
From: Anthony Campana 
To: BCDC PublicComment; zwasserman@fennemorelaw.com; Yoriko Kishimoto (2); Karl Hasz (2); Eckerle, 
Jenn@CNRA; Shari Posner; Pemberton, Sheri@SLC; Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Cc: Robert Prinz; info@marinbike.org 
Subject: Public Comment: 5/2 BCDC Item 8 - Richmond San Rafael Bridge Public Pathway 
Date: Thursday, May 2, 2024 5:30:06 PM 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I am among the 22 speakers who were not able to provide comment on Item 8 at today's meeting. Per 
Chair Wasserman's instructions I am submitting my comment via email; please 
confirm receipt. 
 
I would like to speak to the Commission about my experience commuting from the East Bay to Sonoma 
County on transit. There is indeed a bus on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge, Golden Gate Transit's Route 
580, which connects El Cerrito del Norte BART to the San Rafael Transit Center and SMART station. 
 
It might surprise you to know that getting to SMART would be much faster on the bridge pathway than it 
is on the bus. If I owned an e-bike and were willing to brave highway traffic on Sir Francis Drake Blvd, 
where long-promised bridge-approach bike improvements have stalled at the end of the offramp, I'd use 
the path to commute. 
 
There are two major reasons taking the bus is slow: 
 
1. The earliest westbound morning run of the 580 bus misses the first northbound SMART train, and 
after the bus reaches San Rafael there is a 28-minute wait until the next SMART. 
 
2. This bus is scheduled to take 48 minutes to make it from BART to SMART, an average speed of just 16.4 
miles per hour - dismal for a highway route. Congestion from cars on the bridge surely impacts the speed 
of the bus. Caltrans and a few public commenters today spoke about how congestion also impacts 
emergency response and families trying to drive across the bridge. However, the pathway is not the 
cause of the congestion on the bridge. 
 
The best data I can find online is that the Bay Bridge, with its ten lanes, carries 260,000 vehicles a day, 
while the Richmond Bridge with its five lanes carries just 70,000. If the data were available, I believe that 
comparing even just the westbound lanes and traffic would show that the Bay Bridge carries far more 
vehicles per lane each day. 
 
What's different about the Bay Bridge? Traffic on the bridge is kept free-flowing with metering lights at 
the toll plaza. Traffic engineers know that congested highways have lower throughput than free-flowing 
ones. If Caltrans applied this strategy from the Bay Bridge to the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge, traffic 
would flow optimally across the two-lane section out to Hwy 101, providing much-improved emergency 
access. Buses and high-occupancy vehicles would be provided priority lanes north of the toll plaza just as 
they are at the Bay Bridge. Commuters would be incentivized to take transit or the bus, and families 
taking their kids to school would have predictable trips free of congestion. 
 
It is perplexing that Caltrans says they want to add an HOV/bus lane to this bridge once environmental 
study can be completed. Caltrans has opposed the creation of an HOV or bus lane on the Bay Bridge, 
arguing that bypass lanes on the approaches to the toll plaza and metering lights are sufficient to provide 
priority. The same should be done at the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge, queueing single-occupant cars at 
the toll plaza where there is space available to wait for a free-flowing slot, instead of in two or three 
lanes of congestion along the bridge itself. 



 
Finding that public access to the bridge is infeasible should be a high bar - the pathway already exists 
today. Before agreeing to alter this permit, please require that Caltrans and BATA: 
 
1. Report additional data from the pilot, including congestion on highways and roads on the approaches 
to the bridge, and congestion and incidents charted over time rather than merely "before" and "after." 
Minor collisions went down once the pathway opened, and have slowly increased only after that. 
2. Compare and coordinate the proposed change with state and regional land use and transportation 
plans and priorities. 
3. Forecast changes to Vehicle Miles Traveled and emissions, including long-term induced demand, and 
congestion impacts on the lower eastbound deck once it no longer benefits from being wider than the 
westbound deck. 
4. Explain why converting the pathway to a shoulder will provide data of any value, when a) this was the 
previous configuration of the bridge, b) this is not Caltrans's near-term vision, which is a bridge with an 
additional HOV lane, and c) the proposed study period is before completion of the RSR Forward project, 
which Caltrans believes will be a significant change to traffic. 
5. Study westbound metering at the toll plaza, to keep traffic on the bridge free-flowing and provide 
priority to the bus and HOVs. 
6. Study funding Golden Gate Transit to increase the capacity of the bridge by increasing Route 580 bus 
service from hourly to every ten minutes (matching BART), and by 
increasing its span of service. 
7. Implement programs to incentivize carpooling and to move commutes out of the peak of-the-peak, 
including variable tolls, bypass lanes on the toll plaza approach, and facilitated "casual carpool." 
8. Fully develop the current hand-waved plans for alternative access for those walking and rolling, and 
model usage to demonstrate that they will not fail as historical examples have. 
9. Commit to including continuous bike and pedestrian access in its longer-term HOV project, such as by 
using the moveable barriers to maintain a pathway in the off-peak direction (lower deck in the morning; 
upper deck in the afternoon). Capital requirements for this should be less than even was needed to 
begin this pilot in 2019, and it is therefore clearly feasible. 
10. Provide an expected timeline for eventual replacement of the bridge, which could incorporate the 
shoulder/HOV lane Caltrans desires as well as a pathway and SMART extension to Richmond BART. 
 
The change that Caltrans and BATA anticipate proposing would be a major step backward for the Bay 
Area that would help neither drivers nor transit riders. If this permit change is brought before you, 
please defer it until the RSR Forward project is complete and the alternatives discussed above are 
properly assessed. 
 
Thank you, 
Anthony Campana 
Berkeley resident 



 

   
   

   
  

 
 

   
   

    
 

   
   

  
     

  
   

  
    
  

      
  

 
 

 
  

    
   

 

  
      

 

 

 

            

~ I CU;RA MATERIALS 
..,, ACRHCOMPANY 

January 15, 2025 

Dear Commissioners, 

I am writing to you on behalf of Dutra Materials. We operate the Richmond Quarry located at 961 
Stenmark Drive and provide critical construction materials to projects throughout the East Bay and Marin 
County. In fact, one of our largest end users is Caltrans, as the Richmond Quarry produces asphalt 
materials for the highway projects in the area. Since the installation of the bike path on the RSR Bridge, 
we have noticed a significant disruption to our business during the morning commute hours. It has gotten 
to the point where our customers are driving longer distances to alternate sources to obtain their materials, 
because they cannot afford to have their trucks sitting in stopped traffic during the morning commute. The 
current bike path layout does not allow for optimal peak traffic times bridge capacity. Here are a few 
reasons why we believe the Caltrans proposal to open the third lane as an emergency lane (as a minimum 
change) to study its effectiveness, is a good idea. 

1. Economic impacts: 
a. Business - Traffic delays related to the bridge are now priced into significant increases 

for all construction projects utilizing our materials including Caltrans projects. Reducing 
congestion by opening the third lane will reduce these delay times, resulting in more 
efficient use of trucking and labor on these construction projects. 

b. Commuter - According to an Oct 2023 article in the San Francisco Chronical, “MTC 
traffic counts show 40,000 drivers a day travel across the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge in 
the westbound direction, about 40% of them during the morning commute.” That’s 
16,000 drivers during the morning commute. By opening the third lane, if travel times 
were reduced by a modest 5 minutes for these 16,000 commuters, in total, these 
commuters would save a combined 486,867 hours per year. If we also assume a modest 
$30/hour for time, that’s an economic impact of more than $14 Million. The numbers are 
staggering and speak for themselves in support of opening the third lane. Commuting is 
stressful, bad for health and if you are able to help with a reduction of that magnitude, 
you should. 

2. Health impacts: 
a. GHG and Criteria Air Pollutants: The simple fact is, vehicles idling for longer periods of 

time in and around high-risk neighborhoods, result in undue burden on these 
communities. 

We are certain there are many more reasons for allowing Caltrans to move forward with this amendment, 
not the least of which is overall safety. We respectfully request you support the Caltrans proposal and 
move forward with this amendment. 

We look forward to continuing our engagement with you throughout this process. 

Sincerely, 

Ross Campbell 

Dutra Materials “A CRH Company” • 1000 Point Sand Pedro Rd • San Rafael, CA 94901 • (415) 459-7740 
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From: Casey 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: I support the Richmond Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, May 2, 2024 12:58:03 PM 

You don't often get email from caseyfrost13@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

Please keep the bridge path. Alternatives to driving are the only way we save the climate and 
our health. 

Thank you, 
Casey Frost 



 

 

 

 

 

From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Blurton, Dominic 
Cc: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: RE: Zoom Meeting 5/2 re public comments on RSR bridge (I did not get to comment but you said you would read 

submitted comments) 
Date: Friday, May 3, 2024 12:45:19 PM 

Thank you for the public comment and we very much appreciate knowing your views and your taking the time to 
provide comments to the Commission. We will let you know once the subject matter is back on the agenda for 
Commission consideration. 

Again, thank you for your interest in the work of the Commission. 

How to Provide Comments and Comment Time Limits 
Pursuant to state law, the Commission is currently conducting its public meetings in a “hybrid” fashion. Each 
meeting notice will specify (1) where the meeting is being primarily held physically, (2) all teleconference locations, 
which will be publicly-accessible, and (3) the ZOOM virtual meeting link. If you would like to comment at the 
beginning of the meeting or on an item scheduled for public discussion, you may do so in one of three ways: (1) 
being present at the primary physical or a teleconference meeting location; (2) emailing comments in advance to 
publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov until 10 a.m. on the day of the meeting; and (3) participating via ZOOM during the 
meeting. 

Reception Desk 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale St., Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
info@bcdc.ca.gov | www.bcdc.ca.gov 
Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 

-----Original Message-----
From: Blurton, Dominic <DBlurton@stanfordchildrens.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 2, 2024 7:07 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Zoom Meeting 5/2 re public comments on RSR bridge (I did not get to comment but you said you would 
read submitted comments) 

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from dblurton@stanfordchildrens.org. Learn why this 
is important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

I enjoyed the meeting today re plans for the RSR bridge but didn’t get to comment given the overwhelming turnout 
that seemed majority pro-  keeping the bridge unchanged and remaining open to non cars users. 

Most of the cyclists commenting  seemed to be coming into Marin from the east bay. 

I live in Mill valley and come from Marin to east bay for work. (Stanford Pediatric Cardiology outreach in 
Emeryville) I also commute  Marin to SF regularly for work across the GGB. 

2 years ago I moved to this cyclists paradise you have helped create in the Bay Area from the cyclists nightmare that 
is Southern California. I feel very safe commuting here given the excellent infrastructure. 

Please do not fall into the same trap that my old home of Southern California has by believing that an extra lane will 
actually  help reduce traffic. Do you know parts of the 10 freeway in LA have 22 lanes still there’s gridlock! 

As you heard during the very thoughtful  comments “induced demand” will lead to the same traffic within months 



after opening the 3rd lane even to HOVs . This phenomenon has been proven around the world not just in car-
centric Los Angeles.  I understand that when you think about it a 33% increase in number of car lanes sounds like it 
will lessen traffic but the unfortunate truth is that it won’t!  Please Don’t ignore history or history will repeat itself. 

As you also heard in comments e-bikes are a game changer!  they allow average non Lycra wearing cyclists to 
become avid commuters. They flatten hills but yet do give the user a workout. You choose your level of workout 
based on your mood/ energy by changing the assist level.  They cost a small fraction of a car although I admit they 
are still expensive. I purchased my current e-bike two years ago as soon as I moved here and so far on Golden Gate 
Bridge tolls alone I have saved 2k! Thus making my initial investment in an expensive e-bike far less. As you are 
seeing with electric cars e-bike costs will also fall making it a practical option for many current car only owners in 
the near future. 
E-bikes are the future of single occupancy sustainable transport for the common man.  They will in the next few 
years become a common site on the RSR. 

As a pediatric cardiologist who previously worked in southern California and has now worked in SF, Marin and 
Sonoma counties,  in my experience there is remarkably far less childhood obesity, hypertension and 
hypercholesterolemia in the children of northern versus Southern California. 

The abundance of children here using bicycles whether for commuting to school or just social time with friends I see 
as a major factor in Northern Californias favorable health status when it comes to obesity induced diseases. You do 
not want to change this positive factor. Multiple studies show parents who ride bikes will have children who ride 
bikes, so please don’t discourage parents from commuting and being a role model to their children. Their Childrens 
future health may depend on it. 

Additional points re mentioned factors during comments- 1:any bike shuttle you offer will not allow the average 
user to lift their 55lb e-bike easily on to a bus rack. E-bikes on a shuttle will not work. 

2: the infrastructure on both sides of the bridge is adequate. 
Richmond and on all the way to the bay bridge and in Marin to the larkspur Smart train, ferry or on to the existing 
bike path system taking you north to Novato or south into San Francisco are excellent! There is nothing left to do to 
improve them. All it takes is a look at google earth/ Maps and a motivated cyclist who is sick of driving his car to 
work to safely navigate pre and post bridge routes. 

Thanks for reading. 

Dominic Blurton MD 
Stanford Pediatric Cardiology 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication and any attachments may contain confidential or privileged 
information for the use by the designated recipient(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are 
hereby notified that you have received this communication in error and that any review, disclosure, dissemination, 
distribution or copying of it or the attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in 
error, please contact me and destroy all copies of the communication and attachments. Thank you. 
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From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Jackson Lester; BCDC PublicComment 
Cc: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: RE: Public Comment - Item 8 RSR Bridge - 5/2/24 BCDC Meeting 
Date: Thursday, May 2, 2024 4:00:04 PM 
Attachments: image001.png 

Thank you—We are in receipt of the public comment to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission. 

Reyna Amezcua 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale St., Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA  94105 
reyna.amezcua@bcdc.ca.gov 
info@bcdc.ca.gov | www.bcdc.ca.gov 
Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 

From: Jackson Lester <jacksonlester@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 2, 2024 3:56 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Public Comment - Item 8 RSR Bridge - 5/2/24 BCDC Meeting 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from jacksonlester@gmail.com. Learn why this is 
important 

Hi All, 

Thank you for your time in today's meeting discussing the bike/ped path on the Richmond / San 
Rafael Bridge! I wanted to provide some comments based on the discussion I heard. I think both of 
these items could be helpful in directing Caltrans' future proposals. 

The Caltrans representative mentioned that we don't have data about the impact of travel 
time around incidents from before the shoulder was turned into a multi-use path. If Caltrans 
didn't keep time series speed data from the past from sensors on the bridge needed for this 
kind of study, I'm sure Inrix would be happy to sell it to them without having to close the 
bike/pedestrian path to figure it out. 

A commenter mentioned that there is no reason the number of lanes wouldn't be 
symmetrical on each side of the bridge - but that doesn't take into account downstream 
bottlenecks from the bridge. As I understand it, the West side of the bridge leads the vast 
majority of vehicles to the 580/101 junction that will become more of a substantial bottleneck 
for Westbound travel if capacity on the bridge is expanded. 




Thanks! 
Jackson 

Jackson Lester 
jacksonlester@gmail.com 
541-777-0668 



 

 

 

 

 

From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Latham, Owen 
Subject: RE: Public comment to Richmond Bridge lane closure 
Date: Friday, May 3, 2024 12:46:07 PM 
Attachments: image001.png 

Thank you for the public comment and we very much appreciate knowing your views and your 
taking the time to provide comments to the Commission. We will let you know once the subject 
matter is back on the agenda for Commission consideration. 

Again, thank you for your interest in the work of the Commission. 

How to Provide Comments and Comment Time Limits 
Pursuant to state law, the Commission is currently conducting its public meetings in a “hybrid” 
fashion. Each meeting notice will specify (1) where the meeting is being primarily held physically, (2) 
all teleconference locations, which will be publicly-accessible, and (3) the ZOOM virtual meeting link. 
If you would like to comment at the beginning of the meeting or on an item scheduled for public 
discussion, you may do so in one of three ways: (1) being present at the primary physical or a 
teleconference meeting location; (2) emailing comments in advance to publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov 
until 10 a.m. on the day of the meeting; and (3) participating via ZOOM during the meeting. 

Reception Desk 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale St., Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
info@bcdc.ca.gov | www.bcdc.ca.gov 
Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 

From: Latham, Owen <olatham@tamdistrict.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 2, 2024 8:26 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Public comment to Richmond Bridge lane closure 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from olatham@tamdistrict.org. Learn why this is 
important 

Hello there, 

I sent this letter to Ms. Moulten Peters but she never responded. I also attempted to make a public 
comment in today’s meeting but the public comment session was closed early. 




---My name is Owen and I am a daily bicycle commuter on the Richmond bridge. I live in El Sobrante 
and commute to Larkspur, where I work as a special education high school teacher. 

As a lifelong bicycle commuter, I believe cycling and public transit use is the most effective way to 
reduce my carbon footprint. I accepted my job in Marin on the understanding the bike lane would be 
a fixture of my day-to-day, as I’ve done with all other occupations I’ve had in the Bay since I was a 
teen. 

If the bike lane is closed, I will no longer have the means to make it to work. The Golden Gate bus 
service is infrequent and unreliable, and I am not in a position to afford commuting all the way to 
Marin in a car on a daily basis, nor would I given the detrimental environmental impact it would 
have. 

If the bike lane is closed, I will be seeking employment in a school district that allows me to bike 
commute to my campus. 

Please keep this important transit option open to cyclists like myself. I enjoy working with Marin 
families, and I would hate to discontinue my work because there’s no way to make it out to the place 
of my employment. 

Thank you for your time. 

- Owen 
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From: Reception@BCDC 
To: rng256@berkeley.edu 
Cc: John Gioia; Federal D. Glover; Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: RE: Public Comment - Item 8 RSR Bridge - 5/2/24 BCDC Meeting 
Date: Friday, May 3, 2024 12:17:49 PM 

Thank you — We are in receipt of your public comment and will let you know once the subject 
matter is back on the agenda for Commission consideration. 

How to Provide Comments and Comment Time Limits 
Pursuant to state law, the Commission is currently conducting its public meetings in a “hybrid” 
fashion. Each meeting notice will specify (1) where the meeting is being primarily held physically, (2) 
all teleconference locations, which will be publicly-accessible, and (3) the ZOOM virtual meeting link. 
If you would like to comment at the beginning of the meeting or on an item scheduled for public 
discussion, you may do so in one of three ways: (1) being present at the primary physical or a 
teleconference meeting location; (2) emailing comments in advance to publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov 
until 10 a.m. on the day of the meeting; and (3) participating via ZOOM during the meeting. 

Reception Desk 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale St., Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
info@bcdc.ca.gov | www.bcdc.ca.gov 
Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 

From: Rachel Ng <rng256@berkeley.edu> 
Sent: Thursday, May 2, 2024 4:50 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Cc: John Gioia <john.gioia@bos.cccounty.us>; Federal D. Glover <district5@bos.cccounty.us> 
Subject: Public Comment - Item 8 RSR Bridge - 5/2/24 BCDC Meeting 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from rng256@berkeley.edu. Learn why this is important 

Hello BCDC members, 

I am emailing my public comment as the virtual commenting period on Item 8 was cut short this 
afternoon. 

My name is Rachel Ng, and I have been a Richmond resident since 2018. I actually have only used 
the bike path twice; I basically only drive across the bridge. I support keeping the bike path open 
24/7 and oppose reverting it to an emergency shoulder. 

I must highlight the public commenter earlier today who drily commented, "I look out my car 
window all the time on the bridge and see nobody in the bike lane. I think there are more people 
advocating for the bike lane in this meeting than actually using it." (Paraphrasing him, of course.) 



What he said isn't wrong. It might even be objectively true. But despite being a driving user of the 
bridge like that guy, I can fathom how keeping the bike lane open 24/7 positively impacts me, him, 
and all drivers. It's really not that difficult to understand how something that benefits others can 
benefit me as well. (Although all the cyclists' reasons are sensible, fantastic, important, and ones 
that I support too.) 

Reverting the lane will not decrease congestion. Further, I think opening a shoulder makes it even 
more dangerous to drive across the bridge. 

First, the shoulder lane will not decrease congestion. It's a moot point as the toll plaza approach is 7 
lanes being squeezed into 2 lanes. The shoulder lane doesn't change the fact that there's still only 2 
lanes across the bridge. The option of opening a 3rd traffic lane is not on the table, as some pro-
shoulder lane commenters seemed to misunderstand today. 

So, secondly, that leaves the other hot topic that causes congestion: breakdowns or accidents 
that shut down lanes. Breakdowns are unavoidable. Accidents though? 

Well, road design affects how safely people drive. With the bike lane barriers up, the perceived 
narrower lanes encourage safer and slower driver behavior. The Caltrans interim report supports 
this; "severe injury collisions are down significantly on the upper deck...while they increased on the 
three-lane lower deck." I've been nearly sideswiped 3 times on the bridge. If having a bike lane open 
means people are less likely to pull crazy stunts like cutting me off at 45 mph while traffic is going 20 
mph with less than 1 foot of clearance, then by all means keep the bike lane open! I'd rather that 
than getting crushed by a reckless driver. 

Third, an increase in road safety across the bridge would decrease the need to even dispatch 
emergency vehicles and close down lanes in the first place. We can't control flat tires or drivers 
running out of gas, but we certainly can influence driver behavior in a proven and effective manner. 

Finally, there is no guarantee that people will respect the shoulder as it should be used. In fact, it's 
almost a given that they WON'T treat it as an open, emergency-only lane. Caltrans cites that CHP 
officers repeatedly see vehicles on the lower deck blatantly misusing the 3rd lane, whether 
maliciously or not. This is a real problem for tow trucks or first responders that are using or stopped 
in the shoulder. 

Putting dangerous driving behavior and a free-for-all attitude some have towards an open shoulder 
together, I can't help but imagine the likelihood of a crash between a tow truck and a reckless driver 
in the shoulder. Oh, wouldn't that be a terrible situation for the thousands of commuting drivers to 
sit through? It effectively renders the shoulder useless and brings us back to where we started - a 
third, unusable lane. I'd much rather see peds/riders be able to use it, whether it's 1 person or 
10,000 people. That's because the presence of the lane makes driving a safer, more efficient 
experience. 

The findings from the Caltrans interim report draws a clear and obvious cycle. Thinking of eliminating 



the bike path? Get ready to re-enable dangerous driving behavior because the road design physically 
encourages it. People driving dangerously and crazily again? Get ready for (completely avoidable) 
crashes that cause lane closures. Uptick in crashes or wrecks that close down lanes? Get ready for 
congestion that has drivers waking up hours earlier to avoid gnarly commute traffic jams. Wouldn't it 
be absurd to continue inducing and allowing the hell-like levels of traffic that car commuters at 
today's meeting complained about? 

I think you must address root causes of congestion and dangerous driving behavior and leave the 
bike lane alone. It's not harming drivers or commute time. In fact, the lane could possibly be making 
it better for all users of the bridge, whether they're drivers or walkers or rollers. 

Thank you for the work that you do and considering this issue with detail, care, and nuance. 

Rachel Ng 
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From: Reception@BCDC 
To: Zach Lipton 
Subject: RE: Public comment re Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Bay Trail 
Date: Thursday, May 2, 2024 4:02:46 PM 
Attachments: image001.png 

Thank you — We are in receipt of your public comment to the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission. 

Reception Desk 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale St., Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
info@bcdc.ca.gov | www.bcdc.ca.gov 
Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 

From: Zach Lipton <zach@zachlipton.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 2, 2024 3:58 PM 
To: Reception@BCDC <reception@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Public comment re Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Bay Trail 

You don't often get email from zach@zachlipton.com. Learn why this is important 

I was not able to give a public comment at today's Commission meeting. Please add my comments to the record. 

Good afternoon commissioners, Zach Lipton. I bike on the bridge, and I’m asking you to keep the Bay Trail on the 
Richmond-San Rafael bridge open every single day 

What we’re talking about here is removing four miles of the Bay Trail and converting it to a breakdown lane for tow 
trucks. That’s more trail than we’ve built in the past 6 years combined, and in a place where there’s no alternative 
bike or pedestrian crossing for 20 miles in either direction. 

I’ve had the great chance over the course of the pandemic to spend more time getting out and exploring the Bay 
Area, and a big part of that has been biking on every part of the Bay Trail. And through that, I’ve gotten to see 
firsthand just how hard the Commission has worked to ensure the whole Bay Area has access to the really 
extraordinary resource that is the Bay Trail. So it’s really discouraging to see this push to remove such an important 
part of the Bay Trail, especially as e-bikes have become wildly popular and make the path accessible to more users. 

