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Van Ness Avenue

Along with Market, Mission, Geary and Stockton 
Streets, Van Ness Avenue is one of the most critical 
links in the City and regional transit system. Besides 
the core Muni lines that run the length of it, it is also 
served by seven Golden Gate Transit lines, connecting 
San Francisco to points throughout Marin and Sonoma 
counties. It is also U.S. 101, a state highway and major 
auto route. As a result, it experiences severe peak period 
congestion, which in turn creates equally severe reli-
ability problems and travel time impacts for the transit 
routes that serve it.

Van Ness should be thought of as part of the core Muni 
Metro system. While it is not a candidate for light rail at 
this time because of its lack of connectivity to the rest 
of the system, the high number of buses in this transit 
corridor suggest that it would be better developed with 
“bus rapid transit” (BRT): an at-grade, rubber-tire ver-
sion of a subway line. Such systems have been highly 
successful all over the world. In North America, Ot-
tawa has a network of high-quality buses that operate 
as subways, Los Angeles has implemented Phase 1 of 
such a program on the Wilshire/Whittier corridor, and 
AC Transit has recently decided to implement such a 
system on the Telegraph/Broadway/International Bou-
levard corridor in Berkeley and Oakland.

San Francisco is now in the process of investigating the 
feasibility of bus rapid transit on Van Ness Avenue. The 
illustration at right shows a possible solution, however 
the specifics of the project are yet to be determined and 
would require further study.

See Figure 11. South Van Ness Avenue from Market to 
Howard Streets

Mission Street

Another corridor of critical citywide importance, Mis-
sion Street serves the southeast corner of the plan area 
and connects to the Downtown, Mission District, the 
Excelsior, and Daly City. As a vital commercial street 
over its entire length, the operations of Mission Street 
are complicated by the need for extensive loading and 
customer parking. Transit functioning could be im-
proved by a detailed study of Mission Street.  A traffic 
study could provide analysis and suggest refinements to 
these ideas.

The study should encourage transit preferential treat-
ments on designated TPS streets in the area.

Haight Street

Though secondary to critical streets such as Mission 
and Market Streets and Van Ness Avenue, Haight 
Street is a designated primary transit street with four 
lines serving it. Transit on Haight Street is delayed by 
congestion in the commercial sections and by stop signs 
placed along its entire length. Muni should study reduc-
ing these delays by removing stop signs and replacing 
them with preempted traffic signals if appropriate. In 
addition, MTA should consider reducing through-traf-
fic on Haight Street and enforcing laws against double 
parking more strictly. 

As with the 21-Hayes and the 5-Fulton buses, an ad-
ditional transit-only signal phase should be considered 
where Haight Street meets Market Street. This would 
allow the eastbound Haight Street buses to avoid de-
touring at Laguna Street to Page Street.

Church Street

Like Haight Street, most of the length of Church Street 
is designated as a primary transit street, and transit 
suffers significant delays along portions of it due to 
congestion, stop signs, and signal timing, particularly 
at the Market Street intersection. Several improvements 
should be explored along Church Street - particularly 
the four-lane segment between Duboce and 16th Streets 
-- in order to make transit function better.

The Light Rail Network

Delays throughout the Metro light rail system affect the 
performance of the Muni Metro in the study area. Unlike 
most other cities in the world, San Francisco has most of 
its streetcars run in mixed flow with other traffic. Unlike 
buses, streetcars cannot turn to avoid backups, left-turn-
ing vehicles, or double-parked vehicles. This results in 
increased travel times and a reduced reliability.

The most cost-effective method to increase person ca-
pacity in the Muni Metro is to improve travel time on all 
light rail vehicles throughout the system. If the vehicles 
move more quickly, they can be turned around more 
quickly, increasing frequency at no additional cost. 
With increased frequency, more people can be served.

Future studies should consider ways to increase ef-
ficiency of the Muni Metro outside of this plan area, 
in coordination with the Transit Effectiveness Project 
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Street improvements proposed for South Van Ness 
Avenue, from Market to Mission Streets

Street improvements proposed for South Van Ness 
Avenue, from Mission to Howard Streets

Figure 11.	 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE FROM MARKET TO HOWARD STREETS
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(TEP), currently being developed by MTA and the 
Controller’s Office.

The performance of the subway itself may be able to be 
improved further with newer versions of the Advanced 
Train Control System (ATCS) installed in 2000. Ad-
ditional capacity could also be created by adding more, 
or longer, Castro Shuttle ‘S’ trains, which were recently 
made permanent.

 
POLICY 5.1.2

Restrict curb cuts on transit-preferential streets.

To maintain transit running time, it is critical to limit 
the number of turning movements made by autos on 
transit-priority streets. Left turns into off-street parking 
areas, in particular, have a significant negative effect on 
transit. Therefore, the city should not allow new curb 
cuts on transit preferential streets. If off-street park-
ing is necessary for a development project on a transit 
preferential street, access should be from the side street, 
back alley, or other adjacent street where possible.

See Map 10 Frontages Where Curb Cuts Are Not Per-
mitted

 
POLICY 5.1.3

Establish a Market Octavia neighborhood improve-
ment fund to subsidize transit, pedestrian, bicycle, 
and other priority improvements in the area.

Every effort should be made to maximize housing 
opportunities where there is fast and reliable transit, 
convenient access to neighborhood shops and services, 
and safe and attractive streets and open spaces designed 
for pedestrians and bicyclists. Adequate funding for 
the plan’s improvements is essential to this effort. The 
Planning Department should explore a range of revenue 
generating tools including impact fees, public funds and 
grants, assessment districts, and other private funding 
sources.

 
POLICY 5.1.4

Support innovative transit solutions that improve 
service, reliability, and overall quality of the transit 
rider’s experience.

In addition to improvements to individual MUNI lines, 
system-wide improvements could improve transit 
service and should be considered.  Improvements that 
increase transit running speeds, real-time passenger 
information systems, “proof-of-payment” policies that 
expedite ticketing and boarding, and other innovations 
should be explored and applied in the plan area.

Ideas for future study to improve transit service include 
but are not limited to the following:

•	 dedicated bus lanes, including the possibility of bus 
rapid transit, on Van Ness Avenue. (MTA, Muni, 
Caltrans).

•	 transit preferential treatments, such as stop sign 
removal and signal preemption/prioritization, on 
bus route streets. (MTA, Muni)

•	 enforceable transit-only lanes on  transit preferen-
tial streets. (MTA) 

•	 transit preferential treatments outside the neigh-
borhood along corridors outside the Plan Area  to 
improve frequency and capacity within it. (MTA)

•	 new transit services outside the neighborhood that 
will reduce the need to drive from the west side of 
the city into downtown. (MTA)

•	 establishment of a transit impact development fee 
(TIDF) to assist in funding the proposed transit 
improvements. The Planning Department shall be 
the implementing agency for this fee.

•	 prohibition of new curb cuts on traffic-preferential 
streets and reduction or elimination of existing 
curb cuts where opportunities arise. The Planning 
Department shall be the implementing agency for 
this fee.

•	 establishment of an impact fee for residential de-
velopment that funds a range of transit, pedestrian, 
and bicycle improvements, and extend impact fees 
on commercial fees from the downtown to include 
the Market and Octavia neighborhood. Proceeds 
should go to an “Alternative Transportation Im-
provements Fund” for the Market and Octavia area. 
Funds should be used exclusively to implement the 
transit, pedestrian, and bicycle improvements out-
lined in this plan. The Planning Department shall 
be the implementing agency for this fee.
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FRONTAGES WHERE CURB CUTS 
ARE NOT PERMITTED
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POLICY 5.1.5

Monitor transit service in the plan area as part of the 
one and five year monitoring reports.

Reliable information is a centerpiece of improvements 
to any system, including transit.

As part of the Market & Octavia monitoring process, 
the City should therefore acquire useful service perfor-
mance statistics to measure changes in transit provi-
sion, and support the documentation of the need for 
additional transit capacity, reliability and connectivity. 
This effort should be coordinated with the development 
of the Downtown

Plan Monitoring Report, as well as the Commerce and 
Industry reports, which also rely on Muni performance 
data. Over time, these reports can track changes in tran-
sit demand and service through an ongoing analysis of 
the following indicators:

•	 level of crowding (load factors, pass-ups): access 
to available services;

•	 peak period ridership: patronage along specific 
lines;

•	 scheduled headway adherence: confidence in de-
sign headways;

•	 on-time performance by mode: reliability of differ-
ent transit modes;

•	 provision of information to passengers: ability to 
disseminate relevant real-time

•	 transit information (e.g., delays).

 
Managing Parking

No great city is known for its abundant parking sup-
ply. The Market and Octavia neighborhood’s compact 
and walkable character has enabled it to work well for 
people for more than a century.

Every choice to give up scarce space in the neighbor-
hood for parking comes at a cost - it dilutes the critical 
mass of housing and services that makes the place work 
well for people, and encourages more driving on streets 
that are reaching capacity and bogging down transit. 

While new development has often meant more cars on 
crowded neighborhood streets, this Plan requires new 
development to build on the area’s accessibility by foot, 
bicycle, and transit, and to discourage driving. To this 
end, the objectives and policies that follow limit park-
ing in new development and call for the more effective 
management of existing parking resources. These objec-
tives and policies, working together with the land use, 
housing, and public improvements proposed elsewhere 
in the plan, are the key to realizing Market and Octavia 
neighborhood’s potential as an urban place.

 
OBJECTIVE 5.2

DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT PARKING POL-
ICIES FOR AREAS WELL SERVED BY PUB-
LIC TRANSIT THAT ENCOURAGE TRAVEL 
BY PUBLIC TRANSIT AND ALTERNATIVE 
TRANSPORTATION MODES AND REDUCE 
TRAFFIC CONGESTION.

San Francisco’s Downtown Area Plan successfully 
implemented parking management strategies that dis-
couraged auto dependence by limiting parking develop-
ment, enabling the development of 14 million square 
feet of commercial space to be built and thrive on public 
transit and very little parking. Market and Octavia 
parking management strategies allow some neighbor-
hood residents to choose a “car-free” or “car-reduced” 
lifestyle. In a center-city neighborhood such lifestyles 
reduce expensive transportation costs and encourage 
healthy modes of transportation such as walking and bi-
cycling. Because the Market and Octavia neighborhood 
is one of the city’s best transit-served areas, it naturally 
supports transit-oriented living. In keeping with the 
“Transit First” Policy (City Charter, Section 16.102), 
every effort should be made to manage parking supply 
and pricing to encourage the use of public transporta-
tion and alternative ways of moving about.

POLICY 5.2.1

Eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements 
and establish parking caps for residential and com-
mercial parking.

Eliminating parking requirements will support the 
creation of housing and increase the affordability of 
housing, as well as encourage new space for small-scale 
commercial uses and services, in keeping with the scale 
of existing commercial streets. Parking maximums 
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should allow varying amounts of parking depending on 
a site’s proximity to transit and services and the overall 
intensity of use expected in the future.

