi-use trail to Fort Funston’s existing trail 
network. The city and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Army Corps) are currently planning and designing a project 
to place sand dredged from San Francisco’s main shipping channel along South Ocean Beach in 2021. The San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority is leading the District 4 Mobility Study and will be exploring the feasibility 
of modifying the Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Boulevard, which is currently temporarily closed 
due to COVID-19. In addition, Rec and Park, with support from SFMTA and Public Works, is considering temporary 
closure of the southbound lanes of the Great Highway between Sloat and Skyline boulevards. Each of these separate 
projects would be subject to separate environmental review.”   Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting,  September 9, 2020, Page 5 (emphasis added). 







mitigation considerations (which have simply been precluded without explanation) is at best intellectually 
corrupt.   


While vehicle miles traveled (“VMT”) may have been quantified in the DEIR, increased congestion (and 
resulting emissions) was not.   This failure is sadly consistent with the shortsighted viewpoint that vehicle 
impairment must necessarily be a byproduct of new bike path construction.  The DEIR states that “[n]o 
feasible mitigation measures are available for the VMT impact. The substantial additional VMT is caused 
by the project’s closure of the Great Highway between Sloat and Skyline boulevards and associated 
vehicular travel redistribution. This roadway closure is a key component of the project that is needed to 
accommodate the shoreline changes for long-term coastal management, including managed retreat, sea 
level rise adaptation, and to preserve and enhance coastal public access and recreation, habitat, and 
scenic quality at South Ocean Beach. Therefore, its removal from the project would not be feasible.”    
There is no explanation as to why public access for “vehicles” is framed such that some motorized vehicles 
would be precluded from further use in the area, while other motorized vehicles and non-motorized 
vehicles would be given preference, nor why a “managed retreat” strategy includes the creation of new 
infrastructure for certain vehicles in the erosion zone – not only bicycles, but public works vehicles at the 
exclusion of community vehicles.  There is also no explanation as to why roadway usage must be 
repurposed at all when the Project goal seemingly is directed towards the ongoing protection of separate 
infrastructure just beneath it, nor why the existing vehicle roadway would be repurposed for use solely 
by public official vehicles when the roadway could simply be narrowed to one lane in each direction for 
broad and ongoing community use.8 


The circular logic underpinning the Project is then underscored further below this discussion, as transit 
options are considered.  The DEIR states: “Development of such new intercounty transit service would be 
beyond SFPUC’s control and would require coordination and participation between multiple jurisdictions 
and transit agencies. In addition, such a new transit service would require funding commitments well 
beyond the fair share of this project’s impact.”   Translation – we know that transit is a big issue, and we 
know there will be negative impacts, but we just can’t be responsible for coordinating it, nor paying for it, 
and so the project should just proceed without this significant impact being addressed properly.”   Further 
below in the report, this twisted logic is applied again in the discussion of pricing strategies, which includes 
an acknowledgement that neighborhood roadways and local streets could be affected, but without any 
plan to do anything about that acknowledged impact. 


Likewise, there is no material review of noise pollution and its effects on habitat, endangered species, 
and residents from increased usage and congested traffic.    Noise levels will certainly increase, but there 
is once again a concept of operating in an information vacuum alongside the UGH project.   How can local 
residents know that resulting noise levels will not be material when there has been no EIR with respect to 
proposed changes with the UGH?  


 
8 The possibility of maintaining the Sloat extension in single lanes for community usage, or otherwise moving the 
road inland closer to the zoo, was raised when the Ocean Beach Master Plan was first being formulated, and was 
ignored by SPUR and other project coordinators so intent on maximizing bike access that they were unable to avoid 
designing a mutually exclusive framework.   This idea continues to be discounted by City officials with no analysis or 
explanation of possible traffic and emissions benefits, notwithstanding the significant congestion that has been 
introduced at the Sloat, Skyline, and 39th Avenue intersection during UGH closure, as well as the significant new 
safety risks introduced at 45th and Sloat by the inexplicable and reactive closure of the intersection at 47th and Sloat. 