If people are really crashing their cars together so often on the bridge that this is such a frequent problem, I wonder 
what work is being done to address traffic safety here so that these crashes, these “incidents” as you keep calling 
them, aren’t happening so routinely. If there are really so many incidents that you need an entire lane just to address 
them, something really no other bridge has, that seems like something is really dangerous and should be addressed 
in the name of public safety instead of removing the path. 

I believe what I heard your experts say earlier is that tire dust is the biggest source of pollution in the Bay, and that 
is caused by Vehicle Miles Traveled. It’s vital for the Bay and our climate goals that reduce VMT. Removing the 




trail to widen the highway, whether for a breakdown lane or an HOV lane, would lead to increased VMT, worsen 
pollution in the Bay, and be a huge step backward for the Bay Trail and for our region’s transportation system. 

I urge you to listen to the people who use and rely on this path and keep the Bay Trail on the bridge. 

Thank you. 



   

       

             
               

       

                   
                     

                  
              

     

            
             

    

                 
             

               

  

  
  

   

  
    
    

  
 
     

      

      

August 5, 2024 

Subject: Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail Pilot Extension 

As local nonprofit organizations supporting healthy active transportation and recreation, we are writing 
with regard to Caltrans' April 24 request to amend Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Permit 1997.001.06 to 
extend the RSR Bridge Trail Pilot Program. 

We request that BCDC add at least one year to the requested June 30, 2025 extension, allowing the pilot 
program to run to June 30, 2026 or later. This is necessary to allow time to evaluate the benefits of the 
open road tolling and HOV lane extension projects being carried out by the Bay Area Toll Authority and 
Caltrans as articulated in Resolution 24-09 adopted by the West Contra Costa Transportation Commission 
on July 26 resolving that: 

“The Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Trail should remain open 24 hours/day, seven 
days/week until the westbound I-580 ORT/HOV lane extension project is completed, and its 
impact has been evaluated.” 

Previously in May 2024 we submitted a coalition letter to BCDC members co-signed by more than 70 
local, regional, state, and national active transportation, sustainability, and other related organizations in 
support of keeping the bridge trail open. Their support extends to this pilot extension proposal. 

Thank you, 

Robert Prinz 
Advocacy Director 
Bike East Bay 

Warren Wells 
Policy & Planning Director 
Marin County Bicycle Coalition 

Bruce Beyaert 
Chair 
Trails for Richmond Action Committee 

PO Box 1736, Oakland, CA 94604 

510 845 RIDE (7433) • info@BikeEastBay.org 



 

 

 

 

From: Florence Anne Lien 
To: Belia Ramos 
Subject: Commissioner, the time is now to implement a more permanent solution for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge! 
Date: Wednesday, October 16, 2024 9:47:03 AM 

[External Email - Use Caution] 

October 15, 2024 @ 01:54am 
Commissioner, the time is now to implement a more permanent solution for the Richmond-
San Rafael Bridge! 

Dear Commissioner Belia Ramos, 

I live in Point Richmond and commute to San Rafael 4-5 times a week. I am reaching out as a 
concerned member of our community to show my support for the BATA permit application to 
close the bike lane on the westbound portion of the bridge from Mondays to Thursdays, and 
restore the emergency shoulder. The current bike lane setup is underutilized and causing 
significant daily disruptions for thousands of commuters. 

Please take decisive action to approve this permit application at BCDC ASAP! 

This potential change presents a critical opportunity. Traffic congestion has become more than 
a nuisance; it has a major negative impact on quality of life for the workers - primarily people 
of color - who are forced to navigate the increasingly lengthy bridge commute. 63% of the car 
commuters are people of color, and 60% make less than the median income for the Bay Area. 
These workers are already facing the stress of increased costs of living and fewer residential 
options, with the Bridge serving as their only option for their daily commute. 

While only 80-250 cyclists use the westbound bike lane each day, an overwhelming 80,000 
vehicle trips are made. This imbalance highlights the urgent need for a solution that better 
serves most bridge users. 

Reopening the third lane would alleviate congestion and reduce the daily stress on thousands 
of commuters. This change is supported by 80% of Richmond voters, who favor practical 
solutions that enhance commute efficiency and public health. 

Your support for this proposal can drive significant positive change, demonstrating effective 
leadership and responsiveness to community needs. We count on your commitment to making 
decisions that prioritize well-being and equity in our transportation infrastructure. 

Thank you for considering this urgent appeal. Your action is crucial for our community's 
future. 

Sincerely, 
Florence Anne Lien 
91 Scenic Ave, 
Richmond, CA 94801 
stilly5@yahoo.com 
415-342-8655 
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January 16, 2025 

R. Zachary Wasserman, Chair 
San Francisco Bay Conservation & Development Commission 
375 Beale Street, Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Re: Support for Modified Pilot for Workers and Employers 

Dear Chair Wasserman and Commissioners, 

The North Bay Leadership Council (NBLC) is an employer-led public policy advocacy 
organization representing leading employers in the North Bay including Marin, Sonoma and 
Napa. Our members represent a wide variety of businesses, non-profits, and educational 
institutions, with a workforce in excess of 100,000. As business and civic leaders, our goal is 
to promote sound public policy, innovation and sustainability to make our region a better 
place to live and work. 

We write to express our strong support for reopening the bike lane on the Richmond- San 
Rafael Bridge as a pull over lane by granting the proposed modifications that Caltrans has 
requested to reduce the days and hours of operation of the Bridge Bike Lane for a two-year 
period. 

As you explore this item in your workshop today, I want to emphasize the critical 
importance of addressing it as a matter of equity and quality of life for the tens of 
thousands of commuters crossing the bridge each day that do not have transit options. The 
lived experience of these workers, mostly people who are low income, is real. For these Bay 
Area residents, this issue is not just an inconvenience; it is a significant burden on their daily 
lives. 

The lived experiences of these commuters are marked by persistent challenges. The 
increase in incidents on the bridge not only cause prolonged delays but also create undue 
hardship, affecting their ability to reach work, school, and other essential destinations on 
time. These delays translate into lost wages, increased stress, and diminished overall well-
being. Today, we urge you to consider their voices and their needs. Workers and employers 
are asking for your support and action to alleviate the struggles they face daily. 

I’d also like to offer this perspective; the modified pilot program is not a zero-sum solution. 
This initiative does not prioritize one group over another but instead represents a balanced 
approach. It provides compassionate relief during the weekdays for hardworking families 
who do not have the option to bike across the bridge, while also ensuring that cyclists and 
pedestrians have access during the weekends, when usage is highest. Additionally, this pilot 
creates an opportunity to study the potential for future enhancements, such as converting 
the lane into a high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) or bus lane, to further benefit ALL users. 
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NBLC supports efforts for increased investment in public transportation that serve the 
corridor to reduce reliance on personal vehicles. The usage of the current pilot is not 
compelling enough and did not support any kind of mode shift away from personal vehicles. 
We ask you to try something different in this new pilot and really study how to make a 
mode shift happen. 

By addressing this issue and approving the permit for the modified pilot, you have the 
opportunity to promote greater equity, enhance economic mobility and improve the quality 
of life for thousands of people who rely on this critical infrastructure. Your leadership and 
commitment to finding solutions will make a tangible difference in their lives. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Joanne Webster 
President & CEO 
jwebster@northbayleadership.org 
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From: kevin padian 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC; Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: public comment on BCDC meeting, Thursday 16 Jan 2025 
Date: Wednesday, January 15, 2025 7:12:55 PM 

You don't often get email from kpadian23@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear Ms. Peterson and Ms. Pan, 

I wanted to lodge a public comment regarding Item 8 on tomorrow's meeting, but I did not see a 
way to do this on the website for the meeting.  Would you be so kind as to communicate the 
following to the Commissioners?  Thanks so much. 

Dear Commissioners, 

I've lived and commuted in the East Bay, Marin County, and Sonoma County for 44 years.  The 
RSF Bridge is hopelessly choked every morning.  That's your fault.  Yes, great idea to encourage 
carbon-free travel.  But it hasn't worked.  140 bikers a day versus tens of thousands of cars?  All 
of which are spewing carbon emissions in places like Richmond, which is already threatened by 
the periodic eruptions from the petrol refineries? 

The experiment was noble, but it failed.  The few bikers can throw their vehicles on a clean bus to 
take them across the bridge.  They should be thankful that their "sacrifice" will save the 
respiratory burdens on hundreds of thousands of others, mostly those who, as usual, absorb all 
varieties of the "poor tax," like this one. 

Please do the right thing.  NO, we don't need to differentiate between weekends and weekdays. 
The experiment is over.  We don't need a bike lane.  If they want exercise they can walk, or walk 
their bikes. 

I loved biking, as long as I could do it.  But this is the tyranny of the tiny, tiny minority.  This is 
over.  Please stop chasing fantasies and defend the poor. 

Kevin Padian 
San Rafael 



 

 

 

 

From: Reese Reese 
To: BCDC PublicComment 
Subject: Public Comment - 1/16/25 Commission Meeting - Item 8 
Date: Thursday, January 16, 2025 9:55:30 AM 

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from gstbreese@mac.com. Learn why this is 
important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello, 
I’m writing in favor of maintaining open access to the RSR bike path. I ride this path several times a month, often in 
the time frame that is being proposed for closer. As a tax paying citizen I believe infrastructure should support more 
than just cars. We should utilize the improvements made around the bridge access full time, not just when cars want 
to share, because this will diminish over time until the access is eliminated entirely. 
Closing the bridge will stifle any growth potential for cycle and eBike development. We should be opening more 
alternative to cars, not reducing routes. 

Thank you, 

R. Reese 
Oakland Resident 
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BART Bicycle Advisory Task Force 

January 16, 2025 

TO: Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) 
Metro Center 
375 Beale Street, Board Room 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

FROM: BART Bicycle Advisory Task Force 

RE: Oppose Proposed Closure of Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Bicycle Path 
(BCDC Board, January 16 - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Permit Workshop) 

The BART Bicycle Advisory Task Force (BBATF) strongly opposes MTC’s proposal to 
replace the multi-use path on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge (RSR Bridge) with a 
westbound breakdown lane/shoulder. Instead, the BBATF urges the BCDC Board to: 
\ 

1) Not issue any permits that restrict bike and pedestrian access to the existing path; 

2) Support a permanent RSR Bridge multi-use path that is open all day, every day (24/7/365) 
to walkers, bicyclists, and others; 

3) Extend the RSR Bridge Multi-use Path Pilot Project until more sustainable congestion 
solutions are found. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Committee (MTC) has proposed replacing the RSR Bridge 
multi-use path with a westbound breakdown lane/shoulder lane every Monday through 
Thursday. This leaves people who walk or ride bicycles without a safe and direct path between 
Marin County and the East Bay for four work days every week. This is discriminatory. 

Closing or restricting the path also runs counter to MTC’s and BCDC’s goals and policies to 
foster clean, green, and equitable transportation, particularly: 

• BCDC Transportation Policies 1 and 4 

• BCDC Public Access Policies 2, 5, and 8 

The MTC and CalTrans proposal is auto-centric, inappropriate, and does not accurately 
respond to the data gathered during the pilot project (2019-2024): 

1) The two-way bike-pedestrian path and associated bridge changes have not significantly 
affected traffic congestion, collision rates, or incident-related delays, per the After Study for 
the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge, Phase I, Section 10.5 (2022) in Appendix B; 
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2) Thousands of bicyclists and pedestrians have crossed the RSR Bridge on both 
recreational and commute trips since the path opened in 2019 — far more than 
the number of people who used the infrequent and inadequate bike shuttle and buses that 
ran prior to the pilot project; 

3) Restricting sustainable commute options such as walking and bicycling will drastically 
reduce carbon-free weekday transit options across the bridge, increasing both automotive 
pollution and greenhouse gas production; 

4) Without costly, significant improvements to Marin County roadways that connect to 
the RSR Bridge, auto congestion — fueled by single-occupancy vehicles — will only 
increase, no matter how many westbound lanes are available on the bridge itself. 

MTC’s push to close the multi-use path during the work week seems to be driven by vocal 
claims from motorists and business groups. These claims, however, are not supported by the 
available traffic data from the Pilot Project and more sustainable solutions are available, such 
as building more affordable workforce housing close to jobs in Marin County. 

Bicyclists, pedestrians, and users of e-bikes, scooters, wheelchairs, and other mobility devices 
need and deserve the 24/7/365 access to San Francisco Bay and the connectivity offered by 
the RSR Bridge multi-use path. The path should remain open permanently and BCDC should 
not issue permits to MTC and CalTrans that restrict access to the multi-use path. 

Please support sustainable Bay access and the RSR Bridge’s direct connection between Marin 
County, the East Bay, and BART for everyone. Please do not issue permits to remove or 
restrict 24/7/365 access to the RSR Bridge bike and pedestrian path. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jon 

Jon Spangler, Chair 
BART Bicycle Advisory Task Force 
https://www.bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/bicycle 
510-846-5356 mobile 
goldcoastjon@gmail.com 
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January 16, 2025 

R. Zachary Wasserman, Chair 
San Francisco Bay Conservation & Development Commission 
375 Beale Street, Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Re: Support for Modified Pilot for Workers and Employers 

Dear Chair Wasserman and Commissioners, 

The North Bay Leadership Council (NBLC) is an employer-led public policy advocacy 
organization representing leading employers in the North Bay including Marin, Sonoma and 
Napa. Our members represent a wide variety of businesses, non-profits, and educational 
institutions, with a workforce in excess of 100,000. As business and civic leaders, our goal is 
to promote sound public policy, innovation and sustainability to make our region a better 
place to live and work. 

We write to express our strong support for reopening the bike lane on the Richmond- San 
Rafael Bridge as a pull over lane by granting the proposed modifications that Caltrans has 
requested to reduce the days and hours of operation of the Bridge Bike Lane for a two-year 
period. 

As you explore this item in your workshop today, I want to emphasize the critical 
importance of addressing it as a matter of equity and quality of life for the tens of 
thousands of commuters crossing the bridge each day that do not have transit options. The 
lived experience of these workers, mostly people who are low income, is real. For these Bay 
Area residents, this issue is not just an inconvenience; it is a significant burden on their daily 
lives. 

The lived experiences of these commuters are marked by persistent challenges. The 
increase in incidents on the bridge not only cause prolonged delays but also create undue 
hardship, affecting their ability to reach work, school, and other essential destinations on 
time. These delays translate into lost wages, increased stress, and diminished overall well-
being. Today, we urge you to consider their voices and their needs. Workers and employers 
are asking for your support and action to alleviate the struggles they face daily. 

I’d also like to offer this perspective; the modified pilot program is not a zero-sum solution. 
This initiative does not prioritize one group over another but instead represents a balanced 
approach. It provides compassionate relief during the weekdays for hardworking families 
who do not have the option to bike across the bridge, while also ensuring that cyclists and 
pedestrians have access during the weekends, when usage is highest. Additionally, this pilot 
creates an opportunity to study the potential for future enhancements, such as converting 
the lane into a high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) or bus lane, to further benefit ALL users. 
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NBLC supports efforts for increased investment in public transportation that serve the 
corridor to reduce reliance on personal vehicles. The usage of the current pilot is not 
compelling enough and did not support any kind of mode shift away from personal vehicles. 
We ask you to try something different in this new pilot and really study how to make a 
mode shift happen. 

By addressing this issue and approving the permit for the modified pilot, you have the 
opportunity to promote greater equity, enhance economic mobility and improve the quality 
of life for thousands of people who rely on this critical infrastructure. Your leadership and 
commitment to finding solutions will make a tangible difference in their lives. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Joanne Webster 
President & CEO 
jwebster@northbayleadership.org 
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From: RON MCROBBIE 
To: Reception@BCDC; BCDC PublicComment; Pan, Katharine@BCDC; Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
Cc: Assemblymember.Connolly@outreach.assembly.ca.gov; Mary.Sackett@MarinCounty.gov; sustainablesanrafael@sustainablemarin.org; spotswood@comcast.net; arodriguez@marinij.com; slopez@bayareanewsgroup.com 
Subject: Feedback for 01/16/2025: BCDC Meeting (Richmond Bridge Bike Lane) 
Date: Friday, January 17, 2025 9:59:05 AM 

You don't often get email from r.mcrobbie@comcast.net. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or opening attachments. 

Hello BCDC Representatives, 
While I appreciate BCDC’s making it’s January 16, 2025 Commission Meeting (to address the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane trial period proposed extension) available to the public via Live Webcast, I was very disheartened having watched the same.  I am submitting the following feedback in hopes that collective leadership “gets it 
right” this time, disapproves a further 2 year study to “collect more data” when the obvious solution is staring you in the eyes, and is unmistakenly visible to the public….. 
Solution = Eliminate the bike lane now, free up the 3rd lane providing essential safety responder access efficiency, reducing westbound driving time, mitigating negative environmental impacts due to carbon emissions from stacked up traffic, reducing countless lost person-hours, cutting through politics, and restoring 
BCDC’s (and other agencies) credibility with the public. 
Feedback 16 Jan 2025 meeting: 
*While BAY PLAN TRANSPORTATION POLICIES to provide bike access to shorelines are admirable, application of this policy in the case of the Richmond Bridge bike lane is “contrary to CA’s state leadership in mitigating negative impacts to environment”.  The latter should supersede. 
*Proportionately very little discussion was focused on the negative environmental impacts caused by the bike lane- THIS IS THE ELEPHANT IN THE LIVING ROOM THAT BIKE LANE PROPONENTS MINIMIZE OR IGNORE (carbon emissions from stacked up westbound traffic, lost person hours, compromised emergency response ability, 
personal stress and possible health impacts to Point Richmond vicinity, and more. 
*Data collectors are too deep in the forest to see the trees.  They claim to need collect more “future incident data” during an extended 18 month bike lane trial period.  AND THEY EXCLUDE FLAT TIRES AND RUNNING OUT OF GAS AS INCIDENTS (these create impacts). AND THEY INDICATE PROBLEMS WITH THE QUALITY OF DATA 
THEY HAVE COLLECTED FROM VARIOUS SOURCES. AND THE MODELLING INDICATES ONLY 5 MINUTES OF LOST WESTBOUND COMMUTER TIME, WHICH ANY WESTBOUND COMMUTER KNOWS IS BUNK!  (Can be 20-25 minutes even without an incident during heavy traffic times). The bridge use and negative impacts 
disparity due to the bike lane will not change as a result of extending the trial period via MTC’s 4/3 day sharing proposal. Visual observation of the bike lane negative impacts (as well as public feedback on same included in your agenda) is sufficient to eliminate the bike lane asap.  COMPROMISING EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
EFFICIENCY AND PUBLIC SAFETY FOR 2 MORE YEARS FOR THE PURPOSE OF COLLECTING MOE DATA WOULD APPEAR TO BE IRRESPONSIBLE LEADERSHIP TO THIS INDIVIDUAL. 
*In this day and age of global warming and climate change, and the extreme need to take action to prevent or minimize carbon emissions into the environment, extending this bike lane trial project two more years for data collection, thereby exacerbating environmental conditions and adding to the carbon pollution is very short sighted, and 
reflects a political bias towards bike advocates. 
Once again, I do appreciate your making the BCDC meeting available to the public.  I truly hope that you value my feedback, and make collective decisions that best serve the environment, the health and safety of the general public.  Yes, biking is wonderful, but it shouldn’t drive irresponsible, short-sighted decisions.  Please kindly share this 
feedback with fellow decision-makers as appropriate.  Thanks for listening, 
Respectfully submitted, 
Concerned citizen, San Rafael 
Ron McRobbie 
********************* 

On 01/15/2025 9:25 AM PST Reception@BCDC <reception@bcdc.ca.gov> wrote: 
Thank you — We are in receipt of your public comment to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission. 

Reception Desk 

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Bay Area Metro Center 

375 Beale St., Suite 510 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

info@bcdc.ca.gov | www.bcdc.ca.gov 

Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 

***************** 

From: Ron McRobbie <r.mcrobbie@comcast.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2025 9:21 AM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Cc: Assemblymember.Connolly@outreach.assembly.ca.gov; Mary.Sackett@marincounty.gov; sustainablesanrafael@sustainablemarin.org; spotswood@comcast.net; arodriguez@marinij.com; slopez@bayareanewsgroup.com 
Subject: Re: 01/16/2025: Richmond Bridge Bike Lane- Safety, Environmental, Human Resource, and Taxpayer Concerns 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from r.mcrobbie@comcast.net. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or opening attachments. 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Jan 15, 2025, at 8:24 AM, RON MCROBBIE <r.mcrobbie@comcast.net> wrote: 

Retrans, correct subject, apologize 

On 01/15/2025 8:00 AM PST RON MCROBBIE <r.mcrobbie@comcast.net> wrote: 

Reference today's Marin Independent Journal article: 

https://www.marinij.com/2025/01/14/agency-to-vet-richmond-san-rafael-bridge-bike-lane-experiment/? 
campaign=goodmorningmarin&utm_email=05F2529E944DB4237572C4AF7C&g2i_eui=GDMHMhoYinAb531wiPmfKCeqG5qMSzs1&g2i_source=newsletter&lctg=05F2529E944DB4237572C4AF7C&active=yesD&utm_source=listrak&utm_medium=email&utm_term=https%3a%2f%2fwww.marinij.com%2f2025%2f01%2f14%2fagency-
to-vet-richmond-san-rafael-bridge-bike-lane-experiment%2f&utm_campaign=bang-nl-good-morning-marin-nl&utm_content=automated 

************** 

Hello BCDC Representative, 

The following points are directed at San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission's now contemplated extension of the Richmond Bridge 4 Year pilot project, and are submitted for consideration in your 16 Jan 2025 Forum (extended pilot includes a 4/3 day sharing plan for drivers/bikers): 

*Why was MTC pursuing very controversial “bike lane/commute lane” changes with San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission “before” (emphasis added) a report on the multi-use lane trial could be finalized? 

*The latest collective proposal to “Reduce bike and pedestrian access to the bike lane to 3 days” would appear to be politically driven and requires a costly movable barrier operation. It falls far short of an effective and responsible decision benefitting the environment, and mitigating existing negative impacts to the 
overwhelming huge majority of bridge users, i.e. East Bay folks commuting to Marin. 

*Per MTC’s John Goodwin the contemplated 4/3day sharing plan “creates a shoulder where drivers can pull off after collisions or breakdowns”. Does this imply that the 3rd lane cannot be used for vehicular commute traffic? Does MTC think that a shoulder for safety is only required 4 days per week, and not 7 days?? 
Isn’t emergency response efficiency essential 7 days per week?? 

*Per article MTC, Marin County Bicycle Coalition (MBC), and Bike East Bay agreed that “initial reports also indicate the lane hasn’t intensified vehicle traffic”.  (This statement is eyebrow raising and is contrary to all visual observations.  Smoke, mirrors & politics…begs honesty & close review of future contracting.)  Any 
person who has ever experienced the converging of heavy westbound traffic from multiple lanes just beyond the toll booths into the now existing 2 lanes, absolutely knows that THE BIKE LANE DOES INTENSIFY TRAFFIC!! WEEKDAYS AND WEEKENDS!! 

*The traffic snarl triggered by Richmond Bridge bike lane is a 7 day/week issue resulting in numerous lost person-hours, wasted gasoline and negative environmental impacts to Point Richmond and vicinity. The visual disparity of miles of bumper-to-bumper west-bound commuter vehicle traffic vs. a typical handful of 
bikers using the bike lane across the bridge begs a responsible (emphasis added) leadership response, and intelligent use of our bucks. This bridge use and negative impact disparity will not change as a result of MTC’s 4/3 day sharing proposal. 

*Any proposal requiring a “movable barrier” has obvious negative and costly implications and begs many questions.  Additional “new costs” potentially include vehicular equipment to move the barrier, and associated labor, maintenance costs.  It will be time-consuming to move 5 miles of barrier. The operation of moving 
the barrier could potentially reduce west bound traffic to a single lane, while further compromising safety. 

*Throwing more taxpayer bucks in support of an obvious numbers disparity, favoring the sparse number of cyclists vs the needs of thousands of Contra Costa and other East Bay County commuter interests seeking cost and time effective access to Marin County, makes no sense. A movable barrier will not change this 
disparity in needs. Yes, cycling is healthy, but that shouldn’t drive irresponsible decisions. 