POLICY 5.2.2

Encourage the efficient use of space designated for 
parking.

Often, space used for parking represents a lost opportu-
nity to provide space for housing and commercial uses. 
Where it is provided, space dedicated to parking should 
be used as efficiently as possible, thereby minimizing 
this lost opportunity. Through the use of tandem park-
ing, valet services, and new parking technologies, the 
amount of space needed to park a car can be reduced 
dramatically. Every effort should be made to encourage 
efficient use of space.

•	 Encourage innovative means of increasing the ef-
ficiency of space devoted to parking (parking lifts, 
valet parking, etc.). 

•	 Do not require individual parking and loading 
spaces to be independently accessible. Expand 
the planning code definition of a parking space to 
include tandem spaces, spaces in parking lifts, and 
valet parking spaces. 

•	 Do not permit the minimum dimensions for a park-
ing space to be exceeded by more than 15 percent.

 
POLICY 5.2.3

Minimize the negative impacts of parking on neigh-
borhood quality.

Off-street parking, where it is above ground, detracts 
from the character and quality of neighborhood streets. 
Parking garages typically bring with them large ex-
panses of blank walls with nothing of interest to the 
passerby, creating dead spaces that are almost always 
avoided and contribute little to the life of the neighbor-
hood. By ensuring that parking is located below grade, 
or at the least lined with more active uses and activities, 
the negative effects of parking on the neighborhood can 
be kept to a minimum.

•	 In districts with large lots and where more inten-
sive residential development is possible, limit the 
use of above-ground space for parking to minimize 
large frontages devoted to parking and to maximize 

opportunities for housing and community-serving 
uses. 

•	 Where above-ground parking is permitted, require 
it to be setback from building facades that face 
public rights-of-way.

 
POLICY 5.2.4

Support the choice to live without a car.

More than 40 percent of the households in the Market & 
Octavia neighborhood live without a car. The area’s ac-
cess to transit, to local shopping, and to the downtown 
make it an ideal place to live with less dependency on 
the private automobile. In addition to retiring the mini-
mum parking requirement, every effort should be made 
to support this possibility by ensuring that housing 
without parking is available in the neighborhood, and 
that supportive services such as carsharing and taxis are 
readily available. The City should investigate the full 
costs to the public of parking in new developments; and 
should consider recovering these costs and using the 
proceeds to fund transit improvements and to increase 
the quality of streets for pedestrians.

POLICY 5.2.5 

Retire minimum off-street loading requirements for 
residential uses and establish maximums based on 
the existing minimums.

The city currently requires most new residential devel-
opment to provide one off-street loading space for every 
100,000 sf. of development. While space for loading is 
important, this requirement is geared toward meeting 
the building’s one-time needs on “move-in day” and 
results in more loading spaces than are needed for its 
day-to-day operation. It also is geared to street designs 
where every use is give its own space, when flexible 
management of uses might work as well or better while 
at the same time creating better street designs. Large 
areas of the ground floor that could otherwise be used 
for housing, retail and other community-serving uses 
are thus given over permanently to loading spaces that 
are rarely, if ever, used. Rather than prescribe a require-
ment that responds to a one-time need or lack of street 
management, new development should provide the 
amount of loading space necessary to operate the build-
ing, and arrangements made to provide on-street space 
for loading to take place on move-in days.
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POLICY 5.2.6

Make parking cost transparent to users.

The cost of parking is often aggregated in other costs, 
especially in rents for residential and commercial 
property. This forces people to lease parking, with no 
consideration of need or the availability of alternatives 
to driving. This could be avoided if, for all types of 
development, city policy was to require parking costs 
to be made visible and disaggregated from residential 
or commercial rents. Employer subsidies for employee 
parking should by limited as much as possible, and 
equal subsidies offered to employees who do not drive 
to work.

 
POLICY 5.2.7

Establish parking pricing in city-owned facilities 
that supports short-term use.

Parking policy is one of the City’s key traffic manage-
ment tools under the city’s control.

The City should adopt a general pricing structure that 
benefits short-term users similar to that used for the 
city’s garage at Fifth and Mission Streets and most other 
city-owned garages. Make this type of pricing structure 
mandatory for city-owned parking facilities in the plan 
area.

 
POLICY 5.2.8

Strongly discourage construction of new public 
parking facilities.

In accordance with Section 8A.113 of the City Charter 
(1999), new parking facilities cannot be constructed 
if the garages will reduce the future citywide Park-
ing Authority revenues below those obtained in fiscal 
year 1999-2000. Cheaper parking, or an oversupply of 
parking, would shift demand away from public transit, 
reducing ridership on Muni and regional transit provid-
ers.

Establish a clear Planning Commission policy discour-
aging new parking structures in the Market and Octavia 
Neighborhood Plan area. While new parking facilities 
are discouraged, there may be certain circumstances in 
which these facilities would be allowed as a last resort 

by a Conditional Use Permit. When considering ad-
ditional public parking facilities, a full Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) or other study should be 
done. This study should catalog and rank solutions to 
capacity and supply questions. Before approving addi-
tional parking facilities, the study should insure that the 
implementation of modern solutions will resolve identi-
fied transportation demand management problems. 
The study should consider at a minimum the following 
issues:

•	 Section 8A.113 of the City Charter states new park-
ing facilities can only be constructed if associated 
costs will not decrease the revenue dedicated to the 
Municipal Railway below that generated for fiscal 
year 1999-2000. Given this requirement, local de-
mand would have to support prevailing downtown 
parking fees.

•	 Employers, educational institutions, and cultural 
institutions should encourage alternative modes 
of transportation by providing discounted transit 
passes or discounted admission for use of alterna-
tive transit. 

•	 The Parking Authority should charge market prices 
for parking facilities.

•	 Full utilization of existing parking supply includes: 
valet parking in garages, shared parking with 
neighboring facilities, both public and private, 
shuttles from other nearby parking facilities such 
as Polk Street.

•	 Should a study indicate that an increased parking 
supply is imperative to meet daily trip demand, 
new or expanded facilities could be allowed with a 
Conditional Use permit at locations where the new 
facilities would be least disruptive to the surround-
ing neighborhood. An expansion to the Performing 
Arts Garage, as an existing facility, may be an ex-
ample of a “less disruptive” expansion of parking 
capacity, if other conditions are met.

 
OBJECTIVE 5.3

ELIMINATE OR REDUCE THE NEGATIVE 
IMPACT OF PARKING ON THE PHYSI-
CAL CHARACTER AND QUALITY OF THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD.
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POLICY 5.3.1

Encourage the fronts of buildings to be lined with 
active uses and, where parking is provided, require 
that it be setback and screened from the street.

Throughout the plan area every effort should be made 
to maintain an active street front. Off-street parking 
and the dead spaces created by garage doors discour-
age use of the adjacent street and are uncomfortable to 
pedestrians.

 
OBJECTIVE 5.4

MANAGE EXISTING PARKING RESOURCES 
TO MAXIMIZE SERVICE AND ACCESSIBIL-
ITY TO ALL.

Existing parking resources should be optimized before 
considering any substantial increase in parking supply. 
Increasing supply is just one way, arguably the most 
costly and time-consuming, to increase the availability 
of parking. More effective pricing, more efficient man-
agement of supply, and better information can all result 
in dramatically improved parking availability in an area 
without adding a single parking space.

 
POLICY 5.4.1

Consider revisions to the Residential Parking Permit 
(RPP) program that make more efficient use of the 
on-street parking supply.

Many San Franciscans live in older neighborhoods 
where parking for existing residences and businesses is 
scarce and they rely on a limited amount of on-street 
parking. While requiring off-street parking spaces gives 
the appearance of a solution in the short-term, over time 
it only exacerbates the problem, which would be more 
directly addressed by limiting the issuance of parking 
permits based on the availability of parking spaces, and 
through increasing fees for on-street permits to more 
closely reflect their true market value.

The MTA and other relevant policy bodies should con-
sider the following revisions to the

Residential Parking Permit (RPP) program for the Mar-
ket & Octavia neighborhood:

•	 Grandfather existing residents with one RPP per 
household at the current rate, indexed annually, for 
as long as they live at their current address.

•	 Restrict the issuance of RPPs to new residents 
based on available on-street parking supply.

•	 Price new RPPs at market rate, allowing for only 
a short waiting list, if any. Revenue in excess of 
the administrative fee could go into the alternative 
transportation fund, described in Policy 5.2.1

•	 Extend the hours of RPP zones beyond the current 
9 AM to 6 PM, if residents desire.

•	 Allow RPP residents to sell excess daytime park-
ing capacity to businesses, but do not permit the 
sale or purchase of daytime capacity for commuter 
parking. Revenue generated should be used for 
neighborhood improvements, especially alterna-
tive transportation related improvements such 
as pedestrian improvements, bicycle parking, or 
transit facility enhancements.

•	 Consider automatically establishing or extending 
an RPP zone when on-street parking occupancy ex-
ceeds a pre-determined benchmark, upon residents 
request, or to prevent spillover effect.

 
POLICY 5.4.2

Prioritize access to available publicly-owned park-
ing (on- and off-street) based on user needs.

Access to public parking should be allocated based on 
need and should maximize accessibility to the most 
appropriate users. There is a clear, demonstrated need, 
for instance, for dedicated parking space for those 
with physical disabilities, for required deliveries, and 
for short-term users. A commuter parking space, by 
contrast, encourages peak-period driving trips, which 
negatively impact the street system when it is the most 
congested, and which could be most easily accommo-
dated by transit.

The following priorities should be used to allocate on-
street and public garage spaces, in this order:

1)	 Adequate parking space should be reserved at all 
times for the handicapped and the disabled.
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2)	 Sufficient high-turnover spaces for short-term 
shopping and errand-running trips should be made 
available at all times through the provision of time-
limited, metered parking, and pricing policies that 
discourage all-day parking and support turnover.

3)	 Sufficient parking should be maintained for the 
major arts and educational institutions in the area, 
but these spaces should be priced at rates compa-
rable to those in the Downtown, and these prices 
should be made visible to individual users. Access 
and personal safety improvements should be made 
to the Civic Center Garage to serve patrons of area 
cultural institutions.

4)	 Residential parking should generally be provided 
along the curb, and curbside parking should be 
managed by limiting the number of curbside park-
ing permits and allocating these permits by market 
pricing.

5)	 Commuter parking should generally be discouraged 
and should only be provided to the extent that other 
goals are met. In any case, all commuter parking 
spaces should be priced according to the prevailing 
downtown rates, and these prices should be made 
visible to users.

 
POLICY 5.4.3

Permit off-street parking only where loss of on-street 
parking is adequately offset, and pursue recovering 
the full costs of new curb cuts to the city.

