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I. SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES & POLICIES

01. LAND USE AND URBAN 
FORM

OBJECTIVE 1.1

CREATE A LAND USE PLAN THAT 
EMBRACES THE MARKET AND 
OCTAVIA NEIGHBORHOOD’S 
POTENTIAL AS A MIXED-USE URBAN 
NEIGHBORHOOD.

POLICY 1.1.1

Repair the damage caused by the Central 
Freeway by encouraging mixed-use infill 
on the former freeway lands.

POLICY 1.1.2

Concentrate more intense uses and 
activities in those areas best served by 
transit and most accessible on foot.

POLICY 1.1.3

Encourage housing and retail infill to 
support the vitality of the Hayes-Gough, 
Upper Market, and Valencia Neighborhood 
Commercial Districts.

POLICY 1.1.4

As SoMa West evolves into a high-density 
mixed-use neighborhood, encourage the 
concurrent development of neighborhood-
serving uses to support an increasing 
residential population.

POLICY 1.1.5

Reinforce the importance of Market Street 
as the city’s cultural and ceremonial spine.

POLICY 1.1.6

Preserve and enhance the role of cultural 
and educational institutions in the plan 
area.

POLICY 1.1.7

Encourage the creation of space dedicated 
to community services on Market Street 
within the Upper Market NCT.

POLICY 1.1.8

Reinforce continuous retail activities on 
Market, Church, and Hayes Streets, as well 
as on Van Ness Avenue.

POLICY 1.1.9

Allow small-scale neighborhood-serving 
retail and other community-serving uses at 
intersections in residential districts.

POLICY 1.1.10

Recognize the importance of public land 
and preserve it for future uses.

OBJECTIVE 1.2

ENCOURAGE URBAN FORM THAT 
REINFORCES THE PLAN AREA’S 
UNIQUE PLACE IN THE CITY’S 
LARGER URBAN FORM AND 
STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL 
FABRIC AND CHARACTER.

POLICY 1.2.1

Relate the prevailing height of buildings to 
street widths throughout the plan area.

POLICY 1.2.2

Maximize housing opportunities and 
encourage high-quality commercial 
spaces on the ground floor.

POLICY 1.2.3 

Limit heights along the alleys in order 
to provide ample sunlight and air in 
accordance with the plan principles that 
relate building heights to street widths.

POLICY 1.2.4

Encourage buildings of the same height 
along each side of major streets.

POLICY 1.2.5

Mark the intersection of Van Ness Avenue 
and Market Street as a visual landmark.

POLICY 1.2.6

Mark the block of Market Street from 
Buchanan Street to Church Street as a 
gateway to the Castro.

POLICY 1.2.7

Encourage new mixed-use infill on Market 
Street with a scale and stature appropriate 
for the varying conditions along its length.

POLICY 1.2.8

Encourage the development of slender 
residential towers above the base height 
in the SoMa West area along South Van 
Ness Avenue between Market and Mission 
Streets, and along the Market Street 
corridor.

POLICY 1.2.9

Discourage land assembly where there is 
a pattern of individual buildings on small 
lots.

POLICY 1.2.10

Preserve midblock open spaces in 
residential districts.

02. HOUSING

OBJECTIVE 2.1

REQUIRE DEVELOPMENT OF MIXED-
USE RESIDENTIAL INFILL ON THE 
FORMER FREEWAY PARCELS.

POLICY 2.1.1

Develop the Central Freeway parcels with 
mixed-use, mixed- income (especially low 
income) housing.

OBJECTIVE 2.2

ENCOURAGE CONSTRUCTION OF 
RESIDENTIAL INFILL THROUGHOUT 
THE PLAN AREA.

POLICY 2.2.1

Eliminate housing density maximums 
close to transit and services.

POLICY 2.2.2

Ensure a mix of unit sizes is built in new 
development and is maintained in existing 
housing stock.

POLICY 2.2.3

Eliminate residential parking requirements 
and introduce a maximum parking cap.
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POLICY 2.2.4

Encourage new housing above ground-
floor commercial uses in new development 
and in expansion of existing commercial 
buildings.

POLICY 2.2.5

Encourage additional units in existing 
buildings.

POLICY 2.2.6

Where possible, simplify zoning and 
planning controls to expedite the 
production of housing.

POLICY 2.2.7

Without rendering new projects infeasible, 
increase affordable housing or other 
requirements on market rate residential 
and commercial development projects to 
provide additional affordable housing.

OBJECTIVE 2.3

PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING 
SOUND HOUSING STOCK.

POLICY 2.3.1

Prohibit residential demolitions unless 
they would result in sufficient replacement 
of existing housing units. Even when 
replacement housing is provided, 
demolitions should further be restricted 
to ensure affordable housing and historic 
resources are maint

POLICY 2.3.2

Discourage dwelling-unit mergers.

OBJECTIVE 2.4

PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSING 
OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO 
HOUSEHOLDS AT VARYING INCOME 
LEVELS.

POLICY 2.4.1

Disaggregate the cost of parking from the 
cost of housing.

POLICY 2.4.2

Encourage lending institutions to expand 
the existing “location efficient mortgage 
(LEM) program” and allow residents to 
leverage the plan area’s advantages as a 
walkable, transit-accessible neighborhood.

POLICY 2.4.3

Encourage innovative programs to 
increase housing rental and ownership 
opportunities and housing affordability.

POLICY 2.4.4

Housing stock is monitored for changes in 
character.

03. BUILDING WITH A SENSE OF 
PLACE

OBJECTIVE 3.1

ENCOURAGE NEW BUILDINGS THAT 
CONTRIBUTE TO THE BEAUTY OF 
THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT AND THE 
QUALITY OF STREETS AS PUBLIC 
SPACE.

POLICY 3.1.1

Ensure that new development adheres to 
principles of good urban design.

OBJECTIVE 3.2

PROMOTE THE PRESERVATION OF 
NOTABLE HISTORIC LANDMARKS, 
INDIVIDUAL HISTORIC BUILDINGS, 
AND FEATURES THAT HELP TO PRO-
VIDE CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST.

POLICY 3.2.1

Prepare an historic survey for the Market 
and Octavia Plan Area in a timely manner.

POLICY 3.2.2

Until the survey is completed, a high 
degree of scrutiny should be applied to 
any project proposals in the plan area.

POLICY 3.2.3

Particularly sensitive areas identified in this 
plan should be treated as potential historic 
districts while the comprehensive survey is 
underway.

POLICY 3.2.4

Once an historic survey of the 
neighborhood is complete, review the 
policies of this plan and revise and refine 
them as necessary.

POLICY 3.2.5

Preserve landmark and other buildings of 
historic value as invaluable neighborhood 
assets.

POLICY 3.2.6

Encourage rehabilitation and adaptive 
reuse of historic buildings and resources.

POLICY 3.2.7

The addition of garages to historic 
buildings should be strongly discouraged.

POLICY 3.2.8

Protect and preserve groupings of 
cultural resources that have integrity, 
convey a period of significance, and are 
given recognition as groupings through 
the creation of historic or conservation 
districts.

POLICY 3.2.9

Preserve resources in identified historic 
districts.

POLICY 3.2.10

Support future preservation efforts, 
including the designation of historic 
landmarks and districts, should they exist, 
throughout the plan area.

POLICY 3.2.11

Ensure that changes in the built 
environment respect the historic character 
and cultural heritage of the area, and that 
resource sustainability is supported.

POLICY 3.2.12

Encourage new building design that 
respects the character of nearby older 
development.
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POLICY 3.2.13

Promote preservation incentives that 
encourage reusing older buildings.

POLICY 3.2.14

Apply the “Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties” for all projects that affect 
individually designated buildings at the 
local, state, or national level.

POLICY 3.2.15

Apply the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties for infill construction in Historic 
Districts and Conservation Districts 
(designated at the local, state, or national 
level) to assure compatibility with the 
character

POLICY 3.2.16

Preserve the cultural and socio-economic 
diversity of the plan area through 
preservation of historic resources.

POLICY 3.2.17

To maintain the City’s supply of affordable 
housing, historic rehabilitation projects 
may need to accommodate other 
considerations in determining the level of 
restoration.

04. STREETS AND OPEN SPACES

OBJECTIVE 4.1

PROVIDE SAFE AND COMFORTABLE 
PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY FOR PE-
DESTRIAN USE AND IMPROVE THE 
PUBLIC LIFE OF THE NEIGHBOR-
HOOD.

POLICY 4.1.1

Widen sidewalks and shorten pedestrian 
crossings with corner plazas and boldly 
marked crosswalks where possible 
without affecting traffic lanes. Where such 
improvements may reduce lanes, the 
improvements should first be studied.

POLICY 4.1.2

Enhance the pedestrian environment by 
planting trees along sidewalks, closely 
planted between pedestrians and vehicles.

POLICY 4.1.3 

Establish and maintain a seamless 
pedestrian right-of-way throughout the 
plan area.

POLICY 4.1.4

Encourage the inclusion of public art 
projects and programs in the design of 
streets and public spaces.

POLICY 4.1.5

Prohibit the vacation of public rights-
of-way, especially alleys; where new 
development creates the opportunity, 
extend the area’s alley network.

POLICY 4.1.6

Pursue the extension of alleys where it 
would enhance the existing network.

POLICY 4.1.7 

Introduce traffic-calming measures on 
residential alleys and consider making 
improvements to alleys with a residential 
character to create shared, multipurpose 
public space for the use of residents.

POLICY 4.1.8 

Consider making improvements to non-
residential alleys that foster the creation of 
a dynamic, mixed-use place.

OBJECTIVE 4.2

ACCOMMODATE REGIONAL 
THROUGH TRAFFIC ON SURFACE 
STREETS THAT ALSO SERVE LO-
CAL NEEDS, THEREBY REPAIRING 
AREAS DISRUPTED BY LARGE 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS OF 
THE PAST.

POLICY 4.2.1

Create new public open spaces around 
the freeway touchdown, including a 
plaza on Market Street and a plaza in the 
McCoppin Street right-of-way, west of 
Valencia Street.

POLICY 4.2.2

Improve the pedestrian character of Hayes 
Street, between Franklin and Laguna 
Streets, by creating an unobstructed, 
linear pedestrian thoroughfare linking 
commercial activities along Hayes Street 
to the new Octavia Boulevard.

POLICY 4.2.3

Re-introduce a public right-of-way along 
the former line of Octavia Street, between 
Fulton Street and Golden Gate Avenue for 
use by pedestrians and bicycles.

POLICY 4.2.4

Study further dismantling of the Central 
Freeway, similar to removal of the freeway 
ramps between Market and Hayes Streets.

OBJECTIVE 4.3

REINFORCE THE SIGNIFICANCE 
OF THE MARKET STREET 
STREETSCAPE AND CELEBRATE ITS 
PROMINENCE AS SAN FRANCIS-
CO’S SYMBOLIC “MAIN STREET.”

POLICY 4.3.1

Recognize the importance of the 
entire Market Street corridor in any 
improvements to Market Street proposed 
for the plan area.

POLICY 4.3.2

Improve the visual appearance and 
integrity of Market Street within the 
plan area through more consistent tree 
planting, better tree maintenance, de-
cluttering sidewalks, and installing new 
pedestrian amenities.

POLICY 4.3.3

Mark the intersections of Market Street 
with Van Ness Avenue, Octavia Boulevard, 
and Dolores Street with streetscape 
elements that celebrate their particular 
significance.

POLICY 4.3.4

Enhance the transit hub at Market and 
Church Street.
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POLICY 4.3.5

Reclaim excess right-of-way around the 
Muni portal on Duboce Avenue, west 
of Market Street, to create a focal point 
museum that celebrates the reconstruction 
of historic streetcars.

POLICY 4.3.6

Improve BART and Muni entrances and 
exits to give them a sense of identity and 
make them less intrusive on sidewalk 
space.

05. BALANCING 
TRANSPORTATION CHOICES

OBJECTIVE 5.1
IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT TO 
MAKE IT MORE RELIABLE, ATTRAC-
TIVE, CONVENIENT, AND RESPON-
SIVE TO INCREASING DEMAND.

POLICY 5.1.1

Implement transit improvements on streets 
designated as “Transit Preferential Streets” 
in this plan.

POLICY 5.1.2

Restrict curb cuts on transit-preferential 
streets.

POLICY 5.1.3

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

POLICY 5.1.4

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

POLICY 5.1.5

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

OBJECTIVE 5.2

DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT PARK-
ING POLICIES FOR AREAS WELL 
SERVED BY PUBLIC TRANSIT THAT 
ENCOURAGE TRAVEL BY PUBLIC 
TRANSIT AND ALTERNATIVE TRANS-
PORTATION MODES AND REDUCE 
TRAFFIC CONGESTION.

POLICY 5.2.1

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

POLICY 5.2.2

Encourage the efficient use of space 
designated for parking.

POLICY 5.2.3

Minimize the negative impacts of parking 
on neighborhood quality.

POLICY 5.2.4

Support the choice to live without a car.

POLICY 5.2.5 

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

POLICY 5.2.6

Make parking cost transparent to users.

POLICY 5.2.7

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

POLICY 5.2.8

Strongly discourage construction of new 
public parking facilities.

OBJECTIVE 5.3

ELIMINATE OR REDUCE THE NEGA-
TIVE IMPACT OF PARKING ON THE 
PHYSICAL CHARACTER AND QUAL-
ITY OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD.

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.

OBJECTIVE 5.4

MANAGE EXISTING PARKING 
RESOURCES TO MAXIMIZE SERVICE 
AND ACCESSIBILITY TO ALL.

POLICY 5.4.1

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

POLICY 5.4.2

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

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.

POLICY 5.4.4

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

POLICY 5.4.5

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

POLICY 5.4.6

Require permitting for surface parking as a 
temporary use.

Policy 5.4.7

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

POLICY 5.4.8

Monitor parking supply in Time Series 
Monitoring reports.
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OBJECTIVE 5.5

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

POLICY 5.5.1

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

POLICY 5.5.2

Provide secure and convenient bicycle 
parking throughout the area.

POLICY 5.5.3

Support and expand opportunities for 
bicycle commuting throughout the city and 
the region.

OBJECTIVE 5.6

IMPROVE VEHICULAR CIRCULATION 
THROUGH THE AREA.

POLICY 5.6.1

Re-evaluate the larger street network in 
Hayes Valley.

06. INFILL DEVELOPMENT ON 
KEY SITES

OBJECTIVE 6.1

ENSURE THAT NEW DEVELOPMENT 
IS INNOVATIVE AND YET CAREFULLY 
INTEGRATED INTO THE FABRIC OF 
THE AREA.

OBJECTIVE 6.2 

ENCOURAGE NEW DEVELOPMENT 
ON THE CENTRAL FREEWAY 
PARCELS AND THE MARKET 
STREET SAFEWAY SITE TO HEAL 
THE PHYSICAL FABRIC OF THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD AND IMPROVE 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER.

POLICY 6.2.1 

Provide guidelines for new development 
that respond to the opportunities 
presented by the Central Freeway parcels.

POLICY 6.2.2

Encourage the redesign of the Church and 
Market 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.

POLICY 6.2.3

Any future reuse of the UC Berkeley 
Laguna Campus 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.

07. A NEW NEIGHBORHOOD IN 
SOMA WEST

OBJECTIVE 7.1

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

POLICY 7.1.1

Maintain a strong preference for housing 
as a desired use.

POLICY 7.1.2

Encourage residential towers on selected 
sites.

OBJECTIVE 7.2

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

POLICY 7.2.1

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

POLICY 7.2.2

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

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.

POLICY 7.2.4

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

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 
opportunities.

POLICY 7.2.6

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

POLICY 7.2.7

Embark on a study to reconfigure major 
intersections to make them safer for 
vehicles and pedestrians alike, to facilitate 
traffic movement, and to take advantage of 
opportunities to create public spaces.
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II. INTRODUCTION

Th e Market and Octavia Area Plan (Th e Plan) grew out of 
the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan (Neighbor-
hood Plan) that in turn was the fi rst plan to emerge from 
the Better Neighborhoods Program. Th is Area Plan is a 
summary of the topics covered in the neighborhood plan 
Th e neighborhood plan was also adopted by the Planning 
Commission and should be referred to for further details 
and illustrations.

As one of three neighborhoods in the Better Neighborhoods 
Program, the Market and Octavia neighborhood off ers a 
distinct set of opportunities for change sensitive to existing 
patterns, given its unique place in the city and the region. 
At the center of the city, it sits at a remarkable confl uence 
of city and regional transportation. It is accessible from the 
entire Bay Area by BART and the regional freeway system. 
More than a dozen transit lines cross the Market and Oc-
tavia neighborhood, including all of the city’s core streetcar 
lines, which enter the downtown here. It is just west of 
the Civic Center, where City Hall and state and federal 
offi  ce buildings, Herbst Th eatre, and other governmental 
and cultural institutions attract a wide range of people both 
day and night.

Th e Market and Octavia neighborhood sits at the junction 
of three of the city’s grid systems. Th e north of Market, 
south of Market, and Mission grids meet at Market Street, 
creating a distinct pattern of irregular blocks and inter-
sections, and bringing traffi  c from these grids to Market 
Street. Th e surrounding topography of the Western Addi-
tion, Nob Hill, Cathedral Hill, and Twin Peaks fl attens out 
in this area, creating a geography that makes the Market 
and Octavia neighborhood a natural point of entry to the 
downtown from the rest of the city. As a result of its central 
location, it has long been both a crossroads—a place that 
people pass through—as well as a distinctive part of the 
city in its own right.

Th e Market and Octavia neighborhood is a truly urban 
place, with a diversity of character and quality in its various 
parts. Local residents will tell you that the area is an “in-be-
tween ” place—a place that supports a variety of lifestyles, 
ages, and incomes. Its varied but close-knit pattern of 
streets and alleys, along with relatively gentle topography, 
make it very walkable and bikeable. It has excellent access 
to city and regional public transit and off ers a good variety 
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of commercial streets that provide access to daily needs. It 
has a rich pattern of land uses that integrates a diversity 
of housing types, commercial activities, institutions, and 
open spaces within a close-knit physical fabric.

Th e Market and Octavia neighborhood’s strengths as an 
urban place, an exciting “in-between” place, are fragile. 
Its role as a crossroads poses enormous challenges. Over 
the past 100 years, the imposition of large infrastructure 
and redevelopment projects have deeply scarred the area’s 
physical fabric. Whole city blocks were assembled for 
large redevelopment projects in the 1960’s and 1970’s. 
Large fl ows of automobile traffi  c are channeled through to 
the Central Freeway via major arteries such as Fell/Oak, 
Gough/Franklin, and Van Ness Avenue.

Street management practices meant to expedite these traffi  c 
fl ows have degraded the quality of its public spaces and 
confl icts between cars and pedestrians have made streets 
hostile to public life. Because large fl ows of automobile 
traffi  c and core transit lines converge here, there are com-
peting needs for a limited amount of street space. Transit 
vehicles are often stuck in traffi  c, impacting transit service 
and reliability citywide and adding to traffi  c congestion. 
Parking requirements have led to buildings in recent years 
with long, dead, and undiff erentiated facades that diminish 
the quality of the streets.

At the same time, there are tremendous opportunities 
for positive change in the Market and Octavia neighbor-
hood—opportunities to build on its strengths as an urban 
place and to create a better future.

Th e Market and Octavia neighborhood is undergoing 
dramatic renewal since the Central Freeway was removed 
north of Market Street. With the passage of Proposition E 
in 1998, construction of a graceful and functional surface 
boulevard has replaced the structure and has freed-up over 
7 acres of land for infi ll development that will help repair 
the divisions created by the Central Freeway. As part of this 
eff ort, there is an opportunity to rationalize regional traffi  c 
fl ows and minimize their negative eff ects on the quality of 
life of the area, as well as to plan for the reuse of several 
other large sites.

