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DRAFT MINUTES 
 
TO:  Al l  Commissioners and Alternates  
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Sierra Peterson, Executive & Commissioner L iaison (415/352-3608; 
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SUBJECT: Draft Minutes of July 17,  2025 Hybrid Commission Meeting  
 
1.  Cal l  to Order.  The hybrid meeting was cal led to order by Chair Wasserman at 1:05 p.m.  
The meeting was held with a principal  phys ical  location of 375 Beale Street,  San Francisco, 
Cal i fornia,  and online via Zoom and teleconference.  

Chair Wasserman stated:  Good afternoon, a l l ,  and welcome to our hybr id BCDC 
commission meeting. I  apologize for being a couple of minutes late.  I  was upstairs mingling with 
staff  as well  as snagging a piece of pizza.  My name is  Zack Wasserman, and I  am Chair of the 
Commission, for anybody out there who may not have l istened before. I  want to thank a l l  of  you 
who are here at Metro Center as  well  as those participating virtual ly.  I  want to recognize 
Regulatory Director Harriet Ross who is  f i l l ing in for our Executive Director today, who is  off  on 
safar i  in Africa.  

Chair Wasserman asked Ms. Peterson to proceed with Agenda Item 2, Roll  Cal l .  
2.  Roll  Cal l .  Present were:  Chair  Wasserman, Vice Chair E isen,  Commissioners Addiego, Ahn, 
Dorsey,  Eckerle (represented by Alternate K imball) ,  Eklund, Gioia,  Gonzalez,  Gunther,  Hasz,  Kato 
(represented by Alternate Pemberton),  Moulton-Peters,  Ramos, Randolph,  Showalter ( joined at 
2:16 p.m.),  Tam (represented by Alternate Gi lmore),  and VACANT (Nelson) .  Catherine Stefani ,  
appointee of the Speaker of the Assembly (represented by Falzon)  was also present .  

Chair Wasserman announced that a quorum was present.  
Not present were Commissioners:  USACE (Beach),  Department of Finance (Benson),  U.S.  

Environmental  Protect ion Agency (Blake),  Business,  Transportation & Housing (E l-Tawansy),  San 
Mateo County (Gauthier),  Sonoma County (Hermosil lo) ,  Santa Clara County (Lee),  Solano County 
(Mashburn),  Associat ion of Bay Area Governments (Taylor)  
3.  Public  Comment Period.  Chair Wasserman cal led for public  comment on subjects that 
were not on the agenda.  

Roll ie Katz spoke:  Good afternoon. I  am Roll ie Katz,  the Execut ive Director of the Marin 
Associat ion of Public  Employees.  I  have spoken to you before. We are the union that represents 
the majority of Marin County employees;  more than half  of whom do not l ive in Marin County,  
many of whom drive across the Richmond Br idge every day to get to work. 

I  was able to take BART to this meeting today and had a lovely strol l  down Beale Street,  
was able to stop for lunch. Many of our  members who l ive in  the East Bay and beyond would l ike 
to have those options to get to work but they simply don’t  exist  and riding a bicyc le to work is  
not a viable option for  them.  

So,  we wil l  be here on the 7th to urge you to support the very commonsense application 
before you from Caltrans and the Bay Area Toll  Authority to convert the bike lane four days a 
week to a breakdown lane and hopefully  to make it  an HOV lane.  
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And I  would just  note a few things in my t ime. Those who oppose this plan point out 
correctly that if  we had more affordable housing in  Marin County fewer people would have to 
commute. We have been advocating that posit ion for a long t ime. And that and $8 wil l  pay for 
the Bridge tol l .  The fact is ,  there simply isn’t  enough housing and people have to l ive further 
away and have to drive to work.  

Secondly,  there is  a contention that  the breakdown lane real ly  doesn’t  affect the traff ic  
because there is  not going to be a third lane. But anybody who has  driven across that Bridge 
when there has been an acc ident,  a stal l ,  knows what happens when you can’t  move vehicles off  
the two lanes onto the side.  

I  regularly commute across the Bridge. I  often do it  at  t imes not rush hour for a number 
of reasons. Several  weeks ago, about 10:30, a r ide that should take 25, 30 minutes,  the sign on 
580 and 80 near Emeryvi l le says it  is  going to be an hour and a hal f  to get to 580. I  checked the 
traff ic  report .  There is  an acc ident on the Br idge, everything is  shut down. Highway Patrol  is  
gett ing there on a motorcycle on the bike lane.  

So,  it  took me about an hour and a hal f  to get to Marin County.  I  have seen a person with 
a f lat  t ire going very s lowly,  looking very anxious.  No place to pull  over.  Again,  a backup in 
traff ic.  

So,  we wil l  be back to see you in a few weeks and urge you to support that .  One of  our 
members has taken the t ime to come today to speak to you as wel l .  Thank you very much.  

Gabriela Ventura commented: Good afternoon, supervisors .  My name is  Gabriela Ventura. 
As Roll ie mentioned, I  am part of MAPE.  I  was born and ra ised in Marin County,  but due to the 
housing I  have been forced to move to Oakland. I  also don’t  have a car,  which makes it  very 
hard to cross the Richmond Bridge when I  try to get to work in the morning.  

I  am very lucky that I  have a carpool buddy who l ives r ight  next to  me. But on the t imes 
that she has to go on vacation I  am forced to resort to public  t ransportation, which is  not that 
great going into Marin County.  I  was very lucky that I  can take BART and Muni  and AC Transit  
from Oakland to here,  but I  don’t  have that luxury going into Marin County. Which means that 
when my buddy is  not avai lable to carpool,  I  am waking up at 4:30 in the morning to 5:00 in the 
morning to take a bus to BART, from BART to  a bus,  and then a bus from Marin to my job.  

And if  there is  an accident on the Br idge there is  no way I  am making it  to work at 8:00 
a.m. so I  am resorted to taking Uber or Lyft,  which costs around $60 just one way dur ing peak 
traff ic.  And then afterwards on the way back it  is  another three hours of travel ing. So,  my day 
starts at  4:30 a.m.  and it  ends around 8:00 to 9:00 p.m. and then I  am asked to do it  again the 
next day.  

And it  is  mental ly  taxing and not to mention f inancial ly  taxing.  It  can take anywhere from 
$30 round tr ip to 60 to $70 round trip dai ly .  So,  opening up that third lane for HOV would be 
super helpful  for the bus to just  get through and it  would be real ly  great for my mental  health 
as well .  So,  thank you so much for hearing us out and we wil l  be back August 8.  Thank you.  

Dani Lanis offered public comment:  This comment is  in regard to the Regional San Rafael  
Bridge Trai l .  

Caltrans’  proposal  to shut down this key sect ion of the Regional San Francisco Bay Trai l  
l ink ing the East Bay and North Bay is  opposed by resolutions adopted by the Richmond,  Albany,  
and Berkeley City Councils,  three cit ies along I-580 and the Bay Trai l .  

The closure proposal  a lso is  opposed by the West Contra Costa Transportat ion 
Commission represent ing al l  f ive cit ies in western Contra Costa County and over 70 local  
regional,  state,  and national organizations.  Organizations opposing include Save the Bay, Sierra 
Club, Greenbelt  Al l iance, the San Francisco Bay Trai l  Project,  Trust for Public  Land, and many 
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local  and regional cycl ing and hiking organizations.  
Also,  over 4800 individuals have signed a petit ion to maintain bike/walk access to the 

Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Trai l  7  days a week, 24 hours a day.  
According to the McAteer-Petris  Act,  BCDC can deny a permit i f  the proposed project fai ls  

to provide the maximum feasible public  access to the Bay and its  shorel ine. E l iminating the Trai l  
Monday through Thursday goes against BCDC’s goals of providing maximum feasible public  
access.  

MTC is  proposing a false,  unsubstantiated, shortsighted idea that fai ls  to create 
meaningful  change to a long-term problem. We deserve investment in a comprehensive 
approach that supports active,  sustainable transportation, transformative investment in public 
transportation to move more people with less miles driven, and affordable housing c loser to 
where people work to support the decades of growth to come.  

For the health of our communities and of the Bay it  is  crit ical  that  we priorit ize solut ions 
that take vehicles out of roadways and invest in sustainably connecting people to their  needs. 
Every bicycle and pedestrian tr ip is  one less  car.  B ikes are part of the solut ion. Please keep the 
Richmond San Rafael  Bridge Trai l  open today and f ight to open the Bay Bridge yesterday. Thank 
you. 

Bruce Beyaert  was recognized:  Chair Wasserman and Members of the Commission, my 
name is  Bruce Beyaert .  I  am Board of Directors co-chair for the San Francisco Bay Trai l  Project 
and chair of TRAC, Trai ls  for R ichmond Act ion Committee. 

The Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Trai l  is  a key section of the regional San Francisco Bay 
Trai l  providing act ive transportation and recreation for residents  of the East  Bay and North Bay. 
North Bay folks can get to Richmond and enjoy shorel ine parks and East Bay folks can get  to 
Marin and enjoy their shorel ine parks.  

Caltrans’  proposal  to shut down this Trai l  four days a week clearly  confl icts with the 
Commission’s mandate to provide maximum feasible access to the Bay and its  shorel ine.  

Caltrans’  proposal  to convert the Trai l  in order to study the effects of a breakdown lane, 
makes no sense.  UC Berkeley’s After Study  concluded that convert ing the breakdown lane to a 
trai l  had no signif icant effect on the number of accidents on the Bridge or the t ime required to 
clear them. Therefore,  it  makes no sense that going back to a breakdown lane would have any 
benef it .  

The After Study  also found that over the course of a year there are only 40 incidents on 
the Bridge during the morning commute hour.  Only 40, less than one a week. This real ly  makes 
very l itt le sense to shut down the Trai l  four  days a week when during those four days there may 
not be on the average a single inc ident on the Bridge.  

The ongoing grind of  congestion is  on the approaches to the Br idge, not the Bridge itse l f .  
And the RSR Forward program measures such as el iminat ing the to l l  booths,  go to open tol l ing 
and c lean out interchanges wi l l  do a lot to al leviate that  congestion on the approaches to the 
Bridge, which has nothing to do with the Br idge itsel f  and the Trai l .  

We now have f ive and a hal f  years of experience demonstrating that it  is  feasible to 
operate the Richmond-San Rafael  Br idge Trai l  24/7. Cycl ists and pedestrians have enjoyed over 
475,000 trips across the Bridge since the Trai l  opened in November 2019. It  is  the most popular 
for bicyc l ists of  al l  the state-owned br idges in the Bay Area.  

Please deny Caltrans’  request to close this regional tra i l  when you meet next month.  
Chair Wasserman cont inued to the Report of  the Chair .  
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4.  Report of the Chair.  Chair Wasserman announced: That brings me to my Report.  
The true impact of what the current federal  administrat ion in Congress with its  

Republican major ity are doing wi l l  not be fe lt  for many years.  But any real ist ic,  impartia l  v iew of 
the cutbacks to sc ience in general,  to NOAA and FEMA in particular,  wil l  tel l  you that people are 
going to die because of these cutbacks.  Not knowing when hurricanes are coming, not knowing 
soon enough when f lash f loods are coming, have impacts.   

And unfortunately,  and again real ist ical ly,  there isn’t  a lot  that we can do r ight now. But 
to the extent any of us can think of things or are wi l l ing to do things,  writ ing to whoever,  
publishing wherever,  to note that this is  going on is  real ly  important.  

I  was taught as a  young man, and have fol lowed for most of my l i fe,  to speak truth to 
power. And now if  any t ime is  a t ime when that is  so. So,  I  urge my fel low Commissioners,  I  urge 
anybody l istening to read. And when you react and get angry,  as I  unfortunately hope you do, to 
act.  Even if  it  is  ca l l ing someone in perhaps another state,  even if  it  is  writ ing something. 
Because it  is  small  act ions that hopeful ly  wil l  ult imately result  in a  change in direction.  
Unfortunately,  we do not know how many more people are going to have to die before that 
happens.  

On a more immediate and mundane basis I  do want to remind Commissioners that we are 
going to continue to have some ful l  meetings between now and October consist ing of several  
public  hear ings and possible votes.  

At our next meeting on August 7,  we expect to consider two separate issues that l ike ly 
wil l  require much publ ic discussion and so we wil l  start  at  10:00 a.m.,  please. One is  a  publ ic  
hearing on the Richmond-San Rafael  Br idge Project modif ications and a possible vote on a Staff  
Recommendation.  

Second, a brief ing on the NOAA assessment and strategy,  which identif ies programs and 
changes and implementation activ it ies needed to address objectives identif ied in that 
assessment.  

Please do note that al l  of  the public comments that have been received on the withdrawn 
project appl icat ion for  the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Project are currently posted on our 
website.  Comments received on the new project application submitted after July 10 wil l  be 
distr ibuted to the Commission in the mai l ing before the meeting,  which wil l  also inc lude the 
staff  recommendations.  

Please direct al l  written publ ic comments on this and any other topic to publ ic  
comment@bcdc.ca.gov. 

 The one other personal note I  wil l  make is  I  did have the pleasure just  before this 
Commission meeting of meeting with the four interns,  three col lege, one not col lege, who are 
working for BCDC.  As always,  their enthusiasm, their quest ions are an inspirat ion. We do have 
hope.  

That brings us to ex parte disclosures.  In case Commissioners have inadvertent ly 
forgotten to provide our staff  with a report on any written or oral  ex parte communication 
please do so as soon as possible.  Any Commissioners may make an oral  presentat ion now, 
remembering that you st i l l  need to do the one in writ ing. That should be brief but  detai led 
enough to al low the publ ic to know what communications,  what general  information you have 
received outs ide of the public forum. These should not exceed two minutes,  i f  at  al l  poss ible .  
Are there any Commissioners who wish to make an ex parte disc losure at the present t ime? 

I  see none. Thank you.  
5.  Report of the Executive Director.  Chair  Wasserman announced Harriet Ross would make 
the Report for  Execut ive Director Goldzband. 
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Acting Executive Director Ross stated:  Thank you, Chair Wasserman. I  am pleased to give 
the Execut ive Director  Report today while Larry is  out on a much-needed vacat ion. It  is  a  bit  of a 
long one so hang in there with me.  

First ,  I  am thri l led to announce the BCDC-sponsored tra i ler bi l l  language was chaptered 
into law on June 27. This a l lowed for  changes in the law to permit BCDC to use a portion of the 
Bay Fi l l  C lean Up and Abatement Fund for a much-needed digita l  database.  

As you may know, permit f i les currently l ive  in a few different digital  p latforms and do 
not interact with one another,  and in fact we st i l l  have to refer  to hard copy f i les,  making it  a 
bit  d iff icult  to access  past permits and information.  

BCDC staff,  especial ly  the Regulatory Division, is  looking forward to a modern and 
comprehensive database to manage our  permitt ing work and to receive subregional plans.  

So now the hard work of selecting a vendor and implementing the new digita l  database 
begins.  That is  the hardest part.  

I  am also pleased to share that our Regulatory Improvements Team is rol l ing out a 
revamped pre-applicat ion process this week.  This is  a project that we have been working on for 
a while .  

We have always held pre-application meetings with projects,  in fact for years .  But the 
mission-based review that we completed last  fal l  with the Department of Finance made several  
recommendations to strengthen our process,  so we have incorporated those. These inc lude:  

• Standardizing meetings as much as possible.  
• Requiring pre-applicat ion materia ls  with enough lead t ime before meetings for 

staff  to g ive more robust and targeted feedback.  
• Engaging earl ier on key topics l ike publ ic access.  
• And making the process more transparent by documenting the relevant BCDC 

policies,  potent ial  issues and how they are being resolved, as well  as permitt ing 
milestones so the project proponents have more clarity about how the permit 
might look and the t iming of the whole process.  

We are also improving the process  in many other ways by:  
• Enhancing the information on our website to  expla in the new process.  
• Building resource pages on key topics and common quest ions,  l ike  an FAQ.  
• And making it  easier to share and col laborate on project f i les .  

We are planning to gather feedback over the next several  months so we can continue to  
make the new process  work better for applicants as well  as for ourselves.   

Ult imately the goal of this project is  to get to earl ier decis ions on key issues and more 
complete applications that a l ign with the BCDC’s laws and polic ies  so we can process permits 
more eff ic ient ly and ult imately achieve better outcomes for the Bay and the public .  

A handout outl ining this information wi l l  be sent to the Commission after this meeting.  
Also,  I  wanted to tel l  you that after many years of planning the East Bay Regional Parks  

wil l  begin construct ion for the 2 .5 mile Point Molate Bay Trai l  in R ichmond, with 
groundbreaking on Aug 1.  BCDC issued a permit for this  project in 2024. 

Some other excit ing news. The paper that Brenda Goeden,  BCDC’s  Sediment Program 
Manager,  has been working on a couple of years,  i s  now published. It  describes how sediment is  
transported and deposited on marshes,  focusing on China Camp.  

This paper is  t it led:  Marsh Sediment in Translation:  A Review of Sediment Transport 
Across a Natural  Tidal  Salt  Marsh in Northern San Francisco Bay .  
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As part  of the RSAP Summer Outreach, the BCDC Adaptat ion Planning Team has been 
actively engaging with local  leaders and staff  to support Subregional Planning under SB 272.  The 
team has had valuable  conversations with several  BCDC Commissioners and their  jurisdict ions.  It  
is  c losely tracking touchpoints with al l  51 Bay Area jurisdict ions,  both local  elected off ic ials  and 
government staff.  The team is nearly halfway through its  outreach and has c lear steps for 
engaging the remaining jurisdict ions.  

Addit ionally,  as part  of this  Tour the team has kicked off  a four-part summer webinar 
series.  The f irst  webinar had strong part icipation, the recording is  avai lable online.  

The second in the ser ies is  next Wednesday,  which wil l  be focused on creating 
Subregional Plans to al ign with the RSAP Guidelines.  

In preparation, the team is conducting direct outreach to key local  government staff,  is  
posting across al l  BCDC social  media platforms, and is  a lso coordinating with the League of 
Cal i fornia Cit ies and other networks to help spread the word. Event detai ls  and registration 
l inks are avai lable online and we encourage al l  of  our Commissioners to share these resources 
with their communit ies and perhaps even reshare some socia l  media posts .  We l ike those l ikes 
and hits .  

We learned ear l ier this month that BCDC’s Regional Shorel ine Adaptation Plan has won 
another award. The Floodplain Management Associat ion for Cal i fornia,  Nevada and Hawaii  has 
awarded BCDC’s RSAP its  Coastal  Zone Management and Stewardship Award. This award wil l  be 
presented at an annual meeting held in September.  

We were also pleased to attend and sponsor  last  week’s Bay Area Catalyst  Convening 
located in San Jose and hosted by the Strategic Growth Council  and the Governor’s Office of 
Land Use and Cl imate Innovat ion. The day-long event aimed to elevate and catalyze cl imate, 
energy,  and land use progress across the San Francisco Bay Area bioregion.  

Hundreds of participants from key state,  regional and community  partners engaged in a  
deep dialogue to explore the region’s key barriers to action and co-create a set of actionable 
recommendations. BCDC staff  shared information about technical  assistance to cit ies re lated to 
the RSAP and the Shorel ine Leadership Academies.  

Now on to news related to personnel .  
We wanted to welcome Blu Cardinale,  who is  a Cal ifornia Conservation Corps fel low that 

is  helping us with a l l  of  our socia l  media.  B lu started in May.  
We also had 3 interns  start  in June.  
Amelia Chandless is  working on the Sediment for Wetland Adaptation Project by 

investigating the costs  of benef icia l  reuse of  sediment and soi l  at  wetland restorat ions projects 
as well  as developing a draft  cost benefits analys is .  

Jasmine Magana is  working to support the development of Bay Adapt’s data and tools 
such as the RSAP At las  and Shoreline Adaptation Project Map.  

And last ly,  but not least,  we have Ceci l ia  Rodriguez who is  updat ing our regionwide 
dataset that tracks the state of sea level  r ise adaptation polic ies in city and county general  
plans.  

Al l  of the interns and fel low are working out real ly  wel l  and wi l l  be present ing to the 
Commission later on this summer.  

So,  some comings and goings of staff.  
I  am happy to announce that we have f i l led the Principal  Shorel ine Development Analyst  

posit ion on the Shorel ine Development Permitt ing Team. It  has been a long search. But  L indsay 
Martien wi l l  be joining us this August,  coming from a background in water resources planning 
and management. She earned a master’s degree in Environmental  Science and Management 
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from UC Santa Barbara and a Bachelor of Sc ience in Marine Biology from UCLA, making her both 
a Gaucho and a Bruin.  A BCDCer here after my own heart and alma maters.  We look forward to 
having her as a member of the team. 

We also celebrated a couple of ret irements in the last  few weeks.  
Reyna Amezcua ret ired after 34 years of dedicated service at BCDC. She served on the 

clerical  team and was truly invaluable to the Regulatory Division as she f inal ized many of the 
permits we issue.  

Elsa Gomez a lso retired after 19 years of service at BCDC. Elsa was one of our IT staff  and 
she onboarded most staff  as they started BCDC and was the last  face employees saw as she 
col lected their laptops.  