*Who benefits from further studies, when the disproportionate negative impacts of the bike path are so apparent?? Who makes money on further studies, and who benefits…..certainly not the East Bay folks seeking access to Marin County!!  Perhaps an audit or flood light needs to shine on this!! 

*Bay Area transportation planners should make an immediate decision to remove the barrier ASAP. Any future studies should be based upon where to go from there. 

I thank you in advance for listening to the above concerns, which are intended to cut through the politics, and to provide maximum benefit to the environment, to the public, taxpayers, and Richmond Bridge users: 

Respectfully submitted, 

Concerned citizen, San Rafael 

Ron McRobbie 

Email = r.mcrobbie@comcast.net 

PS: As a courtesy to BCDC and other agency decision/policy makers participating in your 16 Jan 2025 Forum, I am including the email chain below, indicating the aforementioned concerns, and my communication with various Marin County Elected Officials, Marin and East Bay media journalists, and concerned citizens: 

************** 

---------- Original Message ----------

From: RON MCROBBIE <r.mcrobbie@comcast.net> 

To: "Mary.Sackett@MarinCounty.gov" <Mary.Sackett@MarinCounty.gov> 

Cc: "assemblymember.connolly@outreach.assembly.ca.gov" <assemblymember.connolly@outreach.assembly.ca.gov>, "spotswood@comcast.net" <spotswood@comcast.net>, "slopez@bayareanewsgroup.com" <slopez@bayareanewsgroup.com>, "sustainablesanrafael@sustainablemarin.org" 
<sustainablesanrafael@sustainablemarin.org> 

Date: 01/12/2025 8:04 AM PST 

Subject: Richmond Bridge Bike Lane- Safety, Environmental, Human Resource, and Taxpayer Concerns 

Hello Supervisor Sackett, 

While I very much appreciate your prompt response to my email below, I believe that the Marin County Board of Supervisors President Dennis Rodoni, and his Supervisors, arrived at an absolutely incorrect decision to support extending the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge bike path trial project beyond the intended 4 year 
period.  Additionally, the plan to “convert the westbound shoulder lane from a 24/7 multi-use path to an emergency lane Monday through Thursday” is not a well thought out concept, and appears to be politically driven.  The following points are directed both at the 5 Nov 2024 Rodoni letter to San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission (reference your link below), and the now contemplated 4 day-3 day emergency lane/bike path usage: 

*Why is MTC pursuing very controversial “bike lane/commute lane” changes with San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission “before” (emphasis added) a report on the multi-use lane trial could be finalized? 



*The latest collective proposal to “Reduce bike and pedestrian access to the bike lane to 3 days” would appear to be politically driven and requires a costly movable barrier operation. It falls far short of an effective and responsible decision benefitting the environment, and mitigating existing negative impacts to the 
overwhelming huge majority of bridge users, i.e. East Bay folks commuting to Marin. 

*Per MTC’s John Goodwin the contemplated 4/3day sharing plan “creates a shoulder where drivers can pull off after collisions or breakdowns”. Does this imply that the 3rd lane cannot be used for vehicular commute traffic? Does MTC think that a shoulder for safety is only required 4 days per week, and not 7 days?? 
Isn’t emergency response efficiency essential 7 days per week?? 

*Per article MTC, Marin County Bicycle Coalition (MBC), and Bike East Bay agreed that “initial reports also indicate the lane hasn’t intensified vehicle traffic”.  (This statement is eyebrow raising and is contrary to all visual observations.  Smoke, mirrors & politics…begs honesty & close review of future contracting.)  Any 
person who has ever experienced the converging of heavy westbound traffic from multiple lanes just beyond the toll booths into the now existing 2 lanes, absolutely knows that THE BIKE LANE DOES INTENSIFY TRAFFIC!! WEEKDAYS AND WEEKENDS!! 

*The traffic snarl triggered by Richmond Bridge bike lane is a 7 day/week issue resulting in numerous lost person-hours, wasted gasoline and negative environmental impacts to Point Richmond and vicinity. The visual disparity of miles of bumper-to-bumper west-bound commuter vehicle traffic vs. a typical handful of 
bikers using the bike lane across the bridge begs a responsible (emphasis added) leadership response, and intelligent use of our bucks. This bridge use and negative impact disparity will not change as a result of MTC’s 4/3 day sharing proposal. 

*Any proposal requiring a “movable barrier” has obvious negative and costly implications and begs many questions.  Additional “new costs” potentially include vehicular equipment to move the barrier, and associated labor, maintenance costs.  It will be time-consuming to move 5 miles of barrier. The operation of moving 
the barrier could potentially reduce west bound traffic to a single lane, while further compromising safety. 

*Throwing more taxpayer bucks in support of an obvious numbers disparity, favoring the sparse number of cyclists vs the needs of thousands of Contra Costa and other East Bay County commuter interests seeking cost and time effective access to Marin County, makes no sense. A movable barrier will not change this 
disparity in needs. Yes, cycling is healthy, but that shouldn’t drive irresponsible decisions. 

*Who benefits from further studies, when the disproportionate negative impacts of the bike path are so apparent?? Who makes money on further studies, and who benefits…..certainly not the East Bay folks seeking access to Marin County!!  Perhaps an audit or flood light needs to shine on this!! 

*Bay Area transportation planners should make an immediate decision to remove the barrier ASAP. Any future studies should be based upon where to go from there. 

Once again, I thank you Ms Sackett for your willingness to dialogue.  Please share this communication with your President, Mr Rodoni, fellow Supervisors, and beyond as appropriate. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Concerned citizen, San Rafael 

Ron McRobbie 

************** 

---------- Original Message ----------

From: "Sackett, Mary" <Mary.Sackett@MarinCounty.gov> 

To: RON MCROBBIE <r.mcrobbie@comcast.net> 

Date: 01/08/2025 5:07 PM PST 

Subject: RE: Richmond Bridge Bike Lane 

Ron, 

Here is a link to the position that the Board of Supervisors has taken on the bike lane. Neither I, nor the Marin County Board of Supervisors, has a vote on the matter. Nonetheless, we have weighed in on the modified pilot that I understand that BCDC will be considering.  The letter with our position can be found here: 
https://www.marincounty.gov/departments/executive/budget-and-priority-setting/legislative-support-and-advocacy/legislative-letters/nov-5-support-letter-richmond-san-rafael-bridge-upper-deck-modified-pilot 

Best, 

Mary 

From: RON MCROBBIE <r.mcrobbie@comcast.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 8, 2025 8:57 AM
To: Sackett, Mary <Mary.Sackett@MarinCounty.gov> 
Cc: assemblymember.connolly@outreach.assembly.ca.gov; slopez@bayareanewsgroup.com; Marin IJ - Dick Spotswood <spotswood@comcast.net> 
Subject: Fwd: Richmond Bridge Bike Lane 

Hello Supervisor Sackett, 

I am sharing my 4 December 2024 communication to Assembly Member Damon Connolly regarding very questionable continued political support for the Richmond Bridge Bike Lane.  To date, I have not received a response from Connolly.  In your newsletters you note that you are a strong bike advocate, as is Damon 
Connolly.  Yes, biking is healthy and wonderful, but biking and Bicycle Coalitions should not drive irresponsible decisions at the expense of taxpayers and the environment.  This point is discussed in detail in the email chain below. 

Given the disproportionate bike lane negative impacts to East Bay commuters, the Pt Richmond community, and the environment, I solicit your reply and rationale for your/others continued support of the Richmond Bridge Bike Lane. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ron McRobbie 

San Rafael 

CC: 

Assembly Member Connolly 

Dick Spotswood, Marin IJ 

Sierra Lopez, East Bay Times 

******************* 

---------- Original Message ----------

From: RON MCROBBIE <r.mcrobbie@comcast.net> 

To: "assemblymember.connolly@outreach.assembly.ca.gov" <assemblymember.connolly@outreach.assembly.ca.gov> 

Date: 12/04/2024 6:39 AM PST 

Subject: Richmond Bridge Bike Lane 

Hello Assemblymember Damon Connolly, 

If reported accurately, you and other Marin County elected officials supported a continuation of the Richmond Bridge bike lane beyond the 4 year trial period.  Learning this was startling and disappointing for me, given the obvious negative impacts and disparities. 

Speculating...."follow the money?"  It seems pretty obvious to me that the well-intended bike lane was proven to be a failure via the initial 4 yr pilot project.  Honest synthesis and comparison of positives vs. negatives yields "Get rid of the bike lane now" = No Brainer!!  Who benefits from further studies, and who makes 
money?  Does this hint of Marin elitism, as opposed to "Let's fix this together"?  Are there "Follow the money issues" that need to be addressed? 

FYI- I have included my email correspondence below elaborating on Dick Spotswood recent Marin IJ column (link below), as well as my past letters to the Marin IJ and East Bay Times.  I hope you value this feedback and that you share the same with your fellow elected Marin County officials that influence Richmond 
Bridge bike lane decisions.  Also, a reply would be kindly appreciated, thank you. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ron McRobbie 

San Rafael 

*************On Nov 17, 2024, at 9:01 AM, RON MCROBBIE <r.mcrobbie@comcast.net> wrote: 

Good morning Dick Spotswood, 

My highest compliments, your editorial "Bridge bike-lane plan does not go far enough" in today's Marin IJ nailed it! 

https://enewspaper-marinij-com.translate.goog/infinity/article_popover_share.aspx?guid=abb8450d-b3e7-4702-ab92-f2c54e946899&html5=desktop&_x_tr_sl=en&_x_tr_tl=es&_x_tr_hl=en-US 

The latest proposal isn't the solution, and I addressed this in my 22 Mar 2024 letters to the Marin IJ and the East Bay Times below, neither of which were published.  Each and every time I have driven to the East Bay during the weekday morning commute hours, with me sailing along at the speed limit east bound, I see 2-
4 miles of west bound crawling traffic seeking access to Marin via the toll narrowing.  And on weekends, I often have visitors from the East Bay, and they encounter a 1-2 mile snarl. 

FYI- I am sharing my aforementioned letters to local media..... I have addressed some negative impacts of the bike lane beyond those you have mentioned.  The burden is borne primarily by those on the East Bay side of the bridge.  I was startled to see the support of the Marin elected officials for the latest bike lane 
proposal, thus continuing bike lane negative environmental impacts, and impacts to East Bay commuters.  Does this hint of Marin elitism, as opposed to "Let's fix this together"?  Are there "Follow the money issues" that need to be addressed? 

Thank you again, 

Ron McRobbie 

San Rafael, CA 

. 

********* 



--- --- ----- -----

On Friday, March 22, 2024 at 12:09:03 PM PDT, RON MCROBBIE <r.mcrobbie@comcast.net> wrote: 

Hello Sierra Lopez, 

Thank you for your article published both in the East Bay Times and Marin Independent Journal.  I have to say that the title of your East Bay Times article is very misleading and doesn't represent very well your well-written story. Headline implies a fix, which is not the case. 

https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2024/03/18/richmond-san-rafael-bridge-pedestrian-lane-may-soon-be-removed-after-four-year-pilot/ 

You have my permission to consider and publish my response letter to the Marin IJ in the East Bay Times (see below).  In my opinion the MTC and bike coalitions continue to blow smoke, when it serves their purpose (I was more polite in my letter to the editor).  Thank you again, the public needs to know the info you 
have captured! 

Respectfully submitted 

Ron McRobbie 

San Rafael, CA 

PS: please acknowledge receipt of my email to you, thx 

****************** 

---------- Original Message ----------

From: RON MCROBBIE <r.mcrobbie@comcast.net> 

To: "opinion@marinij.com" <opinion@marinij.com>, "slopez@bayareanewsgroup.com" <slopez@bayareanewsgroup.com> 

Cc: "arodriguez@marinij.com" <arodriguez@marinij.com> 

Date: 03/22/2024 11:22 AM PDT 

Subject: Marin IJ article “TRANSPORTATION PLAN 20 Mar 2024 

Hello Marin IJ, 

Thank you for your continuing coverage of the Richmond Bridge bike path trial project.  Reference your 20 Mar 2024 article “TRANSPORTATION PLAN”: https://enewspaper.marinij.com/html5/reader/production/default.aspx?pubname=&edid=5becff02-a733-4a24-8a89-cc14b9619537 

I had a strong overall reaction to the reported Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) contemplated near-term actions and questionable statements.  The following letter to editor is submitted for your consideration: 

RICHMOND BRIDGE BIKE LANE QUESTIONABLE PLANS BEING PURSUED 

*Why is MTC pursuing very controversial “bike lane/commute lane” changes with San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission before a report on the multi-use lane trial could be finalized? 

*The latest collective proposal to “Reduce bike and pedestrian access to the bike lane to 3 days” would appear to be politically driven and requires a costly movable barrier. It falls far short of an effective and responsible decision benefitting the environment, and mitigating negative impacts to the overwhelming huge 
majority of bridge users, i.e. East Bay folks commuting to Marin. 

* Per MTC’s John Goodwin the contemplated 4/3day sharing plan “creates a shoulder where drivers can pull off after collisions or breakdowns”. Does this imply that the 3rd lane cannot be used for vehicular commute traffic? Does MTC think that a shoulder for safety is only required 4 days per week, and not 7 days?? 

*Per article MTC, Marin County Bicycle Coalition (MBC), and Bike East Bay agreed that “initial reports also indicate the lane hasn’t intensified vehicle traffic”.  (This statement is eyebrow raising and is contrary to all visual observations.  Smoke, mirrors & politics…begs honesty & close review of future contracting.) 

*The traffic snarl triggered by Richmond Bridge bike lane is a 7 day/week issue resulting in numerous lost person-hours, wasted gasoline and negative environmental impacts to Point Richmond and vicinity. The visual disparity of miles of bumper-to-bumper west-bound commuter vehicle traffic vs. a typical handful of 
bikers using the bike lane across the bridge begs a responsible (emphasis added) leadership response, and intelligent use of our bucks.  This bridge use and negative impact disparity will not change as a result of MTC’s 4/3 day sharing proposal. 

*Any proposal requiring a “movable barrier” has obvious negative and costly implications and begs many questions.  Additional “new costs” potentially include vehicular equipment to move the barrier, and associated labor, maintenance costs.  It will be time-consuming to move 5 miles of barrier. The operation of moving 
the barrier could potentially reduce west bound traffic to a single lane, while further compromising safety. 

*Throwing more taxpayer bucks in support of an obvious numbers disparity, favoring the sparse number of cyclists vs the needs of thousands of Contra Costa and other East Bay County commuter interests seeking cost and time effective access to Marin County, makes no sense. A movable barrier will not change this 
disparity in needs. Yes, cycling is healthy, but that shouldn’t drive irresponsible decisions. 

*Bay Area transportation planners should make an immediate decision to remove the barrier ASAP. Any future studies should be based upon where to go from there. 

Ron McRobbie 

San Rafael, CA 

Email Disclaimer: https://www.marincounty.gov/privacy-policy 
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From: Reception@BCDC 
To: RON MCROBBIE 
Subject: RE: Richmond Bridge Bike Lane- Smoke and Mirrors 
Date: Wednesday, January 22, 2025 8:36:45 AM 
Attachments: image001.png 

Thank you — We are in receipt of your public comment to the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission. 

Reception Desk 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale St., Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
info@bcdc.ca.gov | www.bcdc.ca.gov 
Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 

From: RON MCROBBIE <r.mcrobbie@comcast.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 22, 2025 8:01 AM 
To: opinion@marinij.com 
Cc: spotswood@comcast.net; arodriguez@marinij.com; slopez@bayareanewsgroup.com; 
Reception@BCDC <reception@bcdc.ca.gov>; BCDC PublicComment 
<publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov>; mary.sackett@marincounty.gov; 
assemblymember.connolly@outreach.assembly.ca.gov; sustainablesanrafael@sustainablemarin.org 
Subject: Richmond Bridge Bike Lane- Smoke and Mirrors 

You don't often get email from r.mcrobbie@comcast.net. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello Marin IJ and Bay Area News Group, 
Kindly consider the item below for your Letters to Editor/Opinion Section. 
Thank you, 
Ron McRobbie 
San Rafael, CA 
********************* 

Richmond Bridge Bike Lane- Smoke and Mirrors 
Sharing my feedback to Bay Conservation and Development 
Hello BCDC Representatives, 
While I appreciate BCDC’s making it’s January 16, 2025 Commission Meeting (to 




address the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane trial period proposed extension) 
available to the public via Live Webcast, I was very disheartened having watched the 
same.  I am submitting the following feedback in hopes that collective leadership 
“gets it right” this time, disapproves a further 2 year study to “collect more data” when 
the obvious solution is staring you in the eyes, and is unmistakenly visible to the 
public….. 

Solution = Eliminate the bike lane now, free up the 3rd lane providing essential 
safety responder access efficiency, reducing westbound driving time, 
mitigating negative environmental impacts due to carbon emissions from 
stacked up traffic, reducing countless lost person-hours, cutting through 
politics, and restoring BCDC’s (and other agencies) credibility with the public. 

Feedback 16 Jan 2025 meeting: 
*While BAY PLAN TRANSPORTATION POLICIES to provide bike access to 
shorelines are admirable, application of this policy in the case of the Richmond Bridge 
bike lane is “contrary to CA’s state leadership in mitigating negative impacts to 
environment”.  The latter should supersede. 

*Proportionately very little discussion was focused on the negative environmental 
impacts caused by the bike lane- THIS IS THE ELEPHANT IN THE LIVING ROOM 
THAT BIKE LANE PROPONENTS MINIMIZE OR IGNORE (carbon emissions from 
stacked up westbound traffic, lost person hours, compromised emergency response 
ability, personal stress and possible health impacts to Point Richmond vicinity, and 
more. 

*Data collectors are too deep in the forest to see the trees.  They claim to need collect 
more “future incident data” during an extended 18 month bike lane trial period.  AND 
THEY EXCLUDE FLAT TIRES AND RUNNING OUT OF GAS AS INCIDENTS (these 
create impacts). AND THEY INDICATE PROBLEMS WITH THE QUALITY OF DATA 
THEY HAVE COLLECTED FROM VARIOUS SOURCES. AND THE MODELLING 
INDICATES ONLY 5 MINUTES OF LOST WESTBOUND COMMUTER TIME, 
WHICH ANY WESTBOUND COMMUTER KNOWS IS BUNK!  (Can be 20-25 
minutes even without an incident during heavy traffic times). The bridge use and 
negative impacts disparity due to the bike lane will not change as a result of 
extending the trial period via MTC’s 4/3 day sharing proposal. Visual observation 
of the bike lane negative impacts (as well as public feedback on same included in 
your agenda) is sufficient to eliminate the bike lane asap.  COMPROMISING 
EMERGENCY RESPONSE EFFICIENCY AND PUBLIC SAFETY FOR 2 MORE 
YEARS FOR THE PURPOSE OF COLLECTING MOE DATA WOULD APPEAR TO 
BE IRRESPONSIBLE LEADERSHIP TO THIS INDIVIDUAL. 

*In this day and age of global warming and climate change, and the extreme need to 
take action to prevent or minimize carbon emissions into the environment, extending 
this bike lane trial project two more years for data collection, thereby exacerbating 
environmental conditions and adding to the carbon pollution is very short sighted, and 
reflects a political bias towards bike advocates. 



Once again, I do appreciate your making the BCDC meeting available to the public.  I 
truly hope that you value my feedback, and make collective decisions that best serve 
the environment, the health and safety of the general public.  Yes, biking is wonderful, 
but it shouldn’t drive irresponsible, short-sighted decisions.  Please kindly share this 
feedback with fellow decision-makers as appropriate.  Thanks for listening, 

Respectfully submitted, 
Concerned citizen, San Rafael 
Ron McRobbie 
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From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Jack Lieberman 
Subject: RE: Bicycle lane on Richmond bridge 
Date: Tuesday, January 28, 2025 8:57:17 AM 
Attachments: image001.png 

Thank you — We are in receipt of your public comment to the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission. 

Reception Desk 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale St., Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
info@bcdc.ca.gov | www.bcdc.ca.gov 
Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 

From: Jack Lieberman <jack94960@outlook.com> 
Sent: Sunday, January 26, 2025 12:53 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Bicycle lane on Richmond bridge 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from jack94960@outlook.com. Learn why this is 
important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

It was a gross mistake to remove a westbound lane on the Richmond bridge and use it 
for bicycles. Miles of cars going West spew out greenhouse exhaust while a few bicycles 
use the blocked off lane. Absurd. The bicycle lobby is obnoxiously vocal while their 
members and other bicyclists flout almost all traffic laws. When bicyclists start to obey 
even a fraction of traffic laws I will pay attention to their howls for special treatment. 
Please limit or better yet REMOVE the dedicated lane on the Richmond bridge and allow 
the vast majority of people to use it. 

Jack Lieberman 
San Anselmo 
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From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Jeremiah Maller 
Subject: RE: Don"t Close the RSR Bridge Bike/Ped Path on weekdays - Keep it open 7 days/wk!!! 
Date: Tuesday, February 4, 2025 10:01:02 AM 
Attachments: image001.png 

Thank you — We are in receipt of your public comment to the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission. 

Reception Desk 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale St., Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
info@bcdc.ca.gov | www.bcdc.ca.gov 
Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 

From: Jeremiah Maller <rjmaller@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 3, 2025 7:36 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Don't Close the RSR Bridge Bike/Ped Path on weekdays - Keep it open 7 days/wk!!! 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from rjmaller@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear BCDC Commissioners, 

I urge you to keep the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge pedestrian and bicycle path on the top 
deck open permanently, 7 days per week. 

Converting the path into a vehicle breakdown lane on weekdays will not alleviate 
congestion; it will worsen it. Decades of research, including findings on induced demand, 
show that adding lanes encourages more driving, leading to increased traffic and air pollution 
rather than reducing it. Closing this vital connection for cyclists and pedestrians would 
undermine the Bay Area’s efforts to promote sustainable transportation and reduce carbon 
emissions. 

As an Oakland resident, I ride across the RSR Bridge at least ten times a year, often more. 
This path is an essential part of making the Bay Area’s transportation system more accessible, 
safe, and climate-friendly. Removing it would be a step backward in our commitment to a 




□ 

greener, healthier future. 

I urge you to prioritize long-term environmental and mobility benefits over short-term traffic 
concerns by keeping the bike and pedestrian path open. More evidence supporting this can be 
found here: 
https://sf.streetsblog.org/2023/10/03/rsr-bridge-pilot-coming-to-an-end-whats-next. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Jeremiah Maller 

Jeremiah Maller 
https://www.linkedin.com/in/maller/ 

I'm using Inbox When Ready to protect my focus. 
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u—yz‡«—–u�svwṫu�v�vw“yx��y“̋z⁄}•yv“u~x’}u“�v ��uv} ̨ 
�¼�¼èé¿º¾½ ‰yƒƒ�›�yv}~›Œ ��z~�}‡t •yƒƒ�›yv‡y�†~›~„ ‡t}�®ı �fu•}›�‡y ’•tƒyv“̄⁄uv�’u…u}–�—~�“��—�w} †u‡t‘�‚›u�’�•tƒyv“�~}›�“}v‡uv“�™u~v��y~w}~��z›} —�w}�†ut›„}~u–�‡�ƒ}› �}w�‡y •yƒƒz‡‡y�‡t …�•}‘�™x�›•t}“z–}„u~�›uv“�tu„� �‡t}�wvy�–}“ �}�‡tu‡�‡t}�†u‡t��›u•}›�—–} uv“ u…}ƒuw›�ƒx�•ƒƒz‡}�›u…}~Œƒy~�~}–�u—–uv“�u–y �› �‡�—–uv•��y~w�uv“�–�…}‘ �st}�›z �› “�›y–z‡�yvy…�tu„v ��u—w}›tz–}���–z–‡ƒu}–x“�›•yz~u ��†}y†–…~yƒ�•x•–�v��y~ ›•y‡�v ��y �y~w�tƒ}�›•tyy–‘�u�v �‡y �u�‡Œvy‡�wvy ��v ��…�t}~}��›~ ƒ��v�t z‡–}�uv“ —}�v �ty›‡u ��‡y‡t}�„u �u~}›�…�‡~u…�•�u~�t}�„}~x�‡t�v �›tu‡�u—�w}•ƒƒz‡}~�›�t†�v��‡y u„y�“��tv�‡t}xƒyzv‡�‡t}�~—�w}›‘��‡���–�} �‡v“�•yƒƒz‡}‡�ƒ}›Œ�uv“�–�w}–x�tu„}�}�‡}v›�„ zvu yzv‡}“�…y~�•y›‡›�…y~�u–�v„y–„“‘ st�›��›‡t�yv–x—ux•~ ›�v �…y~�—�w —}‡� ‰u~��v} ��uv“��u–y�‚–‡y‘�̆y�v �����z–“�—}�uv zv…y~•}“�}~y~�uv“�}~y“}�‡t}�†~y�~}›�ƒu“}��v�}v•yz~u��v ��u–‡}~vu‡�„}�‡~uv›†y~‡u‡�yv‘ � � Œ 



$ ( �)°� ��%��˛�% � �̂�&����̨�$�˙� ���� 

�

�̇ ������ ��� ˛� ���� ����� 

� 

����#��$������������!�����̃��������˝̌������� 

%

˘̌���̂������ 

�˜°�̃ �̌ * �.�˛����&�����#-�,����+ + 



 

 

 

 

From: Joe Cerri (joe_cerri@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message 
To: Marie Gilmore 
Subject: Save the Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane! 
Date: Friday, February 14, 2025 2:09:16 PM 

Dear Marie Gilmore, 

Dear San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Members, 

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject the request from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 
Caltrans to close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail Monday through Thursday to convert it into a car 
breakdown shoulder. 