Th e Market and Octavia neighborhood can grow supported 
by its access to public transit. In addition to repairing its 
physical fabric, new development can take advantage of the 
area’s rich transit access to provide new housing and public 
amenities, and reduce new traffi  c and parking problems as-
sociated with too many cars in the area. Because the Market 
and Octavia neighborhood’s location supports a lifestyle 
that doesn’t have to rely on automobiles, space devoted to 
moving and storing them can be dramatically reduced—al-
lowing more housing and services to be provided more 
effi  ciently and aff ordably. Market and Octavia can capture 
the benefi ts of new development while minimizing the 
negative eff ects of more automobiles.

If planned well, new development will strengthen and 
enhance the Market and Octavia neighborhood. With the 
removal of the Central Freeway and construction of the 
new Octavia Boulevard, there is a strong desire here to 
repair damage done in past decades and realize its full po-
tential as a vibrant urban place. Th ere is potential for new 
mixed-use development, including a signifi cant amount 
of new housing. With the added vitality that new housing 
and other uses will bring, the area’s established character as 
an urban place can be strengthened and enhanced.

Th e Market and Octavia neighborhood is at a critical junc-
ture. Over the last 40 years, an imbalance in how we plan 
for the interrelated needs of housing, transportation, and 
land use has undermined our ability to provide housing 
and services effi  ciently, to provide streets that are the set-
ting for public life, and to build on transit, bicycling, and 
walking as safe and convenient means of getting around 
our city. Nowhere is this imbalance clearer than here, where 
an elevated freeway, land assembly projects, and other well-
meaning interventions have degraded the overall quality of 
the place.

As we look forward, there is much that can be done. Th e 
Plan aims, above all, to restore San Francisco’s long-standing 
practice of building good urban places—providing housing 
that responds to human needs, off ering people choice in 
how they get around, and building “whole” neighborhoods 
that provide a full range of services and amenities close to 
where people live and work. To succeed, Th e Plan need 
only learn from the established urban structure that has 
enabled the Market and Octavia neighborhood, like other 
urban places, to work so well for people over time.
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The Market and Octavia neighborhood is at a critical 
juncture. Over the last 40 years, an imbalance in 
how we plan for the interrelated needs of housing, 
transportation, and land use has undermined our 
ability to provide housing and services efficiently, to 
provide streets that are the setting for public life, and 
to build on transit, bicycling, and walking as safe 
and convenient means of getting around our city. 
Nowhere is this imbalance clearer than here, where 
an elevated freeway, land assembly projects, and 
other well-meaning interventions have degraded the 
overall quality of the place.

As we look forward, there is much that can be done. 
The Plan aims, above all, to restore San Francisco’s 
long-standing practice of building good urban 
places—providing housing that responds to human 
needs, offering people choice in how they get 
around, and building “whole” neighborhoods that 
provide a full range of services and amenities close 
to where people live and work. To succeed, The Plan 
need only learn from the established urban structure 
that has enabled the Market and Octavia neighbor-
hood, like other urban places, to work so well for 
people over time.

The Plan Framework Figures 1 and 2

If the Market and Octavia neighborhood’s tradition 
of public activism on these issues is any indication, 
this Area Plan will succeed by building on these 
strengths: enriching its critical mass of people and 
activities, enhancing the area’s close-knit physical 
pattern, and investing in a transportation program 
that restores balance between travel modes. The 
Plan addresses these issues holistically, as success 
with any one aspect depends on addressing the 
overall dynamic between them. To diminish any one 
aspect of The Plan is to diminish the opportunity 
presented by the whole.

If the Market and Octavia neighborhood’s tradition of 
public activism on these issues is any indication, this Area 
Plan will succeed by building on these strengths: enriching 
its critical mass of people and activities, enhancing the area’s 
close-knit physical pattern, and investing in a transporta-
tion program that restores balance between travel modes. 
Th e Plan addresses these issues holistically, as success with 
any one aspect depends on addressing the overall dynamic 
between them. To diminish any one aspect of Th e Plan is to 
diminish the opportunity presented by the whole.

Figure 1.
Plan Framework: Concept
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Improve pedestrian safety on major traffic streets

Enhance the existing cluster of  cultural and institutional 
uses in the Civic Center area

Improve the quality, vitality and accessibility of  the area's 
neighborhood commercial streets

Support new mixed use residential development on the 
former freeway parcels

Create a network of  civic streets and open spaces, with new 
parks, street improvements and extensive tree planting

Support residential infill within the fine-grained physical 
pattern of  existing residential neighborhoods

Encourage high density housing and supporting 
uses close to the transit services on Van Ness and 
Market Streets

Create a new mixed-use residential neighborhood in 
the SoMa West area

Encourage more housing and intensified 
commercial activities along the area's core transit 
streets

Strengthen the role of  Market Street as the city's 
cultural heart and most important transit street 

Improve the intersection of  Church and Market 
Streets as a major transit hub
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Figure 2.
Plan Framework: Map
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Concentrate new uses where access to transit and 
services best enables people to be less reliant on 
automobiles. New development will be most suc-
cessful where it minimizes the negative eff ects of 
additional automobiles, by building on the area’s 
superior accessibility on foot and by transit. To this 
end, the most intense new development should 
be linked directly to existing and proposed transit 
services, and concentrated where the area’s mix of 
uses supports a lifestyle less dependent on cars.

Signifi cant change is envisioned for the “SoMa West” area, 
which lies between Market Street, South Van Ness Avenue, 
Mission Street and the Central Freeway. For more than 
three decades the city’s General Plan has proposed that 
this area become a mixed-use residential neighborhood 
adjacent to the downtown. Th is element of the plan carries 
this policy forward by encouraging relatively high-density 
mixed-use residential development in the SoMa West area. 
Element 7, “A New Neighborhood in SoMa West,” pro-
poses an bold program of capital improvement to create a 
public realm of streets and open spaces appropriate for the 
evolution of the public life of the area, and to serve as the 
catalyst for the development of a new mixed-use residential 
neighborhood.

•Strengthening the Market and Octavia area requires a 
comprehensive approach to planning for all aspects of what 
makes the place work well for people. Housing alone does 
not make a place, although new housing, and the people 
it brings, will add life to the area. Providing adequate and 
appropriate space for a range of land uses that contribute 
to the function, convenience, and vitality of the place are 
encouraged as part of an integrated land use and urban 
design vision for the area.

Land Use

To reinforce and improve on the existing land use pattern, 
this plan establishes the following principles:

Require infi ll development to enhance the area’s es-
tablished land use pattern and character. While the 
area’s physical fabric is well established, there are 
‘holes,’ both large and small, where infi ll develop-
ment can dramatically repair the fabric and provide 
new housing opportunities and neighborhood ser-
vices. Th is kind of development should be actively 
encouraged and integrated into the prevailing pat-
tern of uses, taking cues from existing development 
in the area.

•

01
LAND USE AND URBAN FORM
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Urban Form

Th e urban form and height proposals in this plan are based 
on the existing built form of the area and its surroundings, 
as follows:

Market and Octavia’s urban form should accentu-
ate the city’s natural topography and emphasizes 
transit and important activity centers. Th e urban 
form of the Market and Octavia neighborhood is 
marked by the transition from small-scaled residen-
tial areas to the west, with the defi ning topography 
of Cathedral and Mint Hills, to the dramatic built 
form of the downtown that steps up around Civic 
Center, east of Franklin Street. New development 
should not change this form dramatically. Rather, 
it should reinforce it by concentrating height and 
bulk where core transit services converge and ac-
centuating the natural landscape with individual 
buildings sidestepping up hills.

Buildings with a fi ne-grained character enhance the 
established physical fabric of the place and the value 
of streets as public spaces. Th e established pattern of 
development in the Market and Octavia neighbor-
hood is one of individual buildings on small lots. 
Th ere is much to be learned from this pattern; 
generally speaking, it shows us that when it comes 
to creating human-scaled places, smaller is better. 
Many individual shops with narrow frontages are 
preferably to one large storefront. Th e rhythm of 
individual stoops and bay windows creates visual 
interest along the street, as opposed to blank walls. 
New buildings should respond to this established 
pattern, especially where they interact with the 
public space of the street.

OBJECTIVE 1.1

CREATE A LAND USE PLAN THAT 
EMBRACES THE MARKET AND OCTAVIA 
NEIGHBORHOOD’S POTENTIAL AS A MIXED-
USE URBAN NEIGHBORHOOD.

Th e new land use and special use districts, along with revi-
sions to several existing districts, implement this concept. 
Th ese land use districts provide a fl exible framework that 
encourages new housing and neighborhood services that 
build on and enhance the area’s urban character. Several 
planning controls are introduced, including carefully pre-

•

•

scribed building envelopes and the elimination of housing 
density limits, as well as the replacement of parking re-
quirements with parking maximums, based on accessibility 
to transit.

Th e Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential 
Special Use District (VNMDR-SUD) will encourage 
the development of a transit-oriented, high-density, 
mixed-use neighborhood around the intersection 
of Van Ness Avenue and Market Street, adjacent 
to downtown. Th is district will still have the area’s 
most intensive commercial uses, including offi  ces, 
but balances those with a new residential presence. 
Residential towers will be permitted along the 
Market / Mission Street corridor, provided they 
meet urban design standards. Residential towers, if 
built, would be clustered around the intersection of 
Market Street and Van Ness Avenue, with heights 
ranging from 160 – 400 feet.

A Transit-Oriented Neighborhood Commercial District 
(NCT) will encourage transit-oriented, mixed-use 
development of a moderate scale to a height of 
85 feet concentrated near transit services in SoMa 
West, areas immediately adjacent to the downtown 
and along the Market Street corridor. Retail use 
is actively encouraged on the ground fl oor with 
housing above to enliven commercial streets. Along 
Market Street and in SoMa West, a limited amount 
of offi  ce will be permitted. Complimenting a rich 
mix of retail and services with a dense residential 
populations in these districts, walking and transit 
will be the primary means of transportation and 
car-free housing will be common and encouraged. 

In named NCT and NC-1 (T) districts, revised 
parking requirements and housing density controls 
will encourage housing above ground-fl oor retail 
uses. Th ese districts otherwise remain unchanged. 
Th ey include current Neighborhood Commercial 
Districts (Hayes-Gough, portions of the Upper 
Market, Valencia) and several parcels currently 
zoned NC-1.

A Transit-Oriented Residential District (RTO) 
will encourage moderate-density, multi-family, 
residential infi ll, in scale with existing development. 
Th e high availability of transit service, proximity 
of retail and services within walking distance, and 
limitation on permitted parking will encourage 
construction of housing without accessory parking. 
Small-scale retail activities serving the immediate 
area will be permitted at intersections.

•

•

•

•
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Van Ness & Market Downtown 
Transit Residential 

Neighborhood Commercial 
Transit (NCT 3) 

Named NCT Districts (Hayes 
Gough, Upper Market) 

Residential Transit Oriented 
(RTO) 

Purpose 

Encourage transit-oriented high-
density mixed-use adjacent to 
the downtown core. Mixed retail, 
office and housing in a 85 or 120 
foot building base, with some 
residential towers allowed above 
the base at heights from 160 to 
400 feet. Base zoning is C-3-G. 
Controls of C 3-G apply except 
where noted below. 

Encourage mixed-use devel-
opment of moderate scale 
concentrated near intensive 
transit services. Mixed retail, 
limited office and housing 
in buildings up to 50 85 feet. 
Controls generally same as 
for NC-3 except where noted 
below. 

Encourage mixed-use develop-
ment in keeping with the estab-
lished character of the area’s 
Neighborhood Commercial 
districts. Only key controls are 
revised for housing and parking 
flexibility. 

No change to existing controls 
except where noted below. 

Encourage residential infill 
in keeping with the scale of 
existing, moderately scaled 
residential areas. Limited 
small retail permitted only on 
corner lots. Controls generally 
same as for existing RH-3, 
RM-1, and RM-2 districts with 
density and parking flexibility. 

Lot Size Limit 

No Change from C-3 . 

N/ A 

No Change from NC-3.

(C above 10,000 sf ) 

No Change from Hayes-Gough 
and Upper Market 

(C above 10,000 sf) 

Merge limit 5,000 sf; C 
above. C for development on 
existing lots> 10,000 sf 

Non-residential 
Use Size 

No Change from C-3 . 

N/ A 

No Change from NC-3.

(C above 6,000 sf) 

No Change from Hayes-Gough 
and Upper Market 

(C above 3,000 sf) 

P up to max 1,200 sf on 
corner lots only; C otherwise 
for institutional uses. 

Retail 
Commercial 

Uses 

P up to 4th floor; (except publicly 
owned or leased buildings). 

No Change from NC-3.

(P all floors) 

No Change from Hayes-Gough 
and Upper Market 

(P 1 st and 2 nd floors) 

Limited type; P up to 1,200 sf 
on ground floor of corner lots 
only; NP above or elsewhere. 

Non-Retail 
Office Uses 

P up to 4th floor; (except publicly 
owned or leased buildings). 

No Change from NC-3.

(some P 1 st and 2 nd floors) 

No Change from Hayes-Gough 
and Upper Market 

(some with C) 

Not Permitted 

Residential 
Uses 

P; Generally only use allowed 
above 4 th floor. Required at 2:1 
ratio with non-residential. 

No Change from NC-3.

(P on all floors) 

No Change from Hayes-Gough 
and Upper Market 

(P on all floors) 

P; Generally only use 
permitted. 

Cultural/Arts/ 
Religious/

Institutional 
Uses 

P up to 4th floor; (except publicly 
owned or leased buildings). 

No Change from NC-3.

(P on all floors) 

No Change from Hayes-Gough 
and Upper Market 

(P on 1 st floor, C above) 

C 

Non-Residential 
Parking 

No minimum required. Up to 
7.5% of floor area for parking 
(approx 1 space per 4,500 
gross sf). 

No minimum required. 
Generally, Sec. 151 minimum 
requirements become 
maximum caps, up to 1 
space per 500 sf of occupied 
floor area. 

No minimum required. Generally, 
Section 151 minimum require-
ments become maximum caps, 
up to 1 space per 500 sf of 
occupied floor area. 

Not Permitted for small corner 
stores; some associated with 
conditional institutional uses 
possible. 

Grocery stores 
>20,000 sf 

No Change from C-3 . May seek conditional use 
to raise maximum cap by 1 
space per 250 sf occupied 
floor area for portion of use 
above 20,000 sf. 

May seek conditional use to 
raise maximum cap by 1 space 
per 250 sf occupied floor area 
for portion of use above 20,000 
sf. 

N/A 

Residential Off-
street Parking 

No minimum req; P up to 0.25 
spaces per unit; C up to max 
0.75 spaces per unit and 1 
space for 2 bedroom unit max. 
Same as C-3. 

No minimum req.; P up to 
0.5 spaces per unit; C up 
to max 0.75 spaces per unit 
and 1 space for 2 bedroom 
unit max 

No minimum req; P up to 0.5 
spaces per unit; C up to max 
0.75 spaces : 1 space) per unit 
and 1 space for 2 bedroom 
unit max 

No minimum req; P up to 
0.75 spaces per unit; condi-
tional use could permit up to 
1 space per unit max. 

Residential 
Density 

No density limit based on lot 
size; 2:1 minimum residential to 
non-residential use ratio 

(except publicly owned or 
leased buildings) 

No density limit based on 
lot size; required 40% 2 
bedroom units, encourage 
10% 3 BR. C for unit size 
exceptions. 

No density limit based on lot 
size; required 40% 2 bedroom 
units, encourage 10% 3 BR. C 
for unit size exceptions. 

1 unit per 600 sf lot area; C 
for higher density. Affordable 
units not subject to cap.
Required 40% 2 bedroom 
units, encourage 10% 3BR. C 
for unit size exceptions. 

Rear Yard 
Requirement 

No Change from C-3. No Change from NC 3 
(Generally 25% at residential 
floors) 

Hayes Gough: no change. (25% 
at residential levels) Upper 
Market: Required at all levels. 
(25%) 

No change from existing R 
district controls. (Generally 
45% of lot depth averaged 
to within 25% consistent with 
neighbors at all levels) 

P = Permitted      NP = Not Permitted      C = Conditional Use

Figure 3.
Zoning District Table
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See Map 1. Land Use Districts and Figure 3. Zoning Dis-
trict Table

POLICY 1.1.1

Repair the damage caused by the Central Freeway 
by encouraging mixed-use infill on the former 
freeway lands.

With the removal of the Central Freeway and construction 
of Octavia Boulevard, approximately 7 acres of land has 
been made available for new development. Appropriate use 
and careful design of development on the former freeway 
lands will repair the urban fabric of Hayes Valley and 
adjacent areas. New development should conform with 
the neighborhood’s existing urban scale and character, and 
should maintain a strong connection to streets and public 
spaces. 

POLICY 1.1.2

Concentrate more intense uses and activities in 
those areas best served by transit and most acces-
sible on foot.

In keeping with the plan’s goal of prioritizing the safe and 
eff ective movement of people, the most intense uses and 
activities are focused where transit and walking are most 
convenient and attractive—along the Market Street / Mis-
sion Street corridor and at the intersection of Market Street 
and Van Ness Avenue. Concentrating transit-oriented uses 
in these locations will reduce automobile traffi  c on city 
streets and support the expansion of transit service in the 
area’s core urban center.

POLICY 1.1.3

Encourage housing and retail infill to support the 
vitality of the Hayes-Gough, Upper Market, and 
Valencia Neighborhood Commercial Districts.

Th ere are signifi cant opportunities for new mixed-use infi ll 
along neighborhood commercial streets in the plan area. In 
conjunction with proposals to encourage fl exible housing 
types and to reduce parking requirements, new develop-
ment along commercial streets should create new retail uses 
and services oriented to the street, with as much housing 
as possible on upper fl oors. New uses should maintain the 
overall pedestrian orientation of these streets.

POLICY 1.1.4

As SoMa West evolves into a high-density mixed-use 
neighborhood, encourage the concurrent develop-
ment of neighborhood-serving uses to support an 
increasing residential population.

Th ere is a demonstrated need for neighborhood-serving 
uses in the SoMa West area. As its residential population 
increases, adequate space for retail activities and other ser-
vices are encouraged as part of the overall mix of uses in the 
area. While some amount of offi  ce uses will be permitted, 
it will not be allowed to dominate the ground fl oor in areas 
where signifi cant new housing is proposed.

POLICY 1.1.5

Reinforce the importance of Market Street as the 
city’s cultural and ceremonial spine.

Market Street has historically been the city’s most important 
street. New uses along Market Street should respond to this 
role and reinforce its value as a civic space. Ground-fl oor 
activities should be public in nature, contributing to the life 
of the street. High-density residential uses are encouraged 
above the ground fl oor as a valuable means of activating the 
street and providing a 24-hour presence. A limited amount 
of offi  ce use is permitted in the Civic Center area as part of 
the overall mix of activities along Market Street.

POLICY 1.1.6

Preserve and enhance the role of cultural and 
educational institutions in the plan area.

Major cultural institutions such as City Hall, the Opera 
House, Herbst Th eatre, and the SFLGBT Community 
Center are vital assets adjacent to the neighborhood and 
will retain their role as major regional destinations.

POLICY 1.1.7

Encourage the creation of space dedicated to com-
munity services on Market Street within the Upper 
Market NCT.

In recent years, Upper Market Street has housed commer-
cial space to important community-serving organizations 
off ering aid for homeless, disadvantaged and/or those 
with special health needs. In part, this has been made pos-
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sible due to the relatively low commercial rents. With the 
removal of the Central Freeway north of Market Street, 
the neighborhood may become increasingly expensive 
for some community service providers. Th ese existing 
services should be fostered and new community-serving 
uses should be encouraged in larger, new development. 
Th ere is much the Planning Department can do, primarily 
through the permitting process where land use issues are 
reviewed, to support proposals for new facilities and resist 
changes that may damage existing ones. Th ese valuable 
community services should be kept within a convenient 
walking distance.