Underscoring this faulty analysis and defective project justification is the very real possibility that 
multiple projects are negatively impacting the area without appropriate independent oversight and 
common sense.  The City has supported significant real estate development along the westward section 
of Sloat Boulevard, with significant additional vehicles, while simultaneously proposing that the end of 
the road essentially be transformed into a dead end with no exits except into residential neighborhoods.  
Skyline Boulevard is a state facility, and has already seen increased congestion during the UGH closure, 
which highlights the need for a comprehensive project with multiple EIRs scoped together for the area. 
Yet the City continues to assert that a large number of people are now suddenly using a closed UGH such 
that closure can be justified by the new usage demand, but resisting the obvious conclusion that a large 
influx of people does not require an environmental assessment of the garbage, sand displacement, dunes 
and other impacted areas along the UGH.  The City continues to ignore the possibility that its sewage 
system may fail due to increased erosion, yet insists it must build a new erosion-inducing vertical wall as 
the solution.   


If City officials are so concerned with the level of erosion that they feel a vertical wall must be built, 
doesn’t that demonstrate that there are significant enough erosion issues in play that the WPS should be 
moved, or at minimum that a clear and actionable management plan be included in the Project and vetted 
for approval?  Accelerated erosion due to a vertical wall could threaten the ecosystem, the LMT, and 
surrounding homes, and backfire versus the intended project.   Property owners may have a private cause 
of action, potentially as a represented class, to the extent that the city fails to adhere to the requirements 
of the city charter with respect to sand pollution, let alone raw sewage discharge. 


In short, the process has been defective, and the Project as proposed clearly reflects the defect.  The 
Draft EIR admits in writing that sufficient analysis has not been conducted, nor sufficient coordination 
achieved.  The Sunshine Ordinance Task force has voted unanimously that willful violation of the law was 
committed by a senior public servant directly responsible for project coordination in the area, a removable 
offense for the public servant.   The city attorney is well aware that the project area has historically been, 
and continues to be, a subject of regulatory findings and litigation, and that prior settlement terms with 
respect to the management of the area may be in effect.9   As such the city attorney, and the client that 
is represented, are on notice of the possibility of significant legal and regulatory risk and taxpayer cost if 
the project is not handled in accordance with the law.  In the event that local public servants cannot follow 
this basic process, any approvals of this project should be voided by the California Coastal Commission.    
Deceiving the community, ignoring sand removal requests, failing to maintain and protect critical public 
sewage and roadway infrastructure, willfully ignoring public records requests, and fiddling with a bike 
path when a multi-billion dollar time bomb is ticking within the City’s sewage system is not what residents 
and voters want.   The City represented that EIRs would be conducted with respect to surrounding projects 
– there has been no such coordination, and the city has been resisting an EIR related to the UGH Project, 
and has not done its homework with this Project.   The City has impaired its credibility, cannot and should 
not be trusted, and needs to immediately be subjected to state and federal oversight. 


The mismanagement of these collective projects demonstrates at minimum gross negligence on the 
part of the city of San Francisco, and cannot be permitted to proceed under the theory that “good faith” 
analysis will eventually be forthcoming from an agency whose leader has been found to have exhibited 


 
9 See e.g., https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/6591934-California-Coastal-Protection-Network-
Settlement.html  







bad faith and willful misconduct.   The credibility of the city is at issue with respect to the mismanagement 
of traffic that affects a state roadway, and must be reviewed and considered independently and in 
collaboration with the California Coastal Commission, whose jurisdiction on any approval must be handled 
unilaterally by that state agency.  Environmental reviews should not be subjected to conjecture and 
assumptions amidst willful violations of public rules, nor should the residents of the area and affected 
state infrastructure be placed at risk in such a grossly negligent fashion.   The obvious inability or 
unwillingness of all City agencies to fully coordinate, which is noted in the DEIR itself, and the obviously 
deficient analysis resulting from that failure, all highlight exactly why the city’s jurisdiction to approve 
coastal development should be immediately withdrawn.   The San Francisco Planning Commission should 
have its authority to issue coastal development permits withheld unless and until the City has 
demonstrated to state authorities that it is capable of operating pursuant to process rather than good 
faith assumptions about information vacuums and the proper coordination of all city agencies.   
Meanwhile, the City should go back to the drawing board, explain to the public why a vertical seawall is 
necessary if the wastewater treatment plant is somehow not itself at risk, and describe why a managed 
retreat plan supports the creation of any new infrastructure, particularly infrastructure which could 
enhance erosion, or which favors certain modes of transportation even though the acknowledged vehicle 
impacts are again - in the words of the DEIR itself – significant and unavoidable.   