Since its opening in 2019, this trail has become an essential part of the Bay Area?s transportation network, with over 
377,000 trips made by cyclists, pedestrians, and individuals using mobility devices. The data shows that the trail has 
not contributed to increased car congestion and, in fact, has improved traffic conditions. 

Closing this pathway would undermine efforts to promote sustainable, equitable transportation and would go against 
regional and state climate goals. Instead of closing the trail, we should focus on expanding transit options and 
addressing the root causes of congestion. 

I urge you to keep the trail open 24/7 and continue supporting safe, equitable mobility for all. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Cerri 
1240 Lawrence St 
El Cerrito, CA 94530 
joe_cerri@yahoo.com 
(415) 244-8276 

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club. 
If you need more information, please contact Member Care at Sierra Club at member.care@sierraclub.org or (415) 
977-5673. 



 

 

 

 

From: Biren Patel (biren13@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message 
To: Marie Gilmore 
Subject: Save the Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane! 
Date: Sunday, February 16, 2025 8:25:34 AM 

Dear Marie Gilmore, 

I ride my bike on this bridge and would like to continue to do so! 

Dear San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Members, 

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject the request from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 
Caltrans to close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail Monday through Thursday to convert it into a car 
breakdown shoulder. 

Since its opening in 2019, this trail has become an essential part of the Bay Area?s transportation network, with over 
377,000 trips made by cyclists, pedestrians, and individuals using mobility devices. The data shows that the trail has 
not contributed to increased car congestion and, in fact, has improved traffic conditions. 

Closing this pathway would undermine efforts to promote sustainable, equitable transportation and would go against 
regional and state climate goals. Instead of closing the trail, we should focus on expanding transit options and 
addressing the root causes of congestion. 

I urge you to keep the trail open 24/7 and continue supporting safe, equitable mobility for all. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Biren Patel 
5571 Thayer Ln 
San Ramon, CA 94582 
biren13@yahoo.com 
(650) 507-5518 

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club. 
If you need more information, please contact Member Care at Sierra Club at member.care@sierraclub.org or (415) 
977-5673. 



 

 

 

 

From: Carrie Austin (carrieaustin123@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message 
To: Marie Gilmore 
Subject: Save the Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane! 
Date: Sunday, February 16, 2025 8:13:51 AM 

Dear Marie Gilmore, 

I am an avid cyclist and environmental engineer. I urge you to maintain the Bay Trail and RSR Bridge bike 
connection both to support non-fossil fuel weekday commuters and recreation. Supporting bike commuters is 
necessary to get more people to bike rather than drive to work. 

Dear San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Members, 

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject the request from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 
Caltrans to close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail Monday through Thursday to convert it into a car 
breakdown shoulder. 

Since its opening in 2019, this trail has become an essential part of the Bay Area?s transportation network, with over 
377,000 trips made by cyclists, pedestrians, and individuals using mobility devices. The data shows that the trail has 
not contributed to increased car congestion and, in fact, has improved traffic conditions. 

Closing this pathway would undermine efforts to promote sustainable, equitable transportation and would go against 
regional and state climate goals. Instead of closing the trail, we should focus on expanding transit options and 
addressing the root causes of congestion. 

I urge you to keep the trail open 24/7 and continue supporting safe, equitable mobility for all. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Carrie Austin 
1111 El Centro Ave 
Oakland, CA 94602 
carrieaustin123@gmail.com 
(510) 967-1163 

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club. 
If you need more information, please contact Member Care at Sierra Club at member.care@sierraclub.org or (415) 
977-5673. 



 

 

 

 

From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Sharon Guy 
Subject: RE: 02/16/2025 Item 8 San Rafael Bridge. 
Date: Thursday, January 16, 2025 1:34:18 PM 

Thank you — We are in receipt of your public comment to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission. 

Reception Desk 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale St., Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
info@bcdc.ca.gov | https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/? 
url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.bcdc.ca.gov%2F&data=05%7C02%7Ckatharine.pan%40bcdc.ca.gov%7Cf17369361852453ec30008dd36758641%7Cdd8771a855304333949ec4600f5bca71%7C0%7C0%7C638726600574865886%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=7BOpQVSc8AZPVQ6OlSxkpouKB2RqxRGUXSCJVIOzVKA%3D&reserved=0 
Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 

-----Original Message-----
From: Sharon Guy <sharonguy1@comcast.net> 
Sent: Thursday, January 16, 2025 10:36 AM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: 02/16/2025 Item 8 San Rafael Bridge. 

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from sharonguy1@comcast.net. Learn why this is important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or opening attachments. 

Underused bike lanes. 
I am a frequent user of the bridge & see commute traffic gridlock getting onto the bridge is a constant problem backing up both ways daily. When there’s an accident, the problem is monumental. 
As I sit waiting in traffic I rarely see a biker. Bike use is vastly underused compared to the thousands of people who commute daily for their necessary income and livelihood. 
The Marin Bicycle Coalition is too powerful and has vast influence compared to the thousands of unrepresented voices of the commuters, manly who are minimum wage hourly worker who cannot afford to live in Marin. 
In addition, the weekend traffic getting back and forth across the bridge is also a huge problem. On a Sunday, the traffic can often be backed up almost to the Gilman Street, Emeryville exit on the east side of the bridge. 
Shuttling bikes 7 days a week makes sense to me. The bridge was designed for auto transit and should be fully used for that and the economic impact…not for a five mile treat for recreational bikers. 
Sharon Guy 
Mill Valley 
415-713-3334 
Sharon Guy 
415-713-3334 



 

 

 

 

From: Francisco Grajales (francisco.daniel.grajales@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message 
To: Marie Gilmore 
Subject: Save the Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane! 
Date: Monday, February 17, 2025 9:38:50 AM 

Dear Marie Gilmore, 

Please keep this path open 24/7 in order to serve ALL members of the community, not just those who can afford to 
drive. We should be doing everything we can to encourage people to travel using modes other than their own 
personal automobiles. 

Dear San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Members, 

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject the request from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 
Caltrans to close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail Monday through Thursday to convert it into a car 
breakdown shoulder. 

Since its opening in 2019, this trail has become an essential part of the Bay Area?s transportation network, with over 
377,000 trips made by cyclists, pedestrians, and individuals using mobility devices. The data shows that the trail has 
not contributed to increased car congestion and, in fact, has improved traffic conditions. 

Closing this pathway would undermine efforts to promote sustainable, equitable transportation and would go against 
regional and state climate goals. Instead of closing the trail, we should focus on expanding transit options and 
addressing the root causes of congestion. 

I urge you to keep the trail open 24/7 and continue supporting safe, equitable mobility for all. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Francisco Grajales 
2411 Humboldt Ave 
Oakland, CA 94601 
francisco.daniel.grajales@gmail.com 
(512) 909-5434 

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club. 
If you need more information, please contact Member Care at Sierra Club at member.care@sierraclub.org or (415) 
977-5673. 



 

Plese, Alyssa@BCDC 

From: Francisco Grajales (francisco.daniel.grajales@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message 
<kwautomail@phone2action.com> 

Sent: Monday, February 17, 2025 9:39 AM
To: Marie Gilmore 
Subject: Save the Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane! 

Dear Marie Gilmore,  

Please keep this path open 24/7 in order to serve ALL members of the community, not just those who can afford to drive. 
We should be doing everything we can to encourage people to travel using modes other than their own personal 
automobiles.  

Dear San Francisco Bay ConservaƟon and Development Commission Members, 

I am wriƟng to strongly urge you to reject the request from the Metropolitan TransportaƟon Commission and Caltrans to 
close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail Monday through Thursday to convert it into a car breakdown shoulder. 

Since its opening in 2019, this trail has become an essenƟal part of the Bay Area?s transportaƟon network, with over 
377,000 trips made by cyclists, pedestrians, and individuals using mobility devices. The data shows that the trail has not 
contributed to increased car congesƟon and, in fact, has improved traffic condiƟons. 

Closing this pathway would undermine efforts to promote sustainable, equitable transportaƟon and would go against 
regional and state climate goals. Instead of closing the trail, we should focus on expanding transit opƟons and addressing 
the root causes of congesƟon. 

I urge you to keep the trail open 24/7 and conƟnue supporƟng safe, equitable mobility for all. 

Thank you for your consideraƟon. 

Sincerely, 

Francisco Grajales 
2411 Humboldt Ave  
Oakland, CA 94601  
francisco.daniel.grajales@gmail.com  
(512) 909-5434  

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club. If you 
need more informaƟon, please contact Member Care at Sierra Club at member.care@sierraclub.org or (415) 977-5673. 
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From: Reception@BCDC 
To: LINDA LIPSCOMB 
Subject: RE: Bike Lane on San Rafael bridge 
Date: Tuesday, February 18, 2025 8:32:02 AM 
Attachments: image001.png 

Thank you — We are in receipt of your public comment to the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission. 

Reception Desk 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale St., Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
info@bcdc.ca.gov | www.bcdc.ca.gov 
Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 

From: LINDA LIPSCOMB <lindalipscomb@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2025 6:51 PM 
To: Reception@BCDC <reception@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Bike Lane on San Rafael bridge 

You don't often get email from lindalipscomb@hotmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hi - Regarding the bike lane on the San Rafael Bridge, please note: on the times I have used 
the Bridge, I never have seen more than a half dozen, (usually only 2 or 3), bike riders in the 
bike lane when crossing from East Bay to Marin, or the reverse. It's a virtue signaling project, 
and should not be tolerated, because it's not in the best interests of all of the citizens. You 
know that. Please restore the "breakdown lane", and take away the bike lane. It's just for the 
greater good. Best, Linda Lipscomb 

Linda Lipscomb,  (510) 295-8168 




 

 

 

 

From: Heath Maddox (heathmaddox@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message 
To: Marie Gilmore 
Subject: Save the Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane! 
Date: Monday, February 24, 2025 1:17:58 PM 

Dear Marie Gilmore, 

With the recent fires in Los Angeles, we saw people fleeing on foot and abandoning their cars in a traffic jam of 
evacuees. A dedicated pathway on the bridge insures that there will always be room to walk or bike to safety in a 
disaster if need be. 

Dear San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Members, 

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject the request from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 
Caltrans to close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail Monday through Thursday to convert it into a car 
breakdown shoulder. 

Since its opening in 2019, this trail has become an essential part of the Bay Area?s transportation network, with over 
377,000 trips made by cyclists, pedestrians, and individuals using mobility devices. The data shows that the trail has 
not contributed to increased car congestion and, in fact, has improved traffic conditions. 

Closing this pathway would undermine efforts to promote sustainable, equitable transportation and would go against 
regional and state climate goals. Instead of closing the trail, we should focus on expanding transit options and 
addressing the root causes of congestion. 

I urge you to keep the trail open 24/7 and continue supporting safe, equitable mobility for all. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Heath Maddox 
1565 Rose St 
Berkeley, CA 94703 
heathmaddox@gmail.com 
(415) 728-1352 

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club. 
If you need more information, please contact Member Care at Sierra Club at member.care@sierraclub.org or (415) 
977-5673. 



 

 

 

 

From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Alison Kreshin 
Subject: RE: Public Comment - 3/6/25 Meeting 
Date: Thursday, February 27, 2025 10:37:25 AM 

Thank you — We are in receipt of your public comment to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission. 

Reception Desk 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale St., Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
info@bcdc.ca.gov | https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/? 
url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.bcdc.ca.gov%2F&data=05%7C02%7Ckatharine.pan%40bcdc.ca.gov%7Cc78cf59783f445f6ee1208dd575dc6b7%7Cdd8771a855304333949ec4600f5bca71%7C0%7C0%7C638762782448272190%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=iAtpYKcvsByWC40%2FyPop82GPgOXcKLOfPH5dw8JvJYo%3D&reserved=0 
Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 

-----Original Message-----
From: Alison Kreshin <akreshin@comcast.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 26, 2025 12:23 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Public Comment - 3/6/25 Meeting 

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from akreshin@comcast.net. Learn why this is important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or opening attachments. 

I am a physician practicing for 34 years. 

I have a solo private practice in Larkspur. 

I use the Richmond San Rafael Bridge bike path to attend medical meetings at hospitals and clinics in the East Bay as well as making home visits to my elderly patients who aren’t technologically savvy enough to Zoom with me. 

I also use the Richmond Bridge bike path to visit friends and family in the East Bay. 

I love the way I can ride from my home office in Larkspur mostly on rails to trails bike paths over the Richmond bridge in that fabulous dedicated bike lane into Point Richmond then through the industrial area of Richmond and the Marina Bay neighborhood to the Bay Trail past Point Isabel all the way through to Emeryville before having to rejoin cars on busy streets. 

It is a glorious hour of commuting while I look at 80 clogged with cars and their brake lights. 

Curtailing the bridge bike path is a step in the wrong direction for our transportation system. 

This would effectively remove four miles of Bay Trail, more than has been built in the last six years combined. 

Adding more car capacity to the bridge will not reduce congestion. 

There are no other bike/pedestrian crossings of the Bay for at least 20 miles in either direction. 

I rode across the Dumbarton Bridge bike lane for the first time last year when I was at a medical meeting with colleagues in Palo Alto and Stanford.  I was floored.  That bike lane has been there for years.  How come Marin only gets to have a bike lane over the Bay for only a few years?  What is the difference here between the South Bay getting to bike across the Bay and Marin is going to be limited to recreational biking over the Bay only on the weekends?? 

I am so sad that I am going to lose the best piece of biking infrastructure that Marin has seen in decades.  How do I bike to the East Bay now?  Highway 37?  Golden Gate Bridge to where?  The Bay Bridge only has a bike lane from Oakland to Treasure Island.  Only the South Bay gets to cross the Bay by bike?? 

And with e-bikes, even an older woman like myself (66 years old) can keep commuting by bike, making for a glorious commute and taking care of our poor planet at the same time. 

Please please reconsider taking my Richmond San Rafael Bridge bike lane away. 

All my best, 

Patricia Alison Kreshin MD 
42 Orange Avenue 
Larkspur, CA 94939 
(415) 377-3501 



 

 

 

 

From: David Briceno (davidhbriceno@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message 
To: Marie Gilmore 
Subject: Save the Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane! 
Date: Wednesday, February 26, 2025 2:00:57 PM 

Dear Marie Gilmore, 

Save the bike path! Support alternative modes of transportation. 

Dear San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Members, 

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject the request from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 
Caltrans to close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail Monday through Thursday to convert it into a car 
breakdown shoulder. 

Since its opening in 2019, this trail has become an essential part of the Bay Area?s transportation network, with over 
377,000 trips made by cyclists, pedestrians, and individuals using mobility devices. The data shows that the trail has 
not contributed to increased car congestion and, in fact, has improved traffic conditions. 

Closing this pathway would undermine efforts to promote sustainable, equitable transportation and would go against 
regional and state climate goals. Instead of closing the trail, we should focus on expanding transit options and 
addressing the root causes of congestion. 

I urge you to keep the trail open 24/7 and continue supporting safe, equitable mobility for all. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

David Briceno 
5219 Locksley Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94618 
davidhbriceno@gmail.com 
(805) 407-8495 

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club. 
If you need more information, please contact Member Care at Sierra Club at member.care@sierraclub.org or (415) 
977-5673. 



 

 

 

 

From: caitlin trahan (rumblestillskins@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message 
To: Marie Gilmore 
Subject: Save the Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane! 
Date: Friday, February 28, 2025 4:36:57 PM 

Dear Marie Gilmore, 

People have already made the switch to bike commute.  It can't grow if it's gone.  This is a vital connection for non 
motorized commuters.  We're not prepared to have more traffic in Richmond because people believe there is a third 
lane.  Ride your bike! Walk! It's the best way to move and commute. 

Dear San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Members, 

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject the request from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 
Caltrans to close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail Monday through Thursday to convert it into a car 
breakdown shoulder. 

Since its opening in 2019, this trail has become an essential part of the Bay Area?s transportation network, with over 
377,000 trips made by cyclists, pedestrians, and individuals using mobility devices. The data shows that the trail has 
not contributed to increased car congestion and, in fact, has improved traffic conditions. 

Closing this pathway would undermine efforts to promote sustainable, equitable transportation and would go against 
regional and state climate goals. Instead of closing the trail, we should focus on expanding transit options and 
addressing the root causes of congestion. 

I urge you to keep the trail open 24/7 and continue supporting safe, equitable mobility for all. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

caitlin trahan 
3021 Nevin Ave 
Richmond, CA 94804 
rumblestillskins@gmail.com 
(508) 742-8452 

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club. 
If you need more information, please contact Member Care at Sierra Club at member.care@sierraclub.org or (415) 
977-5673. 



 

 

 

 

From: Owen Latham (latham.pujo@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message 
To: Marie Gilmore 
Subject: Save the Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane! 
Date: Monday, March 3, 2025 3:12:05 PM 

Dear Marie Gilmore, 

I'm a public school teacher that bike commutes from Hercules to Larkspur daily. Without this bike lane, I can no 
longer commute to my work in an affordable and healthy way. Please keep the bike lane open! 

Dear San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Members, 

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject the request from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 
Caltrans to close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail Monday through Thursday to convert it into a car 
breakdown shoulder. 

Since its opening in 2019, this trail has become an essential part of the Bay Area?s transportation network, with over 
377,000 trips made by cyclists, pedestrians, and individuals using mobility devices. The data shows that the trail has 
not contributed to increased car congestion and, in fact, has improved traffic conditions. 

Closing this pathway would undermine efforts to promote sustainable, equitable transportation and would go against 
regional and state climate goals. Instead of closing the trail, we should focus on expanding transit options and 
addressing the root causes of congestion. 

I urge you to keep the trail open 24/7 and continue supporting safe, equitable mobility for all. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Owen Latham 
283 Oneil Circle 
Hercules, CA 94547 
latham.pujo@gmail.com 
(341) 231-8963 

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club. 
If you need more information, please contact Member Care at Sierra Club at member.care@sierraclub.org or (415) 
977-5673. 



 

 

 

 

From: Jeannette Godbey (jgodbey@umich.edu) Sent You a Personal Message 
To: Marie Gilmore 
Subject: Save the Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane! 
Date: Tuesday, March 4, 2025 3:16:40 PM 

Dear Marie Gilmore, 

The bike lane between San Rafael and Richmond allows me to travel between the East Bay and Marin without a car. 
This is one of the only means to do so. 

Dear San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Members, 

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject the request from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 
Caltrans to close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail Monday through Thursday to convert it into a car 
breakdown shoulder. 

Since its opening in 2019, this trail has become an essential part of the Bay Area?s transportation network, with over 
377,000 trips made by cyclists, pedestrians, and individuals using mobility devices. The data shows that the trail has 
not contributed to increased car congestion and, in fact, has improved traffic conditions. 

Closing this pathway would undermine efforts to promote sustainable, equitable transportation and would go against 
regional and state climate goals. Instead of closing the trail, we should focus on expanding transit options and 
addressing the root causes of congestion. 

I urge you to keep the trail open 24/7 and continue supporting safe, equitable mobility for all. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Jeannette Godbey 
1275B Ruckman Ave 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
jgodbey@umich.edu 
(415) 994-3583 

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club. 
If you need more information, please contact Member Care at Sierra Club at member.care@sierraclub.org or (415) 
977-5673. 



 

 

 

 

From: Colin Moy (moyboys@comcast.net) Sent You a Personal Message 
To: Marie Gilmore 
Subject: Save the Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane! 
Date: Wednesday, March 5, 2025 9:50:29 PM 

Dear Marie Gilmore, 

Cyclist need access to and from both directions for work, exercise, and recreation.  Removing cars off the road one 
by one. 

Dear San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Members, 

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject the request from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 
Caltrans to close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail Monday through Thursday to convert it into a car 
breakdown shoulder. 

Since its opening in 2019, this trail has become an essential part of the Bay Area?s transportation network, with over 
377,000 trips made by cyclists, pedestrians, and individuals using mobility devices. The data shows that the trail has 
not contributed to increased car congestion and, in fact, has improved traffic conditions. 

Closing this pathway would undermine efforts to promote sustainable, equitable transportation and would go against 
regional and state climate goals. Instead of closing the trail, we should focus on expanding transit options and 
addressing the root causes of congestion. 

I urge you to keep the trail open 24/7 and continue supporting safe, equitable mobility for all. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Colin Moy 
21020 Redwood Rd 
Castro Valley, CA 94552 
moyboys@comcast.net 
(510) 690-7749 

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club. 
If you need more information, please contact Member Care at Sierra Club at member.care@sierraclub.org or (415) 
977-5673. 



 

 

 

 

From: Ken Goldman (ken.goldman@comcast.net) Sent You a Personal Message 
To: Marie Gilmore 
Subject: Save the Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane! 
Date: Wednesday, March 5, 2025 2:55:43 PM 

Dear Marie Gilmore, 

Please keep the Richmond Bridge bike path open. 

Dear San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Members, 

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject the request from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 
Caltrans to close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail Monday through Thursday to convert it into a car 
breakdown shoulder. 

Since its opening in 2019, this trail has become an essential part of the Bay Area?s transportation network, with over 
377,000 trips made by cyclists, pedestrians, and individuals using mobility devices. The data shows that the trail has 
not contributed to increased car congestion and, in fact, has improved traffic conditions. 

Closing this pathway would undermine efforts to promote sustainable, equitable transportation and would go against 
regional and state climate goals. Instead of closing the trail, we should focus on expanding transit options and 
addressing the root causes of congestion. 

I urge you to keep the trail open 24/7 and continue supporting safe, equitable mobility for all. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Ken Goldman 
650 Wasatch Drive 
Fremont, CA 94536 
ken.goldman@comcast.net 
(510) 791-1095 

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club. 
If you need more information, please contact Member Care at Sierra Club at member.care@sierraclub.org or (415) 
977-5673. 



 

 

 

 

From: Laura Levenberg (levenberg.laura@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message 
To: Marie Gilmore 
Subject: Save the Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane! 
Date: Wednesday, March 5, 2025 12:48:37 PM 

Dear Marie Gilmore, 

Please keep the bike lane on the bridge open to allow people to continue commuting via the bridge on bike on 
weekdays! 

Dear San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Members, 

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject the request from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 
Caltrans to close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail Monday through Thursday to convert it into a car 
breakdown shoulder. 

Since its opening in 2019, this trail has become an essential part of the Bay Area?s transportation network, with over 
377,000 trips made by cyclists, pedestrians, and individuals using mobility devices. The data shows that the trail has 
not contributed to increased car congestion and, in fact, has improved traffic conditions. 

Closing this pathway would undermine efforts to promote sustainable, equitable transportation and would go against 
regional and state climate goals. Instead of closing the trail, we should focus on expanding transit options and 
addressing the root causes of congestion. 