Reyl ina Ruiz,  our Admin and IT Director has taken a promotion at another State agency.  
And last ly,  our Enforcement Officer Matthew Truj i l lo  has also taken another job.  
We wish a l l  of  our  former col leagues the best  of luck,  of course,  and we are working 

quick ly to f i l l  their  vacant posit ions.  
Final ly,  in keeping with Larry’s  tradit ion, I  wonder i f  he’s actually  secretly on this cal l ,  a  

l itt le bit  of history for  you al l .  
On this day in 1955 the Happiest Place on Earth,  Disneyland, opened in Anaheim. Walt  

Disney’s v is ion came to l i fe with the grand opening of a new kind of theme park that 
transformed American entertainment and tourism. So, 70 years of joy for kids and 70 years of 
al lowing adults to meet their weekly step count in one day.  

That completes my report,  Chair Wasserman. I  am happy to answer any questions.  
Chair Wasserman asked: Any quest ions for Harriet?  
Commissioner Eklund stated:  The only quest ion I  have is,  can we get a copy of that? Can 

you send that to us electronical ly?  
Ms. Ross asked:  The report? 
Commissioner Eklund replied:  Yes,  the report? 
Ms. Ross answered: Yes.  
Commissioner Eklund acknowledged: Okay great,  thank you. I  could not capture al l  of  

your good comments,  thank you.  

6.  Consent Calendar  
a) Approval  of Minutes for the June 5,  2025 Meeting 
Chair Wasserman reviewed the items on the Consent Calendar and cal led for public  

comment. 
(No members of the publ ic addressed the Commission.)  
Chair Wasserman asked for a motion and a second to adopt the Consent Calendar.  
MOTION:  Commissioner Moulton-Peters moved approval of the Consent Calendar,  

seconded by Commissioner Eklund.  
VOTE:  The motion carried with a vote of 17-0-0 with Commissioners Addiego, Ahn, 

Dorsey,  Eklund, Gioia,  Gi lmore, Gonzalez,  Gunther,  Hasz,  Kimball ,  Nelson,  Moulton-Peters,  
Pemberton, Ramos, Randolph, Vice Chair Eisen and Chair Wasserman voting,  “YES”,  no “NO” 
votes,  and no “ABSTAIN” votes.  

7.  Consideration of Administrative Matters.  Chair Wasserman asked if  there were any 
quest ions for Regulatory Director Harriet Ross regarding the Administrative L ist ing.  

(No members of the publ ic addressed the Commission.)  
(No questions were posed to Ms. Ross.)  
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8.   Public  Hearing on Bay Plan Amendment 3-17,  San Francisco Waterfront Special  Area 
Plan.  Chair Wasserman stated:  We wil l  move on to Item 8. We wil l  now hold a public  hearing on 
the Port of San Francisco’s proposed Bay Plan Amendment Number 3-17, BPA 3-17, which would 
update the San Francisco Waterfront Specia l  Area Plan, an e lement of the San Francisco Bay 
Plan.  

This proposed amendment would a l ign the policies of the Bay Plan with the Port of San 
Francisco’s Waterfront Plan,  update the geographic-specif ic  pol ic ies of the F isherman’s Wharf 
v icinity to match the Northeastern Waterfront vicinity,  and establish a Sea Level Rise Publ ic  
Educat ion Init iat ive as  a publ ic benefit .  

I  want to make a few public remarks before we go to the formal presentation from the 
staff  and the Exploratorium. 

This is  a long t ime coming. The proposal  before us is  narrow in scope, in some ways a 
l itt le technical ,  and in some ways novel for us as a  Commission. But I  a lso think i t  is  a  very 
important one. It  is  a chance to ask ourselves some important and provocative questions.  

One is,  what is  more important to the future of the Bay at this moment in t ime? 
Completing an exist ing obligat ion to remove f i l l?  Or taking advantage of the fact that we have a 
world-c lass science museum, the Explorator ium, at our doorstep, and work with them to 
develop a public  sea level  r ise Educat ion Init iat ive that wil l  inform and inspire residents,  
v is itors,  students,  and teachers throughout the region? Which is  a better use of our l imited 
resources? How can this one act ion spur an even larger init iat ive to educate the publ ic on the 
risks and the opportunit ies fac ing our shorel ine? 

It  is  c learly within the Commission’s authority to make this pol icy decision about which of 
the publ ic goods hold a greater publ ic benef it  at  this t ime, which staff  wi l l  describe in more 
detai l .  So,  today as you hear the presentations from staff  and members of the publ ic,  I  
encourage you to l i sten closely,  to ask quest ions,  and think about what wil l  better serve the Bay 
and advance our miss ion.  

At the same t ime, this  proposal  by the Exploratorium is important and yet a modest f irst  
step for BCDC to expand public education on ris ing sea level  around the region.  We can use it  to 
create relationships,  spark momentum and hopeful ly  build on i t  to develop even more efforts in 
the future. We have a lready begun these discussions,  meeting with the Explorator ium and other 
educat ion experts on July 3.  

Jessica Fain,  our Planning Director,  wi l l  introduce this item. 
Planning Director Fain addressed participants:  Thank you, Chair Wasserman, and good 

afternoon, Commissioners.  
For over 20 years,  BCDC and the Port of San Francisco have worked together on the 

exist ing San Francisco Waterfront Special  Area Plan to bring that plan to l i fe.  That process has 
resulted in many successes,  but l ike al l  pol ic ies,  they must evolve with t ime. So,  the Staff  
Recommendation you wil l  hear today focuses,  as Chair Wasserman mentioned, on two narrow 
but important sets of changes.  

First ,  it  wi l l  ful f i l l  BCDC’s prev ious pol icy commitment to modify the rules regarding 
redevelopment of piers at  Fisherman’s Wharf,  al lowing for more f lexibi l ity  to revita l ize those 
piers while preserving f ishing industry and publ ic access benefits.  

And at the Exploratorium’s fac i l it ies at  Piers  15/17, swapping in a Regional Sea Level Rise 
Educat ion Init iat ive rather than removing some fi l l  at  a locat ion yet to be identif ied as a public  
benef it .  

There is  also some other minor changes to postpone certain deadlines and remove 
outdated language and terminology that we wil l  go through.  
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So,  today is  step two of BCDC’s three-step Bay Plan amendment process.  Last November 
you took step one when you voted to re-init iate consideration of this amendment.  Today is  step 
two, we are holding a public  hear ing on staff’s  prel iminary recommendation, which was 
circulated on May 2.  

Step three, Commission resolution and vote,  wil l  fol low, hopeful ly  in August,  with a f inal  
staff  recommendation and a response to public  comments.  

Overal l ,  s taff  bel ieve that these targeted changes presented to you provide a strong 
policy framework that  wil l  result  in a revita l ized and res i l ient F isherman’s Wharf and a Rising 
Sea Level Rise Education Program that wil l  serve the publ ic and help spur and connect with a 
larger education movement throughout the region and beyond.  

So,  I  wi l l  now turn it  over to Ben Dorfman to  provide the staff  recommendation and 
presentation.  

Coastal  Program Analyst Dorfman presented the fol lowing:  Thanks,  Jessica,  and good 
afternoon, Commissioners.  My name is  Ben Dorfman. I  am a Coastal  Program Analyst on the 
Long-Range Planning Team here at BCDC. Today, I  wil l  be providing you with an overview of Bay 
Plan Amendment Number 3-17, a targeted update to the San Francisco Waterfront Special  Area 
Plan. This is  a publ ic  hearing today for the Bay Plan Amendment. There wil l  not be a vote on this 
item today.  

The Appl icant,  the Port of San Francisco, and BCDC staff  have been collaborating closely  
on this project;  and staff  f rom the Port Diane Oshima, and Exploratorium, Emma Greenbaum, 
Rob Semper and Susan Schwartzenberg,  are here today and wil l  present after me, and they wil l  
also be avai lable to help answer any questions after al l  three presentations.  

First  a brief overview of the agenda for today. The Specia l  Area Plan is  complex,  and the 
amendment has quite a long history so I  wil l  do my best to summarize that history to help 
contextual ize the Bay Plan amendment in front of you today. Because of that history this 
presentation wil l  be on the longer side. It  wil l  take around 30 minutes so please bear with me.  

I  wil l  start  by covering the background of  the Special  Area Plan. And also just to clar ify 
this at  the beginning,  I  wil l  refer to the San Francisco Waterfront Special  Area Plan as the SAP, 
short for Special  Area Plan, just  for the sake of s implicity while speaking.  

Fol lowing the background, I  wi l l  discuss the changes being proposed in the F isherman’s  
Wharf v icinity.  

And then the Piers 15/17 public benef it  swap.  
And then other general  changes inc luded in this amendment.  
After that we wil l  summarize the publ ic engagement process of this BPA.  
And then we wil l  c lose with the next steps.  
And after I  present,  I  wil l  pass it  on to the Port of San Francisco who wil l  present on the 

need for this Bay Plan amendment,  and also summarize the public benef its they have provided 
as part of this SAP so far.  

And f inal ly  the Exploratorium wil l  g ive a presentation that covers their  Sea Level Rise 
Public  Education Init iat ive in more detai l .  

I  am going to start  with some history and background on the SAP to help provide context 
for the changes being proposed today in BPA 3-17.  

The Port of San Francisco was orig inal ly  constructed on public t rust land. The Port itse lf  
was f irst  owned and operated by the state of Cal ifornia.  In 1968 the state legis lature passed the 
Burton Act,  which conveyed the Port publ ic  trust lands to the c ity and county of San Francisco 
and the Port became a city agency.  
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At that t ime, the Port had dif f iculty developing its  aging infrastructure and piers  under 
exist ing BCDC rules and so to help guide development of the Port and normalize planning 
between the Port and BCDC, the San Francisco Waterfront Special  Area Plan was created. 

The McAteer-Petr is  Act al lows for the Bay Plan to contain or incorporate by reference 
Special  Area Plans with more speci f ic  f indings and policies for portions of the Bay and its  
shorel ine. It  establ ished in 1975 -  this SAP as one such plan.  

The plan establ ished policies for projects  within the Commission’s jurisdict ion from High 
Street Pier in the north to India Basin in the south. The SAP has three speci f ic  geographic 
vicinit ies,  as you can see on the sl ide here. Start ing in the north there’s Fisherman’s Wharf,  
which begins near High Street Pier and extends down to Pier 39. Then there is  the Northeastern 
Waterfront which runs along the Embarcadero and ends near the Giants stadium. And then 
there is  the Southern Waterfront,  which continues south unti l  India Basin.  

Each geographic vicinity has its  own different polic ies and the changes being proposed 
today in this Bay Plan Amendment are only in the Northeastern Waterfront and the Fisherman’s 
Wharf .  This BPA does not affect the Southern Waterfront.  

To help faci l itate development at the Port,  in the early 1970s BCDC adopted pol icies 
cal led the Replacement Fi l l  Pol icy,  or the 50% Rule,  which is  what I  wil l  refer to it  as throughout 
this presentation.  

The McAteer-Petr is  Act typical ly  does not al low for f i l l  in the Bay for non-water-oriented 
uses that have alternative upland locat ions.  However,  through these polic ies,  the Commission 
did al low for repair,  reconstruct ion and reuse of exist ing piers that have some uses that have an 
alternative upland location, such as restaurants and visitor-or iented retai l ,  a lso known as Bay-
oriented commercia l  recreation, provided that the project sat isf ied the 50% Rule.  

The 50% Rule contains  two basic requirements.  F irst  is  that new piers must be smaller in  
overal l  s ize,  and second, 50% of the reconstructed pier must be dedicated to open space or 
public  access.  And these polic ies remain in the Bay Plan and the SAP today.  

However,  the 50% Rule did not work as i t  was envis ioned. The or iginal  SAP did not result  
in the intended revita l izat ion of the San Francisco Waterfront .  

Repair ,  reconstruct ion and seismic strengthening of piers was and remains cost ly.  In fact ,  
the only project that did successful ly  satisfy the 50% Rule while providing suff ic ient capita l  to 
repair and reconstruct  a pier  was the P ier 39 Project,  which opened in 1978.  

Standards in the orig inal  plan, including the 50% Rule,  were seen as too specif ic  to al low 
needed f lexibi l ity.  

And another constraint that l imited development was the l imited demand for uses  that 
were exclus ively water-oriented.  

So now moving forward in t ime a bit .  In 1997 the Port of San Francisco adopted its  
Waterfront Land Use Plan. This Waterfront Plan is  the master land use planning document 
governing Port property.  Whi le giv ing f i rst  priority to marit ime uses,  the Waterfront Plan 
pushed for  diversity of uses and activ it ies beyond just v is itor and tourist -oriented developments 
l ike Pier 39.  

So then in 2000 with the new Land Use Plan in hand and understanding the goals of  the 
original  SAP had not been accomplished yet,  BCDC and the Port comprehensively amended the 
SAP. And part of this amendment created new policies  for the Northeastern Waterfront,  
substant ial ly  revising the restr ict ions on repair and reconstruction of exist ing piers in the 
Northeastern Waterfront.  
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The 2000 SAP Amendment was developed based on a comprehensive planning approach in 
the Port’s  Northeastern Waterfront.  You can think of the 2000 Amendment as  a negotiat ion or 
an exchange where BCDC removed several  requirements that al lowed the Port to attract 
investment to redevelop its  exist ing piers .  In exchange, the Port agreed to provide public 
benef its throughout the Waterfront.  

Speci f ica l ly,  BCDC agreed to remove the 50% Rule,  the water-or iented use and alternative 
upland location restr ict ions for the repair  and reconstruction of exist ing piers in the 
Northeastern Waterfront.  And in exchange for removing those requirements the Port agreed to 
provide certain public  benef its that were identif ied to meet BCDC’s goals .   

I  wil l  cover these publ ic benefits in more detai l  in later s l ides,  but  overal l  they are for 
specif ic  public  access and publ ic plazas,  open water basins and open water areas,  v iews of the 
Bay,  historic preservat ion, and others.  

So,  s ince some BCDC requirements were removed in the Northeastern Waterfront,  what 
replaced those rules? We cal l  it  the SAP Public Trust Policy .  The repair and reconstruct ion of 
exist ing piers in the Northeastern Waterfront now must be consistent with the public t rust and 
the Port’s  public  trust  grant,  the Burton Act,  which I  d iscussed earl ier.   

The Burton Act ,  unl ike  some other public  t rust grants,  provides that the Port may lease 
trust land for non-trust uses as long as the funds from those non-trust uses are used to support 
public  t rust  uses.   

A good example of how this works in real ity  is  the Ferry Bui lding,  where the off ice leases 
on the second story,  which are using non-trust uses,  they go to support the historical  
rehabil itat ion and operation of the Ferry Bui lding,  with the f irst  f loor containing publ ic trust 
uses l ike restaurants .  

Other requirements of  the McAteer-Petr is  Act l ike the Bay f i l l .  That Bay f i l l  must be the 
minimum amount necessary and the requirement that projects provide maximum feasible publ ic  
access st i l l  apply,  as do al l  the other pol ic ies of the Bay Plan.  

Rather than the one-size-f its-a l l  approach taken previously by the 50% Rule. This new 
approach takes a more f lexible project-by-project approach to providing public access in  
association with f i l l  projects.  

So,  the result  of that 2000 Amendment was a plan that attracted more investment and 
more development to the Waterfront.  It  has  encouraged new uses  and provided safety and 
seismic improvements to exist ing piers .  

Some of the development that resulted from the changes in  the 2000 SAP Amendment 
include the restoration of the Ferry Building,  the rehabil itat ion of Piers 3 and 5,  the 
development of the Pier 27 Cruise Ship Terminal ,  and the Exploratorium, which wi l l  come up 
again in later s l ides,  among other projects.   

I  should note that s ince 2000 there have been a number of amendments to the SAP, 
primari ly  to accommodate specif ic  projects such as the Explorator ium or the Cruise Ship 
Terminal .  But the main policy framework for the Northeastern Waterfront has not changed.  

In addit ion to those successful  redevelopments along the Northeastern Waterfront,  the 
2000 SAP Amendment resulted in many public benef its,  as I  noted before,  that were included in 
the negot iation of  the Amendment.  These publ ic benefits include the removal of deter iorating 
piers to a l low the public to feel  c lose to the Bay,  creat ion of public  access areas,  and the 
retention of open water areas to prevent further f i l l .  These public  access and open water areas 
could not otherwise be achieved through BCDC’s permitt ing authority for individual projects.  
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Some examples of the public benefit  projects that have resulted from the 2000 
Amendment include the construction of the Brannan Street Wharf  Public  Access Park. It  is  
actually  where I  go to eat my lunch most days in the off ice ,  fun fact.  And the publ ic park at the 
Pier 27 Cruise Terminal Plaza.  As wel l  as the creation of open water bas ins from the removal of 
Piers ½, 24,  34 and 36. 

So,  publ ic  benefits play a key role in this SAP and in this Bay Plan Amendment as well .  But 
what exactly are they? It  is  important to dif ferentiate between public benefits and the publ ic 
benef it  requirements in this SAP and between mitigation and publ ic access requirements  
associated with specif ic  projects or permits.  

The past  publ ic  benef its that I  just  described on the previous sl ide are al l  spel led out in  
the SAP and the Port has completed the majority of those agreed upon in the 2000 Amendment.  

So,  the cr it ica l  thing to understand is  that  the publ ic benefits provided by the Port are 
not mitigat ion for f i l l  impacts from any speci f ic  project.  They are not required to maximum 
feasible public  access associated with the permit for a project.  Instead, they are a way for the 
Port and BCDC to comprehensively plan benefits that enhance the Waterfront .  They were 
negotiated in exchange for the changes to the regulatory rules in  the 2000 SAP Amendment for 
the Northeastern Waterfront .  

Important ly,  the Commission can determine what public benef its are appropriate as part 
of this exchange in the SAP.  

With that background in mind that now brings us to Bay Plan Amendment in front of you 
today, BPA 3-17.  

The Commission responding to an applicat ion by the Port of San Francisco init iated BPA 
3-17 in September of 2019. At that t ime the intent ion was for a comprehensive update to the 
SAP.  

Commission and Port staff  did work on the update for several  years,  but unfortunately 
there were several  delays.  

So then in 2023, Commission and Port staff  met to improve coordination between the 
agencies,  and as a result  of these discussions developed a Memorandum of Understanding or an 
MOU. The MOU provided for a more narrowly focused SAP amendment to help tackle immediate 
issues identif ied by the Port.  A comprehensive amendment wil l  occur later,  to be informed by 
the Port’s  res i l ience studies and BCDC’s work on the RSAP. The Commission voted to authorize 
that MOU in December of 2023. 

And then in November of 2024 the Commission voted to reinit iate BPA 3-17. As Jess ica 
mentioned, this hear ing today is  the next step in the Bay Plan Amendment process after  the 
reinit iat ion vote.  

The 2023 MOU helped outl ine a revised approach to BPA 3-17. There are two pr imary 
components that I  want to talk about today. 

First  is  applying Northeastern Waterfront  policies in place of the 50% Rule to the 
Fisherman’s  Wharf geographic vic inity.  

And second is  a publ ic  benef it  swap at Piers 15/17, changing a f i l l  removal requirement 
for the Exploratorium to instead require a Sea Level Rise Public  Educat ion Init iat ive .  

There are other smal ler changes that inc lude delaying certain public  benefits and updates 
to terminology and f indings to remove outdated information and al ign the plan with the Port’s  
2023 Waterfront Plan.  

And last ly,  there is  a mutual understanding between the Port and BCDC that 
comprehensive update to the SAP is  needed and wil l  be undertaken after this BPA.  
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I  wil l  spend the rest of the presentation providing you with more context to help you 
understand exactly what these f irst  two items are.  

To dive into changes being proposed in this Bay Plan Amendment I  wil l  start  by covering 
the changes being proposed in the Fisherman’s Wharf geographic vicinity ,  which is  the Port’s  
northernmost jur isdict ion, as you can see on the map there.  

As I  just  previously described, the major amendment to the SAP in 2000 applied the SAP 
Public Trust Policy in place of the 50% Rule,  only in the Northeastern Waterfront .  In exchange 
the Port agreed to provide a package of publ ic benefits .  However,  the 50% Rule was left  intact 
on Fisherman’s Wharf.  

So now after complet ing some previously agreed upon public benefits within F isherman’s 
Wharf the Port has applied to remove the 50% Rule from Fisherman’s Wharf ,  with the goal of 
having the same polic ies apply to both the Northeastern Waterfront and Fisherman’s Wharf .  

Why was Fisherman’s Wharf left  out of that original  2000 SAP Amendment?  
When that amendment was being negotiated for the Northeastern Waterfront,  there was 

mutual interest by the Commission and the Port to also apply the same rules to Fisherman’s 
Wharf as the Northeastern Waterfront .  But at  the t ime, the Port and the Commission could not 
reach an agreement about the exact public benef its the Port would provide in exchange. So,  
instead, they came to an alternate agreement where the Port and BCDC agreed to delay  the 
policy changes in F isherman’s Wharf unt i l  the completion of a major publ ic plaza and open 
water bas in within the Fisherman’s Wharf area. After fol lowing the public process and once 
those agreements were complete,  the Port could then request for the same policy changes to 
happen within F isherman’s Wharf.  