New development can signifi cantly contribute to the 
neighborhood by including community serving uses in 
their proposals. Modern service delivery models link ser-
vices to housing, and accordingly, many funding sources 
require on-site community service space. Proposals for a 
change of land use or other change would be encouraged 
to retain community services or facilities unless: (i) a suit-
able replacement service or facility is available within a 
convenient distance; or (ii) the use of the site/building for 
community service/facility purposes cannot be continued 
or be made viable in the longer term.

POLICY 1.1.8

Reinforce continuous retail activities on Market, 
Church, and Hayes Streets, as well as on Van Ness 
Avenue.

On the frontages indicated above, maximize neighbor-
hood-serving retail activities on the ground fl oor for new 
development and substantial alterations, providing retail 
uses for at least 75 percent of the frontage on the ground 
fl oor.

See Map 2 Frontages Where Retail is Required

POLICY 1.1.9

Allow small-scale neighborhood-serving retail and 
other community-serving uses at intersections in 
residential districts.

In the RTO district, allow retail uses up to 1,200 square 
feet. Limit the hours of operation for these uses to 7 AM 
to 10 PM.

POLICY 1.1.10

Recognize the importance of public land and pre-
serve it for future uses.

As a considerable amount of publicly zoned land will be 
converted from a freeway to housing, it will increase the 
demands on the remaining public lands in the plan area. 
Publicly zoned land is crucial to the functioning of a healthy 
city and neighborhood. Publicly zoned lands provide op-
portunities for crucial facilities such as schools, fi rehouses, 
libraries, recreation centers, open space, city institutions 
and public utilities. Over time, acquiring public land has 
only become more diffi  cult and more costly. When public 
land that is zoned “open space” becomes surplus to one 
specifi c public use, the General Plan states that it should be 
reexamined to determine what other uses would best serve 
public needs. Th e Open Space Element of the General 
Plan states that public land both designated as “surplus” 
and “open space” should fi rst be considered for open space. 
If not appropriate for open space, other public uses should 
be considered before the release of public parcels to private 
development.

OBJECTIVE 1.2

ENCOURAGE URBAN FORM THAT 
REINFORCES THE PLAN AREA’S UNIQUE 
PLACE IN THE CITY’S LARGER URBAN FORM 
AND STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC 
AND CHARACTER.

Th e plan’s urban form and height proposal is based on en-
hancing the existing variety of scale and character through-
out the plan area. Th e plan adjusts heights in various 
locations to achieve urban design goals and to maximize 
effi  cient building forms for housing, given building code, 
fi re, and other safety requirements. Th e heights ensure that 
new development contributes positively to the urban form 
of the neighborhood and allows fl exibility in the overall 
design and architecture of individual buildings.

Th e height map on the following page implements the fol-
lowing policies: 

POLICY 1.2.1

Relate the prevailing height of buildings to street 
widths throughout the plan area.
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It is the height and mass of individual buildings that 
defi ne the public space of streets. Building heights have 
historically been strongly related to the width of streets in 
the Market and Octavia neighborhood and elsewhere in 
the city. Where building heights are related to the width of 
the facing streets, they enclose the street and defi ne it as a 
comfortable, human-scaled space with ample light and air.

Th e permitted heights should strengthen the relationship 
between the height of buildings and the width of streets, as 
shown in Map 3 Height Districts

POLICY 1.2.2

Maximize housing opportunities and encourage 
high-quality commercial spaces on the ground floor.

Proposed heights in neighborhood commercial districts 
are adjusted to maximize housing potential within specifi c 
construction types. Where ground fl oor commercial is most 
desirable, existing 40- and 50-foot height districts are ad-
justed to permit an additional fi ve feet of height provided 
that it is used to create more generous ceiling heights on 
the ground fl oor.

It is also common in the Market and Octavia neighbor-
hood, as with the rest of San Francisco, to provide housing 
above ground fl oor commercial spaces along neighborhood 
commercial streets. Th is not only provides much-needed 
housing close to services and, in most cases, transit, but 
also provides a residential presence to these streets, increas-
ing their vitality and the sense of safety for all users

POLICY 1.2.3 

Limit heights along the alleys in order to provide 
ample sunlight and air in accordance with the plan 
principles that relate building heights to street 
widths.

In order to maximize light in alleys given their nar-
row scale, heights in alleys are generally limited to 
40 feet, however: 

Heights in alleys are lowered on the southern side 
of east/west residential alleys to preserve a 50 degree 
sun angle from the north sidewalk to the building 
corner in order to provide adequate sunlight to the 
public right-of-way. For a 35-foot wide alley, this 
gives a maximum streetwall height of 35-feet.

•

•

POLICY 1.2.4

Encourage buildings of the same height along each 
side of major streets.

Streets work well as public spaces when they are clearly 
defi ned by buildings of a similar height on both sides of 
the street.

POLICY 1.2.5

Mark the intersection of Van Ness Avenue and 
Market Street as a visual landmark.

Th e City’s height controls reinforce clusters of taller build-
ings on tops of some hills, in the downtown core, and 
along Market Street in the downtown. Heights increase at 
the Van Ness Avenue and Market Street intersection and 
taper down to surrounding low-rise areas.

POLICY 1.2.6

Mark the block of Market Street from Buchanan 
Street to Church Street as a gateway to the Castro.

Th e block of Market Street from Buchanan Street to 
Church Street marks the entrance to the Castro. At Bu-
chanan Street, heights and form respond to Mint Hill and 
preserve views to the Mint from Dolores Street. At Church 
Street, building forms should accent this point, with ar-
chitectural treatments that express the signifi cance of the 
intersection. Th e height map allows for buildings up to 
85-feet in height at the intersection of Church and Market 
Streets. Special architectural features should be used at the 
corners of new buildings to express the visual importance 
of this intersection.

POLICY 1.2.7

Encourage new mixed-use infill on Market Street 
with a scale and stature appropriate for the varying 
conditions along its length.

Market Street is a uniquely monumental street, with 
buildings along its length that have a distinctive scale and 
stature, especially east of its intersection with Van Ness 
Avenue. West of Van Ness Avenue, new buildings should 
have a height and scale that strengthens the street’s role 
as a monumental public space. A podium height limit of 
120-feet along Market Street is established east of Van Ness 
Avenue, consistent with its width. Buildings heights step 
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down to 85 – 65-feet along Market Street west of Van Ness 
Avenue, providing a transition to surrounding areas.

POLICY 1.2.8

Encourage the development of slender residential 
towers above the base height in the SoMa West 
area along South Van Ness Avenue between Market 
and Mission Streets, and along the Market Street 
corridor.

Where residential towers are permitted above the width of 
the street (“street wall height”), establish zoning controls 
to ensure that tower forms allow adequate light and air to 
reach dwelling units and minimize shadow to streets and 
open spaces. To avoid a bulky appearance on the skyline, a 
tower’s fl oor plate will be regulated; fl oor plate size will be 
limited in proportion to tower height.

POLICY 1.2.9

Discourage land assembly where there is a pattern 
of individual buildings on small lots.

A close-knit pattern of individual buildings on small lots 
is what has made the Market and Octavia neighborhood 
successful as an urban place over time and is one of its chief 
assets. Th e neighborhood is built on a traditional fabric of 
lots that are small, narrow and deep, which provides for an 
enriching block face, diversity of buildings, and stimulat-
ing pedestrian experience. Th e small scale of development 
should be retained.

POLICY 1.2.10

Preserve midblock open spaces in residential 
districts.

Residential districts in the plan area have a well-established 
pattern of interior-block open spaces that contribute to the 
livability of the neighborhood. Along some of the area’s 
primary streets, 65-feet and higher height districts directly 
abut smaller scale residential districts of 40-feet or lower 
height districts. Care must be taken to sculpt new develop-
ment so that light and air are preserved to midblock spaces. 
Upper Market NCT lots that abut residential midblock 
open spaces will be required to provide rear-yards at all 
levels.
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Th e fundamental principles are:

Provide ample and diverse housing opportunities to 
add to the vitality of the place. Maximize housing 
opportunities to serve a variety of people. Th e Plan 
does so by looking to the prevailing built form of the 
area and carefully prescribing controls for building 
envelopes to emulate that form. Controls that limit 
building area by restricting housing are eliminated 
in favor of well-defi ned height and bulk controls 
and urban design guidelines, encouraging building 
types more in keeping with the area’s established 
development pattern, and allowing greater fl exibil-
ity in the type and confi guration of new housing. 

Housing can be built more effi  ciently, aff ordably, 
and more consistent with neighborhood character 
if parking is not required. Because public transit, 
walking, and bicycling are convenient and attractive 
ways to get around in the Plan area, residents here 
often live with fewer cars, or without a car at all. 
Th e fact that they need to own, store, and maintain 
fewer cars not only enables residents to live more af-
fordably, but will also allow new housing to capital-
ize on the area’s accessibility by other transportation 
modes. Th is will ensure that new housing adds life 
to the area without adding new cars to its streets, be 
more aff ordable both to developers and residents, 
and minimize the negative impacts of parking 
facilities on neighborhood streets.

•

•

Housing is an essential human need. No single issue is of 
more importance than how we provide shelter for ourselves. 
Housing is in chronically short supply in San Francisco, 
particularly for those with low and moderate incomes. Th e 
Market and Octavia neighborhood presents a unique op-
portunity, because new housing can build upon and even 
enhance its vitality and sense of place. Th is plan encourages 
housing as a benefi cial form of infi ll development—new 
buildings at traditional scales and densities, refl ecting the 
fi ne-grained fabric of the place.

In many respects, this plan does not diverge from estab-
lished and continually evolving citywide policies and 
programs of housing aff ordability. It does not establish new 
inclusionary standards, new funding mechanisms, nor cre-
ate its own solutions to homelessness in the city. On these 
matters, which cannot be aff ected on an area-by-area basis, 
Th e Plan defers to larger citywide solutions.

Existing sound housing stock is a precious resource and 
should be preserved and supported. No demolitions, 
removals, nor wholesale clearings as in redevelopment 
projects of old are proposed. Dwelling unit mergers are 
strongly discouraged.

02 

HOUSING
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Th e traditional housing stock in the Market and Octavia 
neighborhood supports a variety of living arrangements—
individual homes, fl ats, apartments—some owned but 
mostly rented, including various forms of group housing 
and assisted living. While the living spaces in older build-
ings typically have a strong relationship to the street, 
expressed through stoops and bay windows, newer housing 
often has a weaker relationship to the street, largely because 
of the space consumed by blank walls and garage doors that 
parking presents to the neighborhood.

Creating housing for a diverse population includes hous-
ing people who are elderly or who have disabilities. Such 
people are confronted with multiple challenges in daily liv-
ing. All housing types, including new aff ordable housing, 
new infi ll housing, and enhancements to existing housing 
should be mindful of these challenges and ease the burden 
where possible. It remains pivotal that the housing stock be 
as diverse as the city’s population.

OBJECTIVE 2.1

REQUIRE DEVELOPMENT OF MIXED-USE 
RESIDENTIAL INFILL ON THE FORMER 
FREEWAY PARCELS.

Th e removal of the Central Freeway and construction of 
Octavia Boulevard has created 22 publicly owned parcels, 
on about 7 acres of land. In keeping with the city’s existing 
policy of using surplus publicly owned land to house San 
Francisco residents, approximately one-half of these parcels 
have been earmarked for aff ordable housing, including a 
substantial amount of senior housing. In keeping with the 
mixed-use character of the neighborhood, commercial uses 
are encouraged on the ground fl oor of new development 
on the freeway parcels; commercial uses are required on 
parcels fronting Hayes Street and portions of Octavia 
Boulevard.

POLICY 2.1.1

Develop the Central Freeway parcels with mixed-
use, mixed- income (especially low income) hous-
ing.

Th e increase in property values due to the public invest-
ments in Octavia Boulevard should be coupled with the 
development of aff ordable housing on the remaining free-

way parcels so that the Market & Octavia area remains a 
socially sustainable, mixed-income neighborhood. Aff ord-
able housing should ideally be distributed among a variety 
of diff erent housing types and levels of aff ordability, rather 
than concentrated in individual projects.

OBJECTIVE 2.2

ENCOURAGE CONSTRUCTION OF 
RESIDENTIAL INFILL THROUGHOUT THE 
PLAN AREA.

Th ere are numerous opportunities for small-scale infi ll 
housing to be constructed throughout the plan area. Every 
eff ort should be made to make it attractive and viable to 
build housing. New units can be added to existing residen-
tial uses, and new housing can be built on small lots—pro-
viding essential housing within the area’s established urban 
fabric. Th e plan encourages more housing to be built close 
to transit and services, provided that it meets the urban 
design and transportation objectives outlined elsewhere in 
this plan.

POLICY 2.2.1

Eliminate housing density maximums close to transit 
and services.

While appropriate in less developed areas, density maxi-
mums unnecessarily constrain the housing potential of 
infi ll development in relatively dense, established urban 
neighborhoods like the Market and Octavia area. Care-
fully-prescribed controls for building height, bulk, light 
and air, open space, and overall design can successfully 
control a building’s physical characteristics while allowing 
the maximum amount of housing opportunity within it. 
Flexibility and creativity leads to new potential consistent 
with the traditional fi ne-grained character of the area.

POLICY 2.2.2

Ensure a mix of unit sizes is built in new develop-
ment and is maintained in existing housing stock.

Greater unit density does not necessarily correlate to hous-
ing for more people. For new construction, the new poli-
cies are meant to allow fl exibility to accommodate a variety 
of housing and household types, such as student, extended 
family, or artist housing, as well as development on small 
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and irregular lots. For instance, the Octavia Boulevard par-
cels are narrow and irregular, and economically and archi-
tecturally reasonable projects will likely require more units 
and fl exibility than earlier zoning would allow. Th erefore, 
these controls balance the need for a fl exible process that 
allows innovative and dense designs on irregular parcels, 
while also providing suffi  cient control so that existing 
housing stock and family-sized units are preserved. One 
goal of Th e Plan is to ensure the market does not produce 
only projects with small units. A unit mix requirement will 
apply to any project larger than 4 units. Subdivisions will 
be permitted only when the resulting units retain some 
larger units.

POLICY 2.2.3

Eliminate residential parking requirements and 
introduce a maximum parking cap.

Minimum parking requirements are one of the most sig-
nifi cant barriers to the creation of new housing, especially 
aff ordable housing, and transit-oriented development in 
the plan area. Providing parking as currently required re-
duces the total number of units that can be accommodated 
on a given site and increases the cost of individual units to 
residents.

Th e amount of off -street automobile parking provided can 
be tailored to achieve larger community goals such as mo-
bility, convenience, and economic development. To meet 
the larger goals of this plan, the parking policies for the 
Market and Octavia area have been developed to support 
the plan’s highest priorities for good place making:

Maximize the provision of housing.

Maximize the aff ordability of that housing consis-
tent with creating a healthy, mixed income neigh-
borhood.

Minimize the disruptive eff ect of traffi  c, particularly 
peak-period commute traffi  c.

Build on the neighborhood’s accessibility by transit, 
bicycle, and on foot.

Support the creation and retention of small retailers 
and other commercial businesses, especially locally 
serving retail.

•

•

•

•

•

POLICY 2.2.4

Encourage new housing above ground-floor com-
mercial uses in new development and in expansion 
of existing commercial buildings.

Several stories of housing above ground-fl oor commer-
cial uses is typical on neighborhood commercial streets 
throughout San Francisco. Th is pattern links housing 
directly to the services on the street, provides a variety of 
housing types (typically more studio and one-bedroom 
units) and encourages a 24-hour presence of people living, 
shopping, and working on the street.

POLICY 2.2.5

Encourage additional units in existing buildings.

New housing can be provided incrementally without sig-
nifi cant changes to the physical form of the area by adding 
accessory units to existing buildings. Because these units are 
typically smaller and directly attached to existing units, they 
are an ideal way to provide housing for seniors, students, 
and people with low-income or special needs. Additions to 
existing buildings and conversions of ground fl oor spaces 
that create new housing units are allowed and encouraged. 
Encourage the addition of units to existing residential 
buildings throughout the area. Encourage the conversion 
of garage spaces to housing units and the restoration of 
on-street parking spaces. Where such a conversion would 
remove off -street parking, require the removal of the curb 
cut and the planting of at least one new street tree.

POLICY 2.2.6 

Where possible, simplify zoning and planning con-
trols to expedite the production of housing.

Planning code policies and project review procedures can 
sometimes create uncertainty and ultimately raise the costs 
of new housing. For projects that respond to the goals and 
meet the standards of this plan, the permitting process 
should be simple and easy to administer. With clear zoning 
controls and urban design guidelines in place, discretionary 
actions requiring a Planning Commission hearing will be 
avoided where possible. Consistency with the policy and 
intent of this plan should be the primary factor in delibera-
tions.
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POLICY 2.2.7

Without rendering new projects infeasible, increase 
affordable housing or other requirements on market 
rate residential and commercial development proj-
ects to provide additional affordable housing.

Increase aff ordable housing or other requirements on mar-
ket rate residential and commercial development projects 
to provide additional aff ordable housing, where the Mar-
ket and Octavia Plan’s zoning controls have signifi cantly 
increased a site’s permitted development potential, if ad-
ditional requirements would not jeopardize the fi nancial 
feasibility of a proposed market rate housing or commercial 
development.

OBJECTIVE 2.3

PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING SOUND 
HOUSING STOCK.

Th e Market and Octavia neighborhood has approximately 
10,500 housing units today, providing homes to more than 
23,000 people. In contrast to new housing, existing hous-
ing tends to be more aff ordable. Th e area’s existing housing 
stock should be preserved as much as possible.

POLICY 2.3.1

Prohibit residential demolitions unless they would 
result in sufficient replacement of existing housing 
units. Even when replacement housing is provided, 
demolitions should further be restricted to ensure 
affordable housing and historic resources are 
maintained.

Th e City’s General Plan discourages residential demoli-
tions, except where it would result in replacement housing 
equal to or exceeding that which is to be demolished. Th is 
policy will be applied in the Market & Octavia area in such 
a way that new housing would at least off set the loss of 
existing units, and the City’s aff ordable housing, and his-
toric resources would be protected. Th e plan maintains a 
strong prejudice against the demolition of sound housing, 
particularly aff ordable housing.

Even when replacement housing is provided, demolitions 
would be permitted only through conditional use in the 
event the project serves the public interest by giving con-
sideration to each of the following: (1) aff ordability, (2) 
soundness, (3) maintenance history, (4) historic resource 

assessment, (5) number of units, (6) superb architectural 
and urban design, (7) rental housing opportunities, (8) 
number of family-sized units, (9) supportive housing or 
serves a special or underserved population, and (10) a 
public interest or public use that cannot be met without 
the proposed demolition.

POLICY 2.3.2

Discourage dwelling-unit mergers.

Dwelling-unit mergers reduce the number of housing units 
available in an area. If widespread, over time, dwelling unit 
mergers can drastically reduce the available housing oppor-
tunities, especially for single- and low-income households. 
Th is plan maintains a strong prejudice against dwelling unit 
mergers with the goal of maintaining the neighborhood 
housing stock and an appropriately balanced distribution 
of unit sizes.

OBJECTIVE 2.4

PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSING 
OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO 
HOUSEHOLDS AT VARYING INCOME LEVELS.