While the provision of new off-street parking may 
relieve some limited, private demand for on-street park-
ing in the short term, the curb cuts required to access it 
usually require removing on-street parking spaces. The 
giving over of public parking for private parking should 
be carefully considered in every instance and permitted 
only where the new off-street parking spaces offsets the 
loss of public on-street parking.

A fee should be considered for all curb cuts. The curb 
cut fee should be sufficient to account for the long-term 
value of the street area no longer available for public 
use. The supporting fee study should consider delays 
to street traffic (auto, transit, bicycles), safety and aes-
thetic impacts on the pedestrian realm, loss of on-street 
publicly accessible parking, and program administration 
(costs and structure).  This fee should be re-evaluated 
every five years, to capture increased costs and impacts.  
In general, new curb cuts should not be allowed where 

they would result in the removal of on-street parking and 
create fewer than two fully enclosed off-street spaces.

 
POLICY 5.4.4

Consider recovering the full costs of new parking to 
the neighborhood and using the proceeds to improve 
transit.

In keeping with the goal of moving more people 
through the overall transportation system, the costs of 
encouraging other users to shift to alternatives to driv-
ing should be borne by new parking facilities built in 
the plan area.

•	 Consider establishing an impact fee for new resi-
dential and commercial off-street parking. Use the 
fund proceeds to improve transit access and pedes-
trian safety as part of the alternative transportation 
fund.

•	 Consider pursuing parking benefits districts, in 
coordination with the Municipal Transportation 
Agency (MTA) and the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority (SFCTA).

 
POLICY 5.4.5

Improve the safety and accessibility of city-owned 
parking structures.

An extensive analysis of parking supply, demand, and 
management was undertaken in spring 2001 to help de-
velop the parking program for the Market and Octavia 
area. The study identified 1,040 off-street surface park-
ing spaces in the initial study area, including 537 spaces 
on the parcels formerly covered by the Central Freeway. 
One of the primary findings of the study is that there is 
excess capacity in the Civic Center Garage during the 
evening - even when the Opera, Ballet and Symphony 
have simultaneous performances - and that the needs of 
the performing arts institutions can be accommodated 
even with the removal of parking and development of 
new housing on the Central Freeway parcels. There 
is also excess capacity in the Performing Arts Garage 
during the daytime, which could be better managed to 
address the parking needs of the neighborhood, shop-
pers, arts providers and commuters.

•	 Improve personal security for evening parkers at 
the Civic Center Garage through significant urban 
design changes at Civic Center Plaza, and with 
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security personnel stationed there during evening 
events.

•	 In keeping with the city’s downtown parking poli-
cies, eliminate discounts offered at the Civic Center 
Garage.

•	 Adjust pricing structures at the Civic Center and 
Performing Arts Garages in line with those at the 
5th/Mission Garage, including the elimination of 
the early-bird rate offered at the Performing Arts 
Garage.

•	 Optimize use of the City vehicle fleet more effi-
ciently to decrease space needed for City vehicles 
and increase space available for public use.

•	 Offset parking demand by implementing bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transit improvements recommended 
elsewhere in this plan.

•	 Encourage the provision of parking cash-outs for 
all employees in the plan area,  in lieu of parking 
subsidies.

•	 Relocate and reduce reserved on-street parking 
around City Hall.

•	 Implement real-time information regarding parking 
availability in area parking garages.

•	 Introduce evening valet parking at the Civic Center 
Garage as appropriate.

•	 Provide a parking shuttle to and from the Civic 
Center Garage and perhaps the 5th and Mission 
Streets Garage for events at cultural institutions in 
the area. 

•	 These actions should be considered before the City 
allows new parking in the area.

 
POLICY 5.4.6

Require permitting for surface parking as a tempo-
rary use.

Throughout the city, surface parking lots are routinely 
used as a temporary land use while waiting for real 
estate conditions to change. Surface parking should be 
permitted as a temporary use only and an annual fee 
should be established for it. New approvals for parking 

as a temporary use should have strict time limits associ-
ated with them.

•	 Require review of temporary use permits for sur-
face parking. Permits should be for no more than 
two years.

 
Policy 5.4.7

Support innovative mechanisms for local residents 
and businesses to share automobiles.

Carsharing programs enable local residents to use a car 
for everyday needs without the need to own or maintain 
their own car. In recent years, carsharing programs have 
been introduced with tremendous success in San Fran-
cisco as well as several other cities, providing people 
with the freedom and mobility of a car when they need 
one, without the everyday burdens of owning a car in 
the city. As carsharing reduces the need for individual 
car ownership, it can be an effective tool in reducing the 
total number of cars in the area and freeing up on-street 
parking spaces.

Facilities for carshare programs should be encouraged 
in convenient, visible locations in the plan area for the 
use of local residents and businesses.

•	 The City should exempt parking spaces dedicated 
to carsharing programs from parking maximums 
and parking impact fees throughout the area.

•	 Where housing will be developed on publicly 
owned land, the City should: require the provision 
of car-sharing; identify on-street parking spaces 
with high-visibility for use by an organized car-
sharing program; work with MTA to arrange for 
these spaces to be dedicated on an annual basis, 
with carshare assuming responsibilities for facility 
set-up and maintenance as well as regular street 
sweeping at these locations.

•	 The City should provide general guidelines for 
the location, signage and marketing of off-street 
carsharing facilities to project sponsors who wish 
to include carsharing in their development.

 
POLICY 5.4.8

Monitor parking supply in Time Series Monitoring 
reports.
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The Market and Octavia Plan represents a new approach 
to parking management. As such, it is dependent on 
coupling parking maximum controls with City initiated 
on-street parking management strategies and private 
parking management strategies. Therefore, a publicly 
vetted parking supply report should be structured around 
the following policy goals:

•	 Residential parking ratios average .5 spaces per 
unit across projects to roughly mirror the existing 
neighborhood character;

•	 Commercial uses generally do not request condi-
tional uses for parking increases;

•	 City agencies implement on-street parking man-
agement strategies, such as:

◦	 Residential Parking Permit Reform

◦	 Parking Benefits Districts

◦	 Pricing of on-street parking permits at a rate 
closer to market value

•	 Off-street parking management strategies are tested 
and encouraged, including shared parking, valet 
parking and shuttle service for events.

 
Improving the Area’s Bicycle Network

Bicycling requires nothing more than the most simple 
equipment, no licenses, or special training. People have 
been bicycling for centuries. Human settlements devel-
oped compact, urban forms in order to facilitate fast and 
easy access to daily needs on foot. Like walking, biking 
harnesses our own muscle power to allow us to travel 
larger distances within this same compact urban form. 
Only relatively recently have motorized transportation 
technologies been developed, encouraging people to 
move around far more quickly, cover far greater dis-
tances, and in turn encouraging cities to spread out.

The close knit urban fabric of the Market and Octa-
via neighborhood, along with its central location and 
relatively level topography, is well suited to bicycling, 
and bicycling offers a simple, inexpensive, and space-
efficient means of getting from place to place. As part of 
a comprehensive approach to transportation, this plan 
promotes bicycling as a safe, equitable, and convenient 
form of transportation that increases the neighborhood’s 
livability, enhances public life, and improves public and 
environmental health.

To this end, the plan calls for creating a network of 
safe and convenient bike lanes, bike routes, and calmed 
traffic streets. It proposes several new bike facilities 
that would connect established bike lanes into a more 
complete bike system. The plan also proposes improve-
ments to several extremely dangerous conflict points 
between bicycles and vehicular traffic.

See Map 11 Bicycle Network

 
OBJECTIVE 5.5

ESTABLISH A BICYCLE NETWORK THAT 
PROVIDES A SAFE AND ATTRACTIVE AL-
TERNATIVE TO DRIVING FOR BOTH LOCAL 
AND CITYWIDE TRAVEL NEEDS.

 
POLICY 5.5.1

Improve bicycle connections, accessibility, safety, 
and convenience throughout the neighborhood, con-
centrating on streets most safely and easily traveled 
by bicyclists.

In addition to being a major crossroads for transit and 
automobile traffic, the Market and Octavia neighbor-
hood includes several of the most important and well-
used bicycle routes in the city. All streets in the study 
area should be designed to be safe for bicycles, the 
following corridors merit special attention:

Market Street

Bicycle lanes have been striped on Market Street from 
Castro Street to Octavia Boulevard, but they are dis-
continuous at several key intersections where bicycles 
are forced to merge with through traffic. Studies should 
determine if additional space can be created for bicycles 
by trimming back corner bulbouts, or if in some places, 
removal of one or two on-street parking spaces should 
be done.

In locations where right-turn lanes are provided and 
sidewalks are 15 feet or less, it is acceptable to have 
bicyclists travel straight from the right-turn lane rather 
than providing a separate bike lane on the near side of 
the intersection.

On Market Street east of Octavia Boulevard, bicycle 
lanes were recently approved between Octavia Bou-
levard and Van Ness Avenue. Further studies should 
explore extending the lanes as far east as 8th Street, 
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BICYCLE NETWORK Map 11
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where Market Street narrows and the sidewalks widen 
to accommodate the larger subway portals. Detailed 
planning work should be undertaken to arrive at a bet-
ter design for the entire length of Market Street. While 
removing some on-street parking may be appropriate to 
better accommodate pedestrians, transit and bicycles, 
additional loading and disabled parking bays may be 
needed to serve businesses on these blocks.

Valencia Street and the Freeway Touchdown

Valencia Street’s bike lanes, including the bike path 
connection to Octavia Boulevard, should be retained, 
linking both north- and south-bound bicycle traffic. 
The new bike path should be well-lighted. A protected 
bicycle left-turn lane to this bike path should be created 
in the Valencia Street median.

Page Street

The entirety of Page Street has been designated a “Bi-
cycle Priority Street,” and opportunities to treat this 
street as a bicycle boulevard should be studied. Bicycle 
boulevards with traffic calming devices should be con-
sidered.Some possibilities are illustrated at right.

Duboce Avenue

The existing Duboce Avenue bikeway should be main-
tained, but design improvements should be made to 
ensure that this important corridor does not become a 
magnet for antisocial activities. Set between the blank 
walls of the Mint and Safeway, there are currently no 
“eyes on the street” here to keep the bikeway safe at 
all hours, and street lighting is not what it should be. In 
addition, frequent buildup of trash (particularly broken 
glass and debris) pose hazards for bicycle tires. New 
pedestrian-scaled light fixtures should be installed, 
and, in order to allow street sweepers to clean Duboce 
Avenue on a regular schedule, existing barriers should 
be replaced with hand-operated, lock-down bollards or 
automated pneumatic bollards. The proposals elsewhere 
in this plan pertaining to improvements to the Duboce 
Avenue yard now used for the rehabilitation of trolleys 
would do much to activate this section of the street.

Howard Street

Traffic analysis should be preformed in the South Van 
Ness Avenue area. Among other issues, bicycle lanes 
and connections within the bicycle network should be 
studied on Howard Street at least as far as 11th Street.