This agreement was put into policy in the SAP and the Commission and Port undertook 
required publ ic studies in 2004 and 2014. And then the Port did construct the Pier 43 Bayside 
Promenade and a plaza at Pier 45,  which created about 36,000 square feet of public access 
space.  And the Port also created the open water basin by removing Pier 43½, which is  about 77 
square feet of f i l l  removal.  

Overal l ,  the Port has successful ly  completed these requirements and is  now apply ing to 
implement the SAP Public Trust Framework in place of the 50% Rule in F isherman’s Wharf,  
consistent with the agreement descr ibed in SAP pol icy and also in the 2023 MOU. 

This policy change would al ign the SAP with the Port’s  Waterfront Plan, removing not 
only the 50% Rule but also the water-oriented use and alternat ive upland location requirements 
in the McAteer-Petr is  Act,  putting in place the SAP Publ ic Trust Policy which a lso exists  within 
the Northeastern Waterfront .  

Applying the SAP Publ ic Trust Policy to Fisherman’s Wharf would improve the abi l ity  of 
the Port to attract investment and to undertake seismic or major structural  repairs .   

Exist ing pi le-supported piers that predate the Commission have been evaluated as  Bay f i l l  
and are thus subject to the 50% Rule under the current SAP. This has created a signi f icant 
chal lenge for preexist ing businesses to repair and maintain the piers on which they operate.  We 
antic ipate this wil l  become more important as the Port undertakes projects to improve i ts  sea 
level  r ise resi l ience moving forward.  

Frankly,  a l l  of  the Bay Plan pol icies on relevant topics  would st i l l  apply in Fisherman’s 
Wharf .  For example,  the Bay Plan commercial  f ishing polic ies that  protect f ishing as an 
important Bay industry.  As a result ,  any Fisherman’s Wharf project  must protect exist ing 
commercial  f ishing uses.  
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Applying the SAP Publ ic Trust Policy in place of the 50% Rule would not result  in a 
reduct ion of any public access or placement of any unnecessary Bay f i l l .  It  would e l iminate the 
requirement that a replacement pier devote 50% of its  space to publ ic  access.  But in place of 
the strict  formulation for publ ic  access,  the Commission would apply the requirements of the 
McAteer-Petris  Act as it  applies throughout the rest of the Bay,  requiring maximum feas ible 
public access consistent with the project.  

Addit ionally,  without the 50% Rule’s f i l l  removal requirement,  BCDC’s otherwise 
applicable laws and policies cont inue to apply,  including that f i l l  must be the minimum amount 
necessary and that mit igat ion may be required for project impacts  to Bay resources.  

And last ly,  this Bay Plan Amendment does include pier-specif ic  use recommendations to  
help identify uses to be considered. Any major reuse or new development projects in 
Fisherman’s  Wharf,  and whi le not mandatory uses,  they should be considered for any future 
projects once the project begins to be developed.  

We are now done with the proposed changes in the Fisherman’s Wharf area,  and we are 
going to transit ion to the second major change this BPA proposes,  which is  a proposed public 
benef it  swap involving the Exploratorium at Piers 15/17. On the map here you can see the large 
red arrow is  pointing to Piers 15/17, which is  located in the Northeastern Waterfront .  

 So,  one of the or iginal  benefits inc luded in that 2000 SAP Amendment concerns Bay f i l l  
removal at  Piers 15/17 where the Exploratorium is now located. The SAP required that the Port 
remove the deck and pi l ings that form the val ley between Pier 15 and Pier 17 as part of the 
overal l  public  benef its  package that  was negotiated. On the sl ide here you can see the or iginal  
area of Bay f i l l  that  was supposed to be removed. That red dashed area between the two piers is  
the val ley .  

It  is  important to recognize that this Bay f i l l  removal is  not compensatory mitigation for  
impacts in the Bay from the Explorator ium Development Project.  It  is  a public benefit  inc luded 
in the SAP which al lows for more f lexibi l ity  than if  it  were a mitigation requirement.  The f i l l  
removal requirement was actually  in place before the Exploratorium was located at Piers 15/17, 
so altering this requirement does not mean that there is  going to be some type of impact left  
unmitigated from the Explorator ium Project.  

The orig inal  f i l l  removal requirements at  Piers 15/17 have actually  already been changed 
since they were put in  place in 2000. When the Exploratorium Project was brought to the 
Commission for approval in 2010 the Commission found that some of the f i l l  area between Pier 
15/17 was important to the overal l  benef its provided by that project as it  serves as a 
connection between the two piers  that pedestrians can use when visit ing the Exploratorium. 
You can see that in this image here on the sl ide.  

So,  when the Commiss ion approved the Exploratorium permit  it  a lso amended the SAP via 
Bay Plan Amendment Number 1-09 to revise these f i l l  removal public benefit  requirements.  

So rather than require  removal of al l  the f i l l  where it  original ly  was located at  Piers 
15/17, the revised pol icy said that the Port and Exploratorium could remove f i l l  at  a dif ferent 
location a long the Waterfront .  And again,  this is  just  a reminder that f i l l  removal is  not 
mitigation for Bay impacts.  It  is  part  of the publ ic benefits package, hence the abil ity  to move 
its  location.  

So,  the current requirement is  not a requirement to remove f i l l  at  a certain locat ion or 
even to remove a specif ic  amount of f i l l .  Instead, it  is  a requirement to f ind a location for where 
f i l l  removal is  appropriate and then to remove a certain amount of f i l l  based on where that 
location is.  
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I f  the location is  located outside of the Northeastern Waterfront,  more f i l l  should be 
removed than i f  it  were inside the Northeastern Waterfront using a 2:1 ratio.  The intent  of that 
ratio system was to encourage the Port to conduct f i l l  removal c loser to the orig inal  location of 
Piers 15/17. However,  there is  l imited f i l l  removal opportunit ies a long that area of the 
Waterfront,  which has  resulted in the ratio system making it  more diff icult  for the Port to 
achieve this public benefit .  

The permit which authorizes the Exploratorium Project enforces the SAP policy and 
specif ies how much f i l l  is  being left  at  Piers  15/17, and requires the Port and Explorator ium to 
comply with SAP f i l l  removal policy.  

And due to a  number of reasons,  inc luding the complexity of the ratio-based f i l l  equation, 
the Port and Exploratorium have stated they have found it  chal lenging to meet this f i l l  removal 
requirement,  result ing in the permit being amended mult iple t imes to extend the deadl ine. In 
their  presentation after this the Port wil l  further discuss the diff icult ies of the requirement as it  
is  current ly written.  

The Port and Exploratorium now propose an alternative public benefit  in place of the 
complex f i l l  removal publ ic  benefit ;  this  new one being a Sea Level  Rise Public  Education 
Init iat ive. The proposed swap of the f i l l  removal public  benef it  for the Education Init iat ive has 
been presented in concept to the Commission on three pr ior occas ions,  a briefing in February of 
2021 as part of authorizing the MOU in December of 2023, and again at the reinit iat ion vote in 
November of 2024.  

I f  approved, the Education Init iat ive would be designed to increase public knowledge of 
sea level  r ise and publ ic engagement with sea level  r ise adaptat ion efforts.  Centered around the 
Explorator ium at the San Francisco Waterfront but with benefits that extend around the Bay.  

The Exploratorium has developed a draft  proposal,  which can be found in Appendix 3 of 
the Staff  Report,  and the Exploratorium wil l  also give a more in-depth presentation on the 
detai ls  of the Education Init iat ive after I  and the Port present today.  

When consider ing the two public benef its it  is  important to note that the 2000 SAP 
Amendment did not consider  cl imate change or sea level  r ise adaptation at the t ime.  

In the t ime since the original  f i l l ,  the removal public benef it  was created, BCDC and the 
Bay Area have been increasingly focused on issues related to cl imate change and the 
vulnerabi l ity  of the shorel ine to sea level  r ise and increased coastal  f looding.  

The Education Init iat ive would al ign with and help support more recent BCDC efforts in 
these areas including the 2011 Bay Plan Cl imate Change Policies,  the Bay Adapt Joint Platform, 
San Francisco Shorel ine Leadership Academy, and the RSAP. Specif ical ly  on the sl ide here you 
can see the Bay Adapt  Joint Platform Action 3 is  aimed at  broadening the publ ic understanding 
of cl imate change impacts and sc ience.  

The Port of San Francisco, Explorator ium and BCDC staff  have al l  col laborated on several  
outreach efforts to ensure the Commissioners,  partners,  Bay Area Native American tribes and 
Bay Area educators have had an opportunity  to review and comment on the education proposal.  

On March 5 of this year a San Francisco Waterfront Special  Area Plan Commissioner 
Working Group meeting was held in which in which Commissioners  and members of the publ ic 
discussed the Education Init iat ive pr imari ly .  Commission Chair Zack Wasserman and Vice Chair 
Rebecca Eisen attended as wel l  as BCDC, Port and Exploratorium staff.  BCDC invited Bay Area 
K-12 teachers who focused on cl imate education, execut ives of nat ional teaching associations,  
and also experts in museum exhibit ion creation.  
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Overal l ,  the feedback from Commissioners,  experts and members of the publ ic was 
posit ive,  conveying excitement about the init iat ive.  Targeted feedback was provided to the 
Explorator ium on how to improve the proposal  by focusing on a place-based educat ion 
approach. Experts supported maximizing the Explorator ium’s locat ion along the Waterfront.  

Feedback also emphasized the need for creating clear program metrics around equity to 
ensure that the program benefits diverse communities around the Bay who wil l  be among those 
most impacted by sea level  r ise.  

It  is  a lso just  important to note that you would not be approving the Education Init iat ive 
today as- is.  The draft  mailed out for review wil l  cont inue to be ref ined unt i l  it  is  f inal ized 
through the permitt ing process.  

On this s l ide and the next I  wi l l  provide some detai ls  on the actual  pol icy changes that 
would need to be made to the SAP to enact this public  benefit  swap.  

The policies pertain to  the f i l l  removal requirement at Piers 15/17 would be removed and 
four new polic ies describing the Sea Level Rise Education Init iat ive would be added to the SAP. 
These pol icies would codify the Init iat ive’s goals,  subject matter,  and commitment to making it  
free and public ly  accessible.  

The new Educat ion Init iat ive pol icies can be found on page 37 of Appendix 1 of the Staff  
Report.  

Sea Level Rise Publ ic  Educat ion Init iat ive Pol icy 1 states the program shall  achieve its  
primary goals of increasing public understanding of sea level  r ise in the Bay Area, elevat ing 
public awareness of regional adaptation init iat ives,  and expanding student engagement with sea 
level  r ise content .  

Policy 2 states that  Education Init iat ives shal l  be free and publicly  accessible;  and a lso 
contains a l ist  of topics to be inc luded in the programming ranging from sea level  r ise dr ivers 
l ike land ice melt  and thermal expansion of ocean waters,  al l  the way to nature-based solutions 
and adaptation pathways.  

Policy 3 focuses on developing t imelines and performance metrics.  
And Pol icy 4 states the init iat ive shal l  incorporate equity,  environmental  just ice,  and 

community engagement throughout its  development.  
The ful l  pol icy language and al l  changes made to the SAP can be found in Appendix 1 of 

the Staff  Report.  Again,  the Exploratorium wil l  describe this init iat ive in more detai l  after I  
present .  

Just as this Educat ion Init iat ive is  just  a small  part  of a larger publ ic  benefits package, it  
would a lso be a relat ively small  p iece to a larger Bay Area cl imate educat ion puzzle .  However,  
creating any and al l  opportunit ies for Bay Area residents to learn about sea level  r ise and its  
widespread impacts is  crit ical  to foster ing participat ion in the process to increase the cl imate 
resi l ience of the San Francisco Waterfront and the larger Bay Area. 

Considering the urgency of sea level  r ise and the need for publ ic involvement in 
adaptation planning and considering current BCDC pr iorit ies,  staff  v iew the Education Init iat ive 
as a greater public  benefit  than the currently required Bay f i l l  removal public benefit .  The 
init iat ive wi l l  reach thousands of individuals  walking down the Embarcadero or in classrooms 
throughout the Bay or  at  pop-up sites throughout the region, who otherwise might not think of 
sea level  r ise and its  impacts in their day-to-day l ives.  

Questions about  the cost of f i l l  removal compared to the cost of the Education Init iat ive 
have been raised prev iously and they were discussed at the Working Group. While the Port wil l  
talk more about this ,  just  a quick note to clarify.  The Commission has broad lat itude in how it  
considers public benef its.  The purpose of public  benefits in the SAP is  not to impose costs on 
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the Port,  but rather to  provide meaningful  projects and programs that benefit  the public of the 
entire Bay Area at the Waterfront .  There is  no requirement that a  public  benefit  must cost the 
same or more than the public benefit  that i t  is  replac ing. It  is  s imply a quest ion of which 
activ ity would result  in a greater benef it  to the publ ic based on Commission prior it ies .  

That being said,  the Port and Exploratorium have stated they have found it  chal lenging to 
meet the f i l l  removal requirements,  result ing in the permit being amended a few t imes. The Port 
states that it  has l imited f i l l  removal opportunit ies because several  piers and other pi le -
supported f i l l  have a lready been removed as  required under the current SAP or were needed to 
create other parks and publ ic access improvements.   

Fi l l  removal would require mult iple si tes with unique costs at  each site that  would al l  
need to be determined through a construct ion bidding process.  And s ince the original  est imate 
of around $1-2 mil l ion for the f i l l  removal,  costs would l ikely now be at least three to four t imes 
higher.  

Over the last  several  years the Exploratorium has instead focused on fundrais ing to 
support public exhibits,  science education, teacher training and other elements that are 
included in the Educat ion Init iat ive and they have successful ly  raised several  mi l l ion dol lars to 
this end.  

If  the Commission approves BPA 3-17, several  regulatory actions wil l  be necessary to 
implement this policy change.  

The Exploratorium permit would need to be amended to remove the f i l l  removal 
requirement,  and the permit amendment would also include the new condit ion incorporating 
the f inal  proposed Sea Level Rise Public  Education Init iat ive,  which would govern the 
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the Init iat ive.  

Any projects implementing the Exploratorium’s proposed init iat ives such as a temporary 
or long-term exhibits along the Waterfront would need to be authorized through a new permit 
or an amendment to an exist ing permit .  

The Port and Exploratorium have begun collaborating on a permitt ing strategy with the 
goal of completing permitt ing changes quickly should the Commission approve this policy  
amendment. If  the amendment is  approved, the Port,  Exploratorium and BCDC staff  would work 
to administrat ively amend the permit later this summer. But  we would incorporate brief ings on 
the development and progress of this Init iat ive to the Commission. 

The Education Init iat ive would be f inal ized and ult imately approved by the Execut ive 
Director through the permitt ing process.  

That is  al l  for changes,  inc luding part of the public benefit  swap. There are a few more 
general  changes in the SAP I  want to cover.  These include some modif ications regarding 
postponing the dates for some outstanding SAP public  benefits ,  removing outdated and obsolete 
information from terminology and f indings  in the policy,  and updating the SAP maps to reflect 
this BPA. Those updated maps can be found in Appendix 2 of the Staff  Report.  

The Port and BCDC agree that comprehensive update to the SAP in the future is  necessary 
to refocus it  and address the need for resi l iency across the Waterfront.  Unti l  that 
comprehensive update can begin,  the Port and Commission agreed as part of the 2023 MOU to 
postpone those certain publ ic benef its to al low for planning efforts that are either underway or 
about to begin,  which would help inform that comprehensive update. These efforts included 
BCDC’s recent adoption of the RSAP, the US Army Corps of Engineers San Francisco Waterfront 
Flood Study, and planning work being done by the Port of San Francisco’s Waterfront Resi l ience 
Program. The Port wi l l  go over in more detai l  which exact public benefits have been completed 
and which wil l  be extended. And again,  a comprehensive l ist  of al l  the changes made to the SAP 
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can be found in Appendix 1 of the Staff  Report.  
So,  a quick s l ide covering publ ic engagement efforts so,  far.  Both BCDC and Port staff  

have conducted signi f icant public  outreach for BPA 3-17 to ensure that local  stakeholders are 
aware of and accepting the changes to the SAP, and also to provide opportunit ies for 
engagement in the development of the Sea Level Rise Education Init iat ive.  

Port of San Francisco staff  briefed the Port Commission on BPA 3-17 at a publ ic  meeting 
at the end of 2024. BCDC staff  attended that  brief ing and were avai lable to help answer 
quest ions. Port Commissioners expressed support for BPA 3-17, especia l ly  related to a l igning 
Fisherman’s  Wharf pol ic ies with the Northeastern Waterfront polic ies that would help the Port 
undertake s ignif icant structural  repairs  to exist ing piers .  

BCDC also requested government-to-government tr ibal  consultation with Bay Area Nat ive 
American tribes.  In January of 2025 BCDC mailed consultat ion letters to tr ibal  representatives of 
seven Bay Area tribes.  The Association of Ramaytush Ohlone responded saying they had no 
concerns regarding the policy changes in F isherman’s  Wharf,  but they did emphasize their 
desire to col laborate with the Exploratorium on the development of the Educat ion Init iat ive. 
The Exploratorium and Association of Ramaytush Ohlone have been in contact,  and they wil l  
continue to work together moving forward.  

In addit ion to a l l  this  targeted outreach, BCDC has a comprehensive Interested Parties 
l ist ,  which we have mailed updates and documents to throughout  the BPA process.  This  IP l ist  
contains a combination of BCDC’s usual mai l ing l ist ,  suggest ions from the Port and parties who 
have been invited to participate throughout the many years of the BPA 3-17 process including 
Bay Area K-12 teachers,  tr ibal  representat ives,  local  nonprofits,  and many others.  

So far,  we have received one public comment from the Environmental  L i teracy and 
Cl imate Resi l ience Program Administrator of  the San Francisco Unif ied School District  in support 
of the Sea Level R ise Educat ion Init iat ive and the public  comment has been circulated to al l  
Commissioners for your review.  

To wrap up I  wi l l  go over the next steps for this Bay Plan Amendment. While it  may not 
look l ike it  quite on the sl ide we are actual ly  nearing the end, which is  exc it ing.  

As I  ment ioned before,  the Commission voted to reinit iate BPA 3-17 in November of last  
year,  and then BCDC staff  mai led out the prel iminary Staff  Report  and Recommendation and also 
the draft  of the Amended SAP on May 2 of this year.  

We are having our public  hear ing today.  
We wil l  hopefully  have a f inal  Commission vote on August 21. There is  no vote today, but 

to approve the Amendment we wil l  need a two-thirds aff irmat ive vote by the Commission, which 
is  18 votes.  

And then if  approved staff  wi l l  move forward with the corresponding permitt ing steps,  
which I  described earl ier.  

Addit ionally  on this s l ide there are two more administrat ive steps that wil l  need to take 
place after the Commission vote. We wil l  need to submit  the Plan and accompanying 
documentation to the Office of Administrative Law for approval.  And second, because this 
constitutes a change to our Coastal  Management Program, we also need to submit the plan to 
NOAA for a f inal  approval.  BCDC staff  wi l l  handle these later this year if  the BPA is  approved.  

Thank you. This is  my f inal  s l ide,  and I  wil l  pass it  on to Diane from the Port of San 
Francisco and wil l  be avai lable to help answer any questions afterwards.  

Ms. Oshima addressed attendees:  Good afternoon, Chair Wasserman and Members of the 
Commission. I  am Diane Oshima with the Port of San Francisco. It  is  my pleasure to be here 
today to provide a  l itt le bit  more information about the objectives  and purposes of the 
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proposed amendments,  and then I  wil l  be fo l lowed by the Exploratorium team to give you the 
detai ls  of the publ ic educat ion proposal .  

That was quite a comprehensive review that Ben just provided. There is  a very long 
history here. But I  think from our perspective we want to just  point out the importance of the 
Special  Area Plan in real ly  al igning the Port and BCDC in doing improvements that both of our 
organizat ions understand in a  comprehensive context.  

The Specia l  Area P lan,  real ly  its  g ift  was to do a comprehensive plan that looked at the 
Waterfront holist ica l ly  to identi fy the choice places where you want to create those parks,  the 
places where you want to remove f i l l  to create viewing areas of the Bay and real ly  high-level  
public  access.  And to do that in a comprehensive plan versus a project-by-project basis real ly  I  
think y ields superior results and we are very  proud of what has been achieved so far.  

That comprehensive plan process which al igned BCDC and the Port’s  Waterfront Plan 
included the creation of the Historic District ,  the Embarcadero Historic Distr ict,  including the 
Ferry Building. Real ly,  that is  a key part of the framework of what  the urban Waterfront  
character is  for San Francisco. And this policy change to al low for both a ful l  f ledge of marit ime 
uses a long with a wide array of public or iented uses was key to our vis ion from the outset,  
which has been very successful  to date.  

A key to that whole transit ion was this Public  Trust Use Policy  change in the Northeast 
Waterfront to el iminate the 50% Rule between Pier 35 and the bal lpark and to replace it  with 
the Public Trust Use Policy that gave us  the f lexibi l ity  to be able to widen the aperture of how 
many dif ferent k inds of activ it ies and public  events that could be offered along the Waterfront 
together with economic uses that could f inance the very expensive historic preservation, 
seismic improvements,  and repairs that were needed to sustain new development.  