In addition to preserving and increasing the supply of 
housing in the area, there is much that can be done to 
make housing more aff ordable and to reduce unnecessary 
costs associated with producing it. By building on the area’s 
existing strengths as an accessible, mixed-use neighbor-
hood, housing costs associated with car ownership can be 
reduced, making housing substantially more aff ordable.

POLICY 2.4.1

Disaggregate the cost of parking from the cost of 
housing.

In much of the housing built under current parking re-
quirements, the cost of parking is “bundled” into the cost 
of owning or renting a home, requiring households to pay 
for parking whether or not they need it. As part of an over-
all eff ort to increase housing aff ordability in the area, costs 
for parking should be separated from the cost of housing 
and, if provided, off ered optionally. To support this, en-
courage parking provided in new residential developments 
to be made publicly available for lease. Encourage private 
developers to partner with carsharing programs in locating 
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carshare parking in new buildings. Encourage shared use 
of private and public parking facilities to meet residential 
needs, including surplus parking available in the Opera 
Plaza and Civic Center Garages.

POLICY 2.4.2

Encourage lending institutions to expand the exist-
ing “location efficient mortgage (LEM) program” 
and allow residents to leverage the plan area’s 
advantages as a walkable, transit-accessible neigh-
borhood.

As part of the burgeoning LEM program, these savings 
can enable residents to qualify for a larger mortgage for a 
home. Develop programs to highlight Market and Octavia 
as a “location-effi  cient” neighborhood as part of the LEM 
program.

POLICY 2.4.3

Encourage innovative programs to increase housing 
rental and ownership opportunities and housing 
affordability.

Th e city should encourage the development of a commu-
nity land trust in the area, and support the exploration of 
other innovative approaches to reducing housing costs for 
homeowners and renters.

POLICY 2.4.4

Housing stock is monitored for changes in charac-
ter.

As part of the monitoring system, the housing stock shall 
be monitored for changes to unit size, type of unit mix, 
density and general housing character. Th e types of hous-
ing opportunities are closely linked to the people who 
will be able to live in that neighborhood. Over time, the 
neighborhood is sure to change in some respects. Regular 
monitoring reports to the public can help provide oppor-
tunity for residents to become aware of change and direct 
changes to the benefi t of the community at large. Th e 
monitoring report shall track new development, subdivi-
sions, demolitions and condo-conversions, especially for 
eff ects to aff ordable housing and historic buildings.
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Buildings defi ne the public realm in addition to provid-
ing space for a myriad of private activities. Th ey provide 
the setting for people to meet and interact informally and 
shape the neighborhood’s range of social experiences and 
off erings. Building height, setback, and spacing defi ne the 
streets, sidewalks, plazas, and open space that comprise the 
community’s public realm. Buildings shape views and aff ect 
the amount of sunlight that reaches the street. Th e uses of 
buildings and their relationships to one another aff ect the 
variety, activity, and liveliness of a place. Buildings with a 
mix of uses, human scale, and interesting design contribute 
to attractive and inviting neighborhoods, and are vital to 
the creation of lively and friendly streets and public spaces. 
In the best cases, the defi ning qualities of buildings along 
the street create a kind of “urban room” where the public 
life of the neighborhood can thrive.

OBJECTIVE 3.1

ENCOURAGE NEW BUILDINGS THAT 
CONTRIBUTE TO THE BEAUTY OF THE 
BUILT ENVIRONMENT AND THE QUALITY OF 
STREETS AS PUBLIC SPACE.

For all new buildings and major additions, ensure that 
fundamentals of good urban design are followed, while 

allowing for freedom of architectural expression. A variety 
of architectural styles (e.g. Victorian, Edwardian, Modern) 
can perform equally well. Proposed buildings should relate 
well to the street and to other buildings, regardless of style. 
In its architectural design and siting, new construction 
should refl ect and improve on the scale, character, and 
pedestrian friendliness of the street and the neighborhood. 
Design should be consistent with the accompanying de-
sign guidelines; the guidelines do not address architectural 
style. Th e intent is to encourage buildings with a human 
scale that contribute to the establishment of inviting and 
visually interesting public places, consistent with the area’s 
traditional pattern of development.

POLICY 3.1.1

Ensure that new development adheres to principles 
of good urban design.

New development will take place over time. Modest struc-
tures will fi ll in small gaps in the urban fabric, some owners 
will upgrade building facades, and large underutilized land 
areas, such as the former Central Freeway parcels, will see 
dramatic revitalization in the years ahead.

Th e following Fundamental Design Principles apply to all 
new development in the Market and Octavia area. Th ey are 
intended to supplement existing design guidelines, Fun-

03
BUILDING WITH A SENSE OF PLACE
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damental Principles in the General Plan and the Planning 
Department’s Residential Design Guidelines. Th ey address 
the following areas:

Building Massing and Articulation;

Tower Design Elements;

Ground Floor Treatment, further distinguished by 
street typology, including (a) Neighborhood Com-
mercial Streets, (b) Special Streets - Market Street, 
and (c) Alleys; and

Open Space.

OBJECTIVE 3.2

PROMOTE THE PRESERVATION OF NOTABLE 
HISTORIC LANDMARKS, INDIVIDUAL 
HISTORIC BUILDINGS, AND FEATURES THAT 
HELP TO PROVIDE CONTINUITY WITH THE 
PAST.

Th ere are currently a number of known historically 
signifi cant resources in the plan area. Locally designated 
landmarks are specifi ed in Article 10 of the Planning Code. 
Resources are also listed in the California Register of His-
torical Resources, the National Register of Historic Places, 
and in certifi ed historic resource surveys. Map 4 shows 
these known resources. 

POLICY 3.2.1

Preserve landmark and other buildings of historic 
value as invaluable neighborhood assets.

Important historic properties cannot be replaced if they are 
destroyed. Many resources within the Market & Octavia 
area are of architectural merit or provide important contex-
tual links to the history of the area. Where possible these 
resources should be preserved in place and not degraded 
in quality.

POLICY 3.2.2

Encourage rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of 
historic buildings and resources.

Whenever possible, historic resources should be conserved, 
rehabilitated or adaptively used. Over time, many build-
ings outlive the functions for which they were originally 

1.

2.

3.

4.

designed, and they become vacant or underused. Adaptive 
use proposals can result in new functions for historic build-
ings. Signifi cant, character-defi ning architectural features 
and elements should be retained and incorporated into the 
new use, where feasible.

POLICY 3.2.3

The addition of garages to historic buildings should 
be strongly discouraged.

Garage doors disrupt the original architecture and dimin-
ish the quality of the sidewalk and street. Where garages 
have been added to historically signifi cant buildings, seek 
to return the buildings to the original character. Policies 
throughout this plan regulate the installation of off -street 
parking. Th ose policies should be rigorously applied to 
historically signifi cant buildings.

POLICY 3.2.4

Protect and preserve groupings of cultural 
resources that have integrity, convey a period of 
significance, and are given recognition as groupings 
through the creation of historic or conservation 
districts.

Designated historic districts or conservation districts have 
signifi cant cultural, social, economic, or political history, as 
well as signifi cant architectural attributes, and were devel-
oped during a distinct period of time. When viewed as an 
ensemble, these features contribute greatly to the character 
of a neighborhood and to the overall quality, form, and 
pattern of San Francisco. Historic districts can provide a 
cohesive vision back in time, allowing the City’s current 
residents to experience a larger context of the urban fabric, 
which has witnessed generations. Th e boundaries of recog-
nized districts can be found on Map 4.

POLICY 3.2.5

Preserve resources in identified historic districts.

Th e following districts that have been identifi ed within the 
Plan Area: 

Duboce Park 
Th e contributors to the National Register eligible Duboce 
Park Historic District are overwhelmingly residential. A 
few multiple-family residences within the district (typically 
located on corners) also include a commercial use at the 
street level. Additionally, nearly all of the buildings are of 
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wood frame construction and clad in wood or stucco sid-
ing. Late Victorian and Edwardian era architectural styles 
predominate, with the Queen Anne style most widely 
represented. Construction dates for the vast majority of 
contributing resources within the District range from ca. 
1897 to approximately 1905.

Duboce Triangle 
Th e contributors to the California Register eligible Duboce 
Triangle Historic District are overwhelmingly residential. 
Multiple-family dwellings are the most prevalent, and 
largely consist of two or three story fl ats. A few residential 
buildings within the District (typically located on corners 
or near Market Street) also include a commercial use at the 
street level. Nearly all of the buildings are of wood frame 
construction and clad in wood or stucco siding. Victorian 
and Edwardian era architectural styles predominate, with 
the Classical Revival style most widely represented. As a 
consequence, bay windows and facades organized into mul-
tiple bays are common features throughout the District, as 
are properties exhibiting a high level of ornamentation and 
architectural detail. Most buildings within the district were 
constructed between ca. 1885 and 1910.

Hayes Valley Residential 
Th e “residential” moniker given to California Register 
eligible Hayes Valley Historic District is indicative of the 
types of contributing resources that are prevalent through-
out the area. Th e Hayes Valley Historic District focuses on 
Victorian and Edwardian houses built between 1860 and 
1920. Th e contributing buildings are primarily of wood 
frame construction, with masonry and concrete construc-
tion in the minority. Th e earliest contributor dates to circa 
1868, while the latest dates to circa 1920.

Hayes Valley Commercial 
Th e Hayes Valley Commercial District is a locally-eligible 
historic district located within the Hayes Valley neighbor-
hood of San Francisco. Th e primary building types consist 
largely of Victorian-era fl ats and dwellings, with commercial 
development and apartment buildings. Th e neighborhood 
may also be seen as representing two distinct, yet tightly 
woven eras: the pre-Earthquake Victorian city, as well as 
the post-Earthquake Edwardian era of reconstruction.

Th e “commercial” moniker given to the district is indica-
tive of the types of contributing resources that are prevalent 
throughout the area. Primarily, these take the form of 1 - 3 

story commercial buildings and mixed-use residential and 
commercial structures. A few industrial buildings are also 
located in the district—notably auto repair shops—but 
these are also considered contributing because of their quasi-
commercial use. Th e contributing buildings are primarily 
of wood frame construction, with masonry and concrete 
construction in the minority. Th e earliest contributor dates 
to circa 1885, while the latest dates to 1927.

San Francisco State Teacher’s College Vicinity Apart-
ments 
Th e “apartments” moniker given to locally-eligible San 
Francisco State Teacher’s College Vicinity Apartments 
Historic District is indicative of the types of contribut-
ing resources. Th ese take the form of four- to seven-story 
multiple-family residential structures, usually with a raised 
basement or parking garages at ground level. While one 
other apartment building of a smaller scale is also located 
within in the district, it does not contribute due to its 
later construction date. Th e contributing buildings are all 
constructed of reinforced concrete. Th e earliest contributor 
dates to 1927, while the latest dates to 1931.

San Francisco State Teacher’s College 
Th e National Register District campus consists of fi ve 
buildings location on two blocks bounded by Haight, 
Buchannan, Hermann, and Laguna. One of the signifi -
cant features of the district is its long standing use as an 
educational facility beginning with the San Francisco State 
Normal School and most recently being used by the Uni-
versity of California-Berkeley and the French-American 
International School.

Upper Market Street 
Th e historic themes of the California Register eligible Up-
per Market Street Historic District signifi cance is derived 
from the advent of public transportation routes into the 
area, providing a connection with the city’s downtown core 
and encouraging residential development in the outlying 
neighborhoods such as Duboce Triangle and Eureka Valley. 
Th is, in turn, infl uenced the establishment of businesses 
along Upper Market Street, which echoed the commercial 
development further east on Market Street, and served the 
surrounding residential neighborhoods.

Th e properties fronting on Market Street are almost en-
tirely commercial. Nearly all of the buildings are of wood 
frame construction and clad in wood or stucco siding. 
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Other building types include concrete construction and 
brick masonry. Victorian-era and Classical Revival style 
the most prevalent, however International, Art Deco, and 
Art Moderne, are also present and help to illustrate the 
continual commerce-driven development of parcels along 
the prominent traffi  c corridor. In keeping with commercial 
stylistic conventions, rectangular, fl at roofed structures are 
prevalent. Bay windows and facades organized into mul-
tiple bays are common features throughout the district.

Elgin Park-Pearl Street Reconstruction
Th e California Register eligible Elgin Park-Pearl Street 
Reconstruction Historic District is a medium-scale (gener-
ally two to three stories in height) residential enclave lo-
cated within the northern Mission District. Contributing 
properties are typically residential fl ats; fi ve single family 
dwellings and three mixed-use, residential-over-commer-
cial buildings are also included. Contributors were erected 
between 1906 and 1913, during the period of reconstruc-
tion that followed the citywide disaster of 1906. 

Jessie-McCoppin-Stevenson Streets Reconstruction
Th e California Register eligible Jessie-McCoppin-Steven-
son Streets Reconstruction Historic District is a medium-
scale (generally two to three stories in height) residential 
enclave located within the northern Mission District. 
Contributing properties are almost exclusively residential 
fl ats; one single family dwelling is included. Contributors 
were erected between 1906 and 1912, during the period of 
reconstruction that followed the citywide disaster of 1906. 

Ramona Street
Th is district is eligible for both the National and California 
Register. It is a very early (1911-1923) urban, middle class 
subdivision, with a unifi ed range of architectural styles and 
pattern of development encompassing integrated garages 
on the ground fl oor.

Guerrero Street Fire Line
Th e Guerrero Street Fire Line District is eligible for the 
National Register. Th e buildings embody the distinctive 
characteristics of balloon frame housing stock in San Fran-
cisco erected before 1906, as well as possessing high artistic 
values in their rich ornamentation.

Hidalgo Terrace
Th e proposed California Register Eligible District encom-
passes the single small cul-de-sac of buildings constructed 

between 1919 and 1925. Th e buildings are nearly all 
two-story stucco-clad single-family row houses, with the 
notable distinction that the two buildings that mark the 
entrance to Hidalgo Terrace from Dolores Street are three 
story apartment buildings. Most include a recessed garage 
door on the ground fl oor. Th ere are front setbacks with 
small front greenspace on all buildings save for the two 
apartment buildings that form a gate into the small street.

Th ese resources and any other potential districts identi-
fi ed through future survey eff orts should be preserved, 
maintained and enhanced through rigorous review of any 
proposed changes within their boundaries.

POLICY 3.2.6

Pursue future preservation efforts, including the 
designation of historic landmarks and districts, 
should they exist, throughout the plan area.

A 1995/96 historic resources survey identifi ed an historic 
district in the Hayes Valley area and the Inner Mission 
North Survey of 2004 identifi ed three smaller eligible dis-
tricts in the north Mission area. Th e Market and Octavia 
Historic Preservation Survey expanded one existing district 
and identifi ed an additional 7 districts. Th e boundaries 
of these historic districts can be found on Map 4. Future 
survey fi ndings should be incorporated as appropriate. 
In addition to the protection provided to these resources 
through planning and environmental review procedures, 
offi  cial designation should also be pursued when appro-
priate. Designation serves to more widely and publicly 
recognize important historic resources in the plan area.

POLICY 3.2.7

Ensure that changes in the built environment 
respect the historic character and cultural heritage 
of the area, and that resource sustainability is sup-
ported.

Historic resources are focal points of urban context and 
design, and contribute greatly to San Francisco’s diverse 
neighborhoods and districts, scale, and city pattern. Altera-
tions, additions to, and replacement of older buildings are 
processes by which a city grows and changes. Some changes 
can enhance the essential architectural and historical fea-
tures of a building. Others, however, are not appropriate. 
Alterations and additions to a landmark or contributory 
building in an historic district should be compatible with 
the building’s original design qualities.
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Rehabilitation and adaptive use is encouraged. For des-
ignated resources, the nationally recognized Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties should be applied. For non-designated cultural 
resources, surveys and evaluations should be conducted to 
avoid inappropriate alterations or demolition.

POLICY 3.2.8

Encourage new building design that respects the 
character of nearby older development.

New buildings adjacent to or with the potential to visually 
impact historic contexts or structures should be designed 
to complement the character and scale of their environs. 
Th e new and old can stand next to one another with pleas-
ing eff ects, but only if there is a successful transition in 
scale, building form and proportion, detail, and materials. 
Other polices of this plan not specifi cally focused on pres-
ervation—reestablishment and respect for the historic city 
fabric of streets, ways of building, height and bulk controls 
and the like—are also vital actions to respect and enhance 
the area’s historic qualities.

POLICY 3.2.9

Promote preservation incentives that encourage 
reusing older buildings.

Preservation incentives are intended to encourage property 
owners to repair, restore, or rehabilitate historic resources 
in lieu of demolition. San Francisco off ers local preserva-
tion incentive programs, and other incentives are off ered 
through federal and state agencies. Th ese include federal tax 
credits for rehabilitation of qualifi ed historical resources, 
property tax abatement programs (the Mills Act), alterna-
tive building codes, and tax reductions for preservation 
easements. Preservation incentives can result in tangible 
benefi ts to property owners.

POLICY 3.2.10

Apply the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties” for all projects 
that affect individually designated buildings at the 
local, state, or national level.

Th e Secretary of the Interior’s Standards assist in the long-
term preservation of historic resources through the protec-

tion of historical materials and features. Nationally, they 
are intended to promote responsible preservation practices 
that help to protect against the loss of irreplaceable cultural 
resources.

POLICY 3.2.11

Apply the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties for infill 
construction in Historic Districts and Conservation 
Districts (designated at the local, state, or national 
level) to assure compatibility with the character of 
districts.

Th ese standards should be applied in decisions involving 
infi ll construction within conservation or historic districts. 
Th ese districts generally represent the cultural, social, 
economic or political history of an area, and the physical 
attributes of a distinct historical period. Infi ll construction 
in historic districts should be compatible with the existing 
setting and built environment.

POLICY 3.2.12

Preserve the cultural and socio-economic diversity 
of the plan area through preservation of historic 
resources.

Valuing the historic character of neighborhoods can pre-
serve diversity in that older building stock, regardless of its 
current condition, is usually of a quality, scale, and design 
that appeals to a variety of people. Older buildings that 
remain aff ordable can be an opportunity for low-income 
households to live in neighborhoods that would otherwise 
be too expensive.

POLICY 3.2.13

To maintain the City’s supply of affordable housing, 
historic rehabilitation projects may need to accom-
modate other considerations in determining the 
level of restoration.

Where rehabilitation requirements threaten the aff ordabil-
ity of housing, other accommodations may need to be em-
phasized such as: exterior rehabilitation which emphasizes 
the preservation and stabilization of the streetscape of a 
district or community or recognizing funding constraints, 
to balance architectural character with the objectives of 
providing safe, livable, and aff ordable housing units.
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FUNDAMENTAL DESIGN PRINCIPLES
FOR BUILDING MASSING AND ARTICULATION

The way we experience a building is determined largely 
by its massing and articulation. Buildings in most San 
Francisco neighborhoods are no more than five stories 
tall, built on narrow lots, and have bay windows or other 
kinds of projections. This gives them a distinct rhythm and 
verticality, and breaks down the scale to that of the human 
activity taking place inside and around them. This further 
relates buildings to the human activities in the street.

1. Most new buildings should be built to all property 
lines facing public rights-of-way. In the Market and 
Octavia neighborhood, buildings commonly front 
directly onto the public realm - - streets and alleys 
- - and are set back only to accommodate elements.

2. Taller buildings should include a clearly defined 
base, middle, and top. The middle of buildings 
should be clearly distinguished from the base and 
articulated with windows, projections, porches, 
and/or balconies. The roof, cornice, or parapet area 
should be well integrated with the building’s overall 
composition, visually distinctive, and include ele-
ments that create skyline interest. Roof forms should 
be drawn from the best examples in the area. Above 
five stories, top floor(s) should be incorporated into 
an appropriately scaled expression of the building’s 
top.