The City of San Francisco continues to treat the local area and its residents like a petri dish in an 
unwelcome experiment of assumptions and conjecture, with insufficient coordination among agencies, 
admitted deficiencies in information, and reliance upon a “good faith” guess about the handling of area 
projects despite the clear and obviously purposeful mishandling of civic responsibilities to date.  We can 
all do better than this – this isn’t the Embarcadero.  It’s Ocean Beach, and its natural beauty and the safety 
of its inhabitants hasn’t just been suffering from beach erosion, but from the erosion in public trust and 
management that our public servants owe to the area. 


 


Sincerely, 


Goffrey Moore, Ocean Beach resident 


 







The city has recently been proposing new development of the area, which includes not only
the repurposing of roadways and beach areas, but also the construction of a vertical wall to
protect the sewage infrastructure.   As mentioned above, I am certainly not an expert in
"managed retreat" issues or CCC processes and rules, but my understanding is that vertical
walls are not consistent with managed retreat principles because such a device can enhance
rather than minimize erosion.  I really don't know the science - but the point is, I would like an
independent agency with unbiased experts in that science rather than the municipality to
oversee any new construction or land use in the area along the Great Highway and the Skyline
road extension next to the wastewater facility.  These beach and roadway areas are directly
above and next to the sewage treatment tunnels for a large portion of the city's waste, and I am
concerned about significant ecological disaster if sewage and erosion issues are not managed
properly.  I am also concerned that the city is unable or unwilling to properly coordinate with
other agencies.  I think frankly that the city is simply looking to build nice new facilities while
failing to address a long-term and significant issue - the sewage plant is at risk, and it needs to
be moved.
 
I have included a letter that I submitted recently in response to an environmental impact report
draft for the new development.  Going back to process, I am unclear if this letter can please be
included into any public record(s) which may now, or in the future, be needed for the CCC to
oversee the area - but perhaps in the meantime someone could please consider the issues, and
advise on next steps?  I am happy to discuss or otherwise follow the correct process to ensure
proper submission and review of concerns - really, that's all any of us in our local community
want, which is to make sure that the city is following the rules.   Many of us in the local beach
community believe that they are not - please help if possible.
 
Thanks kindly,
Geoffrey Moore
 
 



From: Alfredo Vergara-Lobo
To: NorthCentralCoast@Coastal
Subject: Great Highway request
Date: Friday, February 2, 2024 11:42:57 AM

 My name is Alfredo Vergara-Lobo and I am a resident of Sunnyside in D7.
Please uphold the Planning Commission's unanimous determination to issue the Coastal Zone
Permit for the Upper Great Highway pilot project and please reject the appeals against it.
I ride my bicycle on the Great Highway as often as I can and whenever cars are not present. As
an exercise stretch of road, it is nearly impossible to find other stretches like it in our City,
therefore, access to this area has a needed, positive impact on my health. I value my health and
that of my fellow San Franciscans more than the convenience of greenhouse gas emitting
drivers who can easily take multiple other routes to get to their destination.
This permit is in alignment with the pilot approved by the Board of Supervisors and Mayor Breed
in December 2022. This permit is also in alignment with San Francisco’s Local Coastal Plan,
the Ocean Beach Master Plan, Vision Zero plan and the Climate Action Plan.
The Great Highway pilot project improves safety and connectivity for people traveling with
sustainable forms of transportation. The pilot project also enhances recreational use of the
Ocean Beach shoreline and provides safe space for the entire community to recreate and get
around. It is crucial to maintain this pilot so city agencies can collect data to help determine the
long-term future of the Great Highway.
Again, please uphold the Coastal Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway and reject the
appeals. Thank you