So that Publ ic  Trust Use Policy,  it  made it  economical ly  feasible to make transit ions on 
the Waterfront l ike the Ferry Building,  l ike the bal lpark,  l ike the Explorator ium. And each of 
those projects del ivered publ ic access that also were coordinated into a fabr ic of a connected 
public access network between Pier 35 and China Basin.  Outcomes that you wouldn’t  be able to 
real ly  expect if  you are only gett ing the public access on a project-by-project basis.  

Ben indicated a number of the public benef it  requirements of the Special  Area Plan. In 
the bulleted l ist  here,  we have done a number of things.  They were condit ions on the Port in 
exchange for gett ing that Public  Trust  Use Policy:  

To remove f ive piers a long the Northeast Waterfront;  the creat ion of two new major 
waterfront parks,  the Brannan Street Wharf,  and the Cruise Terminal Park at Pier 27. Those f ive 
piers ,  that constituted 379,000 square feet of f i l l  that have been removed in locations which 
have created open water bas ins and viewing areas for the public .  

 We also coordinated our agency reviews of projects so that we could al ign on the design 
and the implementation of projects by coordinating the BCDC Design Review Board and the Port 
Cit ies Waterfront Design Advisory Committee. And they met regularly and jointly to provide 
both City and Port along with BCDC input so  that the projects could real ly  be shaped to meet 
mult iple object ives across al l  of  our agencies.  

There are some Specia l  Area Publ ic Benefits  that have not been completed yet that we 
are proposing to be deferred to the next phase of the Special  Area Plan amendment process 
that Ben described in his presentation. They are the determination of a fourth open water bas in 
location, public access  improvement of the apron at Pier 23 South,  public  access improvement 
at the Pier 19 North apron and the Pier 19½ wharf,  a Bays ide History Walk publ ic  access  feature 
within Pier 29 and Pier 29½, and an open space improvement at the end of 29.  
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These improvements have been cont inued on to be considered as part of the next phase 
of the Specia l  Area Plan review, which wil l  consider  the effects of al l  of  the resi l ience 
adaptation planning work that BCDC has been doing in the RSAP and Bay Adapt and the Port has 
been doing as part of the Waterfront Resi l ience Program. Those are key factors to influence how 
and in what manner we can deliver on those or other publ ic benef its.  

So,  now we wil l  just  switch over for a moment to the F isherman’s Wharf Special  Area Plan 
proposal .  Ben did such an excellent job explaining the whole history of what has happened in 
Fisherman’s  Wharf,  but we thought that it  would be helpful  to g ive the Port’s  perspect ive as 
well .  

Basical ly,  what we are seeking for the Fisherman’s Wharf area is  to build on the success  
of what we have achieved along the Northeast Waterfront.  

We seek to remove that 50% Rule Policy and replace it  with the same Public Trust Use 
Policy,  and then thus creating a consistent policy framework for the entirety of the Northern 
Waterfront .  

The 50% Rule,  as Ben noted, is  not economical ly  feasible.  It  does not support the cost of 
pier repairs,  se ismic upgrades,  with a l imited pal let  of uses that it  al lowed. And as  a result ,  pier 
businesses have been unable to repair and maintain faci l it ies .  They have deteriorated to a point 
where several  of the Wharf’s  iconic fami ly restaurants have closed and shuttered. They cannot 
be released. And there are many associated public access areas there that a lso have 
deteriorated and have become unsafe as a result  of a l l  of  this .   

There are also signif icant seismic safety needs of those businesses  as well  as the seawall  
and the wharves for the infrastructure of the Wharf,  al l  frustrated by the 50% Rule. So,  i t  has 
real ly  become an untenable situation, g iven especia l ly  that F isherman’s Wharf  is  such a major 
regional destination area.  

The Public Trust Use Policy is  one that has been road tested. It  has al lowed us to 
reconstruct piers,  make seismic improvements,  and this policy has produced very successful  
outcomes along the Northeast Waterfront that al igns with the Port’s  Burton Act responsibi l it ies 
and thus we seek to have those same kinds of benef its extend into the Wharf as wel l .  

The Public Trust Use Policy would enable the Port to maintain the f ishing industry,  the 
largest in the state,  and support seawall  resi l ience, pier and wharf reconstruct ion. And towards 
that end the Port has created the F isherman’s Wharf Forward Strategy,  a program to reinvest 
and revital ize Fisherman’s Wharf ,  f ishing and commercial  businesses,  and public access.  These 
types of improvements rely on this policy change to refresh the heart of F isherman’s Wharf and 
provide a unif ied pol icy framework for the Northern Waterfront.  

As Ben indicated, the Special  Area Plan did lay out some precondit ions for removing the 
50% Rule. It  inc luded creating a publ ic  plaza and an open water basin.  And towards that end, in 
the intervening years after 2000, Port and BCDC conducted public  processes to determine the 
public access desires and prior it ies that the public wanted to see,  and that is  what ult imately 
led to the decis ion to take the northern edge of Fisherman’s Wharf in the heart of the Wharf ,  
Pier 43 Promenade, and turn it  into a promenade that extends that public walkway a long the 
water’s edge, just  l ike  the Embarcadero Promenade extends in the Northeast  Waterfront.  
Continue that into the Wharf with the public  plaza as  well  r ight at  the foot of Pier 45.  

San Francisco voters approved geo bonds to f inance this public  access project,  and it  
provides key beaut iful ,  magnif icent views of  Alcatraz Is land. If  you have not been out there it  is  
a choice place to stand and enjoy the Bay,  Alcatraz,  the f ishing industry,  the excursion boats,  
and it  real ly  kind of has that intersection of  al l  of  those di fferent public  del ights in an open 
water bas in location.  
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The 50% Rule was intended to achieve public access and f i l l  on a project-by-project bas is 
but that actual ly  never occurred except for Pier 39. There were many attempts to try and 
achieve that and there are many fa i led projects on the record to show that it  was not 
successful .  

But instead, through the coordinated plan process that our agencies have engaged here,  
we feel  that we real ly  landed on a location that actual ly  had been bl ighted by a deter iorating 
parking lot.  This public promenade was the Pier 43 parking lot,  77,000 square feet of f i l l  that 
the Port removed in order to bui ld this promenade instead. So,  the tradeoff of just  the physical  
change in this particular strategic location real ly  del ivered big for  public  benefits .   

And this improvement here also f i l led a gap in our publ ic  access network that extends 
along the Embarcadero up through the wharf and then connecting up to Aquat ic Park under the 
National Park Service jurisdict ion further to the west and north.  So,  we think it  is  a good idea to 
get r id of this 50% Rule in F isherman’s Wharf.  

Now with respect to the Exploratorium SAP amendments I  am just  going to give you some 
background about some of the policy issues that have been raised here,  and the Exploratorium 
team wil l  g ive you the detai ls  of the actual  educat ion program.  

As Ben ment ioned, there was a f i l l  removal requirement and the Port and the 
Explorator ium seek this amendment because we think that sea level  r ise,  resi l ience public 
educat ion, actually  there is  an urgent need for that and that is  a legit imate public benef it .  They 
have created a mult i-faceted program that real ly  we are very exc ited about.  

But we recognize that for this  Commission the idea of trading off  f i l l  removal for a publ ic  
educat ion program is a pretty big policy question, and so we wanted to dive into that a bit  
further.  

When the Special  Area Plan f i l l  removal requirement was imposed on the Exploratorium, 
that was back in 2012 and at that  t ime publ ic benef its were real ly  only focused on f i l l  removal 
and publ ic access.  The Explorator ium and Port have joint roles in meeting that obl igat ion, 
removal of 108,000 square feet of f i l l .  

The Exploratorium was to provide funding for the removal,  which at that t ime we 
estimated to be in the order of $1-2 mil l ion.  

And the Port would locate and lead the f i l l  removal work itself .  
Now, the Exploratorium rel ies on fundraising to pay for this work and despite their 

dedicated efforts they had not been able to raise adequate funding. Donor interest is  low. It  
does not al ign well  between f i l l  for f i l l  removal when their focus is  on science education and the 
Explorator ium’s miss ion and since 2012 that funding gap has grown even further.  

Separate from the Exploratorium’s requirement,  however,  the Port st i l l  has been 
removing f i l l  in a strategic and opportunist ic  way, and we have removed a signif icant amount 
along the ent ire San Francisco Waterfront.  S ince 2000 the Port has  removed 600,000 square feet 
of f i l l ,  including the 370,000 required by the Special  Area Plan requirements.  The other  f i l l  
removal was in the Southern Waterfront as part of public access and Bay projects and to remove 
water quality and to improve navigat ional safety.  And that is  in addit ion to the 77,000 square 
feet of f i l l  removed at  Pier 43 with that park ing lot which we are offering for the trade off  to 
the 50% Rule in the Wharf .  

So today we actually  do not have a whole lot of f i l l  removal s ites that are left .  They are 
l imited. They are smal ler in s ize.  In order to meet the obligation under the current Special  Area 
Plan you would have to real ly  consol idate a number of di fferent si tes,  which drives up the cost 
overal l  and so it  is  just  kind of frustrated our efforts to try and meet that object ive.  
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Alternatively,  during this period when we were trying to solve for the f i l l  removal,  that is  
when BCDC and the Port real ly  started diving into res i l ience adaptation planning. Given the 
science-based educat ion mission that the Exploratorium is known for it  became apparent to al l  
of  us that this public  benef it  opportunity presented i tself  as something that was needed to f i l l  a 
very urgent need that  could not be replicated easi ly,  in a context where Bay f i l l  removal has 
been something that has been an ongoing effort  on the part of the Port and other appl icants.  

So,  we al l  saw this opportunity.  It  is  a new public need. There are  very few entit ies that  
can deliver the kind of  content and knowledge and have the experience that the Exploratorium 
has to be able to connect with people with information that they can understand. And so,  the 
Explorator ium, even before we changed our Special  Area Plan requirement,  they jumped into 
the work that BCDC was doing on the RSAP and on Bay Adapt and they came to be major  
partners in being able  to engage the community for broader understanding. As a result ,  this 
partnership has developed that has real ly  gestated in this public  educat ion program that the 
Explorator ium wil l  present to you.  

The Exploratorium on the strength of and desire and exc itement that they have on this 
educat ion program has redirected their own financial  resources to  develop the publ ic education 
program that you wi l l  hear about.  And unl ike f i l l  removal,  they are confident that they wil l  be 
able to ra ise the addit ional funds to produce and execute the program because it  al igns  direct ly 
with their miss ion.  

Towards that end, they have worked with BCDC and the Port to develop the education 
proposal  with an eye to quick implementat ion. So,  this is  a  rare opportunity to f i l l  an urgent 
public  benefit  need with the unique expert ise and pass ion of a proven partner.  

There are very few other ent it ies that can f i l l  this  gap, to do it  quickly.  And especial ly  
now, is  the t iming as you f inish this incredible RSAP accompl ishment and you are taking it  out to 
the publ ic to expand publ ic understanding and implementat ion and action. So,  we are very 
excited to support  this proposal,  and I  am happy to answer any questions that you may have 
after the presentat ion. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Semper continued: Good afternoon. We are very pleased to be here to present our 
Sea Level Rise Education Plan proposal.  My name is  Robert Semper;  I  am Chief Science Officer at  
the Exploratorium. I  wil l  be joined by my col leagues Susan Schwartzenberg and Emma 
Greenbaum to talk about the detai ls  of this project.  

But f i rst  we would l ike  to thank Chairman Wasserman for his longt ime interest in support 
of this issue. I f  I  look at my Rolodex, I  see the fact that our f i rst  conversation was in  2018, so it  
is  a long t ime coming. It  has  been very productive to have these conversations also with BCDC 
Commissioners who have given us their advice,  their  interest in this project ,  and also given us 
this t ime to present .  And the BCDC staff  and the staff  at  the San Francisco Port have been very 
important players in g iving their help to our  development of this plan.  

So,  just  to give you a roadmap of the presentation that we are going to be involved with. 
After some introductory comments by myself  we are going to ta lk a l itt le bit  about  the pedagogy 
that we are putt ing into place for this  education program. Talk about the plan overview.  
Something about the outcomes and precedents attached to this Plan. And t imeline and phasing.  

First ,  a l itt le bit  about  the Exploratorium. 
The Exploratorium is a  public  learning laboratory where vis itors explore the world 

through sc ience, art,  and human perception.  
Our miss ion is  to create inquiry-based experiences that transform learning worldwide. 

Our vis ion is  a world where people think for themselves.  They can conf idently ask questions,  
quest ion answers,  and understand the world around them. We value l i felong learning,  curiosity,  
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and inc lus ion.  
To carry this mission out we design, produce, and provide educational experiences for a 

wide range of audiences,  famil ies,  youth, adult ,  teachers,  and students,  both local ly  and online,  
as well  as for museums worldwide who take our exhibits  and are planning to help them develop 
places related to science educat ion.  

The impact of cl imate change is  one of the most pressing issues of our t ime, and sea level  
r ise is  l ike ly to be one of the most signif icant consequences of c l imate change in the Bay Area. 
We therefore see it  as  our responsibi l ity  to be active participants in engaging the publ ic  about 
how sea level  r ise wil l  transform our future.  

So,  on to the Plan. I  am going to do my overview, and my colleagues wil l  go into the 
detai ls.  We wi l l  be speaking about the content of the Plan and also the publ ic benefits  that the 
Plan provides.  

There are three overal l  goals for the Plan:  Increase public understanding of sea level  r ise 
in the Bay Area from impacts to solut ions,  e levate publ ic awareness of regional cooperation 
init iat ives and shared vulnerabi l it ies,  expand student engagement with sea level  r ise content 
through teacher professional development and f ield tr ip opportunit ies.  

And as was ment ioned earl ier,  the Plan is  designed to meet the Bay Adapt Joint Platform 
Goal Action 3,  broaden publ ic understanding of cl imate change sc ience and impacts,  with a sub 
task of tel l  local  and regional stories about people and places adapting to cl imate change, and 
to weave cl imate adaptation l iteracy into school programs.  

The Plan is  organized into three sets of  outcomes. 
Public  Experience and Regional Engagement.  That includes exhibits  and programs at our  

location, engagement with local  and regional partners for s ite-specif ic  programming in their  
locations and online resources.  

There is  a strand of Educator and Student Engagement,  which includes K-12 cl ient 
classroom activ it ies,  teacher workshops and guided f ield tr ips .  

And f inal ly,  Collaborat ive Design and Evaluat ion, a col laboration with BCDC and SF Port 
and regional partners in a program of evaluation and reporting out  on the work of the Plan.  

The core concepts that are to be addressed and the issues are real ly  the ones also that 
the Bay Adapt Program is also addressing and highl ights.  Foundat ions of sea level  r ise,  c l imate 
resi l ience and adaptat ion pathways,  groundwater r ise and toxic s i tes,  indigenous relat ionship to 
land and sea, nature and natural -based solut ions,  historic ecology,  land use and environmental  
racism, infrastructure vulnerabi l ity .  

It  is  important to real ize that we are going way beyond the causes of cl imate change. We 
are talk ing about the adaptation and the issues people need to know about,  the educational 
underpinnings of the adaptation and the resi l ience that is  needed to deal with cl imate change. 
That is  real ly  what this  Plan is  about.  

I  wil l  now turn the presentation over to my col leagues to discuss the elements of the Plan 
and speci f ica l ly  to show you examples of some of our relevant prior work that relates to the 
Plan that we wil l  be implementing. So,  I  am going to invite Susan to come up and begin the 
program about that part.  

Ms. Schwartzenberg presented the fol lowing:  So,  one of the f i rst  outcomes is  to create a 
Bay Field Station here on our Front Plaza.  We are cal l ing it  now the Bay Shoreline P laza. This is  a 
suite of sea level  r ise exhibits and programs spanning this area. You can barely see it  there. 
There is  a grate and under the grate we put it  there so you could hear the seawal l  and maybe 
even see it .  These exhibits  wil l  span this grate area where we wil l  bring attention to the 
seawall .  With a l itt le help from some observing devices and l istening tools,  the seawall  can be 
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seen and heard. The F ield Station is  the very hub of our Sea Level  Rise Init iat ive,  a lso free and 
open to the public .  

When we moved to Piers 15/17 over 13 years ago now, we knew we would need to br ing 
the outside in and focus on this very juncture of the built  and natural  environment where our 
insti tution sits .  This is  a body of work we did not have in our old museum, so it  was brand new, 
and it  was real ly  because we moved here.  

Now in phase two, we are br inging the inside, the exhibits we developed inside about the 
Bay Area and the landscape around us,  and bring those programs outside. The exhibits,  
programs,  and conversations we have had, out to the plaza.  

We take a place-based approach. What this  means is  that rooted in one’s physical  
location, place-based learning connects people to their local  landscape, the ecology,  heritage 
and culture that defines their everyday experience. By focusing on one’s own sense of place,  
landscape and community,  learning can happen at a more intimate and manageable scale 
because it  becomes very personal.  

A goal of place-based knowledge in relat ion to cl imate change is  that it  acts to guide and 
inform future perspectives on pol icy and adaptation planning because it  emphasizes 
participation. People now they understand, they are wi l l ing to participate. And in that way, they 
participate in their  own, one’s own home community,  but also they connect to other regional 
issues and global phenomena. Because now that they are engaged in something they see it  
around them in other places.  

At Piers 15/17, this is  our institutional home. We know this landscape. It  is  a central ized 
location near public  transportation,  BART,  Muni ,  walk ing,  cycl ing,  and right next to where 
thousands of students  are dropped off  annually  on school f ie ld tr ips.  

We have studied the Bay and the evolut ion of the shorel ine. We want to be an example of 
what gett ing involved means. We have already developed some tools we have brought out here,  
and this k ind of engagement can create an instant community through dia log that often the 
exhibits inst igate.  

Some of the things,  as  you see here,  wi l l  be about observing and measuring. It  is  
important to this work. 

One exhibit  is  the underground estuary. It  is  an exhibit  whose placement wil l  be on the 
land side of the seawall  and wi l l  be designed to make visible the phenomena of groundwater 
r is ing and fa l l ing with the t ides,  something most people do not real ly  think about.  

We wil l  a lso have a number of exhibits just  about the Bay,  understanding the Bay. Our 
museum is over water  and few people even know that when they come in and visit  so we real ly  
emphasize the fact that we are on the San Francisco Bay.  

One exhibit ,  the Color  of Water,  encourages vis itors to notice that  almost every day and 
also seasonally  the Bay changes color depending on what is  in the water,  phytoplankton or 
sediment.  

Another strong cultural  element is  with our col leagues,  the Association of Ramaytush 
Ohlone, whose knowledge of the Bay over t ime gives us a better perspective of ways to care and 
adapt to what is  coming.  After  al l ,  they a lready experienced glacial  melt  8,000, 9,000 years ago. 
They survived one so I  think they can help us understand how to survive the next one. And this 
wil l  be accomplished by developing the f irst  stop on the Ohlone Waterfront Trai l ,  a ser ies of 
stories about Indigenous ways of knowing the land and waters of San Francisco Bay.  
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Transects,  maps,  topographies,  are al l  useful  tools that many scientists use,  but we have 
discovered that people love maps. They love seeing topography. And by using them they can 
begin to understand the history of our landscapes,  how they have changed, including how fi l l  
has contributed to sea level  r ise vulnerabil ity.  

So,  I  am going to turn this over now to our col league onl ine,  Emma Greenbaum, who wil l  
talk a l itt le bit  more about our programs, teacher training and site explorations.  Thank you. 

Ms. Greenbaum spoke:  Thank you,  Susan. In addit ion to these buil t  elements at  the 
museum which wil l  serve as our hub, we also propose spokes that  stretch out  across the region 
through pop-up sty le engagement. Over the past several  years we have been honing this work 
through taking our mobile exhibits and activ it ies on the road. We propose bolstering this work 
in col laborat ion with partner organizat ions.  

We wil l  a lso offer programmatic elements  l ike these King Tides Walkshops. Every year  we 
do programming around King T ides,  which has become very popular.  This work has been 
increasingly col laborative with the Port of San Francisco as our goals of educat ing the publ ic 
about these issues have al igned. So,  this is  a group assembled on the Embarcadero between 
Piers 3 and 5 to see f looding f irsthand and learn about the Port of San Francisco’s Waterfront 
Resi l ience Program. 

For many years we have worked with NASA and NOAA as wel l  as v isual  art ists to bring 
new ways of looking at data to the publ ic.  Online offer ings could include sea level  r ise 
visual izations and l inks to resources l ike f lood maps and local  planning efforts,  something we 
currently do not offer.  We also hope to explore how data visual izations can be integrated into 
other elements of the Plan, either through programming or in  the plaza instal lat ions.  

As a part of this work,  we wil l  be developing activ it ies  to help K-12 educators engage 
their students.  This is  an example of  a tabletop exercise demonstrating the impact of natural  
and nature-based solutions on eros ion. In their development these activ it ies  are tested with 
teachers during our  professional  development offer ings throughout the year.  

This is  just  to say that  some of the activ it ies  wil l  then become online offerings.  We wi l l  
also be working on addit ional programming and addit ional t rainings for teachers.  