3. Use of setbacks to reduce mass. Upper-floor set-
backs or other architectural techniques that reduce 
the overall massing should be considered where a 
building would exceed a height equal to the width 
of the facing street, or differ by one or more stories, 
from the prevailing height of adjacent buildings.

4. Building façades should include three-dimensional 
detailing; these may include bay windows, cor-
nices, belt courses, window moldings, and reveals 
to create shadows and add interest. In most cases, 
a minimum window reveal of two inches should be 
incorporated and sliding windows or applied mullions 
should not be incorporated on windows facing the 
street or the public realm (streets, alleys and other 

TOP

MIDDLE

BASE

Construct infill 
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publicly-accessible spaces). Windows and cornices 
are especially important elements contributing to 
the creation of a comfortable “urban room” and 
pedestrian environment. Upper floors may include 
smaller, vertically proportioned windows punched 
into walls, projections such as bay windows, or small 
balconies. Windows should typically be vertical to 
reflect traditional arrangements found throughout 
San Francisco. Other façade elements that contribute 
to visual interest may include awnings, canopies, 
projections, trellises, and detailed parapets.

5. Building façades that face the public realm should 
be articulated with a strong rhythm of regular 
vertical elements. There is a well-established pattern 
of individual buildings on 25- to 50-feet wide lots in 
the residential and neighborhood commercial areas 
of the Market and Octavia neighborhood. While 
buildings occupy larger frontages along the Market 
and Mission Street corridor, they are typically broken 
up with a regular rhythm of projections, changes in 
massing, wall planes, and rooflines.

Individual buildings 
in the area are typi-
cally on 25 – 50 foot 
wide lots

6. The façades of new buildings should extend this 
pattern. New buildings should occupy narrow front-
ages and express a vertical orientation in their use 
of projections, windows, and other detailing. This is 
ideally achieved through individual buildings on nar-
row frontages. On wider lots, at the least, vertical ele-
ments should break down the visual scale of larger 
buildings and create a rhythm that visually minimizes 
overall massing, consistent with historic development 
patterns.

Although constructed on a large lot, this building façade 
replicates the traditional 25-50 foot-wide lot pattern through 
changes to the plane, color and roof line.
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7. The façades of new buildings should extend this 
pattern. Highly-visible building facades along 
interior property lines, particularly adjacent to 
significantly shorter buildings, should incorporate 
a combination of articulations, setbacks, fenestra-
tion/windows and material detailing to mitigate 
large expanses of blank wall. There are cases where 
new buildings may be built adjacent to existing build-
ings that are substantially shorter (i.e. by two or more 
stories). Sometimes these adjacent buildings have 
historic merit, contain housing units, feature lower 
height limits, or are limited by other factors that make 
them unlikely to be re-developed in the foreseeable 
future with larger buildings that might mask the side 
facade of the proposed building. Large expanses of 
blank wall are unsightly and potentially blighting on 
a neighborhood. New buildings shall sensitively and 
creatively treat these prominent interior property line 
conditions, cognizant of the visibility of these facades 
from surrounding public spaces and buildings. 
Larger, wider buildings with greater amounts of street 
frontage shall also consider more significant articula-
tions or partial upper floor setbacks along these 
property lines. Techniques for incorporating planted 
“living walls” can also soften the visual impact of 
exposed sidewalls and facades while providing 
ecological benefit.

8. Buildings on sloping sites should follow the slope 
to reinforce and accentuate the city’s natural 
topography and maintain a strong relationship to 
the street. One of the qualities most revered in San 
Francisco is streets and buildings that rise and fall in 
concert with topography. New buildings or additions 
should follow the slope of the street to accent and 
celebrate the natural topography and provide a verti-
cal rhythm to the street. Where buildings fail to step 
up slopes, they adversely “flatten” the city’s natural 
topography.

9. For buildings on slopes, the ground floor and 
building entries should step-up in proportion to the 
slope between façade segments.

10. Special building elements and architectural fea-
tures such as towers and special entries should be 
used strategically at street intersections and near 
important public spaces. Throughout the Market 
and Octavia neighborhood, buildings with these 
elements contribute to a building’s distinction as a 
landmark, help to define a gateway, draw attention to 
an important activity, or help define public gathering 
places and intersections. 

Corner tall tower / bay element establishes a visual 
landmark at an important street intersection

11. High-quality building materials should be 
used on all visible façades and should include 
stone, masonry, ceramic tile, wood (as 
opposed to composite, fiber-cement based 
synthetic wood materials), precast concrete, 
and high-grade traditional “hard coat” stucco 
(as opposed to “synthetic stucco” that uses 
foam). Rich architectural detailing on individual 
buildings significantly contributes to the public 
realm. Detailing is encouraged to provide inter-
est and create variation in wall planes; materials 
and level of detail should be drawn from the best 
examples in the area. Base and cornice materi-
als should be balanced in material and color.
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FUNDAMENTAL DESIGN PRINCIPLES FOR TOWERS

Towers may be permitted above a base height of 85 - 
120-feet in selected locations in the Van Ness and Market 
Downtown Residential Special Use District (VNMDR-
SUD). Special urban design considerations are required 
for towers because of their potential visual impacts on the 
city skyline and on the quality and comfort of the street.

1. Horizontal articulation at the street wall height 
should be employed. Like all buildings, towers need 
to create an appropriate enclosure of the street. 
Some form of horizontal articulation is essential to 
mark the street wall height and frame the portion of 
the building’s façade that marks the pedestrian zone.

2. A change in vertical plane should differentiate 
a tower element from the rest of the building. A 
change in vertical plane differentiates the mass of the 
tower from that of adjacent buildings, focusing this 
massing on its base and setting it apart as a distinct 
building.

3. Provide pedestrian comfort from wind. There are 
significant winds in the Van Ness Avenue and the 
Market / Mission street corridor. Towers such as the 
Fox Plaza Tower channel winds down to the street 
level, resulting in unpleasant and potentially danger-
ous conditions for pedestrians. Redirected wind 
flows from new towers should not exceed 7 M.P.H. 
on Market Street and 11 M.P.H. on all other streets. 
Horizontal articulation, screens and other wind miti-
gation measures should be integrated into the overall 
massing, design and articulation of the building.

4. Towers should be light in color. For the most part, 
buildings in San Francisco are light in tone. The over-
all effect is that of a white city spread over the hills. 
To maintain continuity with this existing pattern, dark 
or disharmonious colors or building materials should 
be avoided. Highly reflective materials, particularly 
mirrored or reflective glass, should be avoided.
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BUILDINGS BELOW 240'

BUILDINGS 300' - 350' BUILDINGS ABOVE 350'

BUILDINGS 240' - 300' 

No Bulk 
Controls 
At PodiumPodium

Tower

Podium

Tower

Podium

Tower

Podium

Tower

Max. Floorplate (Average) 
9,000 sf.

No Bulk 
Controls 
At Podium

No Bulk 
Controls 
At Podium

No Bulk 
Controls 
At Podium

Max. Floorplate (Average) 
10,000 sf.

Max. Floorplate (Average) 
7,500 sf.

Max. Floorplate (Average) 
8,500 sf.

10
%

  V
olu

m
e R

ed
uc

tio
n

Fo
r t

he
 U

pp
er

 To
we

r

10
%

  V
olu

m
e R

ed
uc

tio
n

Fo
r t

he
 U

pp
er

 To
we

r

Max. Plan
115'

145'

M
ax. Diagonal

Max. Plan
100'

125'

M
ax. Diagonal

Max. Plan
100'

125'

M
ax. Diagonal

Max. Plan
115'

145'

M
ax. Diagonal

115’
Required 

Tower 
Separation

NOTE: Podium heights 
vary from either 85’ or 120’ 
depending on location.

Figure 4.
Bulk and Separation Controls for Towers



San Francisco General Plan

32

FUNDAMENTAL DESIGN PRINCIPLES FOR THE GROUND FLOOR

The design and use of a building’s ground floor has a 
direct influence on the pedestrian experience. Ground 
floor uses in the area are devoted to retail, service, and 
public uses in mixed-use buildings and to residential units 
and lobbies in apartment buildings. These uses provide 
an active and visually interesting edge to the public life of 
the street, which is especially important on neighborhood 
commercial streets. Parking, which has become a com-
mon street-facing use in more recent buildings, dilutes the 
visual interest and vitality of the street. This plan maintains 
a strong presumption against permitting surface-level 
parking as a street-facing use; rather, it encourages retail, 
residential, and other active uses facing the street.

1. Surface parking should not be permitted between 
the street-facing property line and the fronts of 
buildings in most instances. The use of setbacks for 
parking detracts greatly from the sidewalk character 
and pedestrian comfort. Parking should not be 
permitted at the front of buildings, except on parcels 
with 25 feet or less of frontage, where it is in a garage 
that is integrated into the structure of the building.

2. No more than 30 percent of the width of the ground 
floor may be devoted to garage entries or blank 
walls. This shall in no case require garage entries 
be less than 10 feet wide. Where curb cuts are ex-
pressly prohibited by this plan, garage entries are 
not permitted. No façade may feature garage en-
tries that together total more than 20 feet in width. 
The building area immediately facing the street 
should support residential or commercial uses, have 
a human scale, and contribute active uses to the 
street. Large garage entries are extremely detrimental 
to a street’s design character and pedestrian safety. 
Vehicular traffic crossing the sidewalk should be lim-
ited to the absolute minimum necessary to facilitate 
access to parcels. At least 70 percent of the width of 
the ground floor facing streets must be devoted to 
windows, entrances to dwelling units, store windows 
and entrances, landscaping or planters, and other 
architectural features that provide visual relief and 
interest.

3. Parking should be located at the rear of the site 
and setback from street frontages wherever pos-
sible.

The buildings in the two images below both have a density 
of 100 units to the acre. The building in the first image, built 
before parking requirements, provides one parking space 
for every four units. The building in the second image 
provides one parking space for every unit. It is four stories 
taller than the first building. On the street level, it offers little 
except views of the parked cars within.

Excessively wide garage doors 
create a visually “dead” sidewalk.
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10. Residential units on the first to third floors should 
generally be directly and independently accessible 
from the sidewalk, rather than from common 
lobbies. Individual entries to residential units help to 
provide rhythm to a building façade, contribute activ-
ity, interest, and “eyes” on the street, and enhance 
the sense of connectedness between residential 
units and the public life of the street. Direct residen-
tial entries from the street are appropriate in most 
buildings where they do not conflict with ground floor 
retail uses.

4. Eight-foot-wide garage entries are preferred over 
wider entries.

5. Building entries and shop fronts should add to the 
character of the street by being clearly identifiable 
and inviting. Blank walls (absent windows, entries, or 
ornamentation) should be avoided. Display windows 
with unobstructed views into interior spaces and 
building entrances should line major streets. Service 
functions such as trash, utility, or fire rooms, should 
not be placed at the street front where possible.

6. Primary building entries may be set back from the 
street-facing property line, though no more than 5 
feet from the street-facing façade; and if set back, 
should be no wider than 15 feet at the property line 
per individual entry. A recessed entryway provides 
transition space between the public sidewalk and the 
private interior of the building, and is common in this 
neighborhood for both commercial and residential 
uses.

7. New buildings should adhere to the existing Plan-
ning Code limitations on signage. The character, 
size, and quality of signage projecting from buildings 
play an important role in the visual appeal and at-
tractiveness of a street.

8. Building projections 
and recesses, along 
with variations 
in materials and 
color and other 
architectural design 
features, should be 
used to emphasize 
pedestrian entries 
and de-emphasize 
garage doors and 
parking.

Stairs elevate first floor 
residential units above 
pedestrian eye level 
and provide a transition 
between public and 
private space

Flats have independent access to the street.

9. First-floor residential units are encouraged to be 
at least 3 feet above sidewalk level such that the 
windowsills of these units are above pedestrian 
eye level in order to maintain the units’ privacy. 
Successful ground floor residential units are often 
set slightly above the street grade, such that 
ground-floor living spaces look down on the street. 
Transitions between private space and the public 
space of the street, using stoops and other means, 
are encouraged.
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FUNDAMENTAL DESIGN PRINCIPLES FOR STREETS

Neighborhood Commercial Streets

Like most parts of San Francisco, neighborhood com-
mercial streets in the Market and Octavia neighborhood 
provide a center for the life of the area. These streets are 
typically lined with individual retail storefronts that provide 
visual interest and have a scale that feels especially lively 
and organic. While not all new development on these 
streets need be mixed-use in character, it should contain 
active ground-floor uses and provide a façade that adds 
visual interest and a human scale to the street.

1. Where present, retail frontages should occupy no 
less than 75 percent of a building frontage at the 
ground floor. The interior of the retail space should 
be visible at pedestrian eye level to help activate the 
street. Retail spaces in the neighborhood typically 
provide ample transparency to the street. Businesses 
often use retail frontages to display goods and 
provide views to the interior. Dark or mirrored glass 
is not permitted. Solar consideration should be 
treated architecturally, through the use of recesses, 
eyebrows, or awnings.

2. Ground floor retail use should be directly acces-
sible from the street at the grade of the sidewalk 
onto which it fronts. Storefronts located above or 
below grade often feel removed from the life of the 
street and are notoriously difficult to make success-

ful. Steps up or down should be avoided. On sloping 
sites, taller retail spaces at the low end of the site are 
preferable to sinking a portion of the retail floor below 
sidewalk grade.

3. Ground-floor retail spaces should have at a mini-
mum a 12-foot, ideally 15 feet, clear ceiling height. 
The most successful retail spaces in the Market and 
Octavia neighborhood and the city have uncramped 
ground-floor spaces with high ceilings. They often 
have clerestory windows.

4. Horizontal architectural design articulation should 
be incorporated between the ground floor and 
second story levels. A minimum 6-inch projection 
is suggested. The human scale of the sidewalk is of 
paramount importance on neighborhood commercial 
streets. Architectural detailing, such as a belt course 
or cornice, at the ground floor ceiling height helps to 
frame the pedestrian space of the sidewalk.
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5. If provided, off-street parking should be accessed 
via side streets or alleys where that is possible.

6. Curb cuts should not be permitted on Market, 
Church, and Hayes Streets nor Van Ness Avenue 
where retail is explicitly encouraged. Commercial 
streets thrive where continuous storefronts are main-
tained and there is an active pedestrian environment 
uninterrupted by cross-traffic accessing off-street 
parking or dead spaces created by garage doors. 
Access to off-street parking should be discouraged 
on those frontages designated for retail use, as 
described in Policy 1.1.8. In retail areas, curb cuts 
reduce pedestrian safety, and discourage public use 
and enjoyment.

7. If provided, off-street parking located at or above 
grade must be setback at least 25 feet from the 
street-facing property line, including parking above 
the ground floor.

Special Streets - Market Street

Market Street is San Francisco’s premiere civic street—it 
is the focal point for the city’s commercial, ceremonial, 
and cultural life. Market Street is the backbone of the city 
and regional transit systems and is also the City’s busiest 
pedestrian and cycling street. Given its special role, 
buildings along Market Street, and the uses they support, 
should contribute to its vitality and life as a civic space. 
New buildings should have a human scale and character 
appropriate for a street of its scale and prominence.

This mixed-use project retains contiguous retail along 
Gough Street by providing garage access on Hickory Alley.

Market Street is no longer bisected by the Central Freeway 
and is the dominant street in the Plan Area.
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Beyond the requirements for neighborhood commercial 
streets, described above:

1. Ground floor retail spaces should have at minimum 
a 15-foot clear ceiling height. Retail spaces along 
Market Street are grand, open, and inviting. Reflect-
ing the scale of existing retail spaces on Market 
Street. New buildings should provide 15-foot ceiling 

heights on the 
ground floor. In this 
way, new construc-
tion will allow ample 
light and air to pen-
etrate the ground 
floor. In combination 
with providing ad-
equate fenestration, 
this would increase 
transparency of the 
building façade.

Alleys

Alleys are typically quieter, support primarily service and 
small residential uses, and have a more intimate scale 
than streets. They provide an important way of moving 
about for pedestrians and cyclists and offer relief from 
busy streets. Alleys vary widely in their use and charac-
ter—some are lined with commercial loading docks and 
others with residential stoops and front doors. The plan 
area has an exceptional network of alleys. New buildings 
on alleys should respond to the unique conditions of 
alleys, reinforcing their intimate scale and character.

1. On alleys, parking and garage doors may occupy 
no more than 40 percent of a parcel’s total alley 
frontage, up to a total of 20 feet maximum, at 
ground level. In no case shall garage entries be 
restricted to less than 10 feet wide. Parking and ga-
rage doors, while necessary uses on alleys, should 
not dominate. Residential units, entries, loading 
docks, and other more active uses are preferable. 
Where parking and garage doors are permitted as an 
alley-facing use, they should be limited in their overall 
frontage, recessed, and otherwise screened from 
view.

2. Residential uses on the ground floor are encour-
aged on alleys. Residential uses on the ground floor 
are common on alleys in the plan area and bring 
active living space to street level.

3. Consider making improvements to non-residential 
alleys that foster the creation of dynamic, mixed-
use places. Non-residential alleys support new and 
existing commercial and institutional uses.

 Encourage coordinated approaches to the design 
of these alleys so as to protect the intimate scale of 
alleys and yet create public spaces that contribute to 
and support the varied uses. Consider the following 
improvements, where appropriate:

• Enliven the ground floor space with active uses 
where possible. Accommodate loading spaces in 
ways that add to the living character of the alley.

• Non-residential alleys can benefit from “living alley” 
improvements that provide public open space 
improvements that enhance the non-residential 
uses.

• Encourage a visually coherent environment in the 
alley by using similar or complementary design 
details throughout.

• Create flexible exterior spaces that can accommo-
date the growth and evolution of a variety of uses.

• Non-residential alleys may provide for a number 
of different and often conflicting uses. Reduce the 
conflict by providing an uncluttered environment. 
Consider placing furnishings such as trash cans in 
a recessed area.

Institutional 
(School) Use 
at Hickory 
Alley and 
Gough Street
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FUNDAMENTAL DESIGN PRINCIPLES FOR OPEN SPACE

Residential buildings in San Francisco provide on-site 
open space for the use of the residents in a variety of 
forms. Different from parks, plazas, and other public 
spaces, private open spaces should be secure and 
should be easily accessed from the residential units. 
They are a valuable play space for children, a setting for 
backyard gatherings, and an extension of interior living 
areas. Creative design and siting of interior open spaces 
is encouraged in new buildings. Safe and comfortable in-
terior open spaces compliment the area’s larger network 
of civic streets and open spaces.

1. In most instances, three- and four-bedroom units 
should be located within three stories of common 
open space, and accessible via stairs. For these 
spaces to be useful as children’s play spaces, they 
should have close proximity to the residential unit 
to facilitate parental/adult supervision. Generally 
speaking, open spaces that are more than three 
stories from a living space and require the use of an 
elevator for access are less likely to be actively used 
by families.

2. Street furniture and other public improvements 
should be provided in the vicinity of the project. 
In addition to private interior open space, the street 
provides a valuable public open space that residents 

and businesses use daily. Private open spaces 
should be strongly connected to the street. Tree-
plantings, street furniture, and other enhancements 
should be provided to strengthen the street’s value 
as a open space.

3. Encourage rooftop gardens as a form of common 
open space. Rooftop gardens are often overlooked 
as a means of providing common open space. 
These spaces typically have excellent sunlight ac-
cess, are accessible to tenants/property owners and 
offer good views.