South Van Ness Avenue

As part of the proposed extension of the Howard Street 
bike lanes, significant safety improvements to the 
intersection of South Van Ness Avenue and Division 
Street should be studied as part of the overall proposal 
to reconfigure South Van Ness Avenue as a surface 
boulevard. Innovative bicycle technologies such as 
colored bike lanes and cue jumps should be developed, 
analyzed, and applied where possible to maximize 
bicyclists’ visibility and minimize conflicts with large 
volumes of traffic.

 
POLICY 5.5.2

Provide secure and convenient bicycle parking 
throughout the area.

Providing secure bicycle parking is important to make 
cycling an attractive alternative to driving. In urban 
areas like San Francisco, secure and convenient bicycle 
parking, placed in appropriate locations, is an essential 
amenity for everyday cyclists. Such bicycle parking 
reduces theft and provides a needed sense of security.

•	 Building on MTA’s bicycle parking program, en-
sure that adequate bicycle parking is provided in 
centers of activity such as Hayes Street, Market 
Street, and the new Octavia Boulevard. 

•	 Require a minimum amount of bicycle parking on-
site for all new development.

 
POLICY 5.5.3

Support and expand opportunities for bicycle com-
muting throughout the city and the region.

In cities where bicycling is promoted and where a com-
plete network of bikeways is provided, such as Davis 
and Palo Alto, bicycling has been shown to have a mea-
surable effect on reducing congestion. From a citywide 
and regional perspective, every effort should be made 
to support peoples’ commute by bicycle. The largest ob-
stacle to bicycle commuting, aside from unsafe streets, 
is the difficulty in taking bicycles on regional transit and 
the lack of secure bicycle parking at transit facilities. 
To support bicycle commuting, bicycles need to be per-
mitted on all city and regional transit operators at peak 
commute times and secure bicycle parking needs to be 
provided at regional transit stations.
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MAJOR ROUTES FOR VEHICULAR CIRCULATION Map 12
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•	 Encourage SamTrans, Golden Gate Transit, and 
other regional bus transit operators to provide bi-
cycle racks on their buses. 

•	 Study the feasibility of allowing bicycles on light 
rail vehicles, and of  providing  racks on all other 
Muni vehicles. 

•	 Encourage BART to study the possibilities of 
allowing bicycles at peak periods, including a 
“bike car” on peak-period trains and programs to 
encourage the use of folding bicycles. Develop the 
means to allow bicyclists to use the BART system 
without conflicting with other riders (e.g. dedicated 
locations for bicycle storage on trains, or dedicated 
“bike cars”.)

•	 Encourage provision of secure, convenient, and su-
pervised bicycle storage facilities at regional transit 
stations.

 
Improving Vehicular Circulation

 
OBJECTIVE 5.6

IMPROVE VEHICULAR CIRCULATION 
THROUGH THE AREA.

 
With the completion of Octavia Boulevard, there are 
important opportunities to improve vehicular circula-
tion through the plan area. One project would eliminate 
the “jog” of one-way traffic on Fell and Oak Streets, 
thereby minimizing the negative effects of these major 
regional traffic flows on the plan area.

See Map 12 Major Routes for Vehicular Circulation

 
POLICY 5.6.1

Re-evaluate the larger street network in Hayes Val-
ley.

Often, one-way streets encourage fast-moving traf-
fic, disrupt neighborhood commercial activities, and 
negatively affect the livability of adjacent uses and the 
neighborhood as a whole. The one-way streets in the 
Plan Area are part of the larger network and changes 
within the Plan Area would impact the street network 
beyond the Plan Area.  Now that Octavia Boulevard 

is built, it may be possible to reorganize and simplify 
existing traffic patterns.  During the planning process, 
neighbors sought such reorganization in order to make 
street crossings for pedestrians safer, and return Hayes 
Street to a two-way local street, which is best suited to 
its commercial nature and role as the heart of Hayes 
Valley. In future studies, the City should weigh the total 
range of impacts of the current vehicular traffic configu-
ration versus changes that may impact other City goals 
including 

•	 reducing pedestrian conflicts and increasing pedes-
trian oriented facilities;

•	 eliminating confusing Z-shaped jogs of one-way 
vehicular traffic;

•	 maintaining transit service levels and associated 
travel times; 

•	 ensuring that bicycles can be used as a primary 
means of transportation in the area;

•	 creating opportunities to increase street trees and 
plantings; and 

•	 encouraging a public realm that supports the com-
mercial and residential uses along the street.

While in the near-term westbound traffic may continue 
to use Hayes Street en route to Fell Street and points 
west, the City should seek to apply the larger goal of re-
storing the character of Hayes Street as a neighborhood 
commercial street west of Franklin, while maintaining 
its role as a regional traffic street between Franklin and 
Market Streets. Future studies should look at resolving 
larger traffic patterns and optimizing traffic and neigh-
borhood character within the Plan Area.

 

6.	 INFILL DEVELOPMENT ON 
KEY SITES

 
Historically, the elevated Central Freeway ran through 
the center of the Market and Octavia area. Since the 
freeway structure was damaged in the Loma Prieta 
Earthquake, much interest and attention has been paid 
to the future of the freeway structure, resulting in the 
demolition of its northern portion shortly after the earth-
quake, demolition of the upper deck, and voter approval 
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of Proposition E in 1998. This proposition called for 
the creation of a surface boulevard along Octavia Street, 
replacing the remaining portion of the elevated freeway 
north of Market Street. Now built, Octavia Boulevard 
provides a gracious and beautiful resolution to the large 
volumes of regional traffic that move through the area. 
The focal point of the boulevard lies at its end, between 
Fell and Hayes Street and is called ‘Patricia’s Green 
in Hayes Valley.’ It is a simple public open space or 
“green” that relates to the Hayes Street commercial area 
and to the surrounding residential community.

The Market Street Safeway and the University of Cali-
fornia at Berkeley Extension sites are other important 
opportunity sites, where new housing and groundfloor 
commercial activities could strengthen the area. These 
sites span a variety of contexts, from the monumental 
scale of Market Street to the fine-grain of residential al-
leys in Hayes Valley. If designed well, new development 
on both the Central Freeway parcels and the Market 
Street Safeway could greatly enhance the vitality and 
character of the Market and Octavia neighborhood.

 
OBJECTIVE 6.1

ENSURE THAT NEW DEVELOPMENT IS 
INNOVATIVE AND YET CAREFULLY INTE-
GRATED INTO THE FABRIC OF THE AREA.

 
There are several large opportunity sites throughout 
the plan area, each of which poses a unique set of chal-
lenges. In keeping with the new Market and Octavia 
design guidelines and the existing Residential Design 
Guidelines, special care needs to be taken with large 
sites to address the specific physical conditions and chal-
lenges posed by these sites and present key strategies 
for their successful integration into the fabric of the area 
and the temporal context of the day. New buildings, if 
well designed, can significantly add to San Francisco’s 
architectural dialog, even in historic districts. To such 
end, the neighbors partnered with the Mayor’s Office 
and others to sponsor an international design competi-
tion which generated creative housing ideas for the sites 
formerly occupied by the freeway.

 
OBJECTIVE 6.2 

ENCOURAGE NEW DEVELOPMENT ON THE 
CENTRAL FREEWAY PARCELS AND THE 
MARKET STREET SAFEWAY SITE TO HEAL 

THE PHYSICAL FABRIC OF THE NEIGHBOR-
HOOD AND IMPROVE NEIGHBORHOOD 
CHARACTER.

 
At the center of this plan, the new Octavia Boulevard 
is the catalyst for a larger program of neighborhood 
repair and improvement. With the removal of the 
Central Freeway, approximately 7 acres of vacant land 
has been transferred to the city. Housing, particularly 
much-needed affordable housing, is the clear priority 
for these parcels. The Market Street Safeway site is 
another important opportunity site, where new housing 
above revitalized ground-floor commercial activities 
could strengthen the area.

These sites span a variety of contexts, from the 
monumental scale of Market Street to the fine-grain of 
residential alleys in Hayes Valley. If designed well, new 
development on both the Central Freeway parcels and 
the Market Street Safeway site could greatly enhance 
the vitality and character of the Market and Octavia 
neighborhood.

 
The Central Freeway Parcels

 
POLICY 6.2.1 

Provide guidelines for new development that re-
spond to the opportunities presented by the Central 
Freeway parcels.

The background document for this Area Plan titled 
“The Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan” contains 
specific guidelines for each parcel that address the spe-
cific physical conditions and challenges posed by the 
Central Freeway parcels. They reiterate core ideas from 
these guidelines, as well as add new ideas as needed to 
respond to the particular challenges of these sites. The 
basic land use and height controls, along with recom-
mended uses, are consistent with this Area Plan. This 
background document shall guide development of these 
parcels during both the initial development and into the 
future.
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The Market Street Safeway Site

 
POLICY 6.2.2

Encourage the redesign of the Church and Mar-
ket Street Safeway site with a mix of housing and 
commercial uses, supportive of Church Street’s 
importance as one of the city’s most well-served and 
important transit centers and integrated into the 
urban character of the area.

Block 3536, bounded by Market, Church and Duboce 
Streets, is a large opportunity site in a prominent lo-
cation. It has been occupied for several decades by a 
supermarket. The triangular block is surrounded by a 
mix of large and small residential buildings, as well 
as small-scaled retail shops along Church Street and 
Market Street to the west. The structure housing the 
current supermarket is located at the rear of the site, 
with a large surface parking lot facing onto Market 
Street. Several small retail storefronts line the eastern 
side of the structure, fronting on the parking lot. This 
siting of the supermarket creates an 800-foot opening 
in the streetwall along Market Street and diminishes its 
quality as a distinct public space.  While a supermarket-
type of use is appropriate here, the configuration and 
low level of development is not appropriate to the level 
of transit service provided to this site and the area by 
the city nor to the level of importance and prominence 
of this key intersection.  Given its size, location, and 
layout, the site presents an opportunity for a mixed-use 
housing and retail development that in the future could 
better support the urban character of the area.

The site has been the subject of much discussion as part 
of the community planning process. The potential for 
this site to create a stronger presence along Market and 
Church Streets is a clear goal of the community, as is 
better integrating it with the scale and character of the 
area. The potential for a new mixed-use development 
that incorporates a fully functional supermarket while 
improving the area cannot be overlooked; it is an excel-
lent opportunity to strengthen Market Street and focus 
activity around the transit connections here. The super-
market is an important amenity to the area; any proposal 
for reuse of the site should feature it as an essential part 
of the site and maintain its viability. Future proposals 
for significant redesign or redevelopment of the site 
should also balance the operation of a supermarket with 
following goals:

•	 Build to the street wall along Market and Church 
Streets, at a height appropriate for a street of its 
scale.

•	 In keeping with the development pattern of the 
area, integrate the supermarket into a mixed-use 
program for the site, including a significant amount 
of housing on upper floors.