Guided f ield tr ips are also an opportunity to  not only impact the San Francisco 
Waterfront,  but we welcomed 95,000 f ield tr ip students in FY-24, 56,000 of them came from 
Tit le I  schools.  So,  we have a huge audience with f ield tr ips.  

We have also real ly  thought about this as a col laborative effort .  Within our outcomes for 
col laborative design and evaluat ion we are real ly  hoping to continue to develop this with the 
Commission, with our external partners .  

There is  a phasing table,  which was on a sl ide,  but it  is  also on page 7 of the Education 
Plan document. We intend for that t imeline to be responsive to the process of refinement with 
the Commission. We are already anticipat ing it  wi l l  shift  a bit .  

I  think I  wil l  wrap it  up there. I  just  wanted to thank BCDC staff  and the Port of San 
Francisco again for a l l  their  work with us.  This has taken a while but i t  has def initely been about 
the fr iends we have made along the way. While these partnerships seem obvious in stepping 
back to look at what  we have accomplished and how we have shaped the vis ion moving forward,  
our organizations are doing exactly what is  cal led for in this moment,  which is  working together 
across institutions in  novel ways to break down si los and offer creative solut ions.  We know that 
the publ ic wi l l  benef it  from this init iat ive,  and it  wil l  support efforts across our organizations.  

So,  yes,  thank you again,  Chair Wasserman and Commissioners for your t ime. We can get  
into more detai l  in the quest ions or revisit  some of these sl ides.  

Chair Wasserman acknowledged: Thank you. We wil l  now open the public hear ing.  
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Do we have any clar ify ing questions from Commissioners? Again,  this is  just  clarify ing,  
not gett ing into true substance, but go for it .  

Commissioner Eklund stated:  Great presentation, Ben, as  well  as the Port of San Francisco 
and your other partners there.  

Ben, the f irst  question I  have is  for you.  When you say Bay f i l l  are you referr ing to the f i l l  
that was used to expand the land-based portion, or are you talk ing about the sediment that is  at  
the bottom of the Bay  that is  removed to al low for more Port activ ity that are water-based? 

Mr. Buehmann responded: For BCDC, Bay f i l l  is  lots of dif ferent things.  It  is  the sediment  
in the Bay. It  can also be pi le-supported structures to be f loating f i l l .  So,  l ike a thing that  is  just  
l ike a raft.  It  can be sol id f i l l ,  l ike placing new Bay f i l l .  

In this case,  what they  are talk ing about in the Special  Area P lan is  removing pi les and 
pi le-supported structures from the Bay. That  is  the primary.  

Commissioner Eklund asked: So,  you are talking about the pi les that are actual ly  to the 
water and to the soi l?  

Mr. Buehmann replied:  So,  i f  you go around the San Francisco Waterfront .  So,  the whole  
point of the Specia l  Area Plan is  to revita l ize  these, especia l ly  these old pi le-supported 
structures,  the old piers,  r ight .  L ike the old bulkheads and wharves that were there.  If  you go 
along the Waterfront,  you wil l  see a  lot of pi les st i l l  in the Bay. At the Exploratorium site  there 
are st i l l  p i l ings in-between 15/17, and then also pi le-supported structures.  

The motivation behind the f i l l  removal in the Special  Area Plan was we are going to f ind 
these big areas where there is  old f i l l ,  l ike o ld pi le-supported piers ,  remove them, dayl ight that 
area so that people could feel  a c loseness  to the Bay,  so they could see the Bay. You go walk 
around now you can see the Bay is  there. Before it  was not always there,  it  was farther away 
from you. 

Commissioner Eklund acknowledged: Okay. Having worked for the Army Corps and EPA, 
when I  say hear Bay f i l l  i t  is  sort  of l ike,  you know. 

Mr. Buehmann replied:  Yes.  
Commissioner Eklund continued: But anyway. So,  then my next question is  actually  for  

Ben too. You said that  there is  l imited f i l l  removal opportunit ies .  So,  are you referring to those 
pi les or are you referr ing also to dredging the Port area to al low for marit ime use? 

Mr. Dorfman replied:  Not for dredging. So,  s imilar to the f i l l  that Eric just  described.  
Commissioner Eklund confirmed: Not dredging? 
Mr. Dorfman acknowledged: Correct.  
Commissioner Eklund continued: Okay, that is  I  needed to know. And then my last  

quest ion is  for the Port of San Francisco. I  am sorry I  did not catch your f irst  name. But  the 
quest ion I  have here is  that,  obviously,  I  have been on hopper dredges when I  worked for the 
Army Corps;  at  EPA I  was in charge of the whole dredging program for EPA Region 9. But are you 
f inding,  and I  thought I  heard you say that you do not need to do as much dredging as you had 
in the past .  Is  that  either because of a lower use of marit ime opportunit ies or is  that  because 
there is  more scouring of the sediment underneath so that you do not necessari ly  have to do 
the dredging? 

Ms. Oshima f ielded this inquiry:  I  can provide a general  answer to that,  because I  do not  
have the detai ls  on the Port’s  Dredging Program. But there is  an ongoing program of 
maintenance dredging that i f  it  is  maintenance then you try and keep it  maintained so that you 
do not have to remove that much. Deep-draft  vessels require more dredging. We have 
ident if ication as to which berths  need to be at what depths and so  we have marit ime staff  and 
environmental  staff  that works with the agencies on the annual dredging maintenance program. 
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The Specia l  Area P lan f i l l  removal issues that we have been talking about here real ly  are 
primari ly  focused on pi le-supported piers and wharves and not dredge, because the Dredge 
Program has a di fferent regulatory framework.  

Commissioner Eklund clari f ied:  So you st i l l  need that dredge program? 
Ms. Oshima aff irmed: Yes.  
Commissioner Eklund acknowledged: Okay, got it .  Thank you.  

Commissioner Randolph inquired:  I  had a question for our fr iends at the Explorator ium. 
When you put up the sl ide about what the content would be for the educational program, I  
understand there wi l l  be fundrais ing associated with this .  Does any part of that look toward 
federal  funding,  or would this be entire ly pr ivate and philanthropic? 

Mr. Semper expla ined:  My answer would be different maybe a few months ago.  Right 
now, the phi lanthropy has been private,  actually ,  we have gotten in place for this work,  
including some prel iminary funding that we got to do a lot of the planning and development,  
and some recent funding that we have that we can use to get this thing launched and started.  

L ike many nonprofits,  including univers it ies and everyone e lse,  we are looking for 
alternative fundings.  We are also hopeful,  by the way, that  funding is  not completely out of the 
picture,  that Congress  is  responding a l itt le bit  d ifferent ly to some of the science funding 
around some of the agencies that we have gotten support from the past.  So,  we are hopeful  in 
the future we wi l l  be able to tap into that .  But a lot of this is  private philanthropy that we are 
looking towards r ight now. 

Commissioner Randolph noted:  That ’s good, thanks,  because there were at least two 
items on that screen that would automatical ly  disquali fy  any federal  grant .  You know what I  am 
talking about.  Thank you.  

Commissioner Gonzalez was recognized:  Two quick questions.  The f irst  one for the 
Explorator ium. I  am curious about the duration. What is  the level  of commitment in terms of 
t ime? This wi l l  be an exhibit  for activ ity for 5 years,  20 years,  perpetuity .  

Mr. Semper repl ied:  As a general  question, we bui ld exhibits,  many of the exhibits that 
are in our support-term now actual ly  came from days and years and months ago and years ago.  
There are some exhibits we have from the opening of the bui lding and that was 50 some years 
ago from the Exploratorium start ing. We moved into this place more recently ,  obviously,  12 
years ago.  

We have an event horizon of 5-10 years .  One of the reasons we have that is  looking at 
the Embarcadero replacement work,  which has a lso a date that  might be moving.  But we are 
conscious of the fact that the entire Embarcadero is  up for change. So,  in a sense, what we are 
putting is  an exhibit ion out on the Embarcadero area that has probably a 5-10 year event 
horizon. It  is  something I  think we have to work through with discussion, what the parts  are,  
pieces are. But we are worried about planning beyond that because we just do not know what 
the condit ion is  going to be l ike out there.  

Mr. Buehmann stated:  May I  add to that? I  am Erik Buehmann, Long Range Planning 
Manager.  I  do not think I  introduced myself  before.  

One of the things after this ,  i f  the Commission decides to approve this Bay Plan 
Amendment,  we wi l l  go through an amendment process with the Explorator ium’s permit.  And 
that wil l  involve putt ing in some of the kind of nuts and bolts  of the program and monitoring 
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and when do we reevaluate it  and things l ike  that.  
We also know, and Ben mentioned in his presentation, that at  some point soon in the 

next probably less than f ive years  we are going to need to look at the Specia l  Area Plan again 
comprehensively and so we want to think about the next phase. What are we going to do with 
these public benef its?  How are public benef its going to change when we do a lot of the 
resi l ience planning that we are doing?  

Commissioner Gonzalez acknowledged and continued: Understood and thank you for that  
addit ional piece. Without going too far into commentary it  is  just  this concept of when we are 
being asked to trade off,  r ight,  what  is  that trade off? It  is  a 5-year  commitment,  10-year 
commitment,  that is  the trade off.  

With respect to the second question, my last  quest ion, and I  think this is  for Ben. On 
sl ide,  I  think it  was 10 of your presentat ion, you mentioned public benef its are not mitigation 
for project impacts .  You repeated that expression probably three if  not four t imes,  which means 
that it  is  s ignif icant .  To the uneducated, un- inculcated person l ike  myself,  why is  it  so 
signif icant  to you when you make that statement? 

Mr. Dorfman answered: Yes,  thanks for bringing that up again,  it  i s  an important part of  
this project.  Honest ly,  at  the staff  level  it  took us a while to f igure out the differences between 
the two as well ,  so we real ly  want to emphasize that.  

There is  more f lexibi l i ty  with public benef its  versus the mitigation.  Mitigat ion is  usual ly  
included in specif ic  permits for specif ic  impacts that projects have on the Bay,  on the 
environment. If  you are covering up sea grass beds with a new pier  you have to mitigate that by 
planting new sea grass beds e lsewhere, that  is  a type of environmental  mit igat ion. So,  we just 
want to emphasize this is  not that.  This Bay f i l l  is  not mitigation for environmental  impacts.  

Mr. Buehmann commented: Just to add to that a l itt le bit .  When you look at the exist ing 
policy that was created in 2009 it  has ratios and things l ike that;  it  can be very technical  and 
confusing. And poss ibly maybe it  was confusing to the people who drafted this dist inct ion that 
we are making and so that is  why, to be honest.  

Commissioner Gonzalez acknowledged: Well ,  it  is  good to clar ify,  I  appreciate that .  That 
is  it ,  Chair.  

Chair Wasserman cont inued: Let’s  go to publ ic  comments.  
Mary El len Hannibal  commented: Hi,  thank you. I  am Mary E l len Hannibal.  I  am an 

environmental  journal ist  and writer and teacher.  First  of al l ,  thank you to the Commissioners 
for al l  that you do for the publ ic good.  

I  have worked with the Explorator ium before on a map project  in fact.  A map of nature in 
the City,  which is  a fantastic ,  beauti ful  map that you can buy, or sometimes we give it  out free.  
So,  working at the Exploratorium over a period of three years intermittently I  real ly  saw up 
close and personal the sheer professional ism and eff icacy of the people who work there to do 
what they are intending to do.  

And then this fantast ic Bay Observatory that the Exploratorium has,  which I  have never  
seen anything else l ike it  where you are invited, as the public,  to view and observe and 
understand what is  go ing on right outside the windows.  

So,  in terms of the public good I  think nothing could be more important than educating 
the publ ic about sea level  r ise.  It  is  a big doorway into cl imate change.  

I  know from teaching at the Cal ifornia  College of the Arts and at USF, both environmental  
sciences and humanit ies,  that broadly people of al l  ages,  because I  teach older people and 
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younger people,  do not understand a lot at  a l l  about what  is  happening.  

So,  real ly  there’s two responses people have, fear and k ind of aggression, which is  
usually  to put up a boundary to it .  This is  something that is  just  not going to work with sea level  
r ise.  

I  wil l  wrap up by giving you a book recommendat ion cal led California Against the Sea .  I  
wish I  wrote it ,  but I  d idn’t.  It  is  by Rosanna Xia.  She is  a Los Angeles Times  reporter.  She went 
up and down the coast of Cal i fornia reporting on communities’  responses to very proximal sea 
level  r ise,  threats to their communit ies.  Very different threats ,  very dif ferent communit ies.  

What it  real ly  shows is  that it  is  going to be a piecemeal thing and yet also a 
comprehensive thing how we adapt.  And the f irst  step for adapting is  to understand what the 
components of what  we are adapting to are. And I  know the Exploratorium can do a beautiful  
job of real ly  opening up an engagement in  a safe space, in a  trusted space, where we are al l  
together and yet honored individual ly.  Thank you.  

Greg Castro spoke:  Horše Túuxi ,  greet ings.  I  am Culture Director of  the Association of 
Ramaytush Ohlone, the indigenous people of Cal ifornia that were put here in the San Francisco 
Peninsula to be the caretakers at  the beginning of t ime. That is  our bel ief,  and we st i l l  act  on 
that bel ief .  We believe that we were given the orig inal  instructions to take care of the land and 
everybody on it .  And certainly in this t ime of  cl imate cr is is,  that is  more crit ical  than ever.  

One of our earl iest  partners years ago was the Exploratorium. Start ing with the land 
acknowledgement,  acknowledging our ancestors who had been here for more than 10,000 years,  
and our experiences here that are st i l l  beneath us as we s it  here in this place.  The 
Explorator ium works with us to talk about that experience and what that means in the modern 
world and certainly in this case with cl imate change it  is  a crit ical  element.  

And I  certainly agree with the previous speaker.  These kinds of issues are not something 
you can just pick up on the internet or read in a book. You have to experience them and that is  
what the Exploratorium special izes in.  Br inging those experiences to the world and to people 
and having it  put in their hand. That is  the only way you are going to understand it ,  especial ly  in 
this crit ical  i ssue of cl imate change where people seem overwhelmed. They have to be able to 
grasp it  and to have the bel ief  that they have a chance to do something about it .  And I  think 
that is  where Exploratorium is exemplary.  Our partnership over the many years including our 
Native Homeland Festival  and the Waterfront Trai l  exempli fy that expertise that the 
Explorator ium brings.  So,  hopeful ly  you wil l  ful ly  support their  program. Thank you.  

Al ice Rogers commented: Good afternoon, Commissioners.  I  am Al ice Rogers,  a 50-year 
resident of the Bay. As chair of the Land Use Subcommittee I  am here to help support,  cheerlead 
and advocate for the Specia l  Area Plan amendments the Port has put forward.  

During our more than three years of publ ic meetings on the Plan update it  was 
resoundingly c lear that the general  publ ic  is  wanting to engage act ively with the Waterfront,  
not just  pass ively view it .  People of a l l  ages and al l  f lavors are interested in our marit ime 
industr ies,  our Bays ide ecology,  and being able to enjoy a range of activ it ies bes ide and in the 
water.   

Diversity emerged as one of the overarching goals of the plan, diversity in uses and 
diversity in population.  

Though current ly sta l led by the local  economic condit ions,  the RFPs that have been 
generated s ince that P lan have brought real ly  excit ing public  realm, public benef it  responses for 
the Northern Waterfront,  inc luding public swimming pools,  chi ldren’s sa i l ing programs, 
subsidized night market.  Al l  of  these backed up by the f inancial  dr ivers that recede into the 
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background.  

By replacing the 50% Rule we expect to see similar ly  excit ing,  al luring proposals come up 
for the F isherman’s Wharf area that would be site-specif ic  and authentic  to that area. Already, 
we have the public c lamoring to buy f ish directly from the boats .  

Similarly,  the Exploratorium’s proposal  to take a sea level  r ise program out to the public  
has a lready been test driven. I  have attended several  of their  King Tide Walks and I  can say that 
they have attracted hugely broad and diverse audiences. And al l  of  them appreciated the 
immediacy of the issue, even after they got their feet wet.  

So please help support the Port.  Make one of our Waterfronts one of the most dynamic  in 
the world. Thank you.  

Brad Benson addressed the Commission:  Good afternoon, Chair Wasserman, 
Commissioners.  Brad Benson, I  am the Port’s  Waterfront  Resi l ience Program Director.  

You have heard a lot about this proposal  today. I  just  want to emphasize,  given the 
resi l ience work that we are doing,  we are looking at changes to public  shorel ines over decades. 
Costs that are going to be incurred by mult iple generat ions.  It  is  very complicated pre-disaster 
planning that people do not intuit ively understand.  

And so,  it  i s  just  super important to reach out to the next  generat ion, r ight? And we as 
public  agency employees often do not have the ski l l  to do that kind of outreach. We are used to 
reaching out to an adult  population. And through experience with the Exploratorium, I  can tel l  
you, you cannot have a better partner in terms of dealing with this youth population. They just 
make it  fun. They make it  inte l l igent and challenging.  

The San Francisco Shoreline Leadership Academy they part icipated in as wel l .  It  was just  
so great to go to that graduat ion at the Exploratorium - so,  could not have a better partner 
there.  

And then mindful  of t ime I  just  want to shift  topics for a moment and say we are seeing 
at the federal  level  that sometimes public employees are not appreciated for what they do, and 
I  think it  is  worth taking the t ime to offer that appreciation.  

And so,  I  just  wanted to speak about Diane Oshima, who has been our lead planner at the 
Port for a long t ime. She led seven years of planning on the Waterfront Land Use Plan. She 
worked with your staff  on the original  Special  Area Plan for three years coming out of the 
pandemic. She has worked for mult iple years with staff  on this proposal  into her ret irement. 
And it  is  just  so amazing to have a col league l ike this  so thank you very much.  

Commissioner Gunther stated:  I  just  wanted to point out with a l l  of  the statements about 
the importance of educating the publ ic.  This  wil l  a lso serve an important purpose because we 
have people,  and particularly at  the moment the President of the United States,  who are 
actively trying to disinform the publ ic about this important topic .  The President makes up 
numbers  about sea level  r ise about once a year and just spouts these out and it  is  absolutely 
detrimental  to our efforts to both deal with the cris is  and build resi l ience.  So,  I  just  wanted to 
point out that this makes this k ind of public  educat ion effort  al l  that more important .  Thank 
you. 

Sina von Reitzenstein was recognized:  Good afternoon, Commissioners.  I  am Sina von 
Reitzenstein,  VP of Leasing at Pier 39 and Executive Board Member of the F isherman’s Wharf 
Community Benef it  District .  

I  am voicing strong support for amending the San Francisco Specia l  Area Plan by removing 
the 50% Rule and replacing it  with the Public Trust Use Policy.  

Ongoing revital izat ion and investment along the Northern Waterfront is  essentia l ,  not 
only for the health of the neighborhood but for the broader success of San Francisco.  We al l  
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thrive when the Wharf  thrives.  
The current 50% Rule policy makes it  near ly impossible for waterfront businesses to make 

meaningful  and essent ial  repairs and upgrades,  threatening both publ ic access and the 
economic viabi l ity  of their  businesses.  Replacing the 50% Rule with the Publ ic Trust Use Policy is  
a smart and necessary  shift  that would encourage investment,  seismic resi l ience, and a r icher 
variety of publ ic-or iented uses on the Waterfront,  a l lowing for new init iat ives such as the 
vis ionary Fisherman’s Wharf Forward Plan to be implemented.  

The Amendment would al ign perfectly not only with pol icies that have already proven 
successful  along the Northeastern Waterfront but also with the Port’s  2023 Waterfront Plan.  

Fisherman’s  Wharf is  ready to receive the same opportunity for revital ization and future 
forward development opportunit ies as other  areas of the Waterfront.  Thank you for considering 
approval to replace the 50% Rule with the Publ ic Trust Use Policy.  It  is  an important step 
towards a stronger,  healthier,  and more res i l ient Fisherman’s Wharf and the Northern 
Waterfront .  

Final ly,  I  would also l ike to thank the Exploratorium for being an amazing neighbor and 
for further ing the independent educat ion for tomorrow’s thinkers and leaders.  It  i s  so 
important,  especial ly  now. Thank you al l .  

Darlene Plumtree commented: Good afternoon, Commissioners.  My name is  Darlene 
Plumtree. I  am the Chief Executive Officer at  the San Francisco Marit ime Nat ional Park 
Associat ion. I  am also co-chair of the Fisherman’s Wharf Advisory Committee, and I  am on the 
Advisory Committee of the F isherman’s Wharf Community Benefit  District .  

I  am here today to endorse both parts of Item 8 as we own and operate the submarine 
USS Pampanito at Pier  45. That area of F isherman’s Wharf has been seriously neglected and 
abandoned since COVID, and it  is  a dark and dangerous area at  night.  We have had to stop our 
educat ion programs in the evenings because of that.  I  am real ly  looking forward to the 
Fisherman’s  Wharf Forward Project moving forward, hoping that that wil l  bring some l ight and 
energy and activ ity to that part  of the Waterfront.  

I  also endorse the Exploratorium. We also have science education programs,  and I  know 
how important that is  to youth education today. Thank you.  