I urge you to keep the trail open 24/7 and continue supporting safe, equitable mobility for all. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Laura Levenberg 
785 Taft Ave. #4 
Albany, CA 94706 
levenberg.laura@gmail.com 
(707) 540-5381 

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club. 
If you need more information, please contact Member Care at Sierra Club at member.care@sierraclub.org or (415) 
977-5673. 



 

 

 

 

 

From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Randy Wu 
Subject: RE: San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) March 20, 2025 Meeting 
Date: Thursday, March 6, 2025 10:48:03 AM 
Attachments: image001.png 

Thank you — We are in receipt of your public comment to the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission. 

Reception Desk 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale St., Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
info@bcdc.ca.gov | www.bcdc.ca.gov 
Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 

From: Randy Wu <rleewu@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, March 6, 2025 10:39 AM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) March 20, 2025 
Meeting 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from rleewu@gmail.com. Learn why this is 
important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Chair Wasserman and all BCDC Commissioners, 
I am a long time resident in the East Bay. I have commuted from the East Bay to work in 
San Francisco for many years by car, casual carpool, AC Transit bus, BART and bicycle. 
Early in my career bicycles were not allowed during commute hours on BART so I relied 
upon the CalTrans bike shuttle to get across the Bay Bridge. 
I urge you to keep the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge open seven days a week to all 
cyclists, both recreational riders and work commuters.  The definitive UC Berkeley PATH 
study issued last year makes clear that the bike path has had no significant impact on 
car traffic congestion.  (See the Executive Summary at page xxi.)  Traffic congestion is 
simply not a valid reason to close the bike lane Monday-Thursday. 
However, the PATH study also finds that the lack of an emergency breakdown lane 




affects "variability" in the commute time as CalTrans must clear stopped cars without a 
breakdown lane.  If this "variability" is a significant concern for BCDC, then I urge you (1) 
to restrict any conversion of the current bike lane to the morning AM commute hours and 
(2) to limit lane access to Golden Gate Transit, a bike shuttle and car breakdowns (as 
well as CalTrans emergency vehicles).  This limited conversion of the bike lane 
will eliminate the "variability" in commute time and at the same time it will encourage 
commuters to use Golden Gate Transit.  It will substitute a fast bike shuttle service for 
the cyclists (and pedestrians) that no longer will be able to ride/walk across the bridge 
during these AM hours.  To me this could be a rare Win-Win-Win! 
Importantly, for the days/hours  in which the bike lane may be closed, i.e. Monday-
Thursday mornings, CalTrans should provide a frequent bike shuttle on the bridge so 
that cyclists (and pedestrians) will be able to cross the bridge without driving a car.  As a 
bike shuttle could use the converted bike lane, I believe CalTrans should be able to 
provide shuttle service twice an hour in each direction. 
Conversion of the bike lane during the AM commute hours for (1) Golden Gate Transit, 
(2) a bike shuttle and (3) the occasional CalTrans removal of stopped cars will eliminate 
the so called "variability" problem and will keep us all focused on critical climate change 
goals to reduce VMT/GHG emissions. 
As BCDC tries to address the regional threat of rising sea levels on our shoreline, I urge 
each Commissioner to do everything you can to encourage the growing movement for 
"carbon free travel" by bike. 
Thank you for considering my comments! 
Randy Wu 
Piedmont, California 



 

 

 

 

 

From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: Richmond Bridge Bike Lane Resolution: Incomplete Data, Unprofessional Process -- Urging Berkeley to 

Abstain from a 24/7 Bike Lane Endorsement 
Date: Friday, March 7, 2025 4:10:37 PM 
Attachments: 2024-05-02-cm-Draft-Minutes.pdf 

2024-12-10 Item E Bicycle and Pedestrian Access.pdf 

FYI… 

From: Lucas Miller <lucascmiller@icloud.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 7, 2025 3:41 PM 
To: council@berkeleyca.gov 
Cc: ITregub@berkeleyca.gov; clunaparra@berkeleyca.gov; mhumbert@berkeleyca.gov; 
rkesarwani@berkeleyca.gov; bblackaby@berkeleyca.gov; sokeefe@berkeleyca.gov; BCDC 
PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Richmond Bridge Bike Lane Resolution: Incomplete Data, Unprofessional Process -- Urging 
Berkeley to Abstain from a 24/7 Bike Lane Endorsement 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from 
lucascmiller@icloud.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear Mayor Ishii, Councilmembers Lunaparra, Humbert, Kesarwani, Blackaby, 
O’Keefe, and the Entire Berkeley City Council, 

Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns. I want to be clear: I fully support 
environmentally responsible policy and believe in expanding access for cyclists. 
However, Berkeley’s resolution endorsing 24/7 bicycle access on the Richmond-San 
Rafael Bridge is an unprofessional, shortsighted decision that stands in direct 
opposition to what actual traffic engineers—namely BATA, MTC, and Caltrans— 
have concluded after years of study. The resolution you passed not only 
misrepresents data (from the May 2, 2024 BCDC Commission Minutes pages 21– 
23, attached)—it also cites interest-group talking points as though they were 
established facts, an egregious lapse in basic diligence. Below, I highlight key 
findings from the official documents, share a personal story that underscores the real 
impacts, and explain why the City should be ashamed of how this resolution was 
handled. 

1. Dismissing Professional Expertise with No Apparent Humility 

Agencies like MTC and Caltrans—whose entire purpose is to study traffic 
engineering, congestion patterns, and lane-sharing feasibility—have recommended a 




San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
375 Beale Street, Suite 510, San Francisco, California 94105 tel 415 352 3600 


State of California | Gavin Newsom – Governor | info@bcdc.ca.gov | www.bcdc.ca.gov 


BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


DRAFT MINUTES 


 


 


TO:  Al l  Commissioners and Alternates  


 


FROM:  Lawrence J .  Goldzband, Execut ive Director (415/352-3653; 


larry .goldzband@bcdc.ca.gov) 


Reyl ina Ruiz,  Director,  Administrative and Technology Services (415/352-3638; 


reyl ina.ruiz@bcdc.ca.gov) 


Sierra Peterson, Executive & Commissioner L iaison (415/352-3608; 


s ierra.peterson@bcdc.ca.gov)  


 


SUBJECT:  Draft Minutes of May 2,  2024, Hybrid Commission Meeting  


1.  Cal l  to Order.   The hybrid meeting was cal led to order by Chair Wasserman at 


1:09 p.m.  The meeting was held with a pr incipal  physical  locat ion of 375 Beale 


Street,  San Francisco, Cal i fornia,  and online via Zoom and teleconference.  


Chair Wasserman stated:   Good afternoon, al l ,  and welcome to our hybrid 


BCDC Commission meeting.  My name is  Zack Wasserman, and I  am Chair of BCDC.  


Chair Wasserman asked Ms. Peterson to proceed with Agenda Item 2, Roll  Cal l .  


2.  Roll  Cal l .   Present were:  Chair  Wasserman, Commissioners Addiego, Ahn, 


Eckerle,  Ek lund, E l-Tawansy (represented by Alternate Ambuehl),  Gioia,  Gunther,  


Hasz,  Lee (represented by Alternate Kishimoto),  Lucchesi  (represented by Alternate 


Pemberton),  Moulton-Peters,  Peskin (represented by Alternate Stefani) ,  Pine, Ramos, 



mailto:info@bcdc.ca.gov
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BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


Ranchod (represented by Alternate Nelson),  Randolph and Showalter.  


Ms. Peterson announced that a quorum was present .  


Not present were Commissioners:  Associat ion of Bay Area Governments (Burt ,  


Zepeda),  USACE (Beach),  Department of F inance (Benson),  U.S.  Environmental  


Protection Agency (Blake),  Sonoma County (Gorin),  Solano County (Mashburn),  


Governor (Eisen),  Alameda County (Tam) 


Chair Wasserman announced:  We have a quorum and therefore can conduct 


business.  


I  want to thank al l  of  you for being here.  Part icular ly I  want to thank the 


people who have responded to my request that on some of our meetings,  roughly 


every other month, we get as many people as possible,  as many Commissioners as 


possible here in person.  There is  a different  sense, a di fferent abil ity  to 


communicate.  Zoom has given us some very wonderful  things;  it  is  just  not quite the 


same. 


3.  Public  Comment Period.   Chair Wasserman cal led for public comment on 


subjects that were not  on the agenda.  


No members of the public addressed the Commission.  


Chair Wasserman moved to Approval of the Minutes.   


4.  Approval  of Minutes for Apri l  18,  2024, Meeting.   Chair Wasserman asked for 


a motion and a second to adopt the minutes of the Apri l  18,  2024, meeting.  


MOTION:   Commissioner Nelson moved approval of the Minutes,  seconded by 


Commissioner Gunther.  


The motion was approved by a voice vote with no abstent ions.  
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BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


5.  Report of the Chair.   Chair Wasserman reported on the fol lowing:  


 First,  s ince Commissioner Eisen is  out  of the country and not avai lable to 


participate I  have asked Commissioner Randolph to act as our Vice  Chair for the 


meeting this afternoon and he has grac iously agreed to do so.  He has a fair  amount 


of experience doing so. 


Just as I  thanked everybody for being here today, or as many as possible,  I  


want to remind you that we cannot do that at  our next meeting,  i t  wil l  be virtual  


because of  construction.  You need to give the address that you are going to be at  to 


Sierra by end of business today.  Please send that to her so that we can properly post 


it .  


Will  Travis.   On a sad note,  and yet a celebratory one, as you al l  know I  


bel ieve, Wi l l  Travis,  the longtime Executive Director of BCDC, passed away last  week.  


I  did not serve on this  Commission with Wil l  as Execut ive Director.   We missed each 


other by about four months.  But I  knew him well  before that and we talked a fair  


amount afterwards.  There is  a tr ibute to him posted and I  urge you to read it .  


He was certainly one of the leaders and effective leaders of both protecting 


the Bay but a lso thinking proactively and creatively on the things  that we need to do 


and not simply reactively.   He, I  think,  taught al l  of  us a great deal .   He was strong in 


his bel iefs and not shy  about shar ing them, but he l istened to people.  


As part of the series of events that led me to becoming Chair  of this 


Commission where there were some signif icant di fferences between regulated 


people,  both governments and developers and others about what new rules should 


apply as we adapt to r is ing sea levels,  he was very effective in shuttle diplomacy.   
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It  was actual ly  one of the great examples I  have seen of public  negotiations .  


Which are often not easy because most of them, albeit  not a l l ,  need to be conducted 


in public  and he real ly  did a superb job of that.   He understood people and he did 


l isten, but he was absolutely not afra id to lead.  


Others may wish to comment on him br iefly .   We have a lot of speakers,  so I  


do not want to go on at great length.  But I  want to give people the opportunity 


because a number of people worked with him much more than I  d id.   I  wil l  recognize 


the dean in the sense of longest serving member of this Commission, John Gioia.  


Commissioner Gioia  spoke:   I  had a chance to serve with Trav when I  joined the 


Commission in 1999 when he was Executive Director,  through his retirement in 2011.  


I  just  want to acknowledge one main point.  


I  think Trav more than anyone was real ly  responsible for moving this 


Commission, this agency,  toward addressing planning for sea level  r ise.    


Not just  the work of the Bay Plan Amendment,  which establ ished policies on 


sea level  r ise,  but real ly  just  ramping up the work and it  was real ly  part  of our 


planning function.  I  think our planners here are the lead group of individuals .   There 


are many, but the lead group of individuals in the Bay Area who real ly  work with 


local  governments,  state agencies and others in the private sector  to work on 


planning for res i l iency.  I  just  wanted to acknowledge that point that real ly  it  was 


Trav’s leadership to move the Commission into that.   So instead of just  dealing with a 


Bay that was potent ial ly  going to get smaller  back in the 1960s,  to dealing with a Bay 


that was going to get larger.   So,  I  just  want  to acknowledge that .  


Commissioner Nelson commented:  I  agree with everything the Chair and 
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Commissioner Gioia  just  said and I  wil l  add to that is  that Trav was also,  and I  worked 


with him for many years before I  was on the Commission when I  was an advocate on 


Bay issues.  Trav,  on top of everything that the Chair and Commissioner Gioia have 


said,  Trav was entrepreneurial ,  smart,  funny and a ton of fun to work with.  


  Commissioner Eklund stated:   Thank you very much for a l lowing me the 


opportunity to talk about Wil l  Travis .   I  s tarted working with the US Army Corps of 


Engineers in 1969 and the Army Corps of Engineers had a lot to do with the format ion 


of the BCDC, bel ieve i t  or not.  


But I  real ly  got to know him when I  moved over to the US Environmental  


Protection Agency.  I  was in charge of the Oceans and Estuaries Program for EPA 


Region 9.  And that is  where I  real ly  got to know and work with Wil l  Travis on a lot of 


issues,  because obviously,  we were in the 301-H and 401 permitt ing process and 


everything else,  so we worked with BCDC and al l  the other state agencies that were 


involved with water.  


One of the things that  I  most admired about  him is  his  wil l ingness  and his 


eagerness to l i sten to others and to try to so lve problems.  He did i t  in a way that 


you never felt  that you were being put down and you never felt  l ike you were not 


part  of the group.  I  real ly  respected him for how he treated others,  even people that 


did not necessari ly  share his v iews.  


I  real ly  spent a lot  of t ime working with him because of  both agencies.   In fact,  


my boss,  Gene Huggins,  was the Director of Public  Affairs for the US Army Corps of 


Engineers and that is  how I  f i rst  got to know about BCDC when it  was formed in 1969.  


And then real ly  got to  know him when I  was in charge of the Oceans and Water  
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Program for EPA.  


He was just  a real ly  neat guy,  and it  is  real ly  sad to see people pass  away.  But 


he left  a  legacy,  and he wil l  a lways be remembered because of that.  


Commissioner Randolph was recognized:   I  had the privi lege of working with 


Trav for almost nine years as Chairman of BCDC at the t ime.  He was always 


incredibly professional.   Incredibly supportive of the Commission and of me.  And he 


had,  it  fe lt  l ike just  r ight balance in his focus on conservation and development,  


which is  what we are about here at the end of the day.  


It  was a lready pointed out that he was real ly  the pioneer for us and BCDC and 


in the region among the agencies in focusing on sea level  r ise and adaptation, at  a 


t ime when it  was not real ly  on the agenda.  We knew there were issues out there,  but 


there was no inst itut ional focus and there was a gap.  He led us into a leadership role 


in that.   As Chair  Wasserman said,  it  was not an easy territory,  there were confl ict ing 


interests,  to say the least.  


But in the end, when we did take that f irst  step forward, I  think i t  was to 


amend the Bay Plan, it  was unanimous support by what are otherwise contending 


camps.  I  think that was quite an achievement to get us to that point.   I  think it  i s  one 


reason why we have been especial ly  di l igent  ever since then about  making sure we 


had everybody on board with us across the region as  we go forward.  


He was a terrif ic  leader for the Commission,  and he was a lso real ly  engaging 


and charming.  He was a terri f ic  person who I  wil l  miss.  


Chair Wasserman cont inued:  Al l  r ight.   Thank you al l .   We wil l  adjourn the 


meeting in his memory. 
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Next Meeting.   Our next meeting,  as I  noted,  wil l  be in  two weeks on May 16.  


It  wil l  be virtual,  and we expect that we may take up the fol lowing matters:  


1.  A permit application for PG&E’s continuing operations and maintenance 


projects throughout the Bay;  


2.  A permit application for a development at 505 East Bayshore in 


Redwood City;  


3.  An enforcement case in the c ity of Richmond; and,  


4.  A Memorandum of Understanding among various state and regional 


agencies to better organize how we wil l  fund and manage adaptat ion to 


r is ing sea levels in the Bay Area.  


That last  point is  going to be real ly  important.   I  do urge you to attend the 


meeting,  a lbeit  v irtual ly.  


Ex Parte Communications.   I f  you have received a communicat ion that is  not 


on record on a matter  that we are going to adjudicate you may report it  now.  If  you 


have not reported it  in writ ing you do need to report it  in writ ing in any event and 


the portal  is  avai lable to do that.   Does anybody wish to make any ex parte 


communication reports? 


Commissioner Gioia  reported the fol lowing:   And when you say,  on matters 


that are adjudicated, obviously there is  an issue coming before us  on a potent ial  


permit.   I  have had conversations with bike organizat ions,  residents,  Bay Area 


Counci l ,  MTC, and residents for and against.   Even though we have no application 


before us and we are not making any decis ions,  but just  to be transparent .  


Elected Offic ials  Task Force.   Chair Wasserman added:  There was a meeting of 
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the Elected Off icia ls  Task Force on Bay Adapt yesterday and Commissioner Gioia,  who 


chairs that,  wil l  g ive a  brief  report .  


Commissioner Gioia  spoke:   We do have this very good group of e lected 


off ic ia ls,  two per county around the Bay Area, to real ly  address from a local  level  


how we address sea level  r ise.   The meeting yesterday had two great presentations 


about best practices that are currently out there,  one from San Mateo County and 


Supervisor/Director Pine was part of that presentation;  and one from Marin County 


and Supervisor/Director Stephanie Moulton-Peters was part of that.   So great to see 


the work that is  occurring.  


What we said we would do is  col lect best practices from counties around the 


Bay Area and communities around the Bay Area about how cit ies and counties and 


the community are working together to address sea level  r ise.   So,  we wil l  hear from 


other count ies and other efforts.   And we did get an update on the Regional 


Shorel ine Adaptation Plan from BCDC staff .   That was it .  


Chair Wasserman asked:  Any quest ions on that?  


Commissioner Eklund stated:   I  do not have a quest ion,  but I  do have a 


comment.  I  watched the presentat ion yesterday and I  have to tel l  you, real ly  


impressed with what San Mateo has done.  You are a large county and a lot of cit ies.   


Just  having worked with a lot of folks down there too when I  worked for EPA.   It  is  


real ly  a good effort .  


And again,  I  wanted to  also compliment Supervisor Moulton-Peters  too for 


init iat ing the act ion in Marin and getting that going.  I  am very interested in 


fol lowing that and that is  why I  watched it .   I  was just  going,  wow, go gir l ,  go gir l .   So 
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anyway, both thank you very much for your fantast ic presentat ions yesterday and 


discussion.  


Future Meetings.   Just  as an alert  for future meetings.   There wil l  be a meeting 


of the Environmental  Justice Working Group virtual ly  on the morning of May 16 pr ior 


to our Commission meeting,  and a meeting of the Sediment Working Group the 


fol lowing day on the 17 in the morning,  a lso virtual ly.  


Our Executive Director had a sudden, not serious but needed attention, 


medical  issue in his family;  that is  why he is  not here.  Steve Goldbeck our Deputy 


Director is  here to make a report to us.  


6.  Report of the Executive Director.   Chief Deputy Director Goldbeck reported 


the fol lowing on behalf  of the Executive Director:  


Thank you, Chair .    I  wil l  keep the report very,  very short because the 


Executive Director did not have one for today. 


But he did want me to  make an announcement that I  am going to be retir ing.  


It  has  been a pleasure and an honor to work for the Commission and the Bay since 


the 1980s but it  is  t ime to pass the torch.   


I  wil l  not be leaving unti l  the end of the f iscal  year in a couple of months and 


may be returning in some capacity perhaps as a retired annuitant so you may have 


Steve Goldbeck to kick  around for a whi le.   But in  any event,  I  wanted to thank you 


al l  and there is  no need for any further speechifying r ight now.  So  that is  my report.  


Chair Wasserman cont inued:  We wil l  have t ime at future meetings  to 


recognize Steve's yeomen work for this agency and on behalf  of the people  of 


Cal i fornia and the people of this region and the people of  the Bay.   Thank you, s i r .    
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7.  Consideration of Administrative Matters.   Chair Wasserman stated:   That 


brings us to Item 7, the consideration of  administrative matters .   We have been 


furnished a l ist ing of them and Regulatory Director Harriet Ross is  ready and wi l l ing 


to talk about  any if  you have quest ions.  


There were no comments or questions.  


8.  Briefing on Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Public  Pathway Pi lot Project.   Chair 


Wasserman cont inued:   That br ings us to Item 8, a brief ing and discussion regarding 


the status of the four-year Publ ic  Pathway Pi lot Project on the Richmond-San Rafael  


Bridge, original ly  authorized by the Commission several  years ago as a permitt ing 


matter.  


 The br iefing presented by Caltrans and the Bay Area Tol l  Authority (BATA) wi l l  


include a report on the f indings of the Pi lot  project,  as well  as proposed changes to 


the Pi lot  being contemplated for a vote by BATA, the Toll  Authority,  later this month.  


The Commission can expect a permit amendment request to be forthcoming after 


BATA’s del iberations.  


I  want everybody to be clear in the publ ic.   I  know there is  a lot  of publ ic  


interest in this .   We are not taking action today.  We wi l l  not take action unti l  after 


the agency that has actual  authority over it  takes action and then seeks our approval 


of a permit or a modif ication to a permit,  as  the case may be.  But  because we know 


this is  an item of importance, this  is  on the agenda for people to ta lk.   But I  want the 


public in part icular to understand we are not acting today because it  is  not t imely for 


us to do so.  We are a permitt ing agency.  We are not the sponsors  of this project .  
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Shorel ine Development Program Manager Katharine Pan wil l  introduce the 


brief ing.  


Do we have an estimate of the number of hands raised who wish to speak on 


this?  I f  you have submitted a card a lready,  we are count ing you.  A guess on virtual  


hands? 


Ms. Peterson noted:   The current count is  24 and c l imbing.  


Chair Wasserman acknowledged:  Al l  r ight,  I  am going to ask you to do two 


things,  please,  for the public speakers.   One, reduce your t ime to two minutes.   And 


second, please try not  to be repetit ive.   


I f  you simply want to come up and demonstrate that you have made the effort  


to come here or the effort  to be on virtual ly  and supporting what other people said,  


you can say that briefly.   I  do not want to restrict  what anybody says,  say what you 


wish to,  but in respect  for people 's t ime, inc luding the members of  the publ ic,  I  


would ask you not to be repet it ive.  


With that,  take it  away Kathar ine.  


Shorel ine Development Program Manager Pan introduced Item 8:   Thank you, 


Chair Wasserman.  Good afternoon, Commissioners.   I  am Katherine Pan, the 


Shorel ine Development Program Manager at BCDC.  I  wil l  be introducing this item, 


which is  a briefing on the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Access Improvement Pi lot  


Project.  


A staff  report on this brief ing was shared with you on Apri l  26,  inc luding a 


copy of BCDC permit number 1997.001 Amendment 4,  and a written report from 


Caltrans and the Bay Area Toll  Authority,  or  BATA, detai l ing the information that wil l  
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be presented today.  


I  wil l  summarize some of the highlights  of the staff  report to provide the 


regulatory context for  the project before passing things over to Caltrans and BATA 


who wil l  provide a  status report on the project.  


Just to s ituate you, here is  a regional map of  the project location.  The 


Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge spans San Francisco Bay between Marin and Contra Costa 


counties .   It  is  owned by Caltrans and managed in partnership with BATA, a s ister 


agency of the Metropolitan Transportat ion Commission, or MTC.  The Bridge is  a 


segment of Interstate 580 and is  a des ignated segment of the Bay Trai l .  


The Bridge Access Improvement Pi lot  Project was a four-year Pi lot to evaluate 


the use of the shoulder on the westbound upper deck of the Bridge as a ful l -t ime, 


separated, C lass I  mult i-use pathway, and the shoulder of the eastbound lower deck 


as a peak hour third vehicle travel  lane.  And that was approved by the Commission in 


September 2016 as part  of Materia l  Amendment Number 4 to Permit Number 


1997.001.  That permit was orig inal ly  issued in 1997 to authorize the seismic 


retrofitt ing of the Bridge.  


At the t ime of the orig inal  permit,  there was no bicyc le or pedestrian access 


on the Br idge, al though it  was already designated as a proposed Bay Trai l  segment by 


the Bay Trai l  project .    


When consider ing the project,  the Commission heard from many community 


members advocating for a bicyc le and pedestrian connect ion across the Br idge, and 


the f indings of the or iginal  permit stated that providing bicycle and pedestr ian access 


was desirable and would maximize the publ ic access benefits of the retrofit  project .  
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However,  the Commission also found that there was a need for further study 


as to whether this kind of access could be provided safely,  that could not be 


accommodated by the urgent t iming of the project.   Therefore,  the original  permit 


did not include any special  condit ions to require bicycle and pedestrian access across 


the Bridge.   