•	 Ensure adequate transportation choices for the 
continued use as a supermarket: encourage the use 
of delivery vans, transit, taxis, and transportation 
alternatives where possible and supply an appropri-
ate amount of parking necessary for supermarkets.

•	 Respond sensitively to the view corridors of Buena 
Vista Park, the United States Mint, and the Saint 
Francis Lutheran Church.

Any large redesign of the site should occur in the 
context of a community planning process that involves 
both the community and other stakeholders, including 
the property owners and supermarket operators. Since 
the redesign of the current supermarket site will involve 
a voluntary proposal from the property owners, input 
from both the City and the neighbors, a future com-
munity planning process should produce a site-specific 
plan that follows the general principals established in 
the Market & Octavia Neighborhood Plan. The various 
objectives, policies, and other provisions of this Plan 
shall only apply to future proposals for significant rede-
sign of the site.

 
The UC Berkeley Extension Laguna Street 
Campus 

 
POLICY 6.2.3

Any future reuse of the UC Berkeley Laguna Cam-
pus should balance the need to reintegrate the site 
with the neighborhood and to provide housing, 
especially affordable housing, with the provision for 
public uses such as education, community facilities, 
and open space.

At 5.8 acres in size, this site is the largest property under 
single ownership in the plan area. The site is surrounded 
by a mix of small-scale, 2- and 3-story walk-ups and a 
scattering of larger apartment buildings, with significant 
retail and cultural uses to the south along Market Street. 
Any new development on the site should be carefully 
organized around a comprehensive master plan that 
responds to the unique challenges of such a large site 
surrounded by a relatively fine-grained urban fabric 
within a cluster of historic buildings.
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7.	 A NEW NEIGHBORHOOD IN 
SOMA WEST

 
Immediately south of Market Street between 11th Street 
and Valencia Street lies an area that relatively few San 
Franciscans know well. It is where the South of Market 
Street grid bumps awkwardly into and connects with 
the Mission grid. The area is currently characterized 
with an overhead freeway structure and a dank Division 
Street beneath, with freeway entrance and exit ramps, 
and with a wide variety of uses, considerable housing, 
and a handful of new residential developments.

There are tremendous opportunities for positive change 
in this area - what has come to be called “SoMa West”. 
The city’s General Plan envisions this area’s transforma-
tion into a vibrant new mixed-use residential neighbor-
hood, providing much-needed housing, a full range of 
new services and vibrant streets and public spaces. This 
plan carries forward this vision and articulates it further, 
proposing new zoning that encourages substantial new 
mixed-use housing development, as well as a dramatic 
program for recreating the public realm of streets and 
open spaces to serve a new residential population. This 
is the one part of the Market and Octavia area where 
creating a new, truly high-density mixed-use neighbor-
hood can be achieved and would bring tremendous 
benefit to the city as a whole.

Realizing this vision will be no small task. Creating a 
neighborhood here will take more than changing the 
zoning. A great deal of vehicular traffic, much of it 
freeway-bound, pushes through the area’s busy streets: 
South Van Ness, Mission, Duboce, and Division. As 
public spaces, these streets suffer from large unwel-
coming areas of asphalt, awkward pedestrian islands, 
and high accident rates. Most are “no man’s lands” 
without the most basic comforts for pedestrians. There 
are major, problematic intersections, for cars and pe-
destrians alike, including intersections at Market Street 
and Gough Street, and at South Van Ness Avenue and 
Mission Street. While injuries have steadily declined 
during the past decade following investments in safety 
from Department of Parking and Traffic, there is room 
for improvement. Of the more busy intersections in the 
area, the Gough and Market Street intersection has the 
dubious distinction of being among the three highest in-
tersections in terms of injury according to MTA’s 2004 
Collision Report. While the South Van Ness Avenue and 
Mission Street intersection proves less treacherous, it is 
nonetheless characterized by an unappealing pedestrian 
environment due to its scale, the many possible direc-

tions of traffic, and the confusing geometry owing to the 
nature of the underlying street grids.

New residential developments in the area attest to what 
this area could become. Major transit investments, 
planned for Van Ness Avenue and the Market / Mis-
sion Street corridors, add to the area’s potential for a 
dramatic new future. Ultimately, it can happen only if 
the city takes an active role in undertaking the improve-
ments proposed here. It will be a large project, with the 
needed public realm improvements costing roughly $20 
- 30 million in all. If the investment were made, it would 
set the stage for the creation of more than 2,000 new 
housing units as part of a new mixed-use neighborhood 
in an area that otherwise shows little promise or hope of 
realizing its position at the center of the city. More than 
in any other part of San Francisco, it is up to the city to 
seize the opportunity here, to encourage housing, and to 
invest in its streets and public spaces-thereby setting the 
stage for a real neighborhood to emerge in SoMa West. 

 
OBJECTIVE 7.1

CREATE A VIBRANT NEW MIXED-USE 
NEIGHBORHOOD IN SOMA WEST.

 
While a small scattering of new housing is being built 
in SoMa West, the area has a tremendous untapped po-
tential for substantial new residential development, sup-
ported by a full range of neighborhood-serving shops 
and services. To realize this potential, the area’s existing 
zoning, which encourages large-scale commercial uses, 
will be changed to encourage a gradual transition to 
high-density residential uses with retail, services, and 
a limited amount of office uses on lower floors. Every 
effort should be made to encourage mixed-use housing 
development as part of a gradual conversion of the 
area with high-density residential uses above retail and 
commercial activities. Because the coarser, large-scale 
physical fabric of the area supports tall buildings in 
selected areas, residential towers should be encouraged 
as one part of the overall urban form vision for the plan 
area. 

POLICY 7.1.1

Maintain a strong preference for housing as a de-
sired use.

SoMa West is unlike the smaller-scale residential areas 
of the rest of the plan area. Buildings here typically 
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Figure 12.	 A NEW STREET SYSTEM FOR SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD
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house commercial uses, are typically taller and more 
bulky, and sit on larger parcels. Where there are opportu-
nities for new development, housing is a priority above 
all other uses to create a stronger residential presence 
in the area. To this end, the overall land use plan takes 
advantage of the unique scale of the SoMa West area 
to accommodate higher-density housing where there are 
opportunity sites close to transit and services. Retail and 
other uses that support new housing are encouraged on 
the ground floor as part of new development.

 
POLICY 7.1.2

Encourage residential towers on selected sites.

In limited areas, slender residential towers should be 
permitted to extend above the streetwall height. Hous-
ing should be the only permitted use in these towers. 
Carefully control the tower form and bulk so they are 
not overly imposing on the skyline and do not produce 
excessive wind or shadows on public spaces.

•	 Make housing a required use for all building area 
above the streetwall height.

•	 Adopt special controls for residential towers to 
ensure a slender profile on the skyline, as described 
in Element 3 of this plan.

 
OBJECTIVE 7.2

ESTABLISH A FUNCTIONAL, ATTRACTIVE 
AND WELL-INTEGRATED SYSTEM OF 
PUBLIC STREETS AND OPEN SPACES IN 
THE SOMA WEST AREA TO IMPROVE THE 
PUBLIC REALM.

 
A great deal of vehicular traffic, much of it freeway 
bound from areas north of Market Street and from the 
west, pushes through SoMa West: South Van Ness Av-
enue and Mission, Duboce, and Division Streets. SoMa 
West is also lacking in public open space; what spaces 
do exist are negatively affected by traffic that makes 
them noisy and less than desirable. Public transit moves 
through this area, as do increasing numbers of cyclists. 
Most of its streets are not comfortable for pedestrians; 
many are dangerous. There are major, problematic 
intersections. Some of the worst are at Market Street 
/ Van Ness Avenue, and at South Van Ness Avenue / 
Mission Street, Mission Street / Otis / Division Streets, 
and South Van Ness Avenue / Division Street.

As the residential population of the area expands, every 
opportunity should be taken to improve pedestrian safe-
ty and calm traffic through the area. New neighborhood 
open spaces should be provided through the creation 
of new parks and plazas, as well as through reclaiming 
street spaces to widen sidewalks and improve spaces 
dedicated to pedestrian use. The following policies de-
scribe specific strategies to make these improvements.

See Map 12. Major Routes for Vehicular Circulation 
and Figure 12. A New Street System for SoMa Neigh-
borhood.

 
POLICY 7.2.1

Study a redesign of South Van Ness Avenue from 
Mission Street to Division Street as a surface boule-
vard serving regional as well as local traffic.

Currently a no-man’s land of wide expanses of asphalt 
and rather frantic traffic, South Van Ness Avenue, a state 
highway, could be a gracious, tree-lined boulevard with 
wonderful views to the south, comfortable for autos, 
buses, pedestrians, and cyclists alike. Moreover, it can 
and should be a street, like Van Ness Avenue north of 
Market Street, that new uses, particularly housing, seek 
out rather than shun.

•	 Study creating a dedicated transitway (bus rapid 
transit) on Van Ness Avenue. The transitway should 
include landscaping and pedestrian amenities, as 
described in this plan.

•	 From Mission Street to Howard Street and Division 
Street, South Van Ness Avenue carries considerable 
vehicular traffic to the freeway. South Van Ness Av-
enue should be studied with the goal of supporting 
all the functions of a great street, moving traffic, 
facilitating transit and creating a pleasant and safe 
environment for bicycles and pedestrians.

 
POLICY 7.2.2

Embark on a study to redesign Mission and Otis 
Streets from South Van Ness Avenue to Duboce 
Avenue.

These two streets act as a one-way couplet making the 
transition from downtown to the Mission District and 
carrying freeway-bound traffic from Gough Street via 
Otis Street. Mission district buses use this pair as well. 
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Otis Street, particularly, is rather unpleasant for pedes-
trians. A redesign of these streets should be studied to 
see if it would make the streets comfortable and efficient 
for buses, autos, pedestrians, and bicyclists. The scale 
of these streets can become more intimate and inviting 
for all users. As part of the study ideas for widening 
sidewalks and installing other new transit preferential 
improvements should be considered. While other ideas 
should be studied, the following ideas were discussed 
(but not yet studied) during the community planning 
process.

•	 The Otis Street right-of-way is wide enough to 
separate local-serving traffic from through traffic 
between Van Ness Avenue and Gough Street via a 
tree-planted median. A bus-only lane gives public 
transit the priority it needs. Between Gough and 
Duboce Avenues, the freeway-bound traffic can be 
separated from the buses and the Mission district 
traffic, again by a planted median that will give the 
street a more human scale. 

•	 Mission Street traffic, in this area, can be accom-
modated on fewer lanes, allowing for enhanced 
sidewalks consistent with the new residential de-
velopment along it. A separate bus lane and a long 
and comfortable boarding platform at the Duboce / 
Division intersection will serve transit riders. This 
street can have parking lanes on both sides for most 
of its length. Where the Central Freeway off-ramp 
meets Mission Street, remove the unrestricted right 
turn onto Mission Street.