Alexander Zwiss ler was recognized:  Good afternoon. Chair Wasserman and 
Commissioners,  I  am Alex Zwiss ler.  I  think about 10 of you may remember me. I  served on the 
Commission from 2013 to 2019. I  think I  just  have to come forward and say I  have a l itt le 
something to do with this .  

This whole idea sprung from a fortuitous and serendipitous luncht ime conversation with 
Rob Semper in late 2018 at a conference for  our science museums.  And we got talk ing about 
their obligation and we got talking about,  gee, wouldn’t  there be a  better way to do this rather 
than spend mil l ions  of  dollars on what may or may not be the unnecessary removal of Bay f i l l  at  
that t ime. So,  that got  the staff  engaged, the Port and many others.  

I  just  real ly  want to express my thanks to everyone, to the Commission, to the staff,  to 
the Port and to the creative geniuses  at the Explorator ium for coming up with this plan.  

I  have been partic ipating a l itt le bit  behind the scenes.  I  part icipated on the March 
Working Group and have been providing some input,  sort  of with my former science center 
director hat on and also having developed c l imate change init iat ives.  So,  uncondit ional support 
for this  project .  So happy to see it  has come ful l  c ircle and to fruit ion. Thank you al l  and what a 
great bunch of folks.  Take care.  

Sarah Atk inson spoke:  Good afternoon, Commissioners.  My name is  Sarah Atk inson. I  
work on hazard mitigation and cl imate adaptation at SPUR. I  also grew up in Alameda and have 
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always had an important connect ion to the Bay.  
I  am speaking in support of the Sea Level R ise Publ ic Educat ion Init iat ive . I  urge the 

Commission to support this in it iat ive.  Education is  one of the cornerstones of SPUR’s work 
because we know that  profound system change requires addressing beliefs and knowledge of 
both the challenges and the solut ions to cl imate change. SPUR hosts many public panels  and 
workshops around local  pol icy issues including on sea level  r ise.  

In the summer of 2021, I  interned for the Oakland Shorel ine Leadership Academy 
developing educat ional materia ls  for that program. And despite COVID challenges that year,  
many amazing projects came out of the Academy, creating concentric ci rcles of impact far 
beyond those who participated. I  bel ieve it  also helped to inspire the SF Shorel ine Leadership 
Academy.  

SPUR sees public  education not as a secondary need, but a fundamental  pathway to 
achieving long-term resi l ience and effective  regional act ion and we think the Explorator ium is 
uniquely posit ioned to  deliver this benefit .  

SPUR has also long been a supporter of BCDC and a supporter of regulating f i l l  to protect 
the Bay. And although f i l l  removal may technical ly  sat isfy a long-term public benef it  
requirement,  it  wil l  not serve the publ ic in a last ing or meaningful  way.  

This init iat ive,  in contrast,  would tap into the Explorator ium’s expertise and miss ion 
communicating sc ience in a way that inspires cur iosity and empowers informed action.  I  am 
excited to see this program move forward and SPUR would a lso be excited to support  this effort.  
Thanks for your t ime.  

Taryn Hoppe commented: Hi,  this  is  Taryn Hoppe. I  am a f ifth generation San Franciscan, 
mult i-business owner on Fisherman’s Wharf,  Board Chair of the Fisherman’s  Wharf Community 
Benefit  District  and on the FWAC, Fisherman’s Wharf Advisory Committee. 

I  am just cal l ing in to voice my enthusiastic support of removing the 50% Rule. What a  
wonderful  advancement this is  going to be. It  is  logical,  it  is  crucial ,  it  is  fair,  it  i s ,  ironical ly,  
going to improve publ ic access.  So couldn’t  be happier this is  happening. I  just  want everyone to 
know the community is,  in general,  real ly  in support of this  so thank you so much.  

Ms. Peterson noted:  That concludes public speakers,  Chair Wasserman.  
Chair Wasserman acknowledged and continued: Thank you very much. Commissioners,  

comments,  questions?  
Commissioner Dorsey was recognized:  Thank you, Chair Wasserman, and thank you to the 

BCDC, Port of San Francisco and Exploratorium presenters and staff  for a l l  their  work on these 
excit ing updates.  I  am very happy to support these changes,  and I  hope that there wil l  be broad 
support for them when the amendments are  heard again at next month’s meeting.  

The changes proposed are just outside of the distr ict  I  represent on San Francisco’s Board 
of Supervisors,  but I  am confident that  I  speak for al l  City leaders when I  say we have a strongly 
shared citywide interest,  both to revital ize F isherman’s Wharf and to expand opportunit ies for 
sea level  r ise education.  

I  real ly  appreciate the pract ical ity and creat ivity on the proposed updates to the Piers 
15/17 public benefits swap. The Exploratorium is a beloved and well  trusted inst itut ion in our 
City,  as I  am sure everyone agrees,  and its  location on the Waterfront makes it  uniquely  
situated to offer real -world,  in context,  and high value public education.  

If  this amendment is  passed I  look forward to seeing schools and community groups in my 
distr ict  take advantage of its  exhibits and its  programming. I  am especia l ly  excited about the 
public benefits that include informing and educat ing unsuspect ing passersby. People who may 
be walking to a Giants  game or a Warr iors game or a Valkyr ies game, or people l ike me who 
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occasional ly  get out  for a sunrise run on the Embarcadero, or anyone else who just takes t ime 
to enjoy our amazing Waterfront .  

So,  I  want to express  my concurrence with the staff’s  f inding that this init iat ive is  an 
appropriate and worthwhile substitute for the f i l l  removal requirement.  

I  s imilarly  agree with the staff  f indings re lated to the removal of the 50% Rule for 
Fisherman’s  Wharf.  This is  an area that is  facing signi f icant chal lenges,  part icular ly as tourism 
has decl ined in recent  years.  

There is  increasing consensus among us San Francisco policy makers that we need to 
think creatively about  reducing constraints wherever poss ible on a mult itude of fronts,  whether 
it  is  to revital ize our downtown or reinvigorate any of the dest inations that benefit  our regional 
economy. This proposal  br ings Fisherman’s Wharf into the same planning framework as more 
thriving parts of the Waterfront,  inc luding many I  represent.  But I  bel ieve it  is  a reasonable step 
to make this change and that st i l l  al lows for  s ignif icant publ ic access.  

Final ly,  I  want to say how impressed I  am with the thorough community engagement that 
has gone into al l  of  this,  as evidenced by the public comment and the support inc luding my 
constituent,  Al ice Rogers,  whose advocacy and guidance I  a lways greatly appreciate.  I  once 
again want to thank staff  across al l  agencies  and al l  the stakeholders that helped shape this 
proposal .  Thanks so much.  

Vice Chair  Eisen had questions:  I  appreciate al l  that I  have heard. I  have some quest ions 
about the Education Plan itself .  A l itt le more detai l  on that.  I  am trying to understand. I  know 
this is  going to be a publ ic  benefit .  But as it  exists currently the Explorator ium would charge 
me, I  think as a  senior,  $30 to come in and see your current exhibits.   

Is  the idea that these exhibits and the curriculum wi l l  take place outside of the 
Explorator ium building itsel f ,  outs ide of the portion of your exhibits that there is  a payment to 
be made by depending on your age and whatnot? 

And are you re lying on exhibits that current ly exist  or are you envisioning developing 
essentia l ly  an ent irely  new curriculum focused on sea level  r ise?  

And the third,  I  think i t  is  the third quest ion, is ,  in terms of the costs,  I  understand Ben’s 
comment that there does not need to be direct par ity between the benef its that we are 
swapping. But is  it  your intent to speci f ica l ly  fundraise for this Sea Level Rise Educat ion Plan, or 
are you just planning on using monies that  you are ra ising by fundraising to develop this 
Educat ion Plan, sort  of alongside or as part and parcel  of the other exhibits that you develop at 
the Exploratorium? 

Mr. Semper responded: I  can respond to those three questions. There is  going to be 
probably some more talk when the permitt ing act iv ity moves forward.  

The activ it ies that we have talked about are al l  sort  of outside the paywall .  In other 
words,  they are free for anyone to participate with. That is  why we are designing this space 
outside in front on our plaza.  And not only are they free therefore to people coming to the 
Explorator ium, they are free to people walking by between Fisherman’s Wharf and the Ferry 
Building,  which is  a very large group of tourists and regulars now. 

The f ie ld tr ips  that come to the Explorator ium get off  their  busses r ight in front of where 
these exhibits are. The f ield tr ips,  many of them wil l  be going ins ide, but there wil l  also  be 
specia l  attention paid and special  guidance for f ield tr ips that are happening outside in and 
around those exhibits .  So,  this is  a l l  intended to be basical ly  a public benefit ,  as we understand 
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public  benefits,  as the Bay history walk or anything e lse is  publ icly  reachable.  

Let’s  see. The second quest ion was ex ist ing.  So,  this is  meant to be developing new 
activ it ies ,  new exhibits.  We prototype exhibits and we have been now. We had some prel iminary 
seed funding to do some development over the last  year or so to begin to prototype exhibits on 
this topic.  But we wi l l  be developing new exhibits.  We are constantly developing new exhibits in 
the place. So,  this is  a l l  effect ively new work and that t ies into the fundraising.  

The fundrais ing has been keyed very specif ical ly  to this kind of work. We had original ly  a 
grant to actually  do the development of the thinking of this work and the beginning prototypes,  
and it  was based on the changing coastl ine activ ity.  This new fundraising wi l l  be related to that 
as well .  It  becomes part of a general ized fundraising effort  on the part of the Exploratorium, 
where we are rais ing funds for many of our activ it ies from pr ivate sources,  from public  agencies 
and from foundations.  So,  this becomes part  of it  but it  comes specif ica l ly  ident if ied to do this 
particular kind of  work. 

Hope that  answers your questions.  If  you had others about that I  am happy to answer 
more about that .  

Vice Chair  Eisen acknowledged: Thank you. I  look forward to hearing more detai l .  
Commissioner Moulton-Peters was recognized:  I  want to thank our BCDC staff,  the Port 

and the Exploratorium for real ly  excel lent presentations and your thoughtful  analys is  of the 
changes that are being proposed. I  appreciate the f lex ibi l ity  afforded in this recommendation 
that acknowledges the importance of publ ic educat ion as a public  benef it ,  I  agree with this .  

And the staff  presentation did a good job of showing the evolut ion of BCDC’s San 
Francisco Waterfront Special  Plan and our own polic ies that have had to evolve and change over 
t ime in the face of the 50% Rule that real ly  did not work economical ly.  And so,  we needed to 
pivot to something that works better and I  think the results that we saw in the sl ides today of 
the publ ic benef its that accrued have real ly  proved that point,  that the Public Trust Use Policy 
does work better and gives more publ ic benefit .  

And it  is  the role of BCDC to balance conservation and development with publ ic access 
and benefits being part of it ,  and economic thriv ing being another part .  

From my point of v iew, the Exploratorium, there is  no better place to go for science 
explanation and appl ied science. My fami ly and I  have gone there for years to go experience 
learning experient ial ly .  

And I  cannot underscore the importance of raising awareness and educat ion on sea level  
r ise.  I  chair  Marin County Board of Supervisors sea level  r ise planning effort .  We have done 
local  educat ion and awareness and we have found that it  i s  truly the way to engage the public ,  
to gather support and gather momentum that we are going to need over the years.  

I  also just  want to comment that this is  an example of how BCDC does need to change and 
evolve our polic ies in  l ight of sea level  r ise.  I  expect to see more of this  change in our polic ies .  
And so,  I  am very happy to support the change from the 50% Rule to the Publ ic Trust Use Policy 
today.  

Commissioner Nelson spoke:  I  would l ike to thank the Port and the Explorator ium and 
staff  as well  for a real ly  thorough presentation. I  wi l l  admit that I  started before the 
presentation pretty skeptical  about the idea of trading away our Bay f i l l  removal requirements 
because we have such a history on Bay f i l l  removal and that has been such a prior ity.  But there 
are a number of things in the presentat ion that have made me real ly  sympathetic to this  
change.  

The f irst  is  the fact that there has been enormous amount of Bay f i l l  removal on the San 
Francisco Waterfront .  I  think that is  a real  testament to the Commission’s requirement and the 
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Port’s  hard work over a very long t ime.  
The Port’s  presentat ion included a statement that there is  not much f i l l  left  to be 

removed. This is  a public  hearing,  so either now or before our next meeting when this might 
come back for a vote I  would love to hear if  there is  a way to quantify that more.  Is  there an 
inventory of the amount of f i l l  that needs to  be removed? Is  the f i l l  that needs to be removed 
already kind of spoken for re lated to other projects? I  think that information would help us 
understand what kind of a tradeoff we are real ly  making here.  

And then f inal ly  I  just  want to reiterate what Commissioner Gunther said and Chair 
Wasserman said at the start  of our meeting.  I  think the argument for this  tradeoff is  particularly 
strong right now because the federal  government has become actively hosti le to what we would 
have al l  considered a couple of years ago as  a sort  of a mom and apple pie discuss ion of cl imate 
change. Important,  but not part icular ly controversial .  I  think both the controversy and the 
importance has real ly  been highl ighted dramatical ly  in the last  s ix  months or so.  Thanks.  

Chair Wasserman cont inued: I  do not see any other Commissioner hands.  
My concluding remarks should not surprise any of you. One, thank you al l  for  the hard 

work on the presentat ion indeed.  
Two, I  recognize this is  a Bay Plan amendment. And that is  ser ious and it  has a number of 

steps,  and those steps take too bloody long.  So,  everything we can do to speed up every other 
piece of this we need to do, because it  has been a long t ime coming.  

Thank you al l  for the presentation. I  look forward to the vote at our meeting in August.  

9.  Fol low-Up Briefing on the Resi l ient SR 37 Near-Term Sears Point to Mare Island 
Improvement Projects ,  by the Cal ifornia Department of Transportation,  Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission,  Solano Transportation Authority,  Napa Valley Transportation 
Authority,  and Sonoma County Transportation Authority,  located in Solano, Napa, and Sonoma 
Counties).  Chair Wasserman announced: That br ings us to item 9, which is  a fol low up briefing 
on the Resi l ient SR 37 Near-Term Sears Point  to Mare Is land Improvement Project,  which had 
been requested.  

The Commissioners and the public  have received a memo from the State Route 37 Project 
Team with detai led answers to quest ions posed by the Commission at the May meeting and 
MTC’s presentation wi l l  summarize those. BCDC Bay Resources Manager Jul ie Garren wil l  
introduce the item. 

Bay Resources Program Manager Garren addressed attendees:  Thank you, Chair 
Wasserman and good afternoon, Commissioners.  Are you ready for your second br iefing on the 
State Route 37 Sears Point to Mare Is land Project? Okay. I  am Jul ie  Garren, the Bay Resources 
Program Manager at BCDC. We have been coordinating,  as you know, with MTC and Caltrans on 
the Resi l ient State Route 37 Near-Term Sears Point to Mare Is land Project that is  currently in 
preappl ication.  

The State Route 37 Project Team is back for  their  second briefing on this project .  
Hopefully  you read the memo that they sent to you. It  i s  very thorough and educat ional .  The 
Near-Term Project wil l  be considered in two phases.  Phase 1 wil l  consider  the replacement of 
the Tolay Creek Bridge and Phase 2 wil l  consider widening State Route 37, the instal lat ion of 
tol l  gantries and the enhancement of Strip Marsh East.  

While the Appl icant and staff  proposed br inging the project to the Commission in two 
phases,  it  is  worth not ing that Caltrans as the CEQA lead agency for the project cert if ied an EIR 
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that ful ly  evaluates the environmental  impacts of both phases of the project .  

It  is  important to note that while bridges that are in Phase 1 are considered a water-
oriented use under the McAteer-Petris  Act and re latively straightforward to evaluate the 
consistency with our laws and pol icies,  Bay f i l l  for roads in Phase 2 is  not a water-oriented use 
under the Bay Plan and can therefore only be authorized if  the Commission f inds that the 
project is  necessary for the health,  safety and welfare of the public and the ent ire Bay Area.  
Please keep this in mind as  you l isten to their presentat ion and ask quest ions that help you 
evaluate i f  the widening of the State Route 37 Sears Point to Mare Is land Improvement Project 
is  necessary for the health,  safety and welfare of the public  and the entire Bay Area, and 
consider what addit ional informat ion may be needed for you to make that decis ion.  

And now Jeanette and her team wil l  g ive a presentat ion.  
Ms. Weisman presented the fol lowing:  Good afternoon, Commissioners.  We are going to 

make this short and interesting. Thanks for having us back.  In May you asked us to come back so 
we could speak to the long-term sea level  r ise adaptation and real ly  explain to you the 
connection between the Near-Term Sears Point to Mare Is land Improvement Project and what 
we are doing as  part  of that long-term program. 

I  am Jeanette Wiseman with MTC, and I  am going to introduce the team of presenters 
that I  have today here with me.  

Javier Mendivi l  with Caltrans.  He is  the State Route 37 Program Manager with Caltrans.  
Also presenting I  have Jeremy Lowe at the end with SFEI and a Senior Environmental  

Scient ist.  And real ly,  many of you already know this,  instrumental  in planning out and delivering 
sea level  r ise adaptation around the Bay.  

We also have Stuart Siegel,  who is  joining us  remotely.  Stuart is  part  of our team leading 
up the marsh restorat ion with Strip Marsh East part  of our Audubon Team. He wears many hats ,  
so he says.  He is  an adjunct professor at  SF State and also a Coastal  Resi l ience Special ist  at  SF 
NERR, the Nat ional Estuarine Research Reserve. He a lso has  his own consult ing f irm. We are 
real ly  happy to have him and this whole team working together.  

We are going to bring together the mult i faceted approach of the program. 
While the sl ides are being pulled up it  gives  an opportunity for me to share with you guys 

and remind you this is  a,  I  say small ,  but it  i s  real ly  a big and mighty team. It  is  real ly  formed at 
the core around the four North Bay transportation authorit ies ,  integral  at  addressing the core 
issues facing State Route 37. But there’s many other partners who have come to join the 
program, recogniz ing the importance to both the corr idor,  the road, but also to the ecosystem 
that surrounds it .  

This f irst  s l ide shows you that State Route 37 runs along the edge,  the northern edge of 
the San Francisco Bay.  It  is  a  21-mile corr idor,  and there is  real ly  no reasonable alternat ive.  The 
alternative to the north,  which uti l izes  Highway 12 and Highway 116,  doubles the distance and 
is  made up of primari ly  one lane roads which do not have the capacity to take on that addit ional 
traff ic.  

To the south we have the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge, which more than doubles the 
distance and is  already itself  impacted by congestion and cycl ing traff ic.  

The picture that you see right here is  State Route 37 in Marin County and it  is  from 2017 
during the f loods that closed down the Highway. So,  you have got plenty that we are dealing 
with.  

Today we are going to  talk about the strategy that you asked us  to come here and 
address for the Resi l ient 37 Program as a whole.  We are going to speak to the projects,  how we 
are del ivering them to the degree that we can see right now and where we are looking out to in 
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the future with project del ivery .  
Then we are going to get to how restorat ion is  related as part of the program and how 

what we are doing directly as part of the Resi l ient 37 Program also faci l itates a larger,  broader 
North Bay restorat ion effort.  

And then we want to make sure we have t ime to answer other questions that you have 
around the program today.  

To get to the strategy and the vis ion of the Resi l ient 37 Program we need to revis it  what 
is  happening a long State Route 37 and what is  happening in the region. So,  we have for quite a 
while and currently real ly  st i f l ing commute traff ic,  particularly for those people who are 
commuting over from relatively affordable housing in the eastern portion of the corridor in 
Solano County to job centers to the west .  That is  affecting both individuals as well  as 
commerce. You can see there’s lots of trucks just  s itt ing there idl ing in traff ic.  

And then based on the orientat ion of State Route 37 I  just  want to point out the public 
access is  a real ly  important component of our corr idor.  It  co-al igns with the Bay Trai l ,  and we 
have substantia l  gaps along this section of the corridor and of this  section of the Trai l  because 
of the real ly  l imited and constrained environment r ight along the Baylands.  But with the 
chal lenge comes lots of opportunity.  

We also have exist ing periodic f looding,  part icularly dur ing winter storm events and then 
we al l  see that sea level  r ise is  coming for us.  This picture is  envis ioning what that might 
ult imately look l ike,  the re-establ ishing of the Baylands with or  without us partic ipating.  

And to that point,  why do we want to partic ipate? Why do we want to be proact ive? 
Because we have the opportunity to re-establish and enhance/restore the historic San Pablo 
Baylands.  

And we look at al l  of  that as being under the guise or umbrella of  equity as it  relates to 
the communities of the North Bay and how it  wil l  affect the broader San Francisco Bay Region.  
We can look at the f looding picture up there and we can look at the opportunity to restore 
marsh habitats,  which wil l ,  together with this program, help buffer both the local  communit ies 
that surround the corr idor,  but then also rel ieve pressure that is  mounting from sea level  r ise 
on the Bay as a whole.  