Instead, the Commission decided to work with Caltrans to complete the 


necessary studies and the permit f indings document that Caltrans voluntar i ly  


committed to using its  best efforts to study the feas ibi l ity  of providing non-


motorized public access on the Bridge.   And if  such access was found to be feasible,  


that it  would ensure that it  was provided.   


Nearly 20 years later in 2016, the Pi lot  Project fol lowed from the series of 


studies and Commission briefings and discussions stemming from that commitment,  


which are further detai led in the staff  report .  


Material  Amendment Number 4 authorized two elements of the Pi lot  Project,  


as well  as some other permanent access improvements on the approaches to the 


Bridge that were not part  of the Pi lot.  


On the eastbound lower deck of the Bridge, the Pi lot  involved the use of a 


four-mile-long segment of the shoulder as a  vehicle travel  lane dur ing peak commute 


hours,  and this part  of  the Pi lot  opened in 2018. 


On the westbound upper deck of the Br idge, the Pi lot  involved a four-mile-


long, ten-foot wide, two-way Class I  access ible public  pathway, as  well  as a 42- inch 


tal l ,  18- inch-wide moveable barr ier to separate the path from vehicle traff ic .   Also,  a 


safety ra i l ing and signage and usage instrumentation.  This part  of  the Pi lot  opened 
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in 2019.  


The purpose of pi lot ing these uses of the shoulders  was to seek a means of 


reducing congestion and travel  t ime in the eastbound direct ion and providing 


pedestr ian and bicycle  faci l it ies across the Bridge.  Caltrans intended to evaluate the 


performance and usage to determine whether they should be made permanent.  


The special  condit ions of the amended permit required Caltrans to  provide a 


written and verbal report to the Commission on the status of the publ ic pathway, 


including but not l imited to,  an analysis  of publ ic usage and benefits,  an assessment 


of any operat ional and safety issues,  and the need for any future changes to the 


faci l it ies ,  including removal or making them permanent.   This briefing and the 


written report attached to the staff  report are intended to fulf i l l  this  requirement.  


At this point I  would l ike to introduce Larry Bonner of Caltrans and Lisa K lein 


of BATA and invite them to provide their status report.  


Mr. Bonner addressed the Commission:   Good afternoon.  My name is  Larry 


Bonner,  I  am the Caltrans District  4 Office Chief for  the Office of Environmental  


Analysis .   I  am here today with L isa K lein,  the Bay Area Tol l  Authority  Section 


Director for F ield Operations and Asset Management.  


To Chair Wasserman and the Commissioners ,  f irst  of al l ,  I  just  want to say 


thank you for the opportunity to provide an update on the Pi lot  today and for 


considering next steps.  BATA and Caltrans are proud of this work and appreciate the 


Commission’s support  of the Pi lot,  which permitted the innovat ive uses of the 


shoulders on the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge.   


BATA and Caltrans acknowledge BCDC’s long history of advocating for access in 
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this corridor and we want to assure you that  we take this very seriously.    


We are pleased to provide this report and presentat ion today and acknowledge 


that this is  a l itt le later than we had antic ipated.  But COVID was not part of our 


original  plan,  and it  was important to let  the post-COVID usage patterns abate in 


order to provide accurate f indings and make recommendations.  


L isa and I  wil l  be presenting updates and results of the Pi lot  Project on the 


Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge along with some recommendations for the future.  For 


today’s presentat ion we wil l  cover the fol lowing three topics:  an overview and recap 


of the project itsel f ,  the f indings and results from the project’s  Pi lot Study efforts ,  


and then we wi l l  conclude with recommended next steps and a proposal  for the Pi lot  


based on the current results and f indings.  


In 2014, BATA took responsibi l ity  for funding and implementing the Richmond-


San Rafael  Bridge Access Improvement Pi lot  Project,  undertaken in partnership with 


Caltrans,  the Transportation Authority of Marin,  and the Contra Costa Transportation 


Authority,  with the combined goals to address traff ic  congestion and provide bicycle 


and pedestrian access  to and across the Bridge.  This was undertaken to be 


consistent with the core strategies in the Plan Bay Area 2050, inc luding the Bay Trai l  


bui ld out.  


The project partners committed to a four-year pi lot  that  in Apri l  of  2018 


converted the lower deck emergency shoulder to a part -t ime third travel  lane, 


fol lowed in November of 2019 with the conversion of the upper deck emergency 


shoulder to a ful l-t ime 10-foot mult i-use bicycle and pedestrian path.   


Note for the sake of clarity please that the shoulder on the upper deck has not 
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been used as a travel  lane since the 1970s and in no part of this Pi lot  or in the 


recommendations we wil l  discuss today are we proposing to use the shoulder  on the 


upper deck as a travel  lane.  


The Pi lot  Project was designed for two main purposes.  The purposes of this 


project were to provide pedestr ian and bicyc le access a long the Interstate 580, which 


achieved the Bay Trai l  connections between the East Bay and Marin County through 


the mult i -use path on the upper deck of the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge and to 


reduce congest ion and travel  t ime on eastbound I-580 over the Richmond-San Rafael  


Bridge through the part-t ime third travel  lane on the lower deck of the Bridge.   


In addit ion, the Pi lot  Project provided for several  permanent improvements 


including permanent Trai l  connect ions for bicycl ists and pedestrians in Richmond and 


San Rafael  and permanent traff ic  improvements through the widening on the Br idge 


approaches.  


As mentioned in the previous sl ide,  in addit ion to the Pi lot  Project  


improvements built ,  monitored and st i l l  under study, the project  implemented non-


pilot permanent improvements and connect ions to exist ing tra i ls  and landmarks on 


each end of the Bridge to promote connectivity in support of the goals of the Plan 


Bay Area 2050 Plan.  


On the Contra Costa County side,  the project instal led a Class I  b i-direct ional 


path for bicycles and pedestr ians separated from automobile traff ic  by a permanent 


concrete barrier along the north side of westbound I -580 from the 


Tewkesbury/Standard Avenue intersect ion near Point Richmond to  Stenmark Dr ive 


near Point Molate.  This replaced the exist ing one-way Class I I  bicycle lanes that were 
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on both eastbound and westbound I-580.  


On the Marin County s ide,  the project  widened a 10-foot sidewalk to provide 


for a bi-direct ional path for bicycl ists and pedestrians along East Francisco Boulevard 


in the city of San Rafael.    


In addit ion, there is  an ongoing construction project to f in ish the remaining 


sidewalk  widenings that wil l  further c lose the gap between the mult i-use path on the 


Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge and the connections to Sir  Francis Drake Boulevard, 


Anderson Drive and connections to the Bay Trai l .  


Throughout the pi lot  period,  MTC and BATA also implemented init iat ives to 


encourage bike commutes across the Bridge.  They partnered with local  organizat ions 


and coalit ions for guided group r ides,  which included options to try e-bikes and bike 


educat ion and safety demonstrations.  They also started an e-bike commute program 


that provided discounts on e-bike purchases for quali f ied appl icants.  


As Katharine summarized in the beginning for you al l ,  and as detai led in the 


staff  report,  BCDC has a long history regarding access in the corridor,  and the permit 


reflects that .   Thank you, al l .   Now I  wil l  turn it  over to L isa K lein.  


Ms. Klein presented the fol lowing:   Good afternoon.  Thank you, Larry.   I  am 


going to pivot now to the Pi lot  Study results .   The evaluat ion of the Pi lot  was 


conducted by UC Berkeley Partners for Advanced Transportat ion Technology,  and I  


am going to cal l  them UC Berkeley PATH for short.   It  was a data-driven evaluation 


that addresses the areas identi f ied in the permit amendment.  


The evaluation inc ludes two reports.   The Phase I  Report was issued in the 


summer of 2022.  It  is  included in ful l  in your board packet .   And as you might 
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suspect ,  and as  Larry acknowledged, much of the data in that  report reflects the 


COVID period.  


The Phase I I  Report adds data through this spring,  very current data,  and it  wil l  


be publ ished in a couple of weeks.   


We do have some prel iminary results from that Phase I I  Report,  and we have 


included those in the summary memo in your board packet  and that is  what I  wi l l  be 


focused on in my presentation today.  


I  am going to very quickly run through the f indings on the Lower Deck Pi lot  


f irst  because I  suspect  there is  going to be more interest and discussion on the upper 


deck path.  


The results for the Lower Deck Pi lot  are real ly  quite c lear.   The project has 


been very,  very well  received by the publ ic as well .   Real ly,  as soon as it  opened that  


part-t ime lane essent ial ly  el iminated the eastbound congestion on the Bridge and it  


now saves East Bay commuters between 14 and 17 minutes on their return trip home 


in the evening.   


We have also seen some reductions on the traff ic  on local  streets  and we have 


seen reduction in the traff ic  incidents or crashes.  And we also f ind that dr ivers are 


general ly  fol lowing the rules about part-t ime use and not driv ing in it  when it  is  in 


fact a shoulder.  


When it  comes to the upper deck,  honest ly the results here are far  more 


mixed.  This is  true both of the data I  wil l  share with you and of the public reaction 


to the Pi lot.   We have,  I  bel ieve, demonstrated that publ ic  access is  important ,  and 


the path is  quite well  used, especial ly  on weekends.  At the same t ime, we have seen 
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some puzzl ing data emerging related to traff ic  incidents or crashes in these Phase I I  


f indings,  and we bel ieve that this suggests trying something a l itt le different to see 


what more we can learn.  


BATA and al l  of  the partners and Caltrans and al l  of  you, I  bel ieve, have heard 


very,  very strong opinions that support keeping the path and very strong opinions 


that support removing the path, and also strong opinions regarding use of the upper 


deck shoulder as a third traff ic  lane.   


I  just  want to re iterate,  as Larry noted at the beginning,  that that is  beyond 


the scope of this Pi lot  decis ion.   


The shoulder,  because it  has  not been a travel  lane for decades,  requires an 


entirely di fferent analysis  and requires a ful l  environmental  rev iew.  BATA and 


Caltrans are embarking on some analysis  at  the direction of the BATA Board, but i t  is  


not something we are asking BCDC to consider now, there is  quite a bit  more work to 


be done.  


There is  a lot  of data in the evaluat ion,  and I  am going to focus on a few key 


areas in my presentation.  I  wi l l  s tart  with path usage and safety .  


The dai ly  usage on the path is  about two and a hal f  t imes higher on weekends 


than weekdays.  This means essent ial ly  that  the number of people  using it  over a 


weekend is  about the same as the number of people using it  over the work week.  On 


average, there are 360 bicycle tr ips per day on a Saturday or a Sunday and 140 tr ips 


on a weekday.  There is  quite a bit  of seasonal variation.  For example,  on Saturdays 


in the summer the average is  c loser to 500 trips total  that day.   


Someone asked me the other day about traff ic  volumes on the Br idge and 
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those average about 35,000 vehicles a day on the upper deck.  


On the use of the path, the majority of t r ips,  about 85%, are recreational  


based on surveys that were conducted in the evaluat ion.  Over the course of a week, 


that would be about 1200 recreational  tr ips and about 200 commute trips .  


When it  comes to safety,  those who use the path say they feel  quite safe and 


comfortable us ing it ,  giv ing it  an 8 out of 10 rating.  


There has been a lot of attent ion and some, I  think,  perhaps confusion about 


traff ic  congestion.  It  i s  true that over the past decade or so the congestion in this  


corridor has grown considerably.    


When we look more closely at  the recent data,  however,  the regular 


congestion patterns are not real ly  that di fferent today than they were before the 


path and the Pi lot.   That is  i l lustrated by this graph here on the r ight .   We cal l  this  a 


heat map.  It  shows when and where traff ic  speeds are slowest during the morning 


commute.  It  is  real ly  good for looking at what I  wil l  ca l l  regular congest ion patterns,  


but i t  does not real ly  do a good job of capturing the experience when there are 


incidents or crashes.  I  wil l  come back to that in a moment. 


The upper hal f  of this colorful  chart here shows 2019 condit ions,  and the lower 


half  shows 2023.  You can see that the patterns of red, and red shows speeds,  they 


are real ly  quite s imilar.   That is  even though the traff ic  today is  about 90% of the 


volumes that used the Bridge in 2019 before COVID.  The red indicates very slow 


speeds,  less than 35 miles per hour,  and the pink is  up to 55 miles per hour.  


The width of the graph correlates with the geography.  I f  you start  on the 


right,  that letter  D there in Richmond, corre lates with Regatta Boulevard.  Point C is  
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Stenmark Dr ive r ight about at the Toll  Plaza.   And then point B is  S ir  Francis Drake 


Boulevard in Marin.  


The height of each graph represents the hours during the morning.   I f  you look 


at the 2023 graph on the bottom, you can see that typical ly  that congestion shown in 


red starts a l itt le after  6 a.m. and it  is  very,  very close to the tol l  plaza.  Between 


7:00 and 8:00 a.m. a backup grew, this is  2023, to Regatta Boulevard.  And then i t  


decreases over the course of the morning and diss ipates there a l itt le bit  after about 


10:00 a.m. 


Compared to 2019, the backup in 2023 was about a quarter of a  mile longer 


and it  also dissipated about 15 minutes ear l ier.   So,  it  i s  very,  very similar .    


Again,  this is  regular commute traff ic ,  not real ly  ref lecting inc idents.   I  think it  


is  worth acknowledging that an inc ident probably generates much slower speeds on 


the Bridge.  The speeds on the bridge are shown in the big pink box,  I  forgot to 


mention that .   It  would probably generate much more slower speeds on the Bridge 


and perhaps more backup in Richmond, I  think that is  probably more l ikely what 


people remember.  


I  am going to turn now to incidents.   This is  a place where the data leaves us,  


frankly,  with more questions than answers.   Honestly,  it  is  harder than we would l ike 


probably to correlate incidents and congest ion and we do have a lot of information 


on inc idents and incident rates.    


The Phase I I  f indings suggest that incident rates overal l  are down about 15 to 


20% over the course of the day,  but they are  up about 20 to 30% during the morning 


peak.  That is  of interest to us because the peak is  when inc idents are l ikely to cause 







22 


 


BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


the most backup and the most headaches for commuters.  


On the left  of this chart in the blue and red there,  the sl ide shows that the 


increase in incidents,  the incident rates has gone up in the morning,  it  is  largely in 


col l is ions that are rearends or  s ideswipes.  Those are the most common types of 


incidents so that is  perhaps not surpris ing.  


On the r ight in the green and orange, the data shows that the increase in 


incidents are mostly the kind of incidents where there is  no reported injury ,  as 


opposed to incidents where there is  a serious injury or a fatal i ty.  


I  spent a l itt le bit  more t ime on this topic .   As you guess,  the t ime that it  takes 


for emergency responders to get to an incident real ly  makes a difference.  Not only 


have inc ident rates increased during the morning peak, but the UC Berkeley PATH 


Study also found it  may be taking longer to respond to them.   


Response t imes can real ly  range a lot from less than 5 minutes to 30 or 40 


minutes,  or in a real ly  extreme incident even longer than that .   Today, the average is  


16 minutes to respond and that is  compared to about 13 minutes before the Pi lot.    


And I  wi l l  acknowledge that sounds very small  and you are probably 


wondering,  why do we care if  it  is  a smal l  change.  I  wil l  say we care because each 


minute of delayed response to an inc ident mult ipl ies traff ic  by a factor of four.   And 


this creates more uncertainty about travel  t imes and that real ly  can be a big deal 


when you have got to get to work on t ime.  


I  am going to brief ly  recap the f indings here and then talk about our proposed 


next steps.  


The results for the lower deck part-t ime lane are very clear and very posit ive 
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in terms of addressing the purpose of the project,  rel ieving congestion.  


As I  just  discussed, results for the upper deck path are much less  clear.   I  do 


think we have real ly  demonstrated the importance of access on this Bay Trai l  


segment,  especia l ly  on weekends.  


While there is  no increase in the regular congest ion, there is  some kind of 


thought-provoking data when it  comes to weekday incidents,  and we would real ly  l ike 


to try something di fferent so we can learn more. 


That brings me to our proposal ,  which is  graphical ly  summarized on this s l ide.  


This is  the BATA and Caltrans proposal ,  and i t  is  st i l l  subject to Board approval as the 


Chair mentioned in his  introductory remarks.    


We are proposing to make the lower deck part-t ime lane permanent,  a 


permanent condit ion, as it  i s .   And we are proposing to extend the Pi lot  with some 


modif icat ions on the upper deck to answer the questions raised by the data and to 


better understand the role of an emergency shoulder.  


Speci f ica l ly,  we are proposing to retain the mult i-use path on days where there 


is  less commute traff ic,  restore the shoulder on other days of the week, and run a 


bike shutt le when that  space is  funct ioning as a shoulder.    


The shuttle service operations and the days that we would provide the path, 


we are st i l l  working those out,  to be honest .   I  think,  you know, weekends and 


Fridays and holidays are good candidates for the path.  We may even be able to open 


the path midday Thursday, and we wi l l  be reviewing the traff ic  and operat ions on 


that.   I f  we could do that,  we would real ly  have an extension that was about hal f-


t ime path and half-t ime a shoulder.  
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We are proposing to extend through the end of 2025, and we might possibly 


ask for a longer extension.  That would real ly  depend on the start  date,  how quickly 


we can get in front of you for a permit amendment,  or i f  we need a l itt le addit ional 


t ime for proper evaluation.  


Let me just clarify what we are trying to achieve with this proposal.   The f i rst  


is  it  real ly  a l lows us to learn more about this constrained real  estate on the Bridge 


and how it  operates,  while we keep the Bay Trai l  segment open in the t imes it  is  most 


used.  It  al lows us to get more data on safety and operations with the emergency 


shoulder open on weekdays.  And it  al lows us a better understanding of access.   I  am 


curious,  real ly,  whether we would attract some different Bay Trai l  users with a 


shutt le service.  And i t  al lows us to take a closer look at equity.    


The demographics and equity considerat ions of users was not something in the 


current,  in the or ig inal  scope for the UC Berkeley PATH and we think this is  worth 


spending some t ime on.  I  think it  is  important when you think about the var iabi l ity  


and congest ion due to  incidents in the morning.  


It  also a l lows us to continue working on projects such as the Richmond-San 


Rafael  Forward that wil l  make the approach to the Bridge and Richmond work better 


and speed up transit  and carpools in the corridor.  


Before I  wrap up, I  am just going to spend a minute on the Richmond-San 


Rafael  Forward projects.   These are ful ly  funded projects that wi l l  move us toward a 


mult i-modal corridor,  and we believe they wil l  a l leviate but not el iminate congestion 


in Richmond.  


Probably the most impactful  of these projects,  the biggest,  is  the Open Road 
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Toll ing and HOV Lane Extension that would open by the end of 2025.  This project wi l l  


do two things.   It  wi l l  remove the tol l  booths at the plaza,  and it  wil l  streamline 


traff ic  through the plaza to reduce the slowdown that happens when merging.  R ight 


now, the plaza widens out to seven lanes and then it  goes back to a few lanes to get 


on the Br idge, so it  wi l l  streamline that traff ic.  


It  wil l  also provide an HOV lane extension for carpools and buses through 


Richmond.  


We are also working with AC Transit  and Golden Gate Transit  to instal l  t ransit  


s ignal  prior ity on Cutt ing Boulevard.  


We expect to make some improvements to the Richmond Parkway interchange 


by 2026 that wil l  help with some of the local  congestion and the traff ic  divers ion.  


 In paral lel ,  although not shown on this s l ide,  Caltrans and BATA are looking at 


the abil ity  to use the upper deck shoulder on the Bridge as a carpool lane, potentia l ly  


in conjunction with a part-t ime path.  As I  mentioned earl ier,  that real ly  requires a 


ful l  environmental  review process,  and it  is  not the subject of the item before you 


today.  


This my last  s l ide.  In terms of next steps,  we are certainly very interested to 


hear your thoughts and questions today.  


Our f irst  step though before we can come back to you for a formal action is  


f irst  to ask  BATA to authorize staff,  that is  me, to pursue the proposal.   We wil l  be 


making an init ial  presentation to a BATA committee next week and then we wil l  be 


seeking approval f rom the ful l  Authority at  the end of the month.  


Second, we need to real ly  define the parameters of the modif icat ion l ike the 
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days of the week, the bike shutt le operat ions,  and work more closely with BCDC staff  


on the best  approach to the permit,  part icularly with respect to the lower deck.  


Third,  we would submit a formal request for amendment for your 


consideration at a later meeting.  


Thank you very much for your attent ion and we look forward to your 


discussions after Katherine c loses us out.  


Ms. Pan cont inued:  Thank you for that presentation.  I  also wanted to note 


that the current permit speci f ica l ly  prohibits  the alteration or removal of the 


faci l it ies without a permit amendment.  And so in this sort  of weird space where the 


authorizat ion for the Pi lot  Project has run out,  before the next amendment comes in,  


Caltrans has submitted a request for a non-material  t ime extension to extend the 


authorizat ion for the exist ing Pi lot  as-is  to give them some time to f inish up their 


proposal ,  f inish up their evaluation and come back with a material  amendment 


request later this year.  


At this point,  it  seems worthwhi le to share the legal  and policy bases for how a 


future proposal  for  the Pi lot  wil l  be analyzed.  


First ,  as a lways,  it  is  important to remember that Section 66602 of the 


McAteer-Petris  Act f inds that exist ing public  access to the shorel ine and waters of 


the San Francisco Bay is  inadequate, and that maximum feasible publ ic  access 


consistent with the proposed project should be provided.  


The Bay Plan further expands on this ,  in part icular and its  public  access 


polic ies,  and a lso includes a section of transportation pol icies and f indings that are 


relevant to this case.  And to paraphrase, Transportation Policies 1 and 4 require the 







27 


 


BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


Commission to encourage the development of alternative modes of transportation 


and to include pedestr ian and bicyc le paths in transportation projects on br idges 


over the Bay.   


These are based on f indings that primary re l iance on s ingle-occupant vehic les 


for transportat ion in the Bay Area results in further pressures to use the Bay as a 


route for future roadways and br idges.  And that pressure to f i l l  the Bay can be 


reduced by providing safe and convenient publ ic  pathways for non-motorized forms 


of travel.  


Before closing,  I  would l ike to offer some questions for the Commission to 


consider in your discussion.  Staff  appreciates any insights  or direction you are able 


to provide in response to these questions as we prepare to return with the 


permittees later this year with their amendment request.  


This f irst  question is  related to the condit ions of the permit and s imply asks 


whether the Commission believes that there is  suff ic ient information at this t ime to 


remove the improvements,  make them permanent,  or  propose an alterat ion.  


For the second quest ion, knowing that the permittee plans to request an 


amendment to the permit for a modif ied Pi lot  Project,  what information would the 


Commission l ike to be included in the application and/or the staff  analys is  to support  


a determination of whether the proposed modifications are appropriate?  


For the third question, at  the conclusion of the Pi lot,  including any extended 


or modif ied version of  the Pi lot,  what information should be provided to support a 


determinat ion of whether non-motorized public access is  feasible on the Br idge? 


Lastly,  at  the conclus ion of the Pi lot,  what information should be provided to 
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support a determination of whether any proposed permanent project would be 


providing the maximum feasible publ ic  access on the Bridge consistent with that 


project?  


With that,  thank you very much for your attention to this presentation.  Staff  


and the permittees are happy to answer any clari fying quest ions you may have.  


Mr. Scharff  interjected:   Chair Wasserman, I  would just  l ike to make a short 


statement.  I  just  wanted to remind everyone that this is  an informational briefing 


and that this may come before us for a permanent amendment as you have heard.   


Therefore,  I  just  want to state that now is  not the t ime to state support or 


opposit ion to something that may come before us for a permit amendment.   That 


general  comments and concerns that do not state how you would vote on a permit 


amendment are okay,  and that the focus should be on responding to these four 


quest ions that staff  has posed.  


Chair Wasserman cont inued:  I  am going to start  with questions for 


clari f icat ion from the Commissioners and then we wil l  go to publ ic  comment.  I  am 


going to start  with Commissioner Gioia.  


Commissioner Gioia  commented:  Thank you for the presentat ions.  As 


someone who l ives in Richmond and represents the area that is  the approach to the 


Bridge, and I  have been both a dr iver in my car on the Bridge and a biker across the 


Bridge, so I  have experienced the enjoyment of biking,  the frustration of delays,  so I  


understand the dynamics of this.  