 
POLICY 7.2.3

Redesign Gough Street between Otis and Market 
Streets with widened sidewalks and a community 
gathering space or garden at the northeastern side of 
the Gough, Otis and McCoppin Streets intersection.

Presently a wide street with no compelling attractions 
except for traffic, the wide right-of-way has space for 
three southbound moving lanes, a tree-lined median, 
and a northbound lane, with parking to provide a pedes-
trian realm that borders the small scaled “Brady Block” 
to the east.

 
POLICY 7.2.4

Redesign McCoppin Street as a linear green street 
with a new open space west of Valencia Street.

With the new freeway touchdown, traffic accessing the 
freeway, McCoppin Street no longer has the need to be 
used as a cut-through. As a result, the street carries only 
a fraction of the traffic that it did before. There is the 
opportunity to reconfigure McCoppin Street from Otis 
to Valencia Streets as a linear green street, with a sub-
stantial portion of the vehicular right-of-way reclaimed 
as open space on the north side (the sunny side) of the 
street, and a calmed right-of-way for local traffic. The 
portion of McCoppin Street west of Valencia Street is 
no longer needed for vehicular traffic, providing the op-
portunity to convert it to a small open space. The space, 
approximately 80 feet by 100 feet, should be converted 
into a small plaza or other form of community space for 
the use of local residents.

 
POLICY 7.2.5

Make pedestrian improvements within the block 
bounded by Market, Twelfth, Otis, and Gough 
Streets and redesign Twelfth Street between Market 
and Mission Streets, creating a new park and street 
spaces for public use, and new housing opportuni-
ties.

The block bounded by Market, Gough, Otis and 12th 
Streets, known as the “Brady Block” is a unique place; its 
interior is divided and made publicly-accessible by four 
alleys bisecting it in different directions. At its core, the 
block shows the signs of many years of neglect; surface 
parking lots and a large ventilation shaft for the BART 
system create a large swath of indefensible space.

The block has tremendous potential despite its present 
conditions. It is an intimate space of small buildings 
fronting on narrow alleys. It isn’t hard to envision a 
small neighborhood here-on the scale of South Park: 
small residential infill and existing buildings framing a 
new public park at the core of the block’s network of 
alleys. The addition of new housing and the develop-
ment of a small-scaled living area with a narrow but 
connected street pattern can make this an enviable mini-
neighborhood. Existing uses can stay, but new uses can, 
by public and private cooperation, create a residential 
mixed-use enclave.

A small new open space can be developed in the cen-
ter of the Brady Block, taking advantage of a small 
(approximately 80-foot-square BART-owned parcel 
that provides access to its tunnel below), and through 
purchase of an adjacent 100 foot by 80 foot parcel, 
currently surface parking. By creating a small open 
space here and connecting the existing alley network, 
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the city would have created a magnificent centerpiece 
for this intimate mini-neighborhood. The park will be 
surrounded by several housing opportunity sites and 
would by accessed via a network of mid-block alleys 
designed as “living street” spaces. The BART vent shaft 
rather than a hindrance could be the site of a central 
wind-driven kinetic sculpture.

In addition to the land use, height and bulk controls out-
lined in Element 1, the following actions are necessary 
to realize this change for the Brady Block, in order of 
importance:

•	 An agreement will be necessary with BART to 
allow the reuse of the land where its ventilation 
shafts comes to the surface as a public park. 

•	 Parcels 3505031 and 3505031A, which are cur-
rently used as surface parking lots, will have to 
be purchased and dedicated to the Recreation and 
Parks Department as public open space. 

•	 Parcel 3505029, which is currently vacant, will 
have to be purchased and dedicated to DPW as a 
public right-of-way connecting Stevenson Alley 
with Colton and Colusa Alleys.

•	 Approximately 4,000 sf. of parcel 3505035, which 
is currently a surface parking lot, will have to be 
purchased and dedicated to DPW as a public right-
of-way connecting the two disconnected halves of 
Stevenson Alley.

 
POLICY 7.2.6

Embark on a study to redesign 12th Street between 
Market and Mission to recapture space for pedes-
trian use.

Twelfth Street, like McCoppin Street, has more space 
devoted to autos and parking than is necessary. During 
the community planning process the following idea was 
discussed but not yet studied: Twelfth Street could be 
reconfigured to provide only one travel lane in each di-
rection, plus parking lanes, and concentrating a widened 
pedestrian realm on one side of the street for pedestri-
ans, providing space for public seating, recreation and 
gardens, can turn it into positive, useful spaces for those 
who live and work along it.

 

POLICY 7.2.7

Embark on a study to reconfigure major intersec-
tions to make them safer for vehicles and pedestri-
ans alike, to facilitate traffic movement, and to take 
advantage of opportunities to create public spaces.

 
South Van Ness Avenue and Mission/Otis Streets

Six streets come together at this intersection. There is a 
vast paved area that is without relief and is daunting for 
pedestrians, transit riders, and drivers alike.

During the community planning process the following 
idea was discussed but not yet studied: the 12th Street 
intersection could be reconfigured with South Van Ness 
Avenue to create space for a new, corner plaza. Reor-
ganizing vehicular travel lanes and the creation of the 
transitway north of the intersection could permit much 
wider sidewalks at all the corners, as well as refuges 
for pedestrians crossing the street. In all, this could be 
a much safer, less daunting intersection than is the case 
currently.

Division Street at Mission Street and at South Van 
Ness Avenue

Large volumes of freeway-bound traffic move through 
these two intersections to access the freeway on-ramp. 
Pedestrian crossings are daunting, if not impossible, and 
cyclists find these intersections particularly difficult, 
mostly because of the freeway-bound traffic. The area’s 
small traffic islands, weaving traffic lanes, and discon-
tinuous sidewalks leave pedestrians and bicyclists lost 
in a sea of traffic.

During the community planning process the following 
idea was discussed but not yet studied: The city could 
establish new lane configurations to make the transition 
from Mission Street and South Van Ness Avenue to the 
freeway ramp more direct, and minimize conflicts with 
pedestrians. Pedestrian spaces could be expanded and 
auto turning movements regularized. In addition, the 
city could extend the sidewalk along South Van Ness 
Avenue south of Division Street. This could provide 
better pedestrian connections and separate freeway 
from local traffic, possibly creating an easy and safer 
transition for cyclists traveling south.
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Implementing the Plan

Crucial to the Plan, the implementation elements are 
more thoroughly described in the background docu-
ment, “The Market & Octavia Neighborhood Plan”.  A 
brief summary of those items is provided here.

Implementation: Improvement Fees and Monitoring

Key to the plan’s success are a number of pedestrian, 
transit, traffic-calming, open space and other public im-
provements.  A comprehensive program of new public 
infrastructure is necessary to provide these improve-
ments to the area’s growing population.  The Neighbor-
hood Plan outlines priority projects and timeline and 
links costs to revenue. New fees, the Market and Octavia 
Community Improvements Fund and Community Infra-
structure Impact Fee will create the necessary financial 
mechanism to fund these improvements in proportion to 
the need generate by new development.

In order to track implementation, the Planning Depart-
ment will monitor vital indicators. The plan’s perfor-
mance will be gauged relative to benchmarks called 
out below. If monitoring surveys indicate an imbalance 
in growth and relevant infrastructure and support, the 
Planning Department may recommend policy changes 
to balance development with infrastructure. Appropriate 
responses may include temporary or permanent altera-
tions to Market & Octavia Neighborhood Plan policies, 
or heightened prioritization of plan area improvements.
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SAN FRANCISCO 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

RESOLUTION  NO. 17408 
 

 
WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San 

Francisco mandates that the Planning Department shall periodically recommend to the 
Board of Supervisors for approval or rejection proposed amendments to the General 
Plan. 

 
The San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to implement the Market and 

Octavia Neighborhood Plan (“Neighborhood Plan”), which encourages diverse and 
affordable housing, choices for movement, safe streets, and a cohesive neighborhood 
fabric. 
 

Starting in 2000, the Planning Department initiated a public planning process, the 
Better Neighborhoods Program, which developed a series of policies and proposals 
including those for land use, height, bulk, building design, density, transportation, and 
parking in the Market and Octavia area as described in  “The Market and Octavia 
Neighborhood Plan: Draft for Public Review,” which was published by the Planning 
Department in December 2002. Subsequent revisions are recorded in the “Market and 
Octavia Plan Revisions” published in the summer of 2006, all preceding revisions are 
captured in this final document. The Draft Plan together with the Plan Revisions provide 
a comprehensive set of policies and implementation programming to realize the vision 
for the Market and Octavia plan area, including an overall land use and height plan, 
specific urban design standards for building setbacks, ground floor uses, tower bulk and 
spacing, and a framework to guide the implementation of street and transportation 
improvements, as well as for open space amenities.  
 

Overall, policies envisioned for the Market and Octavia neighborhood would be 
consistent with the General Plan. However, a number of amendments to the General 
Plan, attached in an Ordinance hereto as Exhibit M-3-B, including the addition of a 
Market and Octavia Area Plan (“The Plan”), and revisions to other Elements, Area Plans 
and the Land Use Index of the General Plan, are required to achieve the neighborhood 
vision described in the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan. The City Attorney’s 
Office has reviewed the draft ordinance and approved it as to form.  
 

On September 28, 2006, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340(c), the Planning 
Commission approved Res. No. 17312, a Resolution of intention to initiate amendments 
to the General Plan.  Subsequent to adopting Res. No. 17312, the Planning 
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Commission authorized the Department to provide appropriate notice for a series of 
public hearings on the proposed amendment.  The Commission held a series of public 
hearings to consider the proposed amendment and to receive public comment, 
including hearings on October 26, Nov. 2, 2006, Nov. 9, 2006, Dec. 7, 2006, January 
11, 2007, Feb. 8, 2007, Feb. 15, 2007, and March 22, 2007. At this hearing, the 
Commission adopted a Motion of Intent to certify the Environmental Impact Report, and 
to adopt CEQA findings, changes to the Planning Code, General Plan, Zoning Map, and 
to establish Interim Procedures.  

 
During the course of the public hearings, staff incorporated a number of changes 

to the draft General Plan amendment, based on testimony from property owners, 
residents, members of the public, and Planning Commission comments, as contained in 
a draft ordinance approved as to form by the City Attorney contained in Exhibit M-3-B, 
as though fully set forth herein.      

 
The Western SoMa Citizens Planning Task Force, in its continuing planning for 

western South of Market, would like to provide recommendations for controls outside 
their area and may propose further refinements to the planning recommendations for 
the Market Octavia Plan area on those Market Octavia Plan area portions of Assessor’s 
Blocks 3510, 3511 and a triangular portion of Block 3514 east of South Van Ness 
Avenue.  

 
Following the adoption of the Market & Octavia Plan, the Western SoMa Citizens 

Planning Task Force may thereafter seek to revise the boundaries of the Western 
SoMA area to include the area described above as part of the Western SoMa Planning 
Area.  The Western SoMA Citizens Planning Task Force may then further consider 
planning and zoning recommendations regarding but not limited to heights and density, 
housing affordability and business displacement policies in the general area south of 
Market Street and east of Division, Otis, Gough and Franklin Streets that are currently 
part of the Market & Octavia Plan. 