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:alfredov@sbcglobal.net
mailto:NorthCentralCoast@coastal.ca.gov


From: Susan St. Martin
To: brian.stokle@sfgov.org; boardofappeals@sfgov.org; engardiostaff@sfgov.org; rclyde@sfbike.org;

melgarstaff@sfgov.org; NorthCentralCoast@Coastal; chanstaff@sfgov.org
Subject: Issue the Coastal Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway pilot project
Date: Thursday, February 1, 2024 3:36:58 PM

Dear Commissioners,

My name is Susan St. Martin, and I am a resident of Glen Park.

Please uphold the Planning Commission's unanimous determination to issue the Coastal Zone
Permit for the Upper Great Highway pilot project, and please reject the appeals against it.

During the worst of the pandemic, the Great Highway provided a safe, car-free environment
for my then 7-year-old son to learn how to ride a bicycle.  One of our regular joys was to go
for a bike ride on the Great Highway, without worry of dangerous collisions with
motor vehicles.  I loved seeing the roadway full of people getting fresh air and exercise.  Car-
free Great Highway extends the city's beloved recreational space that is Golden Gate
Park.  This is a much better use of the Great Highway than cars.  A much higher density of
people can use the Great Highway when it is a car-free space than when it is simply a road for
cars.  For cars, the Great Highway only has a north outlet and a south outlet and no access to
any other cross street in between.  Sand regularly blows onto the roadway and makes it
inaccessible to cars, which is only a mild inconvenience to drivers who have literally any other
numbered avenue in the Sunset they can use.  More people can get to where they're going
when we have more and safer (i.e., closed to cars) corridors for bicycles and pedestrians.

This permit is in alignment with the pilot approved by the Board of Supervisors and Mayor
Breed in December 2022.  This permit is also in alignment with San Francisco's Local Coastal
Plan, The Ocean Beach Master Plan, Vision Zero plan, and the Climate Action Plan.

The Great Highway pilot project improves safety and connectivity for people traveling with
sustainable forms of transportation.  The pilot project also enhances recreational use of the
Ocean Beach shoreline and provides safe space for the entire community to recreate and get
around.  It is crucial to maintain this pilot so city agencies can collect data to help
determine the long-term future of the Great Highway.

Again, please uphold the Coastal Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway and reject the
appeals against it.  Thank you.

Susan St. Martin

mailto:sjstmartin@gmail.com
mailto:brian.stokle@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:engardiostaff@sfgov.org
mailto:rclyde@sfbike.org
mailto:melgarstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:NorthCentralCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:chanstaff@sfgov.org


02/06/2024 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 

RE: Board of Appeals Meeting. Wednesday, February 7, 2024 5pm 
 
My name is Jennifer Weiser and I am a resident of the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood.  
 
Please uphold the Planning Commission's unanimous determination to issue the Coastal Zone 
Permit for the Upper Great Highway pilot project and please reject the appeals against it. 
 
I am a cyclist and urban hiker, and I love this city. The way I see it, the Great Highway 
Weekend Promenade is something this city can be so proud of, and this innovative approach to 
increasing, embracing, and fostering multi-recreational spaces can be a role model for other large 
urban centers. When I am out riding and walking in this fantastic car-free space, I am connecting 
with the historical sand dunes of pre-San Francisco and the iconic coastline of my city – for miles! 
Miles of coastline recreation space that I can safely ride my bike and hear the natural sound of this 
landscape without the rush of cars. And, from my experience, I can assure you that I am not the only 
one who finds the weekend promenade special and fantastic. 

 
This permit is in alignment with the pilot approved by the Board of Supervisors and Mayor Breed in 
December 2022. This permit is also in alignment with San Francisco’s Local Coastal Plan, the Ocean 
Beach Master Plan, Vision Zero plan and the Climate Action Plan.  
 