The rooftop terrace provides valuable 
open space to building residents.
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The System of Public Streets and Alleys

In San Francisco as a whole and in the Market and Octavia 
neighborhood, streets are the public realm. We travel along 
public ways, to get from place to place, and to gain access to 
where we live, work, and shop. Public services—police, fi re, 
deliveries of all sorts—depend on them. We locate our mu-
nicipal hardware and utilities—water, sewage and electric 
lines, cables, and more—on them, above them, and mostly 
under them. But the public way system is much more than 
a utilitarian system of connections. It is where people walk, 
where they meet each other, where they socialize, where 
they take in the views, where they see what merchants have 
to off er, where they get to know, fi rst hand, their city, their 
neighborhood, and their fellow citizens. Streets, then, con-
nect us socially and functionally, and can be categorized as 
safe or dangerous, places to behold or to stay away from. It 
is from this dual nature of streets as places of function (util-
ity, transportation) and places of socializing and leisure that 
one of the main dilemmas of planning arises—how do we 
allocate this most scarce public resource characterized by 
both functional requirements and aesthetic sensibilities.

Th e Market and Octavia neighborhood is within walking 
distance of Downtown, adjacent to Civic Center, the home 
of San Francisco’s most important main street, located 
where three of the oldest of the grids come together. It is 
reasonably level (for San Francisco), which makes it great 
for walking and biking. Given its central location, it is 
one of those urban areas that most San Franciscans are 
compelled to pass through in order to reach their destina-
tion. Whether by streetcar, bus, trolley, rapid transit, auto, 
bicycle, or on foot, many of the City’s movement systems 
pass through the area. Th ey do it on the neighborhood’s 
system of public ways. Th e challenge in Market and Octavia 
is no diff erent than for planning in general: How do we ac-
commodate the legitimate travel needs of the people using 
the many modes of movement through the area, while at 
the same time respecting and achieving the neighborhood’s 
legitimate desires for and expectations of safe, moderate-
paced, attractive streets on which to move, socialize, walk, 
and lead an urban, face-to-face lifestyle, at least the equal 
to any in San Francisco.

04
STREETS AND OPEN SPACES
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A fi rst step to meeting that challenge is to restore a balance 
between the movement needs of competing travel modes, 
and to ensure that there is a balanced mix of travel modes 
with special attention to pedestrians and street life.

Th e plan recognizes that road capacity in San Francisco is a 
highly constrained resource, with decision-makers required 
to balance the requirements of cars, transit vehicles, freight, 
cyclists, and pedestrians. A common fear is that reducing 
the capacity available for cars will result in major increases in 
congestion. Much research rejects this logic and shows that 
people’s transportation choices are dynamic and respond to 
capacity, relative cost, time, convenience, and other factors. 
Crucially, we learn that movement of people is more than 
just movement of cars. Th is plan prioritizes the safe and 
eff ective movement of people. What follows are specifi c 
proposals for a myriad of improvements to streets.

See Map 5. System of Civic Streets and Open Space

Principle: Streets that support and invite multiple uses, 
including safe and ample space for pedestrians, bicycles, and 
public transit, are a more conducive setting for the public life 
of an urban neighborhood than streets designed primarily to 
move vehicles.

Th e past 20 years have seen advances in ways to improve 
the livability of streets, be they major traffi  c carriers or local 
public ways. Closely planted street trees, pedestrian-scaled 
lights, well marked crosswalks, widened sidewalks at cor-
ners, and creative parking arrangements are but a few of the 
methods used with success to achieve the kind of neighbor-
hood that residents say they want. Th ey are all addressed in 
the objectives and policies that follow.

Parks, Plazas and Open Spaces

Provision of public open space is necessary to sustain a vital 
urban neighborhood, especially one where new housing is to 
be added to an already dense urban fabric. Th is is especially 
so given the reality that there are few public parks or plazas 
in the Market and Octavia neighborhood. To be sure, there 
are public spaces nearby: Jeff erson Square between Gough 
Street and Laguna Street, at Turk Street; Civic Center Plaza 
(with its children’s play areas) east of Polk Street; Dolores 
Park some blocks south of Market Street; Duboce Park, 

west of Steiner Street; and Koshland Park, which perhaps 
comes closest to what one thinks of as a local park, up on 
the hill, at Buchanan Street and Page Street. But all of these 
spaces are either “nearby,” close but not a part of, or are 
city-oriented rather than neighborhood-oriented. Th ere 
is no central public square, park, or plaza that marks and 
helps give identity to this neighborhood.

At the same time that the neighborhood lacks community-
focused open space, it is also largely built out, without sig-
nifi cant or appropriate undeveloped land, except for that 
laid bare by the demolition of the Central Freeway. Most of 
this property is earmarked for much-needed housing.
In the Market and Octavia neighborhood, the streets aff ord 
the greatest opportunity to create new public parks and 
plazas. Th at is why streets are included in the discussion of 
public open spaces. Th is plan takes advantage of opportuni-
ties within public rights-of-way. Most noteworthy, Octavia 
Boulevard itself is conceived in part as a linear open space, 
as with all great boulevards, that will draw walkers, sitters, 
and cyclists. In addition, modest but gracious public open 
spaces are designated within former street rights-of-way 
that are availed through major infrastructure changes, 
along with a series of smaller open spaces, for the most part 
occurring within widened sidewalks areas. As well, housing 
development along the former freeway lands will create 
open spaces within private developments, contributing to 
the neighborhood as a whole.

Principle:  A successful open space system is carefully woven 
into the overall fabric of a neighborhood’s public streets, taking 
advantage of opportunities, large and small, to create spaces 
both formal and informal.

While almost all of the Market and Octavia neighborhood 
is built out, there are a few opportunities to integrate 
new neighborhood open spaces into its existing physical 
fabric. Th ere are several signifi cant sites for potential new 
open spaces. Widened sidewalk areas, when provided with 
benches that encourage lingering and trees that provide 
shade, can be eff ective small public spaces. Th is plan in-
cludes proposals for both kinds of open space.

A new public park, Patricia’s Green in Hayes Valley, 
has been created at the northern end of the new 
Octavia Boulevard, using the street right-of-way 
provided as the boulevard transitions to local traf-
fi c.

•
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A widened sidewalk in the commercial section of 
Hayes Street should be studied as a linear open 
space for strolling under trees and for lingering, 
linked to the pedestrian promenade along Octavia 
Boulevard. 

Street intersections along Market Street—at Do-
lores Street and at the freeway “touchdown,” for 
example—provide the opportunity to create small 
public plazas, and this plan proposes to take advan-
tage of them. Likewise, traffi  c-calming initiatives 
on local streets provide opportunities for corner 
plazas, similar to those in the Duboce Triangle area 
to the west.

An intimate public square can be created in the new 
SoMa West neighborhood, along Brady Street, on 
land associated with a small BART utility structure 
and adjacent surface parking lot. Th is is an area of 
small streets that calls out for new, modestly-scaled 
housing that can be part of a mixed-use neighbor-
hood. A new public square can serve as a focal point 
for this area. 

Th ere is an opportunity for a new open space in 
the McCoppin Street right-of-way, where the street 
no longer carries signifi cant traffi  c fl ows and can be 
reclaimed as neighborhood open space. Th e trian-
gular parcel immediately south of the McCoppin 
Street right-of-way, currently serving as a truck-
rental offi  ce, could be part of a larger open space at 
this location, should it become available.

Areawide Improvements

Local streets like Laguna, Hermann, Octavia north of 
Hayes, Buchanan, and others should be reconfi gured and 
enhanced where necessary to encourage walking and slow 
traffi  c movement. Th ey are envisioned as gathering places 
that enhance neighborhood identity as well as public streets. 
Th e neighborhood’s alleys are major assets to be protected 
and, in places, enhanced.

OBJECTIVE 4.1

PROVIDE SAFE AND COMFORTABLE PUBLIC 
RIGHTS-OF-WAY FOR PEDESTRIAN USE 
AND IMPROVE THE PUBLIC LIFE OF THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD.

•

•

•

•

POLICY 4.1.1

Widen sidewalks and shorten pedestrian crossings 
with corner plazas and boldly marked crosswalks 
where possible without affecting traffic lanes. Where 
such improvements may reduce lanes, the improve-
ments should first be studied.

On streets throughout the plan area, there is a limited 
amount of space on the street to serve a variety of compet-
ing users. Many streets have more vehicular capacity than 
is needed to carry peak vehicle loads. In accordance with 
the city’s Transit-First Policy, street rights-of-way should be 
allocated to make safe and attractive places for people and 
to prioritize reliable and eff ective transit service—even if 
it means reducing the street’s car-carrying capacity. Where 
there is excessive vehicular capacity, traffi  c lanes should be 
reclaimed as civic space for widened sidewalks, plazas, and 
the like.

Th ough it may not be possible to widen sidewalks along 
major traffi  c streets such as Market, Franklin, Gough, 
Oak, and Fell Streets, it is both possible and desirable to 
widen sidewalks by providing widened ‘sidewalk bulbs’ at 
corners. In addition, boldly marked crosswalks alert driv-
ers that they are entering intersections where pedestrians 
are likely to be crossing. Sidewalk widening and improved 
pedestrian crossings should be implemented throughout 
the plan area as the most important means of improving 
pedestrian safety and comfort on the street.

See Map 6. Priority Intersections for Pedestrian Improve-
ments

POLICY 4.1.2

Enhance the pedestrian environment by planting 
trees along sidewalks, closely planted between 
pedestrians and vehicles.

Closely spaced and sizeable trees parallel and close to curbs, 
progressing along the streets to intersections, create a visual 
and psychological barrier between sidewalks and vehicular 
traffi  c, like a tall but transparent picket fence. More than 
any other single element, healthy street trees can do more 
to humanize a street, even a major traffi  c street. On many 
streets within the Market and Octavia neighborhood, suc-
cessful environments can be created through consistent 
tree infi ll. For example, this can take place on Otis, Mis-
sion, Franklin, and Gough Streets north of Market Street. 
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First Priority Streets for Tree Planting

Second Priority Streets for Tree Planting

Second Priority ( Should public ROW be re-established ) 
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On other streets, such as Gough Street south of Market, 
Fell, and Oak Streets, and Duboce Avenue, it will require a 
major new tree planting program.

Consistent tree plantings make an important contribution 
to neighborhood identity. Diff erent tree species can be 
used on diff erent streets, or even diff erent blocks of the 
same street, thereby achieving diversity on a broader basis. 
Rather than removing existing trees from any given street, 
the dominant tree species—or preferred tree species—on 
each block should be identifi ed and future tree planting 
should be of that tree type.

See Map 7 Priorities for Street Tree Plantings

POLICY 4.1.3 

Establish and maintain a seamless pedestrian right-
of-way throughout the plan area.

Transit-oriented neighborhoods and pedestrian-friendly 
environments depend on good pedestrian access and ease 
of movement. Some intersections in the plan area do not 
permit pedestrian crossings, for example Fell and Gough, 
Hayes and Gough, and Gough and Otis. Th e signal cycles 
at these intersections should be adjusted to accommodate 
pedestrians. Th e City should also eliminate pedestrian 
“do not cross” signs as the sole means to resolve problems 
at high-traffi  c intersections where it may be done safely. 
Prohibitions on pedestrian crossings should be removed 
wherever these bans exist throughout the plan area.

POLICY 4.1.4

Encourage the inclusion of public art projects and 
programs in the design of streets and public spaces.

Public art plays an essential role in the civic life of our city. 
In urban places like the Market and Octavia neighborhood, 
where streets, parks, and plazas are where civic life unfolds, 
public art takes on a broad range of meanings that enriches 
the overall quality of public space. Funding and space for 
public art should be integrated into all proposals for the 
physical improvement of streets and open spaces.

POLICY 4.1.5

Prohibit the vacation of public rights-of-way, espe-
cially alleys; where new development creates the 
opportunity, extend the area’s alley network.

Th ere are many existing alleys within the plan area, many 
of which are concentrated in Hayes Valley and in the larger 
blocks in the South of Market areas. In addition to being 
the location of considerable neighborhood housing, most 
of the alleys, by reason of their intimate scale, the diversity 
of buildings along them, in some cases their trees, and cer-
tainly their contrast with surrounding streets, are delight-
ful, valuable urbane places. Th ese alleys are an invaluable 
part of the neighborhood’s system of public ways and, like 
any public resource, should be protected against proposals 
to privatize them.

POLICY 4.1.6

Pursue the extension of alleys where it would 
enhance the existing network.

A number of alleys which were previously through streets 
have been truncated and are now dead-end alleys. As part 
of the eff ort to extend pedestrian connections, the City 
should purchase of the easternmost portion of Plum Alley 
that is in private ownership and further study the extension 
of Stevenson Alley from Gough Street to McCoppin Street 
as part of any proposal for demolition and new construc-
tion on Assessor’s Block 3504/030.

POLICY 4.1.7 

Introduce traffic-calming measures on residential 
alleys and consider making improvements to alleys 
with a residential character to create shared, multi-
purpose public space for the use of residents.

Parking should be concentrated along the curbside with the 
fewest curb cuts (driveway breaks). New pedestrian-scaled 
lighting can be added. Street trees should be planted (if 
residents desire trees). Seek to reach agreement on a single 
tree species by street (or at minimum, per block) in order 
to have a unifi ed planting pattern. Because alleys carry 
relatively little traffi  c, they can be designed to provide more 
public space for local residents—as a living alley with corner 
plazas to calm traffi  c, seating and play areas for children, 
with space for community gardens and the like— where 
people and cars share space. By calming traffi  c and creating 
more space for public use, the alley can become a common 
front yard for public use and enjoyment.

Working closely all City agencies should develop design 
prototypes for more extensive improvements to residential 
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alleys. Th e City should establish a process for local residents 
to propose living-street improvements and participate ac-
tively in the design for their alley.

Develop prototypes for residential alley improve-
ments, to be used as part of the “Living Alley” 
traffi  c-calming initiative.

Develop a process whereby local residents can pro-
pose living- alley improvements and participate in 
the design and implementation of improvements to 
their alley.

See Map 8. Alleys for “Living Alley” Improvements, Figure 
5. A Living Alley, and Figure 6 Linden Alley: Before and 
After

POLICY 4.1.8 

Consider making improvements to non-residential 
alleys that foster the creation of a dynamic, mixed-
use place.

Certain alleys support non-residential uses. Coordinated 
approaches to the design of these alleys should protect the 
intimate scale of these alleys and yet create public space that 
contributes to and supports the varied uses along them.

Enliven the ground fl oor space with active uses 
where possible. Loading spaces can be accommo-
dated in ways that add to the character of the alley.

Non-residential alleys can benefi t from “living al-
leys” improvements that provide public open spaces 
that enhance the commercial uses.

Encourage coordination throughout the alley by us-
ing similar or complementary details throughout.

Create spaces that allow for the growth and evolu-
tion of uses.

Non-residential alleys may provide for a number 
of diff erent and often confl icting uses. Reduce 
the confl ict of uses by providing an uncluttered 
environment. Consider placing furnishings such as 
trash cans in a recessed area.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Figure 5.
A Living Alley
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Figure 6.
Linden Alley: Before and After “Living Alley” Improvements
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Octavia Boulevard and Hayes Valley

OBJECTIVE 4.2

ACCOMMODATE REGIONAL THROUGH 
TRAFFIC ON SURFACE STREETS THAT 
ALSO SERVE LOCAL NEEDS, THEREBY 
REPAIRING AREAS DISRUPTED BY LARGE 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS OF THE PAST.

POLICY 4.2.1

Create new public open spaces around the freeway 
touchdown, including a plaza on Market Street and 
a plaza in the McCoppin Street right-of-way, west of 
Valencia Street.

Bringing the elevated freeway down to street surface at 
Market Street provides the opportunity to create two new 
small public open spaces: a plaza along Market Street west 
of the freeway touchdown, and a plaza or other form of 
small open space within the last block of McCoppin Street, 
as it comes to its terminus west of Valencia Street. Th e plaza 
on Market Street enhances the pedestrian experience of the 
street, and facilitates safer pedestrian crossings. Because 
of its prominent location at the end of the freeway and 
beginning of Octavia Boulevard, it has been designed to 
signal the end of the freeway and an entry to the city. Th e 
plaza should include seating, trees and other pedestrian 
amenities. Th e leftover space on McCoppin Street is an 
appropriate place to provide a community-serving open 
space, integrated into the overall “green street” treatments 
proposed for McCoppin Street east of Valencia Street, 
as well as the proposed bike path on the east side of the 
touchdown. Th e triangular parcel immediately south of the 
McCoppin Street right-of-way could be incorporated with 
it to provide a larger open space at this location.

Th e Planning Department should work with DPW, 
MTA, the Recreation and Park Department, and 
Caltrans to facilitate a public design process for a 
new plaza in the McCoppin Street right-of-way, 
and to explore possibilities for the adjacent Asses-
sor’s Block 3502/113 west of Valencia Street. (See 
the larger diagram of the new SoMa West Street 
System, Figure 12)

•

POLICY 4.2.2

Improve the pedestrian character of Hayes Street, 
between Franklin and Laguna Streets, by creating an 
unobstructed, linear pedestrian thoroughfare linking 
commercial activities along Hayes Street to the new 
Octavia Boulevard.

Hayes Street is a special commercial street within the neigh-
borhood. It is at once locally-focused, with small cafes and 
restaurants, and oriented citywide, with numerous galleries 
and close proximity to cultural institutions in the Civic 
Center. It is often alive with pedestrian activity. Between 
Franklin and Laguna Streets, where traffi  c rerouting poli-
cies allow converting the street back to two-way traffi  c, the 
roadway is wider than it needs to be for vehicular traffi  c. In 
this area, the City should undertake a future study which 
would consider factors such as widening the sidewalk on the 
north side of the street, planting new trees, and installing 
new pedestrian-scaled light fi xtures and benches to create 
a much needed public open space. Café seating should be 
allowed to spill out onto widened sidewalks. Th e sidewalk 
widening should not adversely aff ect turning movements 
for Muni buses.

See Figure 7. Hayes at Gough Intersections: Existing and 
Proposed

POLICY 4.2.3

Re-introduce a public right-of-way along the former 
line of Octavia Street, between Fulton Street and 
Golden Gate Avenue for use by pedestrians and 
bicycles.

Damage done to the San Francisco grid by land-assembly 
projects of the 1960’s and 1970’s can be partially repaired 
through the reestablishment of Octavia Street as a public 
right-of-way from Fulton Street to Golden Gate Avenue, 
providing improved pedestrian access to existing housing 
developments, helping to knit them back into the areas 
south of Fulton Street, and providing a “green connection” 
between the new Octavia Boulevard, Jeff erson Park and 
Hayward Playground. Bicycle movement in a north-south 
direction would also be improved by this policy.

POLICY 4.2.4

Study further dismantling of the Central Freeway, 
similar to removal of the freeway ramps between 
Market and Hayes Streets.
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Figure 7.
Hayes At Gough Intersections: 
Existing And Proposed
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In the long-term, the City should evaluate removing the 
Central Freeway west of Bryant Street, and to rebuilding 
Division Street as an extension of Octavia Boulevard. Th e 
success of Octavia Boulevard should be analyzed periodi-
cally in conjunction with a study of further dismantling of 
the Central Freeway.

Just as the north-of-Market Street Central Freeway ramps 
bisected the Market and Octavia neighborhood, the new 
Central Freeway ramp does the same thing to the south. Th e 
area under the freeway is dark and dank and Division Street 
and its surrounds are unpleasant at best. While pulling the 
Central Freeway back to Market Street allows the repair of 
Hayes Valley with minimal negative impacts to cross-town 
automobile traffi  c, it does nothing to address the damage 
done to the Mission District or SoMa West. As important, 
it disgorges a large volume of high-speed automobile traffi  c 
onto Market Street, the most constrained street in the plan 
area. Market Street is the city’s signature street, its most 
important civic street and the most important for transit, 
bicycles, and pedestrians. Th e considerable damage the 
freeway touchdown has done to the city’s most important 
street is obvious, and the City should purposefully work to 
repair this damage.