 
Staff recommends adoption of the draft resolution adopting an amendment to the 

General Plan.  The amendment would add a new area plan, the Market and Octavia 
Area Plan to the General Plan, and make  related amendments to the Commerce and 
Industry, Housing, Recreation and Open Space, and Transportation Elements, the Civic 
Center Area Plan, Downtown Area Plan, South of Market Area Plan, and the Land Use 
Index to implement the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan.    

 
The Plan will encourage the development of new housing, and neighborhood 

services, open space and sustainable transportation in the Market and Octavia 
neighborhood generally including the intersections of Market and Church Streets, 
Market Street and Van Ness Avenue, and the new Octavia Boulevard and parcels within 
walking distance of these areas. The Plan will ensure that new development 
regenerates the neighborhood fabric where the Central Freeway once stood and 
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transforms the SoMa West area into a full-service neighborhood. The Plan supports the 
General Plan’s vision of building where growth can be accommodated by transit and 
services, encouraging public transit use over travel by private automobile, and 
expanding housing opportunities adjacent to the downtown area. The Plan lays the 
policy foundation for additional changes that are detailed in the Neighborhood Plan, 
amendments to the General Plan Amendments, Planning Code, Zoning Map and other 
implementation measures. The Neighborhood Plan consists of the following key 
components: 
 
� Revised Planning Code and Zoning controls that seek to protect much of the 

existing character of the neighborhood and ensure a mix of housing opportunities 
including mid-rise and high-rise residential development at the Market and Van 
Ness intersection, with clear standards for ground floor uses, parking and 
loading, building height and bulk that together will ensure a safe and attractive 
neighborhood environment; 

� Interim procedures to review development proposals to protect and preserve 
potentially historic resources prior to completion of an historic resources survey 
of the plan area.  When completed, the survey findings will be incorporated into 
the Plan to protect identified historic resources and eligible historic districts. In 
addition, the height district will remain at 50’ on Market Street west of Church 
Street (with a possible extension to 55’ to encourage a more appropriate height 
for retail space or other active use at the street level) instead of the Plan’s 
proposed 65’ height district. Although the Department believes that a 65’ height 
district is both reasonable and appropriate, the increase to 65’ is withdrawn at 
this time and will be reevaluated with information gleaned from the Survey once 
it’s endorsed.   

� A detailed plan for public improvements, including neighborhood parks, 
streetscape improvements, pedestrian amenities, and community services, such 
as child care, library services, and recreational facilities; 

� A detailed implementation program that leverages funding for public 
improvements from new private development, existing funding streams, and 
innovative community strategies.  

 
The Plan’s policies and implementation measures encourage production of 

inherently diverse and new housing less expensive to build. The Plan establishes a 
comprehensive framework for the production of quality housing, the retention of existing 
housing, and provision of a variety of housing types, especially low-income housing.  
The Plan set the framework for the Central Freeway Parcels to both fund Octavia 
Boulevard and to provide 50% of the new Central Freeway Parcel housing as affordable 
housing.  The Plan policies also generate some non-traditional units by reducing the 
costs of building housing through new parking policies and by allowing in-law and other 
added units that are inherently more affordable.  
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There are also many opportunities for new infill housing that can strengthen the 
neighborhood--such as the vacant Central Freeway parcels--and enhance its role as a 
walkable, transit-oriented neighborhood that supports urban living. Housing 
opportunities are also furthered by the Plan’s policies and implementation measures to 
ease constraints on housing generated by the existing parking requirement. The 
constraint on housing, as it currently exists, is two-fold: First, providing off-street parking 
adds significantly to the cost of a new unit, and second, the addition of an extra unit to 
an existing structure is often infeasible due to the current inflexible code requirement to 
provide off-street parking with any new unit. Therefore, the Plan’s parking policies 
further goals of reducing the cost of building housing.  The Plan seeks to retain existing 
housing by codifying the Commission’s current demolition policies.   

 
Still the need for additional permanently affordable housing is great.  There is an 

opportunity to provide for the public good of affordable housing where it is more feasible 
for projects to provide additional affordable housing due to rezoning resulting from the 
Plan. 

 
The Planning Commission will consider certification of the Market and Octavia 

Neighborhood Plan Environmental Impact Report and adoption of CEQA Findings on or 
after February 15, 2007, prior to considering relevant amendments to the General Plan, 
Planning Code and the Zoning Map. It will also consider adopting California 
Environmental Quality Act Findings at that hearing.   

 
Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority policies and is the basis by 

which differences between competing policies in the General Plan are resolved.  The 
project is consistent with the eight priority policies, in that: 

 
 

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

 
The Plan will have a positive effect on neighborhood serving retail uses. The 
Market and Octavia Plan supports existing and new commerce by 
encouraging ground floor retail in commercial areas and other improvements 
to the pedestrian realm. New development enabled by the Market and 
Octavia Plan will enhance the neighborhood commercial districts along 
Market Street, Octavia Boulevard, Hayes Street, Gough Street, and Inner 
Valencia Street, providing potential employment and ownership opportunities 
for San Francisco residents. The proposed amendments will support the 
creation of new housing units, providing a market for increased retail uses 
along these corridors and allow expansion of the customer base for 
neighborhood serving businesses beyond the constraints of automobile 
congestion and parking. 
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2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and 
protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of 
our neighborhoods.  

 
The Plan protects and enhances the existing neighborhood character by 
applying appropriate height and bulk limits, protecting landmark and other 
historic buildings, reinforcing neighborhood commercial districts, preserving 
and enhancing cultural and educational institutions, marking major 
intersections as visual landmarks, discouraging land assembly, and detailing 
fundamental design principles.  
 
The proposed height and bulk controls emphasize consistency with current 
development patterns. Additionally the controls were designed with a focus 
on protecting sunlight access for streets and alleyways. 
 
Neighborhood-serving retail will be concentrated along Hayes, Gough, 
Market, Valencia, Church, and Castro streets, and Van Ness Avenue 
accordant with existing patterns.  
 

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

 
The proposed amendments will have a positive effect on the City’s housing 
stock, and the Market &and Octavia Neighborhood’s share of housing. They 
will enable the creation of new housing units in the Market &and Octavia 
Neighborhood, positively effecting the City’s housing supply. Projects within 
the plan area will be subject to inclusionary housing requirements; fifteen to 
twenty percent of units would be permanently affordable.  Additional 
mechanisms to ensure permanent housing affordability include preservation 
of existing housing stock, unbundling parking from housing, and flexibility in 
density controls. The redevelopment of the 22 Central Freeway parcels will 
result in the net increase of about 800 to 900 housing units in the Project 
Area by 2025. Approximately 50% of these units will be available at below 
market rates. The plan requires that any demolished units be replaced by an 
equal or greater number of units. 
 

 
4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden 

our streets or neighborhood parking.  
 

The Plan would not result in commuter traffic impeding Muni transit service or 
overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking. Currently numerous bus 
lines and Muni trains run through Market and Octavia Neighborhood; 
including those along Market Street, Haight Street, Fillmore Street, Church 
Street, Mission Street, Valencia Street, Van Ness Avenue, and Eleventh 
Street. To mitigate potential impacts to these Muni lines, the Plan encourages 
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the City to study the creation of Bus Rapid Transit lanes, transit lanes, transit 
preemption/prioritization signaling, and other transit improvements.  
 
The Plan would support an increase in the residential population of the area, 
which would increase trips originating and/or terminating in the neighborhood. 
The high concentration of new residential development, easy access to jobs, 
service and transit, and pedestrian improvements indicate that new Market 
and Octavia neighborhood residents would make a greater share of trips 
without the use of the private automobile, reducing the impacts created by 
additional residents.  In these ways, the Plan would not overburden streets 
and neighborhood parking.  
 
The Market and Octavia Plan policies support a transportation strategy that 
builds on the existing transit and pedestrian infrastructure when appropriate. 
Existing neighborhood parking is protected by policies that shift demand, 
manage existing and future supply, and encourage higher utilization through 
innovative transit such as car sharing.  
 
 

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

 
The Plan would not adversely affect the industrial or service sectors. The 
existing industrial and service businesses in the plan area are currently in the 
SoMa West neighborhood. These businesses would not be displaced by 
commercial office development.  Due to its proximity to the downtown, the 
Plan envisions transforming this area into a vibrant new mixed-use residential 
neighborhood, providing much needed housing, a full range of new services 
and vibrant streets and public spaces. A portion of the original Market and 
Octavia study area included a portion of the Mission District that included 
repair and service sector uses, these blocks, south of Division Street, have 
been removed from the Market and Octavia Area Plan. Other than in the 
SoMa West area, the Plan does not make major changes to the allowable 
uses in the plan area.  
 

 
6. That the City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect 

against injury and loss of life in an earthquake.  
 

The Plan would not adversely affect preparedness against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake and would comply with applicable safety standards. New 
residential buildings would be subject to the City’s Building Code, Fire Code 
and other applicable safety standards. 
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7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 
 

The proposed amendments would not have a negative effect on the 
preservation of landmarks and historic buildings. The Market and Octavia 
Area Plan calls for the protection of existing landmarks and historic 
buildings. An historic survey of the plan area will ensure that no potential  
historic resources are impacted by the Plan. The Plan strengthens 
protection for historic resources and potential historic districts. 
 
Prior to completion of the historic resources survey, the Plan establishes 
interim procedures to review development proposals to protect potential 
historic resources.  When completed, findings of the historic resources survey 
will be incorporated into the plan to protect identified historic resources.   

 
8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas 

be protected from development.  
 
The Plan would have a positive effect on parks and open space, and would 
not adversely affect existing open spaces or their access to sunlight and 
vistas. The Plan includes a series of open space improvements: the 
development of Hayes Green, McCoppin Park near the freeway touchdown, a 
neighborhood park on Brady Street, and the conversion of sidewalks, some 
narrow streets and alleys to open space amenities. The Market and Octavia 
Plan details concepts and strategies for “living streets,” and identifies 
numerous opportunities for these types of improvements within the plan area. 
 
Individual buildings reviewed according to procedures described in Planning Code 
Section 295 are evaluated to identify the impacts of projects and buildings.  Project 
permits can’t be approved if the impacts are found to be significant. 

 
The Market and Octavia planning process built on existing General Plan policies. Analysis 
of applicable General Plan Objectives and Policies has determined that the proposed action 
is, on balance, consistent with the General Plan as it is proposed to be amended. The 
proposed actions offer a compelling articulation and implementation of many of the 
concepts outlined in the General Plan, especially the Air Quality, Urban Design, 
Transportation Element, Commerce and Industry, Recreation and Open Space, and Arts 
Elements. New Area Plan policies and zoning controls articulate these directive policies with 
specific consideration for the neighborhood conditions of the Market and Octavia Plan Area. 
Below are specific policies and objectives that support the proposed actions. 
 