So,  how are we going to do this? Wel l ,  to speak to f irst  the partnership.  I  started off  
talking about the transportation partners,  the North Bay Transportation Authorit ies,  MTC, 
Caltrans.  We also have SMART now that is  on board because SMART needs to be elevated as wel l  
as State Route 37.  

But we also have a broader partnership now with CalSTA, the Cal ifornia State 
Transportation Agency, as well  as the Cal ifornia Natural  Resource Agency,  recogniz ing what we 
need to do here is  to del iver mult i-benefit  projects,  projects that  address equity,  welfare,  the 
wellbeing of the communities  at  the same t ime that can do so while real ly  bringing substantial  
benef its to the ecology,  to the natural  resources.  

And that inc ludes CDFW, the implementation agencies under CNRA, CDFW, BCDC, and we 
also have the San Francisco Water Quali ty Regional Water Qual ity Control  Board that is  a very 
important partner,  as well  as tr ibes  that we are working with and bringing into our planning,  
design, and del ivery process.  

So,  how are we doing this? We are working on a do it  a l l ,  del iver early benefits,  while we 
are planning and del ivering the long-term. So, the Near-Term Sears Point to Mare Is land 
Improvement Project is  real ly  crit ical  for us both in addressing the press ing qual ity of l i fe needs 
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affecting the North Bay and any and al l  of  us  that have to get to the North Bay or through it .  

We also have in addit ion to improving the travel  t ime issues and rel iabi l ity  that this  
project is  going to be addressing by removing the bottlenecks that  currently exist.  We are going 
to be introducing transit .  Transit  that does not currently ex ist  because there is  not the capacity 
and the abil ity  to move it  through the corr idor.  

And then publ ic access.  Right now, we have a constrained footpr int,  but we have the 
opportunity and the plan to improve, the best that we can, on State Route 37 at the exist ing 
ground by enhancing the shoulder.  Going to be putting in 8-foot shoulders ,  and that wi l l  both 
improve bike and pedestrian access,  but it  wil l  a lso al low important emergency vehic le access 
that is  current ly constrained along State Route 37.  

We are going to be delivering two Baylands restoration enhancements that Stuart and 
Jeremy are going to go into in greater detai l .  

And then real ly  importantly,  resi l ience. Resi l ience for this section of State Route 37 that  
we cannot wait  another decade or two in order to del iver.  And I  wil l  get into that a  l itt le  bit  
further.  

In the meantime, I  am going to cal l  Javier up. 
Mr. Mendivi l  spoke:  Good afternoon, Commissioners,  Chair .  I  am Javier Mendivi l  with 

Caltrans Project Management Bay Area.  
So,  just  to expand a l it t le bit ,  the idea behind the phased implementation here that we 

are looking at is  that  the Near-Term projects ,  quote/unquote, l ike Sears Point  to Mare Is land 
Improvement Project,  wil l  improve the corridor,  and provide benefits a l l  the way up to through 
2050. 

We are concurrent ly working on the long-term program, so through projects l ike the 
Flood Reduction Project,  Novator Creek Bridge replacement,  which are active r ight now. So, it  is  
not l ike we are working on one or the other,  we are working on both, and i t  is  st i l l  important to 
improve the corridor and maintain it  through near-term projects as well .  

And then the program’s goal is  to deliver the long-term projects by 2050. So,  the near-
term projects wi l l  provide improvements unti l  then.  

For a col laborat ion with local  agencies and other organizations to develop the study and 
to real ly  come up with a shared long-term vision of the corridor.  So,  the study ended up 
selecting the exist ing al ignment,  as shown on the map there,  and elevated causeway for  most of 
the corridor as the solution. And real ly  the reason the study is  so important is  because it  has 
real ly  given us confidence to develop projects through the shared vision that everyone has 
bought off  on, or most of the partners have bought off  on.  

So,  as part  of the PEL Study, it  provided an Implementation Plan that divided the corridor 
in eight segments as you can see on the map there. Each of these segments could be its  own 
project with independent uti l ity  and logical  termini .  But what it  did not provide was an order in 
which to develop those projects.   

So,  to do that we started a priorit ization effort  with some of the same stakeholders that  
were involved in the PEL Study to establ ish a  prior it ization criter ia and apply it  to the eight 
segments.  Some of the criteria included f lood vulnerabil ity ,  environmental  benefit  
opportunit ies,  eff ic iency and safety.  

So,  once we apply the criteria the order is  l i s ted on the screen there.  The top segment 
ended up being Section Number 2,  which we have cleared environmentally  and we are currently 
working on the f irst  construct ion package of the Novato Creek Bridge replacement on right now, 
it  is  in design r ight now, scheduled to complete design next year.  

Segment 6 and 7 t ied for second place. So,  that is  Sears Point to Mare Is land, essentia l ly.  



39 

BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
JULY 17, 2025  
  

And then Segment 4 and 1,  8,  3,  5,  respect ively.  
So,  I  would also l ike to take a moment to talk about f i l l  removal,  s ince that has come up 

in previous meetings.  I  had my team come up with some quick volumes using the modeling that 
we are using on the Sears Point to Mare Is land Improvement Project.  We have est imated that 
the added f i l l  that we are adding for the widening on Sears Point to Mare Is land wil l  make up 
for about 15% of the total.  So,  i f  you combine what is  already there plus what we are going to 
widen it  is  15% addit ional f i l l .   

The added room would help with constructabil ity.  I  do want to mention when we have to 
construct these long-term projects we do have to maintain access along the corr idor dur ing 
construct ion.  That would be real ly  chal lenging with only two lanes,  or one lane in each 
direct ion. It  is  one of the benefits that would be provided during construct ion, as well  as  the 
benef its real ized through the congestion rel ief  as wel l .  

And I  wi l l  pass it  back on to Jeanette.  
Ms. Weisman continued: So,  part  and parcel  of that and then adding some plus.  So,  how 

are we going to be del ivering those projects? Those are a lot of long-term projects and there 
are some big dollars associated with that.  Well ,  we are working on that.  We made some 
commitments and put our heads down and real ly  f igured out how to start  advancing this .  

A commitment was made this past winter in coordinat ion with CDFW and with Caltrans,  
MTC, and our broader partners to say that we wil l  a l locate,  or we have identi f ied $10 mi l l ion of 
our regional Measure 3 funds to put towards that Section 6,  that next pr iority of the long-term 
project,  which is  the State Route 121/37 interchange.  So,  that money is  going to advance from 
the PEL Study to the environmental  analys is  and prel iminary engineering.   

So,  Sonoma County Transportation and Cl imate Authority is  going to be leading that 
effort  and is  looking to begin that work in 2026 so just  next year.  

We also identif ied the need and made a commitment to go beyond in the Near-Term 
Project just  the excavation that was needed to support the Tolay Creek Bridge replacement.  
Why does that  matter? Because we heard from the restoration groups that it  was real ly  
important to remove the compacted f i l l  associated with the roadway in order to support  that 
broader hydro-hydraul ic  volume that was needed once the restoration gets connected to the 
north as part of the Tolay Creek Baylands restoration.   

So,  what we have done so far to meet that commitment,  Caltrans has completed 
geotechnical  borings to help us understand the depth of that f i l l  that wil l  need to be removed. 
And now our team is  coordinat ing looking at ,  how do we go about removing that  excavat ion, 
what wil l  that cost,  and how does that f it  in with the Tolay Creek Baylands restoration that it  
wil l  be t ied to? 

We also committed to pursuing advanced mitigat ion. Advanced mitigat ion which wi l l  
support more eff ic ient  and t imely del ivery of  the long-term projects,  and then it  also supports 
del ivery of the Baylands restorat ion.  

In addit ion, our team has been working,  MTC and SFEI and the San Francisco Estuary 
Partnership,  on the Green Stormwater Infrastructure. Looking at what are the stormwater 
runoff issues re lated to State Route 37. How can we better address that as part of our long-term 
projects.  Can we f ind opportunit ies,  p i lot  projects,  other innovative ways of thinking and 
addressing stormwater treatment a long Highway 37.  

And then last ly  but real ly  super crit ical  to this,  is  we are conducting a f inance and project 
del ivery r ight now with our Ernst & Young Team looking at how to fund and f inance that  big 
suite of projects .  Looking at what is  the tol l ing contribution, what is  the opportunity through 
other discretionary or  funding streams at the state,  local  and federal  level .  Looking at ways that 



40 

BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
JULY 17, 2025  
  

we might consider  pr ivate/public partnerships or other innovative project del ivery to get the 
job done and to do it  ahead of  sea level  r ise.  

So,  to dig a l itt le bit  deeper back into the Near-Term Project and what is  that connection 
then, between the Near-Term Project and the resi l ience that we have been talking to you? Well ,  
I  want to point out that this  is  going to be delivered as part  of three discrete construction 
projects.  The f irst  is  the Tolay Creek Bridge replacement and 121 Intersection improvement.  
That is  the area showcased with the red label to the left  of  our project area.  And i t  is  going to 
real ly  be del ivering both fac i l itat ion of the Tolay Creek Baylands restoration, widening the 
channel,  br inging up low-lying portions of State Route 37 that fal l  within or are more vulnerable 
to f looding. That is  go ing to go into construction next year.  That is  ful ly  funded, and we are 
working on the permitt ing for that.  

Next up is  the eastbound Improvements and Strip Marsh East Ecological  Enhancements.  
We recently were awarded $73 mil l ion which we are very excited about and looking to go into 
construct ion at the end of next year.  Also have permits ahead of that milestone.  

Some important res i l ience benefits that are  going to come as part  of that construct ion.  
We are going to ra ise some particular ly vulnerable sections of State Route 37 in this area that 
are rapidly subsiding. We are going to bring that back up approximately eight inches or so,  so 
we get up that prof i le to the grade that corresponds elsewhere along the corridor in this area.  
And then we are going to stabi l ize it  with sheet pi le walls .  This is  real ly  important to slow down 
the sinking in order to keep us in good stead with f looding,  with near-term sea level  r ise in 
mind.  

We also have Strip Marsh East,  which is  shown in the hatched area towards the eastern 
portion of this project .  And Stuart is  going to tel l  you more about it ,  but that is  our nature-
based solut ion that is  going to buffer storm surge and near-term sea level  r ise.  

And then the last  improvement and separate construct ion project is  the Westbound 
Improvements.  We are targeting the end of 2027 for that.  That is  pending some addit ional 
funding that we are st i l l  pursuing and need to complete that work,  or to conduct that work.  
That is  essent ial ly  going to be the westbound roadway improvements with similar profi le 
improvements and res i l ience benefits  as the eastbound.  

I  want to point out State Route 37 in relation to the equity prior ity communities,  or 
disadvantaged communities around the Bay.  We have a signif icant  number of census tracts,  
that’s  our equity prior ity communities,  that are low-income or are  tradit ionally  considered 
disadvantaged. These are communities that have not been invested adequately,  that have been 
more vulnerable economical ly/f inancial ly.  And MTC through the Plan Bay Area looks at these 
EPCs as an opportunity to plan and focus our efforts in order to shift  the t ides and to reinvest in 
these areas.  

And so that is  real ly  important as we focus in on the program efforts and it  i s  a big part 
of this program strategy and vision that says these communit ies need to have their pressing 
concerns addressed and we are going to invest in those areas and in their  needs.  

To capture into some important buckets what the Near-Term Project wil l  be 
accomplishing and the importance to move forward, to not wait  unti l  we have ten to twenty 
bi l l ion dollars.  I  want to point out that there are the local  imperatives address ing the local  
communities,  the health,  safety and welfare  of the North Bay and the broader region.  



41 

BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
JULY 17, 2025  
  

How is this project addressing that? It  is  addressing a longstanding transportation 
inequity .  What you can see in this graphic is  what current ly occurs ,  part icular ly during the peak 
commute. You can see in red the long bottleneck leading into where State Route 37 goes from 
two lanes down to one;  and the yel low coloring is  the congestion that s lowly dissipates from 
there. What that means for people who depend on the corr idor to  get to jobs,  to get to services,  
to get back to their famil ies every day is  that in the morning it  doubles their commute. It  adds 
at least a  half-hour to  their commute to work. In  the afternoon that can add almost an hour and 
a hal f  to their commute. 

We recently went to the STA, Solano Transportation Authority,  and spoke with the Equity 
Working Group and we heard f i rsthand accounts from their board members and from them 
speaking to what they see on social  media and from their own family about how this affects 
them. How this impacts their  dai ly  l ives and how important that is  to them to address.  

So,  in addit ion to just  that transportation and equity alone we are dealing with a corridor 
which is  an evacuation route.  So,  when we think about f looding that just  recently happened in 
Texas you have to recognize that we have wildfires in this  region.  And so,  when we have wildf ire 
evacuations we need roads l ike State Route 37, a designated evacuation corridor,  to work.  To 
move people through the corridor.  

We also recognize the imperative of address ing the res i l ience that  cannot wait  because 
we have f looding knocking on our door every year.  We have sea level  r ise that is  already 
coming, and this project can be del ivered in f ive years or less.  We need to make these changes 
to make the corridor in this section more resi l ient.  

And we need to support our economy. We need to support our  communities and the 
region at large by supporting the movement to jobs,  support ing goods going across the North 
Bay.  

And with that I  want to turn it  over to Jeremy who is  going to go into how restorat ion f its  
into this.  

Mr. Lowe presented the fol lowing:  Thank you, Jeanette. Chair Wasserman, 
Commissioners,  I  am Jeremy Lowe with the San Francisco Estuary Inst itute,  SFEI.  

In paral lel  with the discuss ion about the road and the imperative for resi l ience that we 
need to get things moving, it  is  the same with the landscape. We have worked very hard to plan 
out the restoration of the whole of the North Bay,  in the Bayland habitat goals and in 
subsequent strategies  and in the North Bay,  North Bay Baylands Regional Conservation 
investment strategy.  I t  al l  indicates large-scale restorat ion needs to be done to ensure that we 
have these ecological  resources avai lable to  us as sea level  r ises.  I t  takes a long t ime for  these 
marshes to accrete and to maintain their e levations,  and so the sooner the better.  

This diagram shows a lot of arrows. These are connections of water and sediment and 
wildl ife that make these wetlands funct ion. What you can see is  al l  the arrows go north and 
south, and you can see the road goes east and west .  The road is  a  big barrier .  Has been a big 
barr ier.  This is  our opportunity to take out some of those bottlenecks and al low a more resi l ient 
landscape to evolve over t ime. 

And we have been doing that.  We have been planning a lot of changes.  The l ight green 
areas in here are those areas which have already been restored. There is  about 6,000 acres here 
in the last  couple of decades.  

The red areas are those currently under planning. The land has been acquired, a lot  of 
them have been designed, and some have been constructed. Cull inan Ranch on the right,  the 
Sonoma Creek Baylands Strategy Restorat ion Project in the middle,  which has been led by 
Sonoma Land Trust and Ducks Unl imited.  We have got Bel  Marin Keys on the left  hand side,  
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which is  the Corps of  Engineers and the Coastal  Conservancy.  And then Deer Is land,  which is  the 
County of Marin.  So,  there is  a lot  of work being done already.  

There’s two places which have real ly  connected to the road, which is  what they 
incorporated into this inter im project.  On the righthand side is  Str ip Marsh East,  which Stuart 
wil l  be talk ing about shortly.  And what I  am going to talk about is  the Tolay Creek Baylands,  the 
lengthening of the Bridge, and the opportunity to connect from the Bay up into the watershed.  

This is  just  to orientate ourselves.  If  you look at the top there is  Tolay Creek Baylands 
connecting up to that dotted area, which is  the watershed, and we have very few places in the 
Bay we can do that .  

The problem is shown in the photograph in the bottom. There is  a very small  br idge 
there,  that 60-foot-long bridge. When you are driv ing along there you do not even notice it .  And 
so careful ly  we located this 18-wheeler just  to give you the sense of scale,  it  is  about the same 
size as the bridge. A very small  area across there,  which constr icts  how much water can go in 
and out on each t ide and so there are very few wetlands above there.  

So,  the point of the lengthening of the bridge when there is  opportunity to widen it  for 
the road. The opportunity to lengthen it  increases the amount of water we can get up into the 
watershed, increases the functioning,  and gets those t idal  marshes start ing to creep more 
quick ly and be able to accommodate sea level  r ise,  and provides habitat  for many species such 
as salt  marsh harvest mouse, Ridgeway rai l  and so on.  

Now we are hovering above Sears Point.  We are looking down south onto the road. You 
can see Highway 37 cuts across many of those marshes.  You can see the reason why in the long-
term we need to raise  everything up onto a pi le causeway because there is  a lot  of water  here.  
This is  in 2017, a very wet year.  When we are looking towards us we have also got the SMART 
rai l  and Highway 121. Al l  of these areas are going to be affected by sea level  r ise.  And so the 
plan for the summer for the Tolay Creek Restoration Project is  to open up those areas to 
provide bigger culverts,  bigger br idges at Highway 37, but a long SMART rai l  bigger culverts.  
Al low the water to move around more easi ly  and provide more space.  

On the lefthand side at the top lefthand corner you can see an arrow pointed to Strip 
Marsh East,  which Stuart wil l  talk about.  I  would just  l ike to point out how wet that is.  You can 
see it  is  a  white color .  It  is  ful l  of  water.  That is  because it  is  very low lying.  

If  you come this way s l ightly there is  a broad marsh area, darker color.  That is  at  the 
proper height for  a marsh. That is  the height we are trying to achieve. And so,  we are trying to 
make that buffer along Highway 37. So,  you can see how we are us ing at Tolay Creek and at 
Strip Marsh East we are trying to use the landscape to provide a buffer to the effects of sea 
level  r ise and f looding. 

But this does not happen immediately.  This  happens over t ime and also needs to be 
coordinated so we have four act ions.  The lengthening of the Tolay Creek Bridge takes t ime. It  
takes 5 to 10 years to bui ld.  So,  in that t ime we also need to plan out the restorations as well .  

This diagram is  a t imel ine in decades,  2020, 2030, 2040, 2050. It  is  also showing sea level  
r ise.  That is  our real  driver.  That is  the c lock that is  t icking,  .3,  .4,  .7 feet of sea level  r ise.  The 
yel low areas are the lead t ime, the planning and the bui lding,  the green areas is  when things 
are affected. So,  in the near-term, we are going to ra ise,  we are going to lengthen Tolay Creek 
Bridge. That means we can restore 200 acres of wetlands.  It  i s  a relatively smal l  amount in the 
terms of the Bay,  but i t  is  a real ly  important amount because it  connects that central  
connection between the Bay and the watershed.  
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In the longer term, start ing in about 2040, 2045, we are going to be raising the pi le 
causeway, l i ft ing up the road. That then al lows us to build upon that 280 acres and increase it  
to more than 1,000. So,  we are building on these four  actions a long-term, building upon the 
near-term. 

And with that I  am going to pass it  over to Stuart for  the f inal  parts on the Strip Marsh 
East.  

Mr. Siegel  commented: Thank you,  Chair Wasserman and Commission Members.  Very glad 
to be here today.  

I  am going to give a l it t le more detai l  on the Strip Marsh here and real ly  convey what 
makes this such an important piece of marsh to do enhancement on, because it  is  marsh. And 
how it  f its  in,  how it  has been f itt ing in  and how it  f its  in with the near-term project and how it  
would provide benef its with the future causeway project.  

This location is  a real ly  important aspect .  So,  i f  you imagine you are a f ish and you are 
coming down from the Delta in the wintertime or the spr ing outflows and you go through 
Carquinez Stra its,  hit  San Pablo Bay,  you go past the Napa River confluence, and you open up 
into the broad San Pablo Bay. A lot of f ish wil l  hug the shorel ine,  especia l ly  juveni le salmon for 
example. That northern shore of San Pablo Bay is  where there’s  lots of marshes,  and so it  is  
real ly  the f i rst  marsh a f ish comes to.  And so,  the importance to support f isher ies,  for example,  
in that whole reach of  marshland on the northern shorel ine is  real ly  important .  

And then what is  interesting about this marsh, and Jeremy showed the picture of both 
Strip Marsh East in that upper left  corner of  the air  photo, and what we cal l  Str ip Marsh West.  
And we see this around the Bay Area, these marshes on the outs ide of levees.  You see them in 
the South Bay and the North Bay. They provide this buffer to these infrastructure pieces.  And 
they are,  or were, relatively high e levation marshes.  So,  Strip Marsh East was higher e levation 
and over the past 25 years or so it  has real ly  been los ing marsh habitat .  It  has lost  about  a foot 
of elevation as a result  of that.  So,  25 years ago it  was almost entirely vegetative marsh.  And 
so,  we are st i l l  re latively high but we have a  l itt le ways to put that  back into place there.  

The other aspect is  in terms of how much sediment is  avai lable in the estuary for 
sediment accretion, it  is  a pretty good spot.  On the re lative bas is of what we have to work with 
for restoration, Strip Marsh is  in  a great location,  and we have actual ly  seen that by some field 
work and how fast some of the stuff  we are doing clogs  with sediment so we know it  has a good 
sediment supply at  present.  

If  you are doing one action of enhancement of a strip marsh how is  it  we are getting 
these both near-term and long-term benefits? So,  from an ecological  standpoint this  is  a crit ical  
piece of marsh. There’s a lot  of l i sted and non-l isted species that benefit .  It  used to have lots of 
salt  marsh harvest mice on there and has a few left  now. So, the refuge used to sample at a high 
abundance and recent  sampling shows some. But because they have lost so much emergent 
marsh it  is  quite a bit  lost  there.  