The Great Highway pilot project improves safety and connectivity for people traveling with 
sustainable forms of transportation. The pilot project also enhances recreational use of the Ocean 
Beach shoreline and provides safe space for the entire community to recreate and get around. It is 
crucial to maintain this pilot so city agencies can collect data to help determine the long-term future 
of the Great Highway.  
 
Again, please uphold the Coastal Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway and reject the appeals.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Warmly, 
 
Jennifer Weiser 
Haight-Ashbury 
jen.w.librarian@gmail.com 
650-942-7713 

https://sfplanning.org/local-coastal-program-amendment
https://sfplanning.org/ocean-beach
https://sfplanning.org/ocean-beach
https://www.visionzerosf.org/
https://www.sfenvironment.org/climateplan
mailto:jen.w.librarian@gmail.com


From: Evan Minamoto
To: brian.stokle@sfgov.org; boardofappeals@sfgov.org; engardiostaff@sfgov.org; rclyde@sfbike.org;

MelgarStaff@sfgov.org; NorthCentralCoast@Coastal; chanstaff@sfgov.org
Subject: Maintain the Coastal Zone Permit
Date: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 2:24:04 PM

Hello Commissioners,

My name is Evan Minamoto and I live in Soma. I was the first designer of Palantir
Technologies, a startup founder and born, raised and worked in the Bay Area. 

Please uphold the Planning Commission's unanimous determination to issue the Coastal Zone
Permit for the Upper Great Highway pilot project and please reject the appeals against it.

San Francisco is not a very nice place right now and removing one of the few nice things to
come out of the pandemic era would be a shame. I use that stretch of highway when I do my
loops around the city by bicycle and it’s nice to not have to worry about the sand that
inevitably encroaches on the shoulder, making the narrow shoulder hazardous to road bikes
and their thin tires.

The perimeter of the city is one of the few areas where you’re (mostly) safe from the careless,
self righteous, rude, dangerous drivers that can increasingly be found in the city as well as the
significant number of unpredictable, mentally ill people who inhabit increasingly larger areas
of the city.

This permit is in alignment with the pilot approved by the Board of Supervisors and Mayor
Breed in December 2022. This permit is also in alignment with San Francisco’s Local Coastal
Plan, the Ocean Beach Master Plan, Vision Zero plan and the Climate Action Plan. 

The Great Highway pilot project improves safety and connectivity for people traveling with
sustainable forms of transportation. The pilot project also enhances recreational use of the
Ocean Beach shoreline and provides safe space for the entire community to recreate and get
around. It is crucial to maintain this pilot so city agencies can collect data to help determine
the long-term future of the Great Highway. 

Again, please uphold the Coastal Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway and reject the
appeals. Thank you.

Evan

mailto:eminamoto@gmail.com
mailto:brian.stokle@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:engardiostaff@sfgov.org
mailto:rclyde@sfbike.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:NorthCentralCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:chanstaff@sfgov.org


Fw: Great Highway Park followup

Henningsen, Luke@Coastal <luke.henningsen@coastal.ca.gov>
Sat 5/18/2024 1:57 AM
To:​Henningsen, Luke@Coastal <luke.henningsen@coastal.ca.gov>​

From: Lucas Lux <lucas@greathighwaypark.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 9, 2024 8:22 PM
To: Henningsen, Luke@Coastal <luke.henningsen@coastal.ca.gov>
Cc: Zach Lipton <zach@zachlipton.com>; Parker Day <parker@greathighwaypark.com>
Subject: Re: Great Highway Park followup
 
Hi Luke,

Would Thursday at 9:30 work? Let me know if you'd like me to send an invite; on our side Zach and I
will join. 

Thanks,
Lucas

On Thu, May 9, 2024, 5:11 PM Henningsen, Luke@Coastal <luke.henningsen@coastal.ca.gov> wrote:
Hi Lucas,

Thank you very much - we appreciate your support of our recommendation. I'm adding Dan and Stephanie to
bcc for now. As for the other project, it's very complicated, so probably best if we hop on a quick call sometime
next week. I could do Thursday (5/16) between 8-10 am or anytime Friday 8 to noon. Any of those work?