South of Market Street, the Mission Street and South Van 
Ness Avenue freeway ramps are poorly placed, requiring 
motorists to make left turns through highly congested 
intersections to get to and from the Van Ness/Franklin/
Gough corridor. Th ese turning movements add delay in 
already constrained locations, particularly at the Mission/
Otis/Duboce/13th intersection.

To take better advantage of the SoMa and Mission street 
grids – and particularly the extra capacity on Brannan, 
11th, 12th and northeast Mission Streets, the City should 
study removing the elevated Central Freeway to the fullest 
extent feasible, and rebuilding Division Street as a surface-
level extension of Octavia Boulevard.

Market Street

Market Street, the City’s “Grand Diagonal,” will continue 
to be honored and protected as San Francisco’s visual and 
functional spine. Market Street has been reconfi gured 
twice in major ways since a 1967 bond issue was approved 
by San Franciscans to improve it from the Central Freeway 
to the Ferry Building. Th is plan confi nes itself to a series 

of enhancements to make the street more pleasant to walk 
along, cross, and cycle upon in the plan area. Improve-
ments to the overall street confi guration should be made 
as part of a comprehensive redesign of the street, from Th e 
Embarcadero to Castro Street. Ultimately, the damage 
done to Market Street and the neighborhood by the poorly 
conceived freeway touchdown should be addressed and 
repaired.

OBJECTIVE 4.3

REINFORCE THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE 
MARKET STREET STREETSCAPE AND 
CELEBRATE ITS PROMINENCE AS SAN 
FRANCISCO’S SYMBOLIC “MAIN STREET.”

POLICY 4.3.1

Recognize the importance of the entire Market 
Street corridor in any improvements to Market Street 
proposed for the plan area.

Market Street is unquestionably the City’s most memorable 
street. It is our primary ceremonial space, the heart of our 
downtown, and our most important transportation corri-
dor. Th ere are more demands placed on Market Street than 
any other street in the City: it accommodates streetcars, 
buses, trolleys, automobiles and pedestrians who use it as a 
major route to destinations and as a strolling street.

POLICY 4.3.2

Improve the visual appearance and integrity of 
Market Street within the plan area through more 
consistent tree planting, better tree maintenance, 
de-cluttering sidewalks, and installing new pedes-
trian amenities.

While an appropriate redesign of the whole of Market 
Street is outside of the scope of this plan, signifi cant im-
provements of moderate cost are possible and desirable to 
enhance the street within the neighborhood. Th e magnifi -
cent palm trees that march down the center of the street 
are spotty and noncontiguous in their spacing, and their 
impact is lost where they are experienced: on the street. 
Th ere are many opportunities to infi ll these trees with new 
ones. Similarly, there are many opportunities for additional 
trees along the street, at times in double rows. Both existing 
and new trees should receive the highest level of on-going 
care. Sidewalks along the street are cluttered with a disarray 
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of newspaper boxes, signs, refuse cans, and utility boxes, 
which could be clustered more attractively. Benches and 
pedestrian-scaled lighting fi xtures should be provided on 
the street, particularly at corner plazas.

POLICY 4.3.3

Mark the intersections of Market Street with Van 
Ness Avenue, Octavia Boulevard, and Dolores 
Street with streetscape elements that celebrate their 
particular significance.

Th e designs for these principal intersections should include 
streetscape elements—such as special light fi xtures, gate-
ways, and public art pieces—that emphasize and celebrate 
the special signifi cance of each intersection.

Market Street and Van Ness Avenue

Th e Van Ness Avenue intersection will be provided with 
pedestrian-oriented additions on the north side and major 
improvements on the south, associated with the introduc-
tion of the Van Ness Avenue Transitway, described in this 
plan. Th e intersection should be designed with prominent 
streetscape elements that signify the crossing of two im-
portant streets. Th is will break up the width of the street 
into three separate sections, thereby humanizing it and 
providing pedestrian refuges for people crossing Van Ness 
Avenue. Widened sidewalks can do the same at the corners, 
as can extended streetcar platforms on Market Street.

Market Street and Octavia Boulevard

Th e freeway touchdown added a new public plaza on its 
south side, west of the freeway touchdown, and wide side-
walk corners and medians on its north side. Th ese spaces 
should be provided with prominent gateway elements that 
signify a major entry into the city. A statue, obelisk, light 
cannon, or other piece of public art should be considered 
for installation at the center of this intersection. Ultimately, 
the damage done to Market Street and the neighborhood 
by the poorly conceived freeway touchdown should be ad-
dressed and repaired, and these new public plazas given the 
civic role they ought to have.

Market and Dolores Streets

Dolores Street has special historic signifi cance to the people 
of San Francisco and is one of the most visually memorable 
streets in the city, because of its palm tree lined central me-

dian. Th e intersection of Dolores Street and Market Street 
should be celebrated by extending the median to Market 
Street and creating a small paved plaza in front of the statue 
for people to meet, talk, and sit, and by announcing the 
presence of this signifi cant city street, taking us to the loca-
tion of Mission Dolores.

See Figure 8. Market Street at Dolores Street: Existing and 
Proposed

POLICY 4.3.4

Enhance the transit hub at Market and Church 
Street.

Church Street, from Market Street to Duboce Avenue, is 
one of the city’s most important transit centers. It is also 
a center of neighborhood activity, with large volumes of 
pedestrian and bicycle traffi  c around the clock. Despite its 
prominence, the area lacks all but the most basic pedestrian 
amenities. Relatively simple improvements would dramati-
cally enhance pedestrian and transit rider comfort in the 
area, making transit a more attractive travel option.

Th e City should conduct a redesign study of Church 
Street, north of Market Street. Th e study should examine 
re-designing the street as a pedestrian-oriented transit 
boulevard (e.g., a transit confl ict street) or other options 
that maximize pedestrian and transit connections. Th e 
city should also investigate the opportunity to install an 
enhanced streetcar-loading platform on Duboce Avenue, 
west of Church Street. Th e study should strive to ensure 
safe, convenient and comfortable pedestrian connections 
to transit facilities and to accommodate bicycle traffi  c on 
Duboce Avenue.

Church Street, south of Market Street, features wide side-
walks. Special light fi xtures should be installed at this inter-
section, and the streetcar platform shelters could receive a 
special “Market Street” design.

See Figure 9. Market Street at Church Street: Existing and 
Proposed

POLICY 4.3.5

Reclaim excess right-of-way around the Muni portal 
on Duboce Avenue, west of Market Street, to create 
a focal point museum that celebrates the reconstruc-
tion of historic streetcars.
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Figure 8.
Market Street at Dolores Street: Existing and Proposed
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East of Church Street, beyond the Muni Portal and beneath 
the Mint, Duboce Avenue is presently not much more than 
a utility yard (albeit one where colorful old streetcars are 
kept) and the site of an important, well-used bike path 
passing through. Th is site can be transformed into a mu-
seum that celebrates San Francisco’s streetcar history. An 
overhead shed-like structure would provide space for a 
working museum, while at the same time retaining a public 
path along its southern edge for bicycles and walkers. Th e 
new structure would provide a much friendlier edge to this 
public right-of-way than currently exists.

See Figure 10. Page Street at Buchanan Street: Existing and 
Proposed

POLICY 4.3.6

Improve BART and Muni entrances and exits to 
give them a sense of identity and make them less 
intrusive on sidewalk space.

Th e very wide BART and Muni entrances and the sidewalks 
behind them are presently somewhat moribund and hard 
to recognize. Th e city should investigate opportunities to 
create more visible BART/Muni entranceways on Market 
Street with modest vertical elements to better announce 
the entries. Th ese areas should also provide small open 
spaces with sitting areas, integrated news-vending boxes, 
pedestrian lighting, and information and sales kiosks.

Figure 9.
Market Street 
at Church 
Street: 
Existing and 
Proposed
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Page Street and Buchanan 
Street: Existing Conditions

Page Street and Buchanan 
Street: with center traffic 
island and improved 
pedestrian crossings

Page Street and Buchanan 
Street: with center traffic 
island, corner plazas, 
and improved pedestrian 
crossings

Figure 10.
Page Street at Buchanan Street: 
Existing and Proposed
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Historically, the Market and Octavia neighborhood has 
been an imminently walkable place with good access to 
public transit. Its dense fabric of streets and alleys, relatively 
gentle topography, and role as the gateway to downtown 
from neighborhoods to the west have made it an essential 
crossroads, supporting the development of strong residen-
tial districts interspersed by active commercial streets with 
good transit service.

Since the 1950’s, these qualities have become increasingly 
fragile. With the proliferation of private cars in San Francis-
co and the region, the Market and Octavia neighborhood’s 
role as a crossroads has led to the imposition of a major 
regional freeway and the channeling of large fl ows of auto 
traffi  c on Fell, Oak, Gough and Franklin Streets. Because 
space in the area’s dense physical fabric is limited, increas-
ing auto ownership has meant more space dedicated to the 
movement and storage of automobiles.

Th is has resulted in less space for housing and more space 
devoted to parking—resulting in dead ground-fl oor spaces, 
overly-traffi  cked streets, and less room for safe sidewalks, 
bicycles and transit. Minimum parking requirements for 
new development, adapted from suburban jurisdictions 
and introduced in San Francisco in 1957, resulted in more 
space used for parking in the neighborhood, where driving 
has the most negative impact, and other ways of getting 
around are attractive and viable.

Today, the Market and Octavia neighborhood is at a 
critical juncture. Over the last 40 years, this imbalance 
has created increased confl icts between cars and people, 
undermining the ability to provide housing and services 
effi  ciently, degrading the value of streets as the setting for 
public life, and crippling the potential of transit, bicy-
cling, and walking to provide safe and convenient means 
of getting around. Ultimately, we can provide adequate, 

05 

BALANCING TRANSPORTATION CHOICES
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aff ordable housing and vital, healthy neighborhoods only 
as we restore a balance between the transportation choices 
available to people. How we allocate space on city streets 
and how much parking we provide become basic matters 
of geometry, not ideology: where travel demand is great-
est, the allocation of street space must prioritize transit 
and other modes that move people more effi  ciently, even 
if it means reducing space for private autos. While autos 
will continue to have a place, keeping our streets running 
means giving priority to ways of getting around that make 
more effi  cient use of increasingly limited street space, and 
limiting the traffi  c-generating eff ects of parking where it is 
most harmful. At base, what this means is going back to a 
model of city building that strengthens neighborhoods like 
Market and Octavia, in keeping with its best traditions as 
an urban place.

To this end, this plan proposes policies to strengthen the 
area’s accessibility by foot, bicycle, and transit, and to 
prioritize these modes as the long-term vision for how the 
area will grow. Th e plan discourages new parking facilities, 
recognizing that they generate traffi  c, consume space that 
could be devoted to housing, and have a negative eff ect 
overall on the neighborhood.

Principle: Prioritize the effi  cient movement of people and 
goods and minimize the negative eff ects of cars on neighbor-
hood streets.

Responding to the “Transit-First” Policy means fundamen-
tally changing the way we classify and plan for streets. Th is 
plan aims to make this change in the Market and Octavia 
neighborhood. In keeping with the “Transit-First” Policy, 
this plan aims to improve the reliability, frequency, and 
overall dignity of transit, bicycle, and pedestrian service 
and amenities in the area while managing the parking sup-
ply to provide effi  cient and equitable access to a variety of 
users.

Principle: Better management of existing resources is more 
eff ective in improving service than simply increasing capacity.

Th e easiest way to improve transit speed and reliability, for 
example, is to move existing transit vehicles faster by getting 
them out of traffi  c. A perceived lack of customer parking 
can be remedied by metering on-street spaces for short-
term use. Management can eff ectively infl uence people’s 
choice of travel mode, as the region has demonstrated with 

tolls on the Golden Gate and Bay Bridges that support 
regional transit service. Management can also be used to 
balance parking supply and demand, as the city has shown 
with short-term pricing at the 5th and Mission Garage 
and other city garages, which discourage all-day commuter 
parking and encourage short-term customer parking.

Making Public Transit Work

Transit riders, like all travelers, are rational decision makers. 
Th ey are transportation consumers, and they are looking at 
what is the best value for their needs. Any given traveler 
will not select a travel mode if it is more time consum-
ing, less convenient, less reliable, and equally costly. Th e 
primary factors that infl uence mode choice are:

• time and cost,
• convenience, reliability and fl exibility, and
• availability of information.

To this end, the plan prioritizes the frequent and reliable 
operation of transit on the city’s core transit streets. Th e 
plan also calls for improving the function and design of 
essential transit facilities and nodes. As more people come 
to the neighborhood, we have to give them good reasons to 
come without a car.

OBJECTIVE 5.1

IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT TO MAKE IT 
MORE RELIABLE, ATTRACTIVE, CONVENIENT, 
AND RESPONSIVE TO INCREASING DEMAND.

For transit to meet the needs of San Francisco’s population, 
it must off er travel times and reliability that compete well 
against the private automobile. Unfortunately, congestion 
has a disproportionate impact on transit relative to cars, 
given transit’s fi xed routes and passenger boarding needs. 
Moreover, traffi  c-light systems that are timed to benefi t autos 
often force transit vehicles to “bunch” together, decreasing 
reliability for passengers. Th ese problems can be overcome 
by providing transit-preferential treatments, from traffi  c 
signal prioritization to creating dedicated transit rights of 
way, where buses and streetcars are removed from the traf-
fi c around them. If the goal of the transportation system is 
to maximize the movement of people, street improvements 
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that give transit a clear priority over private vehicles are 
essential. In some cases this may require reallocating street 
space from automobiles to transit.

See Map 9. Proposed Transit Improvements

POLICY 5.1.1

Implement transit improvements on streets desig-
nated as “Transit Preferential Streets” in this plan.

Market Street

At the confl uence of San Francisco’s three main grids, a sig-
nifi cant share of all Muni lines converge on Market Street. 
At Market Street at Van Ness Avenue, fi ve lines come 
together and run on average every two minutes in each di-
rection, not counting subway service. Closer to downtown, 
thirteen Muni lines are scheduled every 40 seconds in each 
direction. With so many lines in one place, seemingly 
insignifi cant delays can quickly compound through the 
system. For example, a continuous one-minute delay for all 
Muni vehicles on Market Street at O’Farrell Street results 
in a cumulative 2,300-minute daily delay, signifi cantly 
reducing reliability system-wide. Th at is equal to 38 hours 
of service. Over the course of a year, the extra cost to the 
city would exceed $1 million. Market Street’s importance 
to the success of the whole transportation system cannot 
be overstated.

In addition to urban design improvements to make Market 
Street more friendly to pedestrians, it is critically impor-
tant that the operations of Market Street be improved to 
eliminate Muni delays. Two important ways of achieving 
this are by refi ning signal timing and creating enforceable 
transit-only lanes.

In order for signal timing to work without creating unnec-
essary red time for the cross streets, it is critical that other 
vehicles not impede Muni’s progress. Currently, so many 
cars use Market Street in the downtown that it may take 
several light cycles for the buses and streetcars to move to 
the next block - delays occasionally in excess of 10 minutes. 
Th e existing “bus only” lanes are not clearly marked, are 
generally not enforced, and are thus ignored by motorists.

Th e City should consider the following means to improve 
transit speed and reliability:

Changes to traffi  c signal timing.

Transit lane delineation.

Increased enforcement of existing rules against 
driving in the transit only lanes or raising fi nes and 
post them prominently.

Designation of other routes for private automo-
biles.

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 reliability 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 cor-
ridor suggest that it would be better developed with “bus 
rapid transit” (BRT): an at-grade, rubber-tire version of a 
subway line. Such systems have been highly successful all 
over the world. In North America, Ottawa 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/In-
ternational Boulevard corridor in Berkeley and Oakland.

San Francisco is now in the process of investigating the 
feasibility of bus rapid transit on Van Ness Avenue. Th e 
illustration at right shows a possible solution, however the 
specifi cs 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

•

•

•

•
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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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Mission Street

Another corridor of critical citywide importance, Mission 
Street serves the southeast corner of the plan area and con-
nects 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 improved by a detailed study 
of Mission Street. A traffi  c study could provide analysis and 
suggest refi nements to these ideas.

Th e study should encourage transit preferential treatments 
on designated TPS streets in the area.

Haight Street

Th ough 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 reducing these delays by 
removing stop signs and replacing them with preempted 
traffi  c signals if appropriate. In addition, MTA should 
consider reducing through-traffi  c 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. Th is would allow 
the eastbound Haight Street buses to avoid detouring 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 suff ers 
signifi cant 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 aff ect 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 fl ow with other traffi  c. Unlike 
buses, streetcars cannot turn to avoid backups, left-turning 
vehicles, or double-parked vehicles. Th is results in increased 
travel times and a reduced reliability.

Th e most cost-eff ective method to increase person capacity 
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 effi  ciency 
of the Muni Metro outside of this plan area, in coordina-
tion with the Transit Eff ectiveness Project (TEP), currently 
being developed by MTA and the Controller’s Offi  ce.

Th e 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. Addi-
tional 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 signifi cant negative eff ect on transit. 
Th erefore, the city should not allow new curb cuts on tran-
sit preferential streets. If off -street parking 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 Permit-
ted
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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 eff ort should be made to maximize housing oppor-
tunities 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 improve-
ments is essential to this eff ort. Th e 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 ticket-
ing 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 preferential 
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. Th e Planning Department shall be 
the implementing agency for this fee.

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

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 performance 
statistics to measure changes in transit provision, and sup-
port the documentation of the need for additional transit 
capacity, reliability and connectivity. Th is eff ort 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 transit 
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 specifi c 
lines;

•

•

•

•

•
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scheduled headway adherence: confi dence in design 
headways;

on-time performance by mode: reliability of diff er-
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 supply. Th e 
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 neighborhood 
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 neigh-
borhood 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 parking in new development and 
call for the more eff ective management of existing parking 
resources. Th ese objectives and policies, working together 
with the land use, housing, and public improvements pro-
posed 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 
POLICIES FOR AREAS WELL SERVED BY 
PUBLIC TRANSIT THAT ENCOURAGE TRAVEL 
BY PUBLIC TRANSIT AND ALTERNATIVE 
TRANSPORTATION MODES AND REDUCE 
TRAFFIC CONGESTION.

San Francisco’s Downtown Area Plan successfully imple-
mented parking management strategies that discouraged 
auto dependence by limiting parking development, 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 neighborhood residents to choose a 
“car-free” or “car-reduced” lifestyle. In a center-city neigh-
borhood such lifestyles reduce expensive transportation 
costs and encourage healthy modes of transportation such 
as walking and bicycling. 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 eff ort should be made to manage parking supply and 
pricing to encourage the use of public transportation 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 aff ordability 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 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 opportunity 
to provide space for housing and commercial uses. Where 
it is provided, space dedicated to parking should be used as 
effi  ciently as possible, thereby minimizing this lost oppor-
tunity. Th rough the use of tandem parking, valet services, 
and new parking technologies, the amount of space needed 
to park a car can be reduced dramatically. Every eff ort 
should be made to encourage effi  cient use of space.

Encourage innovative means of increasing the ef-
fi ciency 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 defi nition of a parking space to 
include tandem spaces, spaces in parking lifts, and 
valet parking spaces.

•

•
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Do not permit the minimum dimensions for 
a parking 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 expanses 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 neighborhood. By ensuring that parking is 
located below grade, or at the least lined with more active 
uses and activities, the negative eff ects of parking on the 
neighborhood can be kept to a minimum.

In districts with large lots and where more intensive 
residential development is possible, limit the use of 
above-ground space for parking to minimize large 
frontages devoted to parking and to maximize op-
portunities 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. Th e area’s access 
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 minimum parking 
requirement, every eff ort 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. Th e 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.