I  do have a  number of quest ions that wil l  help us later to answer the 


Commission questions,  but one of them deals with a ir  quality studies that you may 
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do;  and I  wanted to get Greg Nudd before he leaves and then I  wil l  have Lisa come 


up.    


Greg is  a senior off ic ia l  at  the Air  D istrict .   As Greg comes up, because I  think 


part of it  is  what are we going to ask for in the study, and I  know you are going to be 


doing air  qual ity analysis  we wil l  ask.   As an Air  District  member that is  an issue that 


is  been raised.   


I  do think it  is  important to clar ify.   Because there is  a lot  of good information 


and not-so-accurate information that is  out  there in the publ ic about al l  of  this  


potentia l  proposal .   I  know it  is  c lear that there is  no proposal  to  make this lane a 


vehicle lane for cars ,  potentia l ly  an HOV transit  lane, but not just  a vehicle lane.  A 


lot of the comments we hear,  I  think people think it  i s  going to be turned into a 


vehicle lane.   


Then there is  this stuff  going around that the bike lane has caused more air  


pollut ion, which has not happened.  But I  wanted to understand,  Greg.  Can you just 


comment about air  pollut ion impacts so far,  as part  one.  And part  two, i f  we were to 


ask,  as they do studies,  what k inds of studies would make sense?   


It  sounds l ike the alternatives you are looking at ,  us ing it  as a shoulder,  using 


it  as an HOV/transit  lane have different impl ications for congestion and air  qual ity.   I  


know you had to leave so I  wanted to ask you that before going back to MTC. 


Mr. Nudd commented:  Sure,  I  wi l l  keep it  br ief.   R ight now, we do not have 


any evidence that the bike lane is  causing greater air  pollution in Richmond.  The 


data that we see is  consistent with what we see near every freeway in the Bay area 


where there are s ignif icant increases in a ir  pollut ion in the mornings.   But that  is  
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typical  of pretty much every freeway in the Bay Area.  


In terms of things to consider.   When you are doing an air  quality evaluation of 


a traff ic  improvement project you want to look at the types of vehicles that  are 


traveling.   By that I  mean l ight duty vehic les  versus diesel  t rucks.   You want to look 


at vehicle speeds before and after;  and you want to look at total  vehicle throughput 


before and after.    


What we are f inding recently is  because l ight duty vehicle ta i lpipe emissions 


are so low, congestion is  not real ly  an issue for l ight duty vehicles from an air  qual ity 


standpoint.    


Obviously,  it  i s  an issue from a quality-of-l i fe standpoint,  and it  can be an air  


quality issue if  it  causes traff ic  to back up on surface streets,  especial ly  i f  there are 


diesel  vehicles in  that traff ic  mix.  


The thing to be careful  about though is  induced demand.  I f  you make some 


modif icat ions that end up having greater throughput  through the area you can 


actually  see increases in particulate matter,  even though the congestion is  lower.  It  


is  a l itt le bit  of a di fferent framework than what we are used to dealing with in terms 


of congestion.  And that real ly  has to do with,  f i rst  of a l l ,  having c leaner cars,  which 


is  great,  but a lso having better understanding about the impacts of brake wear and 


t ire wear and road dust from an a ir  quality  standpoint.  


Commissioner Gioia  asked:   How does more congestion versus less  congestion 


affect the larger source from cars now, which is  there brake and t i re wear and road 


dust as opposed to the tai lpipe emissions?  How does having congestion versus not 


having congestion affect that part?  
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Mr. Nudd explained:   Tire wear tracks direct ly with vehicle miles traveled 


(VMT),  as does road dust,  so the more vehic le miles traveled you have the more t ire 


wear you have.   


A recent study came out showing that most of the microplastics in  the Bay are 


actually  t ire wear.   So,  the more VMT you have, the more t ire wear you have, more 


air  pollut ion, more water pollution.   


With electric  vehicles we are seeing increased t ire wear because folks use 


their t ires as brakes through regenerative braking,  but you see less brake wear,  so 


the net impact of electric  vehicles on that is  quest ionable.  


In terms of diesel ,  i f  you have got diesel  t rucks id l ing that is  going to be a big 


problem for the community,  especial ly  i f  they are on surface level  streets.  


Commissioner Gioia  acknowledged:  Thanks,  Greg, that is  al l  I  had.  But it  


sounds l ike when you do a study the Air District  wil l  be involved making comments 


and reviewing the parameters of the study to ensure that we are gett ing the r ight 


overview and the right comment on that.   And the Air Distr ict  is  prepared to do that.  


Mr. Nudd agreed:  Yes,  we are happy to help MTC, provide some technical  


support on that.   We are already working with them on the overal l  improvement 


projects and helping make sure that they have got the right  technical  approach with 


the contractors they are using for the air  quality analys is.  


Commissioner Gioia  acknowledged and cont inued:  Great,  thanks.  


I  just  had a few questions on the presentation, maybe to L isa or Caltrans,  just  


to be clear.    


You are not proposing a through lane, you are proposing HOV and transit  long-
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term, but your permit applicat ion may seek just to have a shoulder  for a per iod of 


t ime and then this HOV transit  lane.  How are you going to be able  to dist inguish 


dur ing this modif ied period the changes under the modif ied permit i f  you are also 


making the changes which are going to benefit  the Richmond-San Rafael  Forward?   


Because r ight now you have three lanes of traff ic ,  going to seven at the tol l  


plaza,  going down to two.  And your proposal  is  to have three lanes of traff ic ,  three 


through the tol l  plaza,  down to two, which is  going to have, I  think,  a big posit ive 


effect on reducing congestion.   


So,  to the extent that you are looking at that benef it  from that project,  how 


are you going to dist inguish that from what you are doing in the modif ied proposal,  


the modif ied permit?  Assuming it  is  successful,  r ight?  To be real ly  clear here to the 


public ,  we are ask ing quest ions to get information.  We could potential ly  be 


disqualif ied from voting,  as our counsel said,  i f  we start  speci fying support and 


opposit ion.  Plus,  we do not have a l l  the information to make a decision, r ight?  


Ms. Klein replied:   Right,  that is  r ight.   No, that is  a very good question, and 


we are trying to thread a needle here.  What we would hope to be able to do is  very 


quick ly come back to you.  Submit the request for the permit amendment to try this 


modif icat ion.  As you noted, the modif ication would restore the shoulder on the 


weekdays,  no traff ic  on that lane.  And we would l ike to be able to  run that through 


before.  We would l ike to be able to open that pretty quickly .   Run that next year 


before the Forward Project opens.  The Forward Project is  projected to open at the 


end of 2025 and so that would give us,  hopeful ly,  about a good year’s worth of data 


before those improvements get made to the tol l  plaza.  
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Commissioner Gioia  asked:   It  i s  your belief the Forward Project is  going to 


have a great benefit  at  reducing congestion there.  Have you thought about how 


much? 


Ms. Klein answered:  I  think the Forward Project is  not going to el iminate 


congestion at the to l l  plaza,  r ight.   We would not be building an HOV lane if  it  would 


because you would not have an advantage.  I  know that I  have those numbers in my 


notes and how much i t  is .   I  think it  is  a few minutes worth of rel ief  for the general  


lanes.  It  is  far more benefic ial  to the carpools and the transit  vehicles that wi l l  be 


able to use the HOV lane and it  was a few minutes worth.  


Commissioner Gioia  continued his quest ioning:   How are you thinking of doing 


enforcement?  I  have had an electric  car for  10 years.   I  drive in HOV lanes that are 


packed al l  the t ime because I  think more than half  the dr ivers do not have the 


number of passengers or have an e lectric  car .   Obviously,  there is  the potent ial  for a 


traff ic  lane.  How are you going to address that?  


Ms. Klein replied:   Yes,  and that is  a real ly  good question.  Enforc ing carpool 


lanes is  tough, there is  no doubt about it .   You al l  see that al l  the t ime on the road 


and so do I .    


We do a l itt le bit  better on the bridge approaches.   It  i s  a l itt le bit  easier on 


the br idge approaches than it  is ,  say,  on Interstate 80 in your neck of the woods 


there.  And that is  because the dr ivers are going through a single point at  the tol l  


plaza where there is  an HOV lane.  They are currently a l itt le s lower r ight there than 


they are on Interstate  80.  You can put a highway patrol  vehic le pretty much right 


there and they can look and see who is  in the lane.  And that is  much easier than 
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having them drive by when cars are moving with traff ic  on the regular freeway.  


Commissioner Gioia  asked:   Could you col lect this same data with less days of 


modif ied changes?  You just proposed something that was a Thursday through 


Sunday, which is  potentia l ly  50/50.  How many days do you need to real ly  col lect the 


data to make a f inal  decision? 


Ms. Klein replied:   I  do not think I  have a real  specif ic  answer to that question.  


What we are doing in trying to assess the number of days is  real ly  trying to balance 


the traff ic  patterns that we see where there is  the congest ion and the number of 


vehicles that are traveling on the Bridge,  and we see very clear patterns thus far .   


Traff ic  volumes are very consistent Tuesday,  Wednesday, Thursday.  Monday is  very 


close to those and then Fr iday the traff ic  is  lower.  That is  one of the things we are 


real ly  considering when we look at what days we want to operate the path.  


Commissioner Gioia  continued:  You have proposed a bike shutt le  for the days 


that the bike lane is  not avai lable,  which presumably is  in the lane of traff ic,  which is  


also congested.  Is  there any reason your proposal  could not inc lude a bike shuttle,  


on the shoulder,  a smaller vehicle on the shoulder,  that puts the, again assuming this 


goes forward, r ight? 


Ms. Klein answered:  Right.  


Commissioner Gioia  continued:  That puts bikes on the shoulder that gets them 


across.   B ike or pedestrian I  should say.  


Ms. Klein stated:   I  think that is  a real ly  interesting idea and I  think it  is  


something we would have to look at.   We would want to real ly  work through that 


with Caltrans as the owner of the Bridge and understand what  that kind of operation 
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would mean.  I  think i t  is  a real ly  interest ing suggest ion and something we wil l  look 


at.  


Commissioner Gioia  continued:  This is  more to BCDC.  One of the things we 


obviously have to consider,  maximum feas ible publ ic access,  al l  those standards.  


Have shuttles been used on some temporary  or long-term basis to deal with public  


access issues?  This is  real ly  to the staff.   Have they?  And maybe i t  is  also a legal  


quest ion of whether or not it  meets public access having a shuttle .  


Ms. Klein stated:   I  am looking at  Ashley to see just in terms of,  l ike,  


detouring,  I  guess.  


Commissioner Gioia  continued:  Yes,  how does the maximum feas ible public  


access interplay with using a shuttle on some days in place of actually  providing the 


access?  


Bay Design Analyst  Tomerl in f ielded this question:   Ashley Tomerl in,  Bay 


Design Analyst.   We have seen shuttles on the Richmond Br idge previously and then 


at Middle Harbor Road related to Middle Harbor Shorel ine Park.   


The use of shuttles does not seem to be popular e ither with user groups or the 


agencies running them.  The Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge shutt le was run prior to the 


1997 Richmond Bridge permit,  and it  was cancelled due to low ridership and 


dissatisfaction on the parts of the bicycl ists just  due to unrel iabi l ity.  


Commissioner Gioia  acknowledged:  Just wondered.  Okay, thanks.  


And just a couple of f inal .   Is  there a reason you want to go forward with the 


shoulder as  opposed to wait ing,  col lect ing more, and apply for a permit when you 


have done the analysis  to look at an HOV transit  lane? 
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Ms. Klein answered:  Yes,  that is  a good question.  


Commissioner Gioia  continued:  Because you hear,  a shoulder is  a  shoulder,  


and I  wil l  get to the incident  question in a  second.  


Ms. Klein continued:  Right.   I  think it  real ly  does relate to the inc idents.   It  


has been a while now since we had a shoulder on that Bridge, r ight.   It  has been four 


years and there was COVID in between it ,  r ight .   And I  think one of the things that we 


wonder a l itt le bit  about is,  do people real ly  remember the experience of the Bridge 


before the Pi lot and is  there maybe some?  I t  has been a while .    


So,  this question about what happens when there is  an inc ident?  At this point 


we only have the more recent experience, r ight ,  where we have the path, and we do 


think that there is  some value in gett ing fresh data.   


It  is  a lso true that traff ic  is  90% of what it  was before COVID and so it  may 


funct ion a l itt le di fferently now in this period than it  did back in 2018, 2019.  That is  


one reason we would l ike to go ahead and do it  now. 


Commissioner Gioia  asked:   How long is  it  go ing to take you to analyze and 


determine whether it  is  feas ible to have a HOV transit  lane there?  Because I  assume 


that is  where you ult imately are trying to end up in your permit appl ication, but this 


intermediate use of a shoulder is  just  different.   How long is  it  going to take you? 


Ms. Klein answered:  Right.   Wel l ,  I  do not know where we are try ing to end 


up.   I  think we are looking at options and we want to understand what the analysis  


wil l  show. 


In terms of how long the analysis  takes,  it  is  a two-step process.   We are doing 


an init ial  analysis,  we cal l  it  a  design a lternative assessment,  and we are trying to 
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move very expedit iously through that and complete that by the end of the year.   That 


wil l  give us a general  sense of feasibi l ity.    


In order to real ly  pursue this and to come back for a permit,  we would have to 


complete a ful l  environmental  review.  It  would be comparable in scope to the 


environmental  review we did for the current  pi lot  and that was a two-year process.   


So,  it  is  a good two-plus years before we could come back and ask  for a permit for an 


HOV lane, two plus years,  probably three.  


Commissioner Gioia  acknowledged:  So,  the Commission is  looking at  maybe 


three general  alternat ive options.  One is  whether to cont inue the current status 


quo, second is  whether to amend the permit  to a shoulder,  third is  whether 


ult imately to amend the permit to have HOV and a transit .    


What you want  us to do, it  sounds l ike,  i s  study what the benefits  or not of the 


shoulder are.  And if  we found that there was not a great benef it ,  that we would 


potentia l ly  go back to status quo or then entertain later an application on an HOV.   


Because there’s di fferent cost benefits ,  I  should say for each of those, r ight?  


A shoulder versus HOV transit  is  a big di fference, with di fferent cost benef its and 


different impacts on congestion and air  qual ity and al l  of  that.   But you are only 


going to col lect data on the shoulder,  you are not going to col lect data on the HOV 


and the transit .  


Ms. Klein acknowledged:  Right,  that is  true.  We wil l  be doing analysis  in 


paral lel  though on the HOV lane on the shoulder.   So,  the tr ick  is  to bring a l l  this  


together.  


Commissioner Gioia  stated:   But  you are not going to have data from an HOV 
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transit .  


Ms. Klein replied:   We wil l  not have data for  it .   I  think one of the chal lenges in 


traff ic  analysis  is  this  notion of incidents and this non-recurr ing congestion and that 


is  a place where I  think real  l i fe experience is  especial ly  valuable.    


Incidents are tremendously variable,  r ight?  It  is  anything from you get a f lat  


t ire and you pul l  over,  to a major crash.  They vary on the weather and the t ime of 


day and the l ight ing and there is  just  so much variation.  So,  I  think that is  an area 


where direct experience is  particularly valuable.   I  think as an industry,  i f  you wi l l ,  


we do a l itt le better at  traff ic  analys is  when we are talk ing about,  you know. 


Commissioner Gioia  continued:  Right.   You calculate there were some 


increases in incidents,  I  get it ,  in the morning,  6:00 to 9:00.  But how many incidents 


are we talking about?  What is  the actual  absolute number of inc idents?  And what is  


the data you have that shows what the impact of that incident  was on any increased 


congestion or not?  


Ms. Klein explained:   Right,  yes.   We measure the incidents as rates,  typical ly,  


and the rates are the numbers  that are included in your packet.   I t  is  rates per mi l l ion 


vehicle miles  traveled so it  is  a very,  very small  number.  Which is  real ly  a good 


thing,  r ight,  because you do not want a lot of crashes.  So those numbers are in your 


packet.   I  would have to go back and look at the actual  number of incidents over a 


period of t ime.  I  do not have that on top of  my head.  


Commissioner Gioia  stated:   I  think that is  useful  and how much then?  That is  


a quest ion I  have to come back to us.   How many days was that and how much did it  


actually  affect congestion or how much did it  affect delay? 
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Ms. Klein concurred:   Right.  


Commissioner Gioia  noted:   We do not have that real ly.   Thanks.  Those are 


some questions about it .  


Commissioner Nelson was recognized:   A couple of addit ional questions.   The 


f irst  is  very much along that same l ine.  I  had struggled when I  was looking at those 


graphics to look at number of inc idents per mil l ion mi les traveled.   I  have no idea 


what that translates to in terms of the real -world number of inc idents.   How they are 


distr ibuted.  Do they happen at di fferent t imes of day.  I f  you are considering vary ing 


the use of that shoulder that distribution might matter .   We do not need those 


answers now.  But as we think about moving forward as you folks  are prepar ing to 


come back to us,  it  would real ly  help i f  those numbers  came back to us in numbers 


that we could understand.  


A couple of other questions.   I  share Commissioner Gioia’s  questions and 


concern about not seeing this as a one-way step toward a transit  l ine.  We have not 


made that decis ion yet and you are not proposing we make that decision yet .   But the 


debate here real ly  is  about emergency.   


The tradeoff is  real ly  not about traff ic,  it  is  about emergency use of that lane 


compared to,  it  is  emergency-related traff ic  congestion related to the current bicyc le 


use,  r ight.   That is  the tradeoff we are ta lking about.   So,  I  just  want to make sure we 


are al l  c lear about that.  


One of the things just  with that in mind I  was trying to understand, you said 


that the volume of traff ic  today is  about 90% of the pre-COVID levels but the 


congestion level  is  pretty similar or maybe a l itt le bit  worse than pre-COVID.  Can you 







40 


 


BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


help us understand why that is?  I  would expect the congestion to be lower.  


Ms. Klein replied:   A l i tt le bit  lower.  I  think that is  one of the questions.   I  


would say it  is  comparable.   I  would not say it  is  a l itt le bit  worse,  I  would say it  is  


real ly  very comparable.  It  i s  a l itt le dif ferent in  shape, but it  is  real ly  pretty 


comparable.   I  think that is  a good quest ion and I  am not sure we have a great answer 


for it .   St i l l ,  a  lot  of the congestion real ly  has to do with that tol l  plaza and the fact i t  


widens out and it  comes back down.  You have got to merge in the back.  So that is  


one of the considerations.  


The PATH Study did f ind, I  d id not highl ight it  because I  do not think it  i s  


necessar i ly  central  to the discussion today, but the PATH Study did f ind that there is  


a s l ight decrease in capacity on the Br idge with the barrier  in place.  That may have 


to do with how the cars are moving across the Bridge, they may be a l itt le s lower 


r ight next to the barrier,  they may be choosing more to be in the left  lane because 


they do not want to be next to the barr ier.    


But what  we found is  that it  has not real ly  dramatical ly  affected the 


performance on the traff ic  across the Br idge, it  is  sort  of hiding in the background 


there.  


Could it  be something with traff ic?  We do not know now if  this is  a new 


normal,  we also do not know that,  r ight?  I f  traff ic  were to grow back,  could it  be a 


consideration?  Could it  make the backup worse?  Maybe it  could.  That is  also very 


hard to test in real  l i fe when traff ic  is  low.  


Commissioner Nelson continued:  A couple of other questions that would be 


helpful  i f  you could provide us more information when you come back.  And I  suspect 
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we are going to be hearing about some of this f rom the publ ic.    


The documents indicate that the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge is  the second-


most popular br idge for bicycle transit  compared to the Bay Bridge.  It  would be good 


to have those numbers as well .   That connection does not go al l  the way across 


currently but those would be good numbers  to see. 


I  would also be real ly  interested, and I  would be interested in members of the 


public talking about  this as well ,  is  to what  extent,  i f  any,  is  the low use on the 


Bridge related to connections on either end?  I  was not quite sure.   


Larry,  you were ta lking about the connection on the west end of the Bridge, 


and I  was not sure whether that was real ly  affecting bicyc le use in a s ignif icant way 


that might have an impact on use.  So that is  just  a question for everybody about to 


what extent,  i f  any,  is  the use being,  frankly,  lower than I  would have expected, 


especia l ly  dur ing the weekdays,  related to access off  of the Br idge? 


And the last  question is,  i f  we are considering going back to a shuttle,  it  would 


be helpful  to hear from the members of the public ,  and it  would help us see the 


numbers.   Staff  just  sa id that that was cancelled because of a lack of public support .   


That could have been unrel iabi l ity  of the shuttle,  it  could be the fact that members 


of the publ ic are much more enthusiastic about traveling across the Bridge by bicyc le 


rather than in the back of a van.  But those would be good numbers to have before us 


as well .   I  think that  is  it ,  thank you.  


Ms. Klein responded:  Through the Chair,  i f  you would l ike me to respond to 


any of those,  I  can tackle them now or I  can hold them and we can do it  when we 


come back.  
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Chair Wasserman replied:   Unless you think there is  something very specif ic,  I  


think most of them are intended as guidance for what comes back to us.  


Ms. Klein acknowledged:  Certainly .  


Commissioner Gunther was recognized:   Just to fol low up briefly.   I  think the 


discussion seems to be centering around the need for benchmarks to better analyze 


the quant itative information that you are giving us.    


For example,  there’s  500 people each weekend on the Br idge.  Is  that a lot  or 


is  it  not a lot?  Did we project in 2016 what it  would be?  That kind of benchmarking 


would help us interpret,  r ight,  14 to 17 minutes saved eastbound.   I  am getting the 


impression that  is  a lot.   Compared to what?   I  think that would be real ly  helpful.   


And just a couple of things l ike the number of incidents.   Are there incidents in  the 


pedestr ian/bike lane? 


Ms. Klein answered:  I t  is  a very smal l  number,  i f  there were any at al l .  


Commissioner Gunther continued:  Would reducing the speed on the Bridge 


reduce the number of incidents? 


Ms. Klein replied:   Through the Chair ,  would you l ike me to respond now or 


this for  guidance?  I  am happy to take your guidance.  I  know you have other business 


to take care of.  


Chair Wasserman stated:   I  would take these as guidance for the information 


we need.  


Commissioner Gunther continued:  That is  a l l  they are meant for ,  thank you.  I  


know that sometimes it  feels l ike you are pull ing something out of  thin air .   But in 


terms of interacting then with the greater publ ic,  as I  was responsible for us ing 
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scient if ic  information to decide if  the Bay is  healthy.  Wel l ,  is  it?   How do you do 


that?  There is  no health meter you put into it ,  r ight .    


You have to come up with a sense of what is  good.  Whatever you decide to 


do, and whatever we al l  agree to do going forward, to have some goals,  some kind of 


benchmarks out there,  we think this is  going to reduce the number of inc idents by 


whatever and then let ’s  see what happens.  At least we can get a sense from that of 


what these statist ics mean.   


Again,  I  am going to reiterate,  there is  no right answer to this,  r ight.   But,  your 


expert judgment,  informed by everybody else’s,  helps guide the discuss ion in the 


future.  Thanks.  


Commissioner Eklund inquired:   I  just  have some clarifying quest ions because I  


have not been as involved in this project as a lot  of others have been.  What you are 


saying is  that the lower deck,  which goes eastbound, the bike lane wil l  remain? 


Ms. Klein replied:   On the lower deck there is  a part-t ime traff ic  lane.  The 


lower deck is  a vehic le lane 2:00 to 7:00 p.m. 


Commissioner Eklund asked:  It  is  not a bike lane? 


Ms. Klein answered:  I t  is  not a bike lane,  yes,  that is  correct .  


Commissioner Eklund acknowledged:  Okay.  The bike lane/pedestr ian is  only 


on the upper deck.  


Ms. Klein answered:  That is  correct,  yes.  


Commissioner Eklund noted:   Okay.  That is  a very important clar if ication.  So,  


you are looking at doing the upper deck,  which is  westbound.  You would l ike to try 


to convert that to an HOV transit  lane during the week, and then on the weekends 
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use that lane as a  bike lane/pedestr ian lane,  correct? 


Ms. Klein explained:   There is  a series of things over t ime, r ight,  and we are a 


l itt le more spread out .   The immediate,  it  is  not an ask yet because we st i l l  have to 


get authority .   The immediate proposal  is  to  extend the Pi lot  on the upper deck,  


restore a shoulder on the weekdays and have the path, retain the path on the 


weekends.   