Best,
Luke

From: Lucas Lux <lucas@greathighwaypark.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 9, 2024 11:46 AM
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal <Dan.Carl@coastal.ca.gov>
Cc: Zach Lipton <zach@zachlipton.com>; Parker Day <parker@greathighwaypark.com>; Rexing,
Stephanie@Coastal <Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov>; Henningsen, Luke@Coastal
<luke.henningsen@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: Great Highway Park followup
 
Hi,

Could we schedule a followup meeting? We have a more time-sensitive topic to add, as we would
like to talk with you about the CDP for the Sloat project being heard in June as well, as we are being
pulled into discussions with other local groups and government agencies about that project.

Thanks for your help, and good luck with the presentation on the CDP appeal this afternoon. Our
entire group was impressed by the clarity and strength of the staff report; we hope the
commissioners feel the same.

Best,

mailto:luke.henningsen@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:lucas@greathighwaypark.com
mailto:Dan.Carl@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:zach@zachlipton.com
mailto:parker@greathighwaypark.com
mailto:Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:luke.henningsen@coastal.ca.gov


Lucas



From: candice lin
To: brian.stokle@sfgov.org; boardofappeals@sfgov.org; engardiostaff@sfgov.org; rclyde@sfbike.org;

MelgarStaff@sfgov.org; NorthCentralCoast@Coastal; chanstaff@sfgov.org
Subject: Please Keep the Great Highway Open for Walking and Biking!
Date: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 2:18:20 PM

Hello Commissioners,

My name is Candice Lin and I am a resident of Bernal Heights. 

Please uphold the Planning Commission's unanimous determination to issue the Coastal Zone Permit for
the Upper Great Highway pilot project and please reject the appeals against it.

I love walking on the Great Highway, bringing out of town guests to experience it, and then patronizing
restaurants and businesses in the Sunset afterward. The Great Highway is an iconic destination in SF,
much the way the Highline is in NYC. I've been a resident of SF for over 20 years and feel safe walking
on the Great Highway. I can't say that about every neighborhood in SF. 

This permit is in alignment with the pilot approved by the Board of Supervisors and Mayor Breed in
December 2022. This permit is also in alignment with San Francisco’s Local Coastal Plan, the Ocean
Beach Master Plan, Vision Zero plan and the Climate Action Plan. 

The Great Highway pilot project improves safety and connectivity for people traveling with sustainable
forms of transportation. The pilot project also enhances recreational use of the Ocean Beach shoreline
and provides safe space for the entire community to recreate and get around. It is crucial to maintain this
pilot so city agencies can collect data to help determine the long-term future of the Great Highway. 

Again, please uphold the Coastal Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway and reject the appeals.
Thank you, Candice Lin

mailto:candiceylin@yahoo.com
mailto:brian.stokle@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:engardiostaff@sfgov.org
mailto:rclyde@sfbike.org
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mailto:NorthCentralCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:chanstaff@sfgov.org


Re: Ocean Beach Climate Adaptation Project -Recent Beach Access Issues

Henningsen, Luke@Coastal <luke.henningsen@coastal.ca.gov>
Fri 5/17/2024 9:37 AM
To:​Henningsen, Luke@Coastal <luke.henningsen@coastal.ca.gov>​

From: Bill McLaughlin <local415@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2024 5:58 PM
To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal <Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov>
Cc: Carl, Dan@Coastal <Dan.Carl@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: Ocean Beach Climate Adaptation Project -Recent Beach Access Issues
 
Dear Stephanie Rexing and Dan Carl / North Central Coast Staff,
 
When the Coastal Commission denied the city a vertical seawall cdp in 2011, the
commissioners asked that the city work with stakeholders to come up with a more beach
friendly plan to control the erosion. We at the hearing applauded that decision and worked
earnestly with the city to fulfill this request thru the Ocean Beach Master Plan. 
 