Th e city currently requires most new residential develop-
ment 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 fl exible management of uses 
might work as well or better while at the same time creat-
ing better street designs. Large areas of the ground fl oor 
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 requirement 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 building, and arrangements made to provide on-street 
space for loading to take place on move-in days.

POLICY 5.2.6

Make parking cost transparent to users.

Th e cost of parking is often aggregated in other costs, 
especially in rents for residential and commercial property. 
Th is forces people to lease parking, with no consideration 
of need or the availability of alternatives to driving. Th is 
could be avoided if, for all types of development, city policy 
was to require parking costs to be made visible and disag-
gregated from residential or commercial rents. Employer 
subsidies for employee parking should by limited as much 
as possible, and equal subsidies off ered 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 traffi  c management 
tools under the city’s control.
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Th e City should adopt a general pricing structure that 
benefi ts 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 manda-
tory 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 Parking Authority 
revenues below those obtained in fi scal year 1999-2000. 
Cheaper parking, or an oversupply of parking, would shift 
demand away from public transit, reducing ridership on 
Muni and regional transit providers.

Establish a clear Planning Commission policy discourag-
ing 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 additional 
public parking facilities, a full Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) or other study should be done. Th is 
study should catalog and rank solutions to capacity and 
supply questions. Before approving additional parking 
facilities, the study should insure that the implementation 
of modern solutions will resolve identifi ed transportation 
demand management problems. Th e 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 fi scal 
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. 

Th e Parking Authority should charge market prices 
for parking facilities.

•

•

•

Full utilization of existing parking supply includes: 
valet parking in garages, shared parking with neigh-
boring 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 Perform-
ing Arts Garage, as an existing facility, may be an 
example 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 PHYSICAL 
CHARACTER AND QUALITY OF THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD.

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.

Th roughout the plan area every eff ort should be made to 
maintain an active street front. Off -street parking and the 
dead spaces created by garage doors discourage use of the 
adjacent street and are uncomfortable to pedestrians.

OBJECTIVE 5.4

MANAGE EXISTING PARKING RESOURCES TO 
MAXIMIZE SERVICE AND ACCESSIBILITY 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 park-
ing. More eff ective pricing, more effi  cient management of 
supply, and better information can all result in dramatically 
improved parking availability in an area without adding a 
single parking space.

•

•
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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 avail-
ability of parking spaces, and through increasing fees for 
on-street permits to more closely refl ect their true market 
value.

Th e MTA and other relevant policy bodies should consider 
the following revisions to the Residential Parking Permit 
(RPP) program for the Market & 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 parking 
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 alternative 
transportation related improvements such as pe-
destrian 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 eff ect.

•

•

•

•

•

•

POLICY 5.4.2

Prioritize access to available publicly-owned parking 
(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. Th ere 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 com-
muter 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 accommodated by transit.

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

Adequate parking space should be reserved at all 
times for the handicapped and the disabled.

Suffi  cient 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.

Suffi  cient 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.

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.

Commuter parking should generally be discour-
aged 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.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
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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 parking in 
the short term, the curb cuts required to access it usually 
require removing on-street parking spaces. Th e 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 off sets the loss of public on-
street parking.

A fee should be considered for all curb cuts. Th e curb cut 
fee should be suffi  cient to account for the long-term value 
of the street area no longer available for public use. Th e 
supporting fee study should consider delays to street traffi  c 
(auto, transit, bicycles), safety and aesthetic impacts on 
the pedestrian realm, loss of on-street publicly accessible 
parking, and program administration (costs and structure). 
Th is fee should be re-evaluated every fi ve years, to capture 
increased costs and impacts. In general, new curb cuts 
should not be allowed where they would result in the re-
moval 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 encourag-
ing other users to shift to alternatives to driving 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 benefi ts 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 man-
agement was undertaken in spring 2001 to help develop 
the parking program for the Market and Octavia area. Th e 
study identifi ed 1,040 off -street surface parking spaces in 
the initial study area, including 537 spaces on the parcels 
formerly covered by the Central Freeway. One of the 
primary fi ndings of the study is that there is excess capac-
ity 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 Cen-
tral Freeway parcels. Th ere 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, shoppers, arts providers and commuters.

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

In keeping with the city’s downtown parking poli-
cies, eliminate discounts off ered 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 off ered at the Performing Arts 
Garage.

Optimize use of the City vehicle fl eet more ef-
fi ciently to decrease space needed for City vehicles 
and increase space available for public use.

Off set parking demand by implementing bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transit improvements recommend-
ed elsewhere in this plan.

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

•

•

•

•

•

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

Implement real-time information regarding park-
ing 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. 

Th ese 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.

Th roughout the city, surface parking lots are routinely used 
as a temporary land use while waiting for real estate condi-
tions 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 associated with them.

• Require review of temporary use permits for surface 
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 in-
troduced with tremendous success in San Francisco 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 
eff ective 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.

•

•

•

•

•

Th e 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 carshar-
ing 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.

Th e 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.

Th e 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 man-
agement strategies. Th erefore, 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 manage-
ment strategies, such as:

 Residential Parking Permit Reform

 Parking Benefi ts 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.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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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 developed 
compact, urban forms in order to facilitate fast and easy ac-
cess 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 distances, and in turn encourag-
ing cities to spread out.

Th e close knit urban fabric of the Market and Octavia 
neighborhood, along with its central location and relatively 
level topography, is well suited to bicycling, and bicycling 
off ers a simple, inexpensive, and space-effi  cient means of 
getting from place to place. As part of a comprehensive ap-
proach 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 traffi  c 
streets. It proposes several new bike facilities that would 
connect established bike lanes into a more complete bike 
system. Th e plan also proposes improvements to several 
extremely dangerous confl ict points between bicycles and 
vehicular traffi  c.

See Map 11 Bicycle Network

OBJECTIVE 5.5

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

POLICY 5.5.1

Improve bicycle connections, accessibility, safety, 
and convenience throughout the neighborhood, 
concentrating on streets most safely and easily trav-
eled by bicyclists.

In addition to being a major crossroads for transit and 
automobile traffi  c, the Market and Octavia neighborhood 
includes several of the most important and well-used bi-
cycle 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 Cas-
tro Street to Octavia Boulevard, but they are discontinuous 
at several key intersections where bicycles are forced to 
merge with through traffi  c. 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 side-
walks 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 Boulevard and Van 
Ness Avenue. Further studies should explore extending the 
lanes as far east as 8th Street, where Market Street narrows 
and the sidewalks widen to accommodate the larger sub-
way portals. Detailed planning work should be undertaken 
to arrive at a better design for the entire length of Market 
Street. While removing some on-street parking may be ap-
propriate 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 con-
nection to Octavia Boulevard, should be retained, linking 
both north- and south-bound bicycle traffi  c. Th e 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

Th e entirety of Page Street has been designated a “Bicycle 
Priority Street,” and opportunities to treat this street as a 
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bicycle boulevard should be studied. Bicycle boulevards 
with traffi  c calming devices should be considered.Some 
possibilities are illustrated at right.

Duboce Avenue

Th e 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 fi xtures 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. Th e proposals elsewhere 
in this plan pertaining to improvements to the Duboce Av-
enue yard now used for the rehabilitation of trolleys would 
do much to activate this section of the street.

Howard Street

Traffi  c analysis should be preformed in the South Van Ness 
Avenue area. Among other issues, bicycle lanes and con-
nections 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, signifi cant safety improvements to the intersec-
tion of South Van Ness Avenue and Division Street should 
be studied as part of the overall proposal to reconfi gure 
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 
confl icts with large volumes of traffi  c.

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, ensure 
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 complete 
network of bikeways is provided, such as Davis and Palo 
Alto, bicycling has been shown to have a measurable eff ect 
on reducing congestion. From a citywide and regional per-
spective, every eff ort should be made to support peoples’ 
commute by bicycle. Th e largest obstacle to bicycle com-
muting, aside from unsafe streets, is the diffi  culty in taking 
bicycles on regional transit and the lack of secure bicycle 
parking at transit facilities. To support bicycle commut-
ing, bicycles need to be permitted on all city and regional 
transit operators at peak commute times and secure bicycle 
parking needs to be provided at regional transit stations.

Encourage SamTrans, Golden Gate Transit, and 
other regional bus transit operators to provide 
bicycle 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 confl icting 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.

•

•

•

•

•

•
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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 circulation 
through the plan area. One project would eliminate the 
“jog” of one-way traffi  c on Fell and Oak Streets, thereby 
minimizing the negative eff ects of these major regional 
traffi  c fl ows 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 traffi  c, dis-
rupt neighborhood commercial activities, and negatively 
aff ect the livability of adjacent uses and the neighborhood 
as a whole. Th e 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 traffi  c 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 traffi  c confi guration versus 
changes that may impact other City goals including 

reducing pedestrian confl icts and increasing pedes-
trian oriented facilities;

eliminating confusing Z-shaped jogs of one-way 
vehicular traffi  c;

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 traffi  c may continue to 
use Hayes Street en route to Fell Street and points west, the 
City should seek to apply the larger goal of restoring the 
character of Hayes Street as a neighborhood commercial 
street west of Franklin, while maintaining its role as a 
regional traffi  c street between Franklin and Market Streets. 
Future studies should look at resolving larger traffi  c pat-
terns and optimizing traffi  c and neighborhood character 
within the Plan Area.

•

•
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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 earthquake, demolition 
of the upper deck, and voter approval of Proposition E in 
1998. Th is 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 traffi  c that move 
through the area. Th e 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.

Th e Market Street Safeway and the University of California 
at Berkeley Extension sites are other important opportu-
nity sites, where new housing and groundfl oor commercial 
activities could strengthen the area. Th ese sites span a 
variety of contexts, from the monumental scale of Market 
Street to the fi ne-grain of residential alleys 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 
INTEGRATED INTO THE FABRIC OF THE 
AREA.

Th ere 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 
specifi c physical conditions and challenges posed by these 
sites and present key strategies for their successful integra-
tion into the fabric of the area and the temporal context of 
the day. New buildings, if well designed, can signifi cantly 
add to San Francisco’s architectural dialog, even in historic 
districts. To such end, the neighbors partnered with the 
Mayor’s Offi  ce and others to sponsor an international 
design competition which generated creative housing ideas 
for the sites formerly occupied by the freeway.

06
INFILL DEVELOPMENT ON KEY SITES
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New Park

New 
Open Space

Figure 12.
A New Street System for SOMA Neighborhood
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OBJECTIVE 6.2 

ENCOURAGE NEW DEVELOPMENT ON 
THE CENTRAL FREEWAY PARCELS AND 
THE MARKET STREET SAFEWAY SITE 
TO HEAL THE PHYSICAL FABRIC OF 
THE NEIGHBORHOOD 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 aff ordable 
housing, is the clear priority for these parcels. Th e Market 
Street Safeway site is another important opportunity site, 
where new housing above revitalized ground-fl oor com-
mercial activities could strengthen the area.

Th ese sites span a variety of contexts, from the monumental 
scale of Market Street to the fi ne-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.

Th e background document for this Area Plan titled “Th e 
Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan” contains specifi c 
guidelines for each parcel that address the specifi c physical 
conditions and challenges posed by the Central Freeway 
parcels. Th ey reiterate core ideas from these guidelines, as 
well as add new ideas as needed to respond to the particu-
lar challenges of these sites. Th e basic land use and height 
controls, along with recommended uses, are consistent 
with this Area Plan. Th is background document shall 
guide development of these parcels during both the initial 
development and into the future.

The Market Street Safeway Site

POLICY 6.2.2

Encourage the redesign of the Church and Market 
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 location. 
It has been occupied for several decades by a supermarket. 
Th e 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. 
Th e 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. 
Th is 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 confi guration 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.

Th e site has been the subject of much discussion as part 
of the community planning process. Th e potential for this 
site to create a stronger presence along Market and Church 
Streets is a clear goal of the community, as is better integrat-
ing it with the scale and character of the area. Th e potential 
for a new mixed-use development that incorporates a fully 
functional supermarket while improving the area cannot 
be overlooked; it is an excellent opportunity to strengthen 
Market Street and focus activity around the transit connec-
tions here. Th e supermarket 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. Fu-
ture proposals for signifi cant redesign or redevelopment of 
the site should also balance the operation of a supermarket 
with following goals:
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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 signifi cant amount 
of housing on upper fl oors.

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 pro-
posal from the property owners, input from both the City 
and the neighbors, a future community planning process 
should produce a site-specifi c plan that follows the general 
principals established in the Market & Octavia Neighbor-
hood Plan. Th e various objectives, policies, and other 
provisions of this Plan shall only apply to future proposals 
for signifi cant redesign of the site.

The UC Berkeley Extension Laguna Street 
Campus 

POLICY 6.2.3

Any future reuse of the UC Berkeley Laguna 
Campus 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. Th e site is surrounded 
by a mix of small-scale, 2- and 3-story walk-ups and a scat-
tering of larger apartment buildings, with signifi cant 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 rela-
tively fi ne-grained urban fabric within a cluster of historic 
buildings.
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Immediately south of Market Street between 11th Street 
and Valencia Street lies an area that relatively few San Fran-
ciscans know well. It is where the South of Market Street 
grid bumps awkwardly into and connects with the Mission 
grid. Th e 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 residen-
tial developments.

Th ere are tremendous opportunities for positive change in 
this area - what has come to be called “SoMa West”. Th e 
city’s General Plan envisions this area’s transformation into 
a vibrant new mixed-use residential neighborhood, provid-
ing much-needed housing, a full range of new services and 
vibrant streets and public spaces. Th is plan carries forward 
this vision and articulates it further, proposing new zon-
ing 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. Th is is the one part of the Market 
and Octavia area where creating a new, truly high-density 
mixed-use neighborhood can be achieved and would bring 
tremendous benefi t to the city as a whole.

Realizing this vision will be no small task. Creating a neigh-
borhood here will take more than changing the zoning. A 
great deal of vehicular traffi  c, much of it freeway-bound, 
pushes through the area’s busy streets: South Van Ness, 
Mission, Duboce, and Division. As public spaces, these 
streets suff er from large unwelcoming areas of asphalt, 
awkward pedestrian islands, and high accident rates. Most 
are “no man’s lands” without the most basic comforts for 
pedestrians. Th ere are major, problematic intersections, 
for cars and pedestrians 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 Traffi  c, 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 
intersections 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 directions 
of traffi  c, and the confusing geometry owing to the nature 
of the underlying street grids.

07
A NEW NEIGHBORHOOD IN SOMA WEST
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New residential developments in the area attest to what 
this area could become. Major transit investments, planned 
for Van Ness Avenue and the Market / Mission Street cor-
ridors, 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 improvements 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 potential 
for substantial new residential development, supported 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 offi  ce 
uses on lower fl oors. Every eff ort should be made to encour-
age 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 
desired use.

SoMa West is unlike the smaller-scale residential areas of 
the rest of the plan area. Buildings here typically house 

commercial uses, are typically taller and more bulky, and 
sit on larger parcels. Where there are opportunities 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 sup-
port new housing are encouraged on the ground fl oor 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. Housing 
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 profi le 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 traffi  c, much of it freeway bound 
from areas north of Market Street and from the west, 
pushes through SoMa West: South Van Ness Avenue and 
Mission, Duboce, and Division Streets. SoMa West is 
also lacking in public open space; what spaces do exist are 
negatively aff ected by traffi  c 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. Th ere are 
major, problematic intersections. Some of the worst are at 

•

•
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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 safety 
and calm traffi  c 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. Th e following policies describe specifi c 
strategies to make these improvements.

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

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 traffi  c, 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. Th e 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 traffi  c to the freeway. South Van Ness Av-
enue should be studied with the goal of supporting 
all the functions of a great street, moving traffi  c, 
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.

•

•

Th ese two streets act as a one-way couplet making the 
transition from downtown to the Mission District and 
carrying freeway-bound traffi  c from Gough Street via Otis 
Street. Mission district buses use this pair as well. Otis 
Street, particularly, is rather unpleasant for pedestrians. A 
redesign of these streets should be studied to see if it would 
make the streets comfortable and effi  cient for buses, autos, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists. Th e 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 fol-
lowing ideas were discussed (but not yet studied) during 
the community planning process.

Th e Otis Street right-of-way is wide enough to 
separate local-serving traffi  c from through traffi  c 
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 traffi  c can be 
separated from the buses and the Mission district 
traffi  c, again by a planted median that will give the 
street a more human scale. 

Mission Street traffi  c, in this area, can be accom-
modated on fewer lanes, allowing for enhanced 
sidewalks consistent with the new residential devel-
opment along it. A separate bus lane and a long 
and comfortable boarding platform at the Duboce 
/ Division intersection will serve transit riders. Th is 
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 intersec-
tion.

Presently a wide street with no compelling attractions 
except for traffi  c, 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 pedestrian 
realm that borders the small scaled “Brady Block” to the 
east.

•

•
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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, traffi  c 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 traffi  c that it did before. Th ere is the op-
portunity to reconfi gure McCoppin Street from Otis to 
Valencia Streets as a linear green street, with a substantial 
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 traffi  c. Th e portion of Mc-
Coppin Street west of Valencia Street is no longer needed 
for vehicular traffi  c, providing the opportunity to convert 
it to a small open space. Th e 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.

Th e 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 al-
leys bisecting it in diff erent 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 cre-
ate a large swath of indefensible space.

Th e block has tremendous potential despite its present 
conditions. It is an intimate space of small buildings front-
ing on narrow alleys. It isn’t hard to envision a small neigh-
borhood here-on the scale of South Park: small residential 
infi ll and existing buildings framing a new public park at 
the core of the block’s network of alleys. Th e addition of 
new housing and the development 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 center 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 creat-
ing a small open space here and connecting the existing 
alley network, the city would have created a magnifi cent 
centerpiece for this intimate mini-neighborhood. Th e park 
will be surrounded by several housing opportunity sites 
and would by accessed via a network of mid-block alleys 
designed as “living alley” spaces. Th e 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 
outlined in Element 1, the following actions are neces-
sary to realize this change for the Brady Block, in order of 
importance:

An agreement will be necessary with BART to al-
low 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 

•

•

•

•
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discussed but not yet studied: Twelfth Street could be re-
confi gured to provide only one travel lane in each direction, 
plus parking lanes, and concentrating a widened pedestrian 
realm on one side of the street for pedestrians, 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. Th ere 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 intersec-
tion could be reconfi gured with South Van Ness Avenue to 
create space for a new, corner plaza. Reorganizing 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 traffi  c move through these 
two intersections to access the freeway on-ramp. Pedestrian 
crossings are daunting, if not impossible, and cyclists fi nd 
these intersections particularly diffi  cult, mostly because of 
the freeway-bound traffi  c. Th e area’s small traffi  c islands, 
weaving traffi  c lanes, and discontinuous sidewalks leave 
pedestrians and bicyclists lost in a sea of traffi  c.

During the community planning process the following 
idea was discussed but not yet studied: Th e city could 
establish new lane confi gurations to make the transition 
from Mission Street and South Van Ness Avenue to the 
freeway ramp more direct, and minimize confl icts 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. Th is could provide better pedestrian con-
nections and separate freeway from local traffi  c, possibly 
creating an easy and safer transition for cyclists traveling 
south.

Implementing the Plan

Crucial to the Plan, the implementation elements are more 
thoroughly described in the background document, “Th e 
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, 
traffi  c-calming, open space and other public improvements. 
A comprehensive program of new public infrastructure is 
necessary to provide these improvements to the area’s grow-
ing population. Th e Neighborhood Plan outlines priority 
projects and timeline and links costs to revenue. New fees, 
the Market and Octavia Community Improvements Fund 
and Community Infrastructure Impact Fee will create the 
necessary fi nancial 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. Th e plan’s performance 
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 alterations to Mar-
ket & Octavia Neighborhood Plan policies, or heightened 
prioritization of plan area improvements.