NOTE: General Plan Elements are in CAPITAL ITALICS  
 General Plan Objectives are in CAPITAL LETTERS 

  General Plan Policies are in Arial standard font 
  Key Polices and Objectives are Bolded  
  

AIR QUALITY ELEMENT 
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OBJECTIVE 2: REDUCE MOBILE SOURCES OF AIR POLLUTION THROUGH 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN 

• reducing congestion on roadways;  
• giving priority to public transit, as mandated by the "Transit First" policy;  
• encouraging the use of modes of travel other than single occupant vehicles such 

as transit, carpooling, walking, and bicycling;  
• managing the supply of parking in the downtown area.  
• promoting coordination between land use and transportation to improve air 

quality; and  

OBJECTIVE 3: DECREASE THE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT BY 
COORDINATION OF LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION DECISIONS. 

POLICY 3.1 Take advantage of the high density development in San Francisco to improve the 
transit infrastructure and also encourage high density and compact development where an 
extensive transportation infrastructure exists. 

POLICY 3.2 Encourage mixed land use development near transit lines and provide retail 
and other types of service oriented uses within walking distance to minimize automobile 
dependent development. 

POLICY 3.3 Continue existing city policies that require housing development in conjunction with 
office development and expand this requirement to other types of commercial developments. 

POLICY 3.4 Continue past efforts and existing policies to promote new residential development 
in and close to the downtown area and other centers of employment, to reduce the number of 
auto commute trips to the city and to improve the housing/job balance within the city. 

POLICY 3.5 Continue existing growth management policies in the city and give consideration to 
the overall air quality impacts of new development including its impact on the local and regional 
transportation system in the permit review process. Ensure that growth will not outpace 
improvements to transit or the circulation system.  

POLICY 3.6 Link land use decision making policies to the availability of transit and consider the 
impacts of these policies on the local and regional transportation system. 

POLICY 3.9 Encourage and require planting of trees in conjunction with new development to 
enhance pedestrian environment and select species of trees that optimize achievement of air 
quality goals. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 
 
OBJECTIVE 1:  EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE 
CITY AND ITS NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF 
ORIENTATION. 
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POLICY 1.6 Make centers of activity more prominent through design of street features 
and by other means. 
 
POLICY 1.8 Increase the visibility of major destination areas and other points for orientation. 
 
POLICY 2.6 Respect the character of older development nearby in the design of new buildings. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4:  IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE 
PERSONAL SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY. 
 
POLICY 4.11 Make use of street space and other unused public areas for recreation. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

POLICY 1.1 Involve citizens in planning and developing transportation facilities 
and services, and in further defining objectives and policies as they relate to 
district plans and specific projects. 
 
POLICY 1.2 Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city. 
 
POLICY 1.3 Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private 
automobile as the means of meeting San Francisco’s transportation needs, particularly 
those of commuters. 
 
POLICY 1.6 Ensure choices among modes of travel and accommodate each mode 
when and where it its most appropriate. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3: MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO’S POSITION AS A REGIONAL 
DESTINATION WITHOUT INDUCING A GREATER VOLUME OF THROUGH AUTOMOBILE 
TRAFFIC. 
 
POLICY 3.1  The existing vehicular capacity of the bridges, highways, and freeways 
entering the city should not be increased and, for single-occupant vehicles, should be 
reduced where possible. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4:  MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE SNA FRANCISCO’S POSITION AS THE 
HUB OF A REGIONAL, CITY-CENTERED TRANSIT SYSTEM. 
 
POLICY 7.1 Reserve a majority of the off-street parking spaces at the periphery of 
downtown for short term parking. 

OBJECTIVE 11:  ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE OF 
TRANSPORTATION IN SAN FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH WHICH TO GUIDE 
FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND AIR QUALITY.  

9 
 



Planning Department   Case No. 2003.0347EMTZU 
Resolution Approving General Plan Amendments 

Pursuant to the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan 
April 5th, 2007 

  
 

OBJECTIVE 14:  DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A PLAN FOR OPERATIONAL CHANGES AND 
LAND USE POLICIES THAT WILL MAINTAIN MOBILITY AND SAFETY DESPITE A RISE IN 
TRAVEL DEMAND THAT COULD OTHERWISE RESULT IN SYSTEM CAPACITY 
DEFICIENCIES. 
 
POLICY 14.1  Reduce road congestion on arterials through the implementation of traffic 
control strategies, such as signal-light synchronization and turn controls, that improve 
vehicular flow without impeding movement for pedestrians and bicyclists. 
 
POLICY 14.2  Ensure that traffic signals are timed and phased to emphasize transit, 
pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multi-modal transportation system. 
 
POLICY 14.3  Improve transit operation by implementing strategies that facilitate and 
prioritize transit vehicle movement and loading. 
 
POLICY 14.4  Reduce congestion by encouraging alternatives to the single occupant 
auto through the reservation of right-of-way and enhancement of other facilities 
dedicated to multiple modes of transportation. 
 
POLICY 14.7  Encourage the use of transit and other alternatives modes of travel to the 
private automobile through the positioning of building entrances and the convenient 
location of support facilities that prioritizes access from these modes. 
 
OBJECTIVE 15:  ENCOURAGE ALTERNATIVES TO THE AUTOMOBILE AND 
REDUCED TRAFFIC LEVELS ON RESIDENTIAL STREETS THAT SUFFER FROM 
EXCESSIVE TRAFFIC THROUGH THE MANAGEMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEMS AND FACILITIES. 
 
POLICY 15.1  Discourage excessive automobile traffic on residential streets by incorporating 
traffic-calming treatments. 
 
Such treatments may include signalization and signage changes that favor other modes 
of transportation, widened sidewalks, landscape strips, bicycle lanes or transit stops, 
bicycle-and-transit friendly speed bumps, or reduced traffic speeds. 
 
POLICY 15.2 Consider partial closure of certain residential streets to automobile traffic where 
the nature and level of automobile traffic impairs livability and safety, provided that there is an 
abundance of alternative routes such that the closure will not create undue congestion on 
parallel streets. 

POLICY 18.2 Design streets for a level of traffic that serves, but will not cause a detrimental 
impact on adjacent land uses. 
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POLICY 20.2 Reduce, relocate or prohibit automobile facility features on transit preferential 
streets, such as driveways and loading docks, to avoid traffic conflicts and automobile 
congestion.  

OBJECTIVE 23:  IMPROVE THE CITY’S PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION SYSTEM TO 
PROVIDE FOR EFFICIENT, PLEASANT, AND SAFE MOVEMENT.  

OBJECTIVE 24: IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT.  

OBJECTIVE 26: CONSIDER THE SIDEWALK AREA AS AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT IN THE 
CITYWIDE OPEN SPACE SYSTEM.  

OBJECTIVE 27: ENSURE THAT BICYCLES CAN BE USED SAFELY AND CONVENIENTLY 
AS A PRIMARY MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION AS WELL AS FOR RECREATIONAL 
PURPOSES. 

OBJECTIVE 30: ENSURE THAT THE PROVISION OF NEW OR ENLARGED PARKING 
FACILITIES DOES NOT ADVERSELY AFFECT THE LIVABILITY AND DESIRABILITY OF THE 
CITY AND ITS VARIOUS NEIGHBORHOODS. 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

POLICY 1.1 Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes 
undesirable consequences. Discourage development which has substantial undesirable 
consequences that cannot be mitigated.  

OBJECTIVE 6:  MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
AREAS EASILY ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.  

POLICY 6.1 Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods 
and services in the city’s neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging 
diversity among the districts.  

POLICY 6.2 Promote economically vital neighborhood commercial districts which foster small 
business enterprises and entrepreneurship and which are responsive to economic and 
technological innovation in the marketplace and society.  

POLICY 6.3 Preserve and promote the mixed commercial-residential character in neighborhood 
commercial districts. Strike a balance between the preservation of existing affordable housing 
and needed expansion of commercial activity.  

POLICY 6.6  Adopt specific zoning districts which conform to a generalized neighborhood 
commercial land use and density plan. 

POLICY 6.7  Promote high quality urban design on commercial streets.  
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POLICY 7.1  Promote San Francisco, particularly the civic center, as a location for local, 
regional, state and federal governmental functions.  
RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 
 
POLICY 2.1 Provide an adequate total quantity and equitable distribution of public open 
spaces throughout the City. 
 
POLICY 2.7 Acquire adequate open space for public use. 
 
POLICY 2.9 Maintain and expand the urban forest. 
 
POLICY 2.12 Expand community garden opportunities throughout the City.     
 
POLICY 4.6 Assure the provision of adequate public open space to serve new 
residential development. 
 
POLICY 4.7 Provide open space to serve neighborhood commercial districts. 
 
 
ARTS ELEMENT 

POLICY 1.1 Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes 
undesirable consequences. Discourage development which has substantial undesirable 
consequences that cannot be mitigated. 

Prior to considering the relevant amendments to the General Plan, Planning 
Code and Zoning Map, on April 5th 2007, the Planning Commission adopted Motion No. 
17406.  In that action, the Commission certified the Market and Octavia Neighborhood 
Plan Environmental Impact Report.  The Planning Commission also adopted Motion No. 
17407, adopting California Environmental Quality Act Findings related to the Market and 
Octavia Plan project.       

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That pursuant to Planning Code Section 

340(d), the Planning Commission finds from the facts presented that the public 
necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendment to the 
General Plan;    

 
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission adopts a 

Resolution approving an amendment to the General Plan, as contained in a draft 
ordinance approved as to form by the City Attorney and contained in Exhibit M-3a, as 
though fully set forth herein.   

 
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that an additional affordability requirement 

should be levied on parcels in the Plan Area where rezoning has increased the 
feasibility for a greater contribution toward affordable housing.  An economic sensitivity 
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analysis is underway to determine the appropriate level of the extra inclusionary 
requirement. This new requirement, as described above, is integral to the Plan, 
including General Plan, Planning Code and Zoning Controls.  The Planning Commission 
intends that its adoption of the Plan and its accompanying documents be effective only 
after a new affordable housing requirement as described herein is also adopted by the 
Commission, enacted by the  Board of Supervisors, and becomes effective.  

 
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Planning Commission directs Staff to 

prepare a specific program for additional affordable housing requirement in areas where 
increased financial feasibility permits it. This program shall be presented to the 
Commission for action within three months of the date of this Resolution. 

 
 I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the City Planning 
Commission on April 5, 2007. 
 
 
_____________________________ 
        Linda Avery 
        Commission Secretary 
  
 
AYES:  Alexander, Antonini, Sue Lee, William Lee and Sugaya 
 
NOES:  Moore and Olague 
 
ABSENT: none 
 
 
ACTION: Adoption of General Plan Amendments 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

13 
 