A quick note: that seawall denial was appropriate as the 1978 Commission had sought to avoid
future seawall construction for this infrastructure when its original cdp was granted. The threat
of beach loss in front of the infrastructure was on their radar.  In fact, in the original
wastewater/road cdp, only temporary rock armor was to be allowed for winter erosion
emergencies. The rip rap would then need to be immediately replaced by sand dunes when the
spring/summer seasons returned. 
 
Thus, the city was indeed in violation of the law when the commission ruled in 2011.
 
Throughout the 2010s, there was hope for that beach friendly solution with the Ocean Beach
Master Plan. As you know, the OBMP design included a real living shoreline with a protective
seawall as part of the beach. There was to be ample coastal parking (two parking locations),
major beach and dune restoration with the road closure, safe access to the water, and more.
Unfortunately, the OBMP was discarded around 2019 as infeasible for protecting the Lake
Merced Tunnel by city engineers. SFPUC then went on its own and designed the current plan. 
Despite appearances, the project on the table is NOT the vision endorsed by the stakeholder
group of the OBMP.
 
The current SFPUC Ocean Beach Master Plan Climate Adaptation Project has several critical
flaws. These are:
 
1. The seawall is not a living shoreline. It is meant to stop shoreline migration at its toe.
That means it is a threat to drown the beach.
 
2. The wall has a concrete slope crown masquerading as a sand dune. This is not real
dune restoration. When storm surf attacks this structure, it is very likely the surf will
wash this sand right away -  a recipe for disaster for beach access. This liability will only
increase with climate change effects and sea level rise.
 
3. The project will need to rely heavily on beach replenishment to preserve the beach.
The city, which has a long negative track record on maintenance at Ocean Beach, will be
stuck trying to fill in the ocean as the decades advance.
 



4. A concrete staircase is meant to provide shoreline access over the false dune.  When
exposed to Ocean Beach surf, it will most likely be damaged. We could lose all unsafe
access with one major storm and erosion event. 
 
5. Coastal access parking is inadequate - less than 75 spaces. Note: the public originally
had about 200 spaces between the north and south parking lots before the erosion
destroyed them.  The one parking lot in this design does not have a shower/restroom;
and is located far to the south of the traditional access site of Sloat Blvd.
 
I have other criticisms of the proposal, but these are the core ones. 
 
Thank you for taking time to read these comments. 
 
Sincerely,
 
Bill McLaughlin
Ocean Beach Surfer, Fisherman, Beach Activist
Former Stakeholder Rep for Surfrider - Ocean Beach Master Plan
415-225-4083
 
Twitter: @local415
Former Restore Sloat Campaign Blogsite: http://www.sloaterosionob.blogspot.com

 
On Thu, May 16, 2024 at 4:25 PM Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal
<Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov> wrote:

Hi Bill,
We are taking OB Climate Adaptation project to hearing in June, so in other words mailing the reports
next week or the week after latest.  We also have an otherwise absolutely stacked June hearing
agenda and therefore Dan and I are in the throes of writing/editing/negotiating conditions on projects
with applicants and we have next to no time to meet with folks on major concerns with a project going
to hearing in this short a term.  Would you be able to put your major concerns in writing for us so we
can assess, and decide if we need a larger discussions?  Thanks so much for your interest!
__________________________________________________
Stephanie R. Rexing  
District Manager
North Central Coast District
California Coastal Commission
(415)-904-5260
 
From: Bill McLaughlin <local415@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2024 3:05 PM
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal <Dan.Carl@coastal.ca.gov>; Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal
<Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Ocean Beach Climate Adaptation Project -Recent Beach Access Issues
 
Hi Dan and Stephanie,
 
I was hoping to touch base with you folks about the recent goings on out here at the beach. 
As you both know, there has been quite a bit of controversy regarding the fate of the Great
Highway.  However, I was hoping to meet with you to talk about the fate of the beach itself as
well as beach access. I have some major concerns with the Ocean Beach Climate Adaptation

http://www.sloaterosionob.blogspot.com/
mailto:Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:local415@gmail.com
mailto:Dan.Carl@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov


Project.  Do either or both of you have any time to talk in person either today, tomorrow or
later next week?
 