Once we do the restoration project I  wil l  show you very general ly  what that would look 
l ike.  We wi l l  have a lot of habitat back for mice,  for birds,  and especial ly  R idgeway ra i ls  and 
other birds that use the marshes and a lot of habitat for f ish,  none of which we have out there 
right now. 

And it  is  also a large piece of marsh. Just Str ip Marsh a lone is  about 1,500 acres in its  
entirety.  Then next to it  to the west you have Strip Marsh West and then around Sonoma Creek 
there’s a lot  of marsh in this area here.  
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The other real ly  important thing is  that these kinds of marshes have this real ly  cr it ical  
ecosystem service that everybody is  driv ing for al l  around the world,  especia l ly  here,  is  this 
natural  shorel ine protection. When we bui ld something new, we cal l  it  nature-based. When we 
have it  that is  already there natural ly,  we cal l  it  natural  shorel ine protection. And so,  Strip 
Marsh has been providing that.  

And so that picture Jeremy showed when Strip Marsh was underwater in  2017, I  have 
driven this corridor hundreds of t imes,  I  am sure many of you have. In  the wintert ime when 
there is  water out there you are driv ing the middle of San Francisco Bay.  You look to the south 
there is  Str ip Marsh f looded. You look to the north is  Cull inan Ranch or Pond 1/1A. You are 
driv ing real ly  in the middle of the Bay,  and you are barely above that water.  

But that Str ip Marsh to the south of Highway 37 is  providing that  shorel ine protection for 
wind wave eros ion protection and f looding protection. As I  mentioned, we are losing that 
because of  degradation and problems with that Marsh which the enhancement a ims to f ix.   

So,  once we have this f ix  in place,  we get  the recovery,  which would be relat ively rapid 
for a lot  of species,  and we maintain that current shorel ine protection, and through some of the 
actions help to improve it  with the interim project.  And so that shorel ine protection wil l  be a 
direct benefit  to today’s Highway 37 and to the interim project 37.  

And then much longer  term when the causeway is  constructed that same shorel ine 
protection that functionally  gets transferred to the lands to the north,  because you imagine the 
roadway is  taken out in some fashion. To the north you have Cull inan Ranch, Pond 1/1A, several  
of the restored salt  ponds. The same thing that Bayfront Shorel ine Marsh wi l l  provide wind 
wave and f looding protection from extreme events reaching those restored lands to the north.  
So,  it  real ly  has that long-term benef it  as well  as immediate and short-term benefits.  

Here is  a quick rundown on what we need to do to f ix  the problems out there.  This air  
photo gives a  great example.  Al l  that real ly  bright white surface is  Strip Marsh that has lost  its  
vegetation.  This south or below that white part,  that is  the marsh that remains out there today. 
And al l  of  that was emergent marsh 25 years  ago or almost the ent irety of it .  And we have been 
losing it ,  and we st i l l  are losing it .  So,  we have lost over 600 acres,  and it  is  cont inuing every 
year to get worse and worse. 

So,  there’s real ly  f ive things to do here.  
Start ing on the left  is  we need to get the t ides to the site .  So that is  enlarging the 

connectivity between the Bay and the site on the far left .  That is  a l itt le bit  of  dredging across 
the mud f lats and widening and enlarging a portion. That is  the intake channel  to the Pond 1 
and 1A lands north the Department of F ish and Wildl ife manages.  That used to be the Lesl ie sa lt  
pond intake channel for the North Bay salt  pond system. So, gett ing that bigger so we can have 
enough t ides moving through.  

Number 2 on there is  remove these two drainage barriers .  When Lesl ie Salt  bui lt  that 
channel in 1953, they did what everyone does is  you go and you excavate,  you dump the soi l  off  
to the side. And they created two berms on either s ide of that Strip Marsh that blocked any 
drainage. That has been in place since 1953. And so,  the next step is  to lower those berms so 
that we have removed that drainage barrier so t ides can get in and out of both the Str ip Marsh 
East and the marsh to the west,  which is  going in the direction of vegetation loss  but is  not as 
far a long.  

The third part is  to have better t idal  c irculat ion on the interior.  Right now, it  is  just  a big 
f lat  expanse. In the wintertime it  is  very shal low water;  in the summertime it  is  dry dust and 
when the wind blows you get dust storms that blow across 37.  I  have physical ly  sat in 10-mile-
an-hour traff ic  because no visibi l ity  because of dust storms from the strip marshes blowing 
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across Highway 37. And so real ly  to get a great t idal  connection there.  
And that we are going to do through excavation of a s ignif icant  channel network which 

never existed here. This is  a  marsh that formed post-hydraulic  mine in the Sierra Nevada. So,  
most of these kinds of  marshes never had channel systems. This one had virtual ly  none 
whatsoever.  So,  we are creating a new kind of marsh that is  going to have great t idal  c i rculat ion 
and have a lot of habitat that is  not there today.  

Item number four is  to reverse the subsidence on the interior.  Jeremy mentioned it  is  a  
l itt le bit  lower,  so we have lost about a foot  of elevation in the past 25 years because of  loss of 
emergent marsh. The idea is  to get that back up. Up to a point .  That is  going to be done through 
reusing the soi l  that is  excavated from creating this whole channel network and placing them in 
thin l i fts  up to about that foot thickness  to raise up those subsided areas  back to marsh 
elevation, to mid to higher marsh elevat ion.  That wil l  jumpstart  the resi l iency for long-term 
along with the sediment supply which is  reasonable and with a good connection, wi l l  bring 
sediment into the marsh.  

The last  piece is  number f ive,  the Bay shorel ine. It  has been documented that the 
shorel ine has changed from a very accretionary-bui lding shorel ine to one that has been eroding. 
And by the past 10-15 years has  been shown to be eroding. We are st i l l  f igur ing out what we can 
do about it .  It  is  a real ly  complicated place to work to do things because the offshore of that is  
a mult i -mile wide, super shallow mud flat  and so you cannot just  bring barges and mater ial  in 
because it  would be very dif f icult .  And bringing equipment out on the front of that marsh that 
can be very damaging to the marsh. So,  we are we are st i l l  working out ways to try to tackle 
that problem on the Bay shorel ine there.  

So,  how this f its  together in this adaptation framework that Jeremy just showed 
previously.  The top two bars are the near-term actions.  The lead t ime in the orange for the 
near-term work is  about 2030 or so to get the construct ion hopefully  completed for Str ip Marsh, 
actually  have that enhancement work done. Once it  i s  done, the benefits to the ecology extend 
long-term in t ime, which is  fantastic .  

That middle bar k ind of senses that Strip Marsh East in total  i s  about 1,500 acres.  We are 
both enhancing that area and providing resi l iency for that piece of  marsh for the long-term. So 
it  is  real ly  bringing back what has been lost and protecting what is  st i l l  there.  And then that 
gives us  that shorel ine protection function that these marshes on the Bay shore provide to the 
infrastructure,  in this case State Route 37.  

And then the bottom bar long-term once the causeway is  built .  As  I  mentioned, that is  
2050 or so. That starts bringing in the benefits of the shorel ine protection to al l  the restored 
lands to the north. And this example,  l ike Cull inan Ranch for example. Sediment supply back up 
there is  very low because it  has to go around Napa River,  up Dutchman Slough and bring 
sediment in,  so it  is  not a high rate of accretion in there.  And so,  the t ime here,  who knows 
where Cull inan wil l  be exactly.  But this real ly  provides a huge benefit  to those immediate 
projects and also lands further to the north through the whole Napa-Sonoma Marsh complex.  

And with that I  think I  hand it  back to Jeanette.  
Ms. Weisman continued: So,  to br ing us  back to where we began and to wrap us  up. Why 

the Near-Term? The Near-Term is going to be advancing the community’s pr iorit ies.  It  is  going 
to be supporting the region, and it  i s  gett ing the sea level  r ise adaptation going. We are looking 
to get the tra in out of  the station start ing next year and we are going to be pick ing up steam 
from there. So,  with that,  happy to take any quest ions that you have. 

Chair Wasserman asked: Do we have any public comment?  
(No members of the publ ic addressed the Commission.)  
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Chair Wasserman cont inued: Quest ions or comments from Commissioners?  
Commissioner Nelson commented: A quest ion for Jeanette and Stuart.  One of the 

advantages to the causeway over the long-term is  that it  improves t idal  c i rculation. That graphic 
that had a l l  the arrows, it  had an arrow going bas ical ly  across Highway 37.  Nothing is  going 
across Highway 37 now and if  Highway 37 was replaced by a causeway that connection is  
restored. Is  there any way to do a part ial  f ix  there in the inter im through a small  bridge in the 
middle of Highway 37 that would connect Cull inan? Stuart was talk ing about the lack of 
sediment in the Cull inan Ranch area. Either culverts or a small  br idge in Highway 37 as part of 
the interim project.  Has Caltrans and Stuart ,  have you looked at that as a potent ial  as a  part  of 
this inter im project?  

Ms. Weisman responded: I  wil l  go ahead and get started and then have you take on any 
addit ional input from Jeremy or Stuart or others,  inc luding David Weber who is  our Caltrans 
biologist  here.  

We definitely looked at wildl ife connect ivity,  looking at  both the near-term priorit ies,  
opportunit ies to del iver that as part  of the Near-Term Project,  so we went out with the 
regulatory agencies and land managers.  What we identif ied as part of that init ial  thinking and 
look along the corridor was that the Tolay Creek Bridge replacement and work as part of  that is  
real ly  where we are going to see most immediate benef its and we have that ful ly  funded 
through a state local  t ransportation adaptat ion program. So, we are going to be moving forward 
with that.  That is  built  into our project and I  think that is  going to go a long way to meet the 
connectivity needs both aquat ical ly  and then in the more near-term terrestria l ly.  And we are 
looking at ways that we can faci l itate our  focus species in crossing that area.  

And addit ional ly,  we looked at culverts where we have the opportunity to a lso maybe 
make some improvements.  We looked at a culvert  by the San Pablo Bay National Wi ldl ife Refuge 
headquarters and we saw a potent ial  opportunity there to make some improvements and 
support some under crossings in that area where it  i s  current ly gett ing f i l led in and blocked by 
sedimentat ion. So,  we are looking at that as  part of the project.  

And then as part of Strip Marsh East,  Stuart,  go ahead and add in where needed, but my 
understanding is  that there is  less demand there. But we are trying to design the roadway in a 
way that wil l  a l low for  some movement with l ike an opening underneath the barr ier,  but at  the 
same t ime not create an attractive nuisance to the salt  marsh harvest mouse, which I  hear 
sometimes is  cal led SMHM, I  think. We do not want to make it  as much. We want to al low them 
to cross to the best of  their abi l ity,  or direct  them, real ly,  in alternative routes.  

Anything you want to add Jeremy and Stuart  to that? 
Mr. Siegel  stated:  Wel l ,  I  am not sure about Jeremy. I  would say it  is  an intriguing 

concept.  And I  have thought a l itt le bit  about that and how that might work.  Think about a 
difference in ground surface e levations of the Str ip Marsh relative to Cull inan Ranch and where 
you would have to bring channels and try to  get water movement underneath there.  So,  it  is  not 
an impossibi l ity  to do something l ike that,  but it  i s  def initely a big  l i ft .  And i t  would connect the 
t ides through that Pond 1/1A channel  which would have to be a lot  larger and bring it  through 
Strip Marsh underneath Highway 37.  

One thing that is  interesting is  that that a l l  the marshes in the whole Napa-Sonoma Marsh 
complex north of 37,  their  t idal  connection historical ly,  was from Napa River and Sonoma Creek 
and Tolay Creek. There were not any s ignif icant t idal  marsh channels that came from the 
Bayfront shorel ine into those marshes,  it  al l  came around from the back,  so to speak, up those 
three major waterways,  and that is  how nature had i t .  And it  i s  the same on Novato Creek where 
Hamilton and Bel Marin Keys are and those places l ike that.  It  i s  because of a very high energy 
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environment there. So,  we have been looking more to get Str ip Marsh functioning and preserved 
in the near-term so that we do not see its  loss and then use the research of the causeway to 
real ly  tackle the bigger picture of issues to the north.  

Ms. Weisman continued: Right.  And I  was just  going to add one more thing that came to 
my mind, Commissioner Nelson. And that is  that we have to be mindful  of the openings that we 
are going to add or potentia l ly  add in the near-term because of the implications and effects to 
the land manager,  CDFW’s land to the north.  So,  we are definitely coordinat ing closely with 
them as part of the Strip Marsh East ecological  enhancement to make sure that whatever we do 
to increase and improve water f low does not unintent ionally  undermine their operations.  So 
that is  another.  There is  always a caveat and a nuance to the planning product.  

Commissioner Nelson asked: And that is  with regard to the CDFW lands north of 37,  north 
of Cul l inan Ranch? 

Ms. Weisman repl ied:  Correct.  
Commissioner Showalter stated:  I  wondered about to make sure that you have funding to  

go forward with this that is  not federal  funding.  
Ms. Weisman responded: Yes,  do you want me to speak to that as  it  relates to the Near-

Term Project? 
Commissioner Showalter repl ied:  Just  quickly,  yes.  
Ms. Weisman stated:  We have funding now obtained for the f i rst  two construction 

efforts,  so that is  the Tolay Creek Br idge replacement and 121 improvements.  That is  
completed, that is  ready to rol l  soon as  we get our permits  in hand, essential ly .  

Commissioner Showalter noted environmental  nuances:  Excel lent.  Okay. And then my 
second quest ion is ,  this  seems to me to be an amazing opportunity  to get lessons learned from 
what happens when a marsh gets degraded.  As we do marsh restoration around other edges of 
the Bay that are not in such high energy situations of course it  might be di fferent.  But that sa id,  
this seems l ike just  such a great l iv ing experiment of lessons learned for making sure that our 
restored marshes are indeed protected and last  as long as they possibly can. So,  I  wanted to ask 
how adaptive management is  buil t  into this process to ut i l i ze those lessons learned.  

Ms. Weisman expla ined:  Absolutely .  I  wi l l  get started and then happy to turn it  over.  We 
are draft ing the adapt ive management now as we speak.  I  am not the one writ ing that so I  wil l  
defer to others  on what that contains and maybe some high- level  information around that.  

I  do want to point out ,  not only are we doing something say for the f irst  t ime,  but we are 
actually  bui lding upon the work that was already completed and the success of Strip Marsh 
West,  which Stuart and his team del ivered. And learning from that process,  applying i t  here,  wi l l  
keep that evolution and iteration process going. Stuart,  anything you want to add here? 

Mr. Siegel  added: Yes,  I  would just  say that fol lowing on what Jeanette mentioned about 
the work on the west s ide of Sonoma Creek on the Strip Marsh. We had a design idea for Str ip 
Marsh East almost 25 years ago.  We applied for funding,  and we were the project r ight below 
the green l ine of money. It  was l ike Prop 68 maybe, we were right  below the money. And then 
so it  never got done.  

And then along Sonoma Creek, that one came up working with the mosquito abatement 
distr ict  so that one got designed and bui lt .  And we took the design idea for the Str ip Marsh, 
applied it  over to the Sonoma Creek Str ip Marsh, and bui lt  that;  and that got built  about 10 
years ago.  And it  had some adaptive management features,  which we are building those same 
ideas back into the design for Strip Marsh East.  Which is,  you do the bulk of the work f irst.  You 
spend a l itt le t ime seeing how the hydrology is  benefited, look at the vegetation and the 
wildl ife,  and then go back in and add more channels i f  you need it .  
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And so,  in the case of the Sonoma Creek Project it  was with mosquito abatement and the 
permits a l lowed maybe 10,000 l inear feet of  new ditches with the mosquito abatement ditcher,  
which can drive a lmost anywhere. And so,  we are building the same idea here is  we do the 
major work and then we wil l  a l low to come back in and do a lot more ditching i f  it  i s  necessary.  

And that Sonoma Creek West,  it  went from being a very problem area to the way the 
Refuge descr ibes it  now, it  is  infested with Ridgeways rai ls,  and it  had none before,  or very few 
before. So,  it  has been very successful  and real ly  a lesson learned, and it  i s  an adaptive 
management plan we are developing for Strip Marsh East for the exact purposes you described. 
To real ly  make sure to bui ld it  and then watch and modify as we need to.  

Commissioner Showalter acknowledged: Thank you. It  is  del ightful  to hear somebody talk 
about something being in infested with Ridgeway rai ls .  Wow, that  is  wonderful.  Thank you so 
much.  

Ms. Weisman inter jected:  Jeremy, you wanted to add something?  
Mr. Lowe added: I  just  wanted to add on to Pat’s question about adaptation and 

increasing res i l iency.  One thing that we have been looking at is  how to make use of the 
elevation that already exists in these Baylands. And so,  the Tolay Creek Restoration connects to 
an al luvial  fan,  which is  a long sloping area which goes from the wetlands up into the uplands . 
So that is  open space which then the marshes can migrate into. So,  it  is  part  of the discussions 
about the large areas to the north I  showed earl ier  on,  the 6,000 acres we have been planning. 
It  is  making use of the natural  features in the landscape to try and connect upland areas  and so 
we are building in sort  of natural  adaptat ion already into these projects.  

And the second thing is  the areas that we lost on Str ip Marsh East ,  we wrote a white 
paper about it  about two or three years ago and k ind of highlighted it ,  but real ly  that white 
paper was written 10 or 15 years too late.  We should have caught it  much earl ier.   

Now with the Wetlands Regional Monitor ing Program doing regular  updates on the 
Baylands habitat map,  we should be able to see other marshes;  i f  they are going to do this,  we 
should catch them much ear l ier and f ix  them much earl ier.  So hopefully  Strip Marsh East we 
have already learned that lesson that we need to keep an eye on habitat that we not only 
restore but  also that we lose and we do not  lose more in the future.  

Commissioner Showalter continued: Well ,  thank you. And I  was just  going to say that one 
of the things I  a lways try to bring up is  how we continue to uti l i ze the science and the 
knowledge and the expertise that we are developing in these projects in the subsequent 
projects.  Because what we are doing here is  just  very,  very specia l ized and there are not a lot  of 
people who know how to do it  and there is  not a lot of history about it .  It  i s  real ly  important 
that we be very,  very di l igent and on top of  it  on a regular bas is.  I t  cannot be something that is  
done as an a lso-ran. It  has to be an incorporated part in these programs as they go forward for 
the good of the whole  Bay. That is  my soapbox for today, thank you.  

Commissioner Moulton-Peters stated:  I  had a quest ion s imilar  to Commissioner Nelson’s 
and I  asked it  at  another event where Jeremy Lowe and I  were and this has to do with the 
restoration of Cul l inan Ranch.  Jeremy or Stuart .  But I  think you told me that actually  Cull inan 
restores largely from the Napa River as opposed to from the Bay and that was something I  had 
not understood before. 

Mr. Lowe agreed: Yes,  you are exactly r ight.  And as Stuart has  already talked about is  
that the connect ions to the marshes in the Napa-Sonoma marshes,  al l  those areas,  those 
thousands of acres north of Highway 37, they are either connected through Napa River or 
Sonoma Creek or Tolay Creek. And that is  because there is  a lot  of wave activ ity.  A lot of waves 
in San Pablo Bay which keep pushing sediment and mud towards the shorel ine.  It  is  the reason 
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why we have a berm at Highway 37 which they bui lt  the road on orig inal ly.  The original  tol l  road 
was built  upon that and then gradual ly  Caltrans came along and built  even more on top of it .  
And we are going to build more in the future on top of it  and we are going to bui ld more in the 
future on top of it .  

So,  that feature under there is  a natural  feature driven by the waves.  But those same 
waves,  they tend to close up channels,  and so it  has been very dif f icult  to make a small  channel 
connecting to the marshes there,  so they tend to go around the back into Tolay Creek.  

The only reason that the Str ip Marsh East has that intake canal is  because the Lesl ie Salt  
Company built  levees along there to keep it  open, which is  not a great solut ion for this .   

So,  you are dead right .  These are different types of marshes than we have in other parts  
of the Bay. They do not connect to the Bay, they connect to the rivers.  And keeping the r ivers 
open is  important but they are the same rivers that the bridges from Highway 37 go across as 
well .  

Chair Wasserman noted:  I  do not see any other hands.  
We are going to get tossed out of this room at 4:50 so I  think once again,  unfortunately,  

we are going to have to postpone the legislat ive briefing.  I  wi l l  commit that we wil l  schedule it  
at  the beginning the next t ime it  is  on.  

I  appreciate everybody’s patience and attention, but I  do want to reemphasize that at  our 
next meeting we are start ing at 10:00. Please do not plan on leaving early.  We are start ing at 
10:00 because we expect to have a very packed program. 

Thank you for your presentation very much.  Jeremy, do not run away. I  have a question 
for you but  I  wi l l  ask  i t  off  the record. I  thank you al l .  
10. Briefing on Legislative Issues.   

Item 10 was postponed.  
11. Adjournment.  There being no further  business the Commission meeting was adjourned at 
4:41 p.m. 
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