Bill McLaughlin
Beach Activist
Former Surfrider Stakeholder for the Ocean Beach Master Plan
415-225-4083



Board of Appeals Meeting 
Wednesday, February 7, 2024 5pm 
https://www.sf.gov/meeting/february-7-2024/board-appeals-hearing-february-7-2024 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Room 416 
Or call in with Zoom 
 
Public comment script: 
 
Hello Commissioners, 
 
My name is Chris Brophy and I am a resident of the Outer Richmond.  
 
Please uphold the Planning Commission's unanimous determination to issue the Coastal Zone 
Permit for the Upper Great Highway pilot project and please reject the appeals against it. 
 
I routinely ride my bike along the Great Highway, and have also been teaching my 7-year-old 
son how to ride his bike there as well.  We recently rode from our house in the Outer Richmond 
along the Great Highway to Noreiga – he was so proud of himself, as I was of him.  We sat on 
the seawall and had a snack looking at the ocean, and then rode home northbound on the Great 
Highway, enjoying the beautiful views and the company of so many other happy pedestrians, 
bikers and skaters – it was an epic father-son activity, which everyone living in, or visiting, our 
great city deserves to share in.      
 
This permit is in alignment with the pilot approved by the Board of Supervisors and Mayor Breed 
in December 2022. This permit is also in alignment with San Francisco’s Local Coastal Plan, the 
Ocean Beach Master Plan, Vision Zero plan and the Climate Action Plan.  
 
The Great Highway pilot project improves safety and connectivity for people traveling with 
sustainable forms of transportation. The pilot project also enhances recreational use of the 
Ocean Beach shoreline and provides safe space for the entire community to recreate and get 
around. It is crucial to maintain this pilot so city agencies can collect data to help determine the 
long-term future of the Great Highway.  
 
Again, please uphold the Coastal Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway and reject the 
appeals. Thank you.  
 
Sincerely, 
Chris Brophy 
 
 
 

https://www.sf.gov/meeting/february-7-2024/board-appeals-hearing-february-7-2024
https://sfplanning.org/local-coastal-program-amendment
https://sfplanning.org/ocean-beach
https://www.visionzerosf.org/
https://www.sfenvironment.org/climateplan


From: Justin Fraser
To: brian.stokle@sfgov.org; boardofappeals@sfgov.org; engardiostaff@sfgov.org; rclyde@sfbike.org;

MelgarStaff@sfgov.org; NorthCentralCoast@Coastal; chanstaff@sfgov.org
Subject: Support for the Coastal Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway pilot project
Date: Thursday, February 1, 2024 2:42:20 PM

Dear Supervisor Melgar and Commissioners,

My name is Justin Fraser and I am a resident of the Sunset.

Please uphold the Planning Commission's unanimous determination to issue the Coastal Zone Permit for the Upper
Great Highway pilot project and please reject the appeals against it.

My family lives car-free in the Sunset neighborhood. We get around primarily by bike and MUNI and enjoy biking
on the car-free stretch of the Great Highway several weekends a month.

This permit is in alignment with the pilot approved by the Board of Supervisors and Mayor Breed in December
2022. This permit is also in alignment with San Francisco’s Local Coastal Plan, the Ocean Beach Master Plan,
Vision Zero plan and the Climate Action Plan.

The Great Highway pilot project improves safety and connectivity for people traveling with sustainable forms of
transportation. The pilot project also enhances recreational use of the Ocean Beach shoreline and provides safe
space for the entire community to recreate and get around. It is crucial to maintain this pilot so city agencies can
collect data to help determine the long-term future of the Great Highway.

Again, please uphold the Coastal Zone Permit for the Upper Great Highway and reject the appeals. Thank you.

Sincerely

Justin Fraser
1762 9th Ave
SF 94122

mailto:justin@codesmithsf.com
mailto:brian.stokle@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:engardiostaff@sfgov.org
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