We are in paral le l  with that ,  and we would seek to get a permit to do that very 


soon.  Perhaps have that in place ideal ly  before the end of this year.   In paral lel  with 


that,  we are doing analysis  studies,  f irst  a feasibi l ity  sort  of analys is  and then 


perhaps an environmental  review that would look at us ing that shoulder as a bus and 


HOV lane.  But that is  a separate analys is.    


We would not be able to come before the Commission with that for several  


years because it  needs a ful l  environmental  review.  


Commissioner Eklund stated:   I  guess I  share some of the concern about how 


you are going to be able to compare di fferent pi lots s ince this proposal  is  


substant ial ly  di fferent  than the pi lot  that has been occurr ing over the last  few years .   


I  share that very much so. 


Help me to understand the public  opposit ion.  It  is  with the upper deck,  


correct? 


Ms. Klein concurred:   That is  correct.  


Commissioner Eklund continued:  Okay.  And it  i s  the opposit ion to retaining it  


as a bike and pedestr ian path, correct,  or not? 


Chair Wasserman interjected:   I  am going to  give her a l i fesaver.   We are going 
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to hear from the publ ic.   I  would rather  hear  it  from the public than have the Caltrans 


representative be put in the posit ion of speaking for the publ ic.  


Commissioner Eklund continued:  I  guess for  myself  and others that may not 


have been involved in this f rom the beginning,  it  would be helpful  to have this is  


where we were, this is  what we did,  and this  is  what we are proposing.  I  come in l ike 


this in midstream and I  hear  a lot of controversy,  but I  do not know what the 


controversy is  about in particular.  


You stated this ,  congestion is  t r iggered by the tol l  plaza.  Has Caltrans ever 


looked at what they could do?  You probably have.  What you could do to the tol l  


plaza to minimize i f  not el iminate that congestion?  Maybe that needs to be in a 


separate document.  


Ms. Klein answered:  Deferring to the Chair  whether to respond now or later.  


Commissioner Eklund stated:   I f  you can explain that later ,  that is  f ine but just  


some of these basics.  


Why is  it  that the Br idge is  more popular with bike and pedestr ian?  I  think 


that is  a good quest ion.  Because the Golden Gate Bridge is  pretty popular.   It  would 


be interesting to have some of the other statist ics too so we can compare them.  I  


have some other ideas  of what I  would l ike to see but I  think we have got a long way 


to go. 


Commissioner Randolph noted:   I  guess this  is  an observation having been part 


of this conversation we had with the 2016 that I  remember it  very  well  at  the t ime.  


It  goes to,  I  think,  two quest ions.   Is  it  the optimal or most appropriate use of the 


space that is  current ly used as the bike and pedestr ian lane as opposed to alternat ive 
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uses?   


I  remember when this f irst  came up there was understandably a lot  of 


advocacy by the bicyc le community and ABAG said it  i s  going to complete the Bay 


Trai l ,  which is  great.  


But I  registered a fundamental  concern at that t ime, this is  years ago now, that 


this was coming to us in the complete absence of any kind of data whatsoever.   Some 


folks said,  wel l ,  you know, bikes are so successful  on the Golden Gate Bridge.  Come 


on, the Golden Gate Bridge ends at the Presidio in  San Francisco and at the other end 


it  is  in Sausal ito,  and i t  is  a major tourist  destinat ion.  Scenic,  and I  do not think any 


of us would cal l  the San Rafael  Br idge scenic .    


There is  very l itt le at  either end immediately that would draw people as a 


destination.  You got to go pretty far away to get anywhere that is  real ly  going to.  


Commissioner Gioia  interjected:   Folks in Marin and Contra Costa may disagree 


with that view. (Group laughter)  


Commissioner Randolph responded:  I  l ive in Marin County,  thank you very 


much, and I  r ide my bike out hundreds of mi les.   Anyway, I  am a biker too, so I  total ly  


get it .    


But I  guess this goes to the quest ion, one is  I  might  use dif ferent terminology 


than you did that the upper deck path is  quite well  used.  I  am not  sure I  would say 


that 140 bikes a day is  quite well  used compared to the other traff ic ,  so I  would 


probably use different  language.   


I  think we have the key data that we need, which is  the number of bikes and 


pedestr ians on the Bridge dur ing commute hours and non-commute hours.  
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What I  think would be useful,  again when you said that the San Rafael  Br idge is  


the number two most popular bridge for bikes after the Bay Br idge.  It  would be great 


to see what is  the data?  How many bikes  use the Bay Br idge?  How many bikes use 


other Cal ifornia bridges in the region?  And how many use the Golden Gate Bridge?  


So,  i f  we see the data of Golden Gate Br idge, Bay Bridge, San Rafael  Bridge, San 


Mateo Bridge, any other bridges,  I  think that is  the data.  I  think tel l ing us it  is  


number two does not tel l  us  very much at al l .  


So anyway, I  am glad we are having this conversation.   I  am glad we have the 


data.  We could use a l itt le bit  more.  And I  think anything else that you can share 


with us that would help us understand the benefits of the shoulder,  that would get us 


maybe, eventually  i f  we go there someday, to the HOV lane.  I  know that is  not this 


permit request .   But I  think anything to understand the benefits further of gett ing 


the shoulder back would be very helpful .   I  would love to see the data on al l  the 


bridges.  


Chair Wasserman added:  And just to compl icate it  a  l itt le bit  more, I  would 


l ike to see data on other well-used bicyc le paths,  commuter and recreational,  not 


just  l imited to bridges. 


Commissioner Moulton-Peters stated:   Here is  the Commissioner,  along with 


our previous Commissioner,  in Marin County,  so I  have some fol low-up quest ions 


about the safety issues that you raised because I  want to understand.    


We talked about accident rates.   But actual ly,  the impacts of acc idents go to 


everybody else on the Bridge at the t ime that it  happens and backed up.  I  wonder if  


you could come back with us.   You ment ioned that minutes of delay on the Br idge 
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due to incidents have four t imes the impact and so I  would l ike to understand that 


better.   Four t imes the impact of what and to whom?   


Because we are hearing from teachers and health care workers who need to be 


to work on t ime that they are coming across  the Bridge one and two hours ear ly  now 


to offset the potentia l  of an incident,  they need to be at their jobs  on t ime.  So,  I  


would l ike some better understanding of these impacts .   F ive inc idents may happen, 


and they may affect 50,000 people.  


Similarly,  I  wonder if  you could come back to us with,  on your heat maps you 


showed a longer period of delay in the commute in the morning,  a more lengthy 


period of commute t ime that had increased over the pre-COVID t imes.  And if  there is  


any way to explain what is  happening there.   You said that the total  volume of traff ic  


has not changed, but the t ime duration of congest ion is  longer now.  So,  i f  it  i s  


possible to understand that .  


A related question is,  are you able to use INRIX data or other data to track 


commuters going over the Bridge, both by bike and by car in the morning?  I  know 


that we have origins and destination information about auto commuters,  and we 


know where they go, part  to Sonoma County,  part  to Marin.  It  would be good to get 


an update on that.    


But also,  the bicycle commuters because I  am quite certain we have a cadre of 


bicycle commuters who use it  dur ing the week.  But if  i t  would be possible to 


determine, are these repeat users going over?  Of the 140-something or other each 


week, how many are repeaters?  That would just be helpful  to understand.  


I  agree the usership on the Golden Gate Br idge would be interesting to know.  
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I  can say,  Chair Wasserman, incidental ly  that we have some 3,000 riders over a 


weekend on the North Sausal ito to Mil l  Val ley path.  We have 3,000 riders  a 


weekend, which is  quite dif ferent .   So,  it  would be useful  to get some comparative 


data on al l  that .  


I  think those are my questions.  Yes.   I  would just say,  I  real ize we do have a 


serious trade off  discussion of a constrained Bridge.  It  would be nice if  it  was a new 


Bridge, and we could outfit  it  with bike lanes in both direct ions.  But we have what 


we have, we have to f igure it  out.   So,  thank you, those are my questions.  


Commissioner Kishimoto had quest ions:   I  do  have f ive or s ix  quest ions.  One 


goes back to history.   I  am just cur ious why do we have a part-t ime vehicle lane 


added heading west versus east and why was that decis ion made?  I  am just cur ious 


about that.  


Second is,  I  read that a cant i levered bike and pedestrian faci l ity  was 


contemplated at one point,  and I  would be curious to hear  how much research was 


done and is  that a possibi l ity?  


I  also had questions about the inc idents per  day so that  is  that.  


Then regarding transit .   I  have to confess I  do not even know if  there are any 


buses crossing the Br idge today so that is  kind of a bas ic question. 


Commissioner Gioia  interjected:   There are.  


Commissioner Kishimoto acknowledged and continued:  There are,  okay. 


Is  there contemplat ion of HOV buses or even other demand side strategies?  It  


might be increas ing the tol ls  and using the greater revenues for improving transit .   


And related to that ,  the Supervisor  just  mentioned the origin/destinat ion studies.   I  
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am sure there were studies done at that point.   I  would be curious to know some 


summary of that about where the 70,000 vehicles  are going per day.  Without that it  


is  kind of hard to make suggestions on what  would be the most effective alternat ive 


transportation.  


I  guess alternatives for cycl ists who want to cross the Bay.  I  do not know what 


has changed since that last  look.  


And then there was some discussion about the landside bike connections,  and 


it  was not c lear to me they are st i l l  under construction.  I f  they are,  when are they 


due to be done?  So,  i t  does seem unfair  that we are looking at this with the landside 


bike connections not being completed.  


I  suppose the last  one I  wil l  throw out is,  i f  we are looking for some 


combination of emergency shoulder room for disabled vehicles,  is  there some way to 


combine it  with narrowed lanes in some places for either pedestr ians or bicycl ists 


who might have to dismount to pass?  That might be a crazy idea but wanted to 


throw that out there.  I  think that those are most of my questions,  thank you.  


Ms. Klein responded:  Through the Chair,  i f  I  may make one clarif ication.  The 


improvements on the Marin s ide and the Contra Costa County side,  those are largely 


complete,  the access improvements.   There is  some addit ional work we are doing on 


Marin that is  under construction now, but we have real ly  completed.  On the 


Richmond side,  those path improvements to access are complete and there have been 


substant ial  improvements completed already on the Marin side as  well .   I  just  want 


to clarify that because it  has  come up a couple t imes.  Thank you.  


Chair Wasserman noted:   I  do not see any other Commissioner comments so we 







51 


 


BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


wil l  now go to public  speakers.   We are going to start  with speakers in the room.  You 


have two minutes and please try very hard not to be repetit ive.  


Bruce Beyaert commented:  Chair Wasserman and Members of the Commission, 


my name is  Bruce Beyaert with Trai ls  for R ichmond Act ion Committee and a member 


of the San Francisco Bay Trai l  Project Board of Directors.    


The Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Trai l  is  a key section of the mult i -use San 


Francisco Bay Trai l .   It  should stay open 365 days per year.   Cycl ists,  pedestrians,  


joggers have enjoyed about 380,000 trips  across this Bridge since i t  opened in 


November 2019.  There is  no justi f icat ion for shutting it  down four days a week in 


order to provide a vehicle breakdown lane.  


Page 7 of the Caltrans/BATA Report in your agenda package states,  and I  


quote,  a “… relatively small  number of inc idents have occurred on the upper deck of 


the Bridge …”  I f  there have been a relatively small  number of incidents,  why shut 


down the Trai l  for a breakdown lane?   


My wife and I  were driving across the Bridge a couple of weeks ago and there 


was a car broken down with a f lat  t ire in the left  lane.  So what I  would l ike to 


suggest,  and some of the board members have al luded to this in their discuss ion 


today, is  that rather than moving ahead now, and I  am talk ing to both Caltrans and 


BATA also with shutting down the Trai l  four  days a week to provide a breakdown 


lane, we should wait  for the completion of the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Forward 


Program that BATA is  carrying out now. 


The major problems of delays  on the Bridge are the approaches.  The Forward 


Program wil l  make major improvements to the Richmond Parkway interchange 
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approach to the Bridge.  It  wi l l  el iminate,  as  discussed earl ier,  it  wil l  el iminate the 


tol l  plaza area going to open road tol l ing,  it  wil l  extend the HOV lane from Regatta 


Boulevard to the Br idge approach.   


That wil l  make a huge difference in the traff ic  f low situation.  And at that 


t ime, you wil l  then have a new baseline.  That would be the t ime to look at the 


options that are being considered, c losing the Trai l  to provide a breakdown lane or 


provide an HOV lane or whatever ideas might come up.  I t  is  premature now to close 


down the Trai l .   Thank you.  


Rosemary Corbin addressed the Commission:   Chair Wasserman and 


Commissioners,  I  am Rosemary Corbin and I  used to be a BCDC Commissioner and 


voted when we approved the recommendat ion to have the Bay Trai l  on the Richmond-


San Rafael  Bridge.  


So here I  am again.  I  am now the Chair Pro Tem of the San Francisco Bay Trai l  


Committee, and I  am here to tel l  you;  I  think you al l  received copies of our 


resolution.  We passed a resolution last  Fr iday in opposit ion to closing the Bay Trai l  


across the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge four days a week for many reasons.   


The Bay Trai l  is  loved.   Thousands of  people around the Bay and the 


Commission has been supportive of it .   The goal of the Bay Trai l  i s  to r ing the Bay,  


and you cannot r ing the Bay i f  you do not go across br idges.  


I  think we need to think about where the cause is .   The congest ion was there 


before the Bay Trai l ,  and it  wil l  be there after the Bay Trai l .   The congestion is  caused 


by the fact that Marin County and c it ies do not al low for the building of affordable 


housing for the people who work there.  So,  they have to l ive in the East Bay,  and 
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they cross the Bridge every morning and then back at night.   So please keep that in 


mind and do not make the Bay Trai l  a scapegoat.   Thank you.  


Tom Lent was recognized:   Ditto on both of the last  two speakers.   I  would also 


suggest that you do not real ly  have the data you think you have yet,  a lot  has 


changed.  I  am Tom Lent,  I  come before you today as a user of the pathway.  I  l ive in 


Berkeley,  and I  use the bridge for  both business purposes to attend meetings in 


Marin and San Francisco and for recreat ion access to a var iety of locations in Marin.  


And I  come also to give a voice to another group of San Francisco commuters from 


Berkeley who I  r ide with regularly who cannot attend a workday meeting.  


I  am also the E-Bike Project Coordinator for Walk Bike Berkeley.  This is  one 


change that is  not captured in the data.  E-bikes are a game changer for the 


pract ical ity,  the t ime pract ical ity of crossing that Bridge.  I  know this because I  have 


tested it  myself  against Google crossing t imes.  And I  do not mean just the Br idge, I  


mean going from places where people l ive in Richmond to places where people work 


in San Rafael ,  and an e-bike makes this practical .   And e-bikes are just  tak ing off  now 


and so we do not have a lot of data for how people with e-bikes would use this 


Bridge.  We also do not have data for how people wil l  use the Br idge with the 


improvements in the access.    


You previously had to r ide on an expressway to get on and off  of this Bridge.  


Rather intimidat ing to a lot of people,  understandably.   Now we have a dif ferent 


situat ion with access to the Bridge, a few more improvements st i l l  to come but much 


already there.   


We should be looking at how it  is  used now with the current condit ions,  not 
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looking back at the previous four years when it  was constrained and when people had 


different technologies  for crossing it .  


It  is  a real ly  important  l ink in our transportation infrastructure that we are 


just beginning to be understood and ut i l i zed.  Do not chop it  off  now.  It  wil l  be a  


major step backwards for the Bay Trai l ,  for active,  active transportation commuters 


and recreat ion, and for the res idents of Richmond who wil l  breathe the air  and the 


particulate matter that increased vehicle mi les traveled wil l  put into their lungs.   I  


have got answers on that bus,  but I  wil l  hold.  I  hope someone else can pick that one 


up.   Thank you.  


Robert Prinz commented:  Hel lo,  Commissioners,  thank you for receiving my 


comment and happy Bike Month.  I  am Robert Prince, Advocacy Director of Bike East 


Bay,  a nonprof it  representing Contra Costa and Alameda Count ies s ince 1972, back 


when we were cal led East Bay Bike Coalit ion, I  am wearing my EBBC hoodie today, 


shortly after the BCDC was formed in the late ‘60s.    


I  mention that because Bike East Bay was formed as an organization, one of 


the pr imary goals of our organizat ion was bike access across br idges connecting 


between the East Bay and other regions.   


We are at s ix  and a half  bridges r ight now with bike access.   We are working on 


that seventh path across the west span of the Bay Br idge, but we have never gone 


backwards.  So,  I  want  to real ly  stress how historic and serious this proposal  is  to 


actually  go backwards for the f irst  t ime ever on these connections.  


Yesterday, our organization submitted a coal it ion letter to this body as part  of 


keeping the Trai l  open to people biking,  walking and rol l ing at a l l  hours 24/7.  At the 
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t ime, there were 57 local,  state and national  organizat ions that s igned on to that 


letter focused on issues of active transportation, sustainabi l ity,  and the environment.   


One of those was Save the Bay,  an organizat ion that was also foundational in 


the forming of BCDC back in the ‘60s.   I  am pleased to say that s ince then, even just 


yesterday, even more organizat ions have signed on.  A new total  of at  least 65 


groups.  There is  a huge groundswell  of interest in this topic .  


One of the purposes of converting the pathway to a breakdown shoulder 


mentioned by staff  is  the need for more experience.  I  would l ike to remind folks 


here that we do have 37 years of experience with the Bridge with a breakdown 


shoulder from 1982 when the pipel ine was removed, al l  the way up unti l  2019.  So 


far,  we only have four  years of data with the Bridge with the pathway on it ,  so i f  


anything,  I  would encourage us to leave the pathway there for longer to have even 


more data about how the operat ions are handled with the current  condit ions so we 


can compare it  against that 37 years prior .  


Also,  the pr imary responsibi l ity  of BCDC is  to maximize feas ible publ ic  access 


to the shorel ine.  So,  c losing the Bridge trai l  four days a week wi l l  affect that access 


negat ively to a s ignif icant degree.  I  encourage you to center this in your future 


decision-making on the issue.  Thank you.  


Peter Gwynn spoke:   Thanks.  L ike you ment ioned, my name is  Peter Gwynn.  I  


am a Berkeley res ident who works in San Francisco, pretty c lose by actual ly.   I  have 


two young kids ages two and f ive.  I  oppose the proposed path c losure and support 


keeping it  open 24/7.   


B f irst  rode over the bridge back in December 2019 to commute to my off ice in 
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San Francisco via Marin.  It  was a beautiful  way to start  the day and I  looked forward 


to doing it  more frequently.   Then the pandemic hit .   L ike many folks during COVID I  


struggled to maintain my mental  and physical  health.  In ear ly 2021 I  put on 


addit ional weight on top of an a lready unhealthy basel ine;  a new change was 


necessary.   Start ing a decade earl ier,  I  had a  pass ion for cyc l ing and renewed my 


interest as a way to improve my health.  With exerc ise and l i festyle changes I  was 


able to drop 30 pounds.  I  felt  better forever,  better than ever,  excuse me.  


Once COVID started to subside and I  was expected to return to the off ice,  l ike 


many parents of young kids I  faced a challenge try ing to continue to incorporate 


exercise into my day,  but I  was committed to f ind a way.  My solution was to 


repurpose my commute into a workout and the key to enabling this was weekday 


access to the RSR Br idge.   


Since summer 2022 nearly every week I  have risen early and ridden my bike 


from Berkeley to downtown San Francisco through Marin County.  It  is  something I  


have looked forward to every week and has markedly improved by  physical  and 


mental  health.  Watching the sun break over  Mt. Tam while commuting and out  in the 


fresh air  beats being on an e l l ipt ical  machine any day.  


When I  heard the pi lot period was ending, it  was natural  to expect  that there 


would be a well - informed discussion of what to do with the path.  I  think I  have seen 


that here today with the committee so thank you for that .   But the news that we are 


going to return it  to a breakdown shoulder,  as opposed to address ing some of the 


root causes of the congestion, caught me total ly  by surprise.   And honestly,  it  is  a 


l itt le dramatic for me,  but I  was kind of depressed to hear that  I  might lose access  to 
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something that made my week so enjoyable.  


I  get that no one l ikes  traff ic.   However,  making a change l ike this  in order to 


appease motorists who are seemingly angered by the mere s ight of the path without 


solving the root causes of traff ic  congestion seems l ike a step in the wrong direction.   


So,  I  would urge the Board to consider some other options maybe in t iming and 


sequencing instead of shutt ing down the bike path.  Thanks.  


Jackson Lester commented:  Hi,  my name is  Jackson Lester,  and I  am a resident 


of Oakland.  So about 10 years ago I  had a transportation epiphany that you couldn't  


exist  in the society that I  grew up in,  in Lexington, Kentucky,  without a car,  and that 


led me to a career in transportation.  From a master’s in transportation engineering,  


to working as  a planner for a transit  agency,  to moving here to work in the transit  


tech space.  


One of the things that  I  love the most about  l iv ing in the Bay Area is  the 


diversity of t ransportation options.  It  is  the f irst  place I  have l ived in America where 


I  feel  l ike I  can l ive a ful l  l i fe without having to drive everywhere.   


I  have r idden the Br idge more than 40 t imes since it  opened in 2019.  It  made 


moving to the East Bay feel  l ike a viable opt ion when I  moved there in 2020 because I  


st i l l  had access  to Marin and to the City by bike.  This nascent connective t issue that 


we have recent ly grown, it  would be a tragedy to sever it .  


As I  see it ,  this  is  a tradeoff between short-term resi l iency of travel  t ime 


where when a vehic le breaks down or gets a  f lat,  making the travel  t ime more 


consistent,  versus the long-term resi l iency of our ent ire region in terms of al lowing 


us to have mult iple transportation options.   
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Because across the US and part icular ly Cal ifornia,  we have hyper-focused on 


the car as the serious way of gett ing around and everything else is  secondary.  And 


that is  apparent in talking about this path being only an option during weekends and 


when it  is  inconvenient,  kind of.   But i f  we want to have a more resi l ient 


transportation system into the future,  then we need to fac i l itate more real  


alternatives to driv ing everywhere.   


So,  I  ask you to please consider long-term resi l iency and not just  day-of 


resi l iency when an inc ident happens.  Thank you.  


Tarrel l  Kul laway addressed the Commission:   Good afternoon, Commissioners.   


I  am Tarrel l  Kul laway.  I  am the Executive Director for Marin County Bicycle Coal it ion,  


and I  am also the Vice Mayor for the lovely town of Santa Anselmo in Marin County.  


I  am here today to urge you to keep the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge open to 


people who walk and bike 24/7.  In 2019 when the pathway opened, I  spoke at the 


ribbon-cutting ceremony.  On that day hundreds of people,  including many in this 


room, were there and we spoke about moving our region forward into the future.  We 


spoke about our commitment to moving away from fossi l  fuels and improved access 


to mobil ity  on both sides of the Bay.  We talked about people from the East Bay 


having car-free access  to trai ls  and beaches in Marin.  And we also welcomed 


increased connectivi ty and relat ions between our communit ies,  which hasn't  always 


been the case.  


Many of us who are committed to a less carbon-dependent l i festyle,  inc luding 


my organization’s Planning and Policy Director who many of you know, took jobs 


across the Bridge in hopes that they would be able to r ide to work.  In the days s ince 
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MTC announced it  would recommend closing the Trai l  certain days a week we have 


heard from hundreds of people who use the Trai l  to access work and play.   Aiden is  


just  one of them.   


He volunteers at  San Quentin on Wednesday evenings,  and he uses the Br idge 


to get there.  He is  committed to a carbon-free l i festy le unti l  we control  the c l imate 


emergency, and this would take that away from him and the people that he helps at 


the pr ison.   


Curtai l ing this path is  a step in the wrong direction for our transportation 


system.  It  would rol l  back more Bay Trai l  miles in one fe l l  swoop than have been 


committed in the last  s ix  years combined.  I  ask you to do the brave and right thing.  


Thank you.  


Char lotte Durazo spoke:   Hi,  thank you for l i stening.  I  want to mention that 


this path is  an essential  and unique connect ion in the Bay Area.  How else do you 


cross from the East Bay to San Rafael,  r ight?   I  think this path should be open to al l  


k inds of transportation modes,  especial ly  the ones that we know are the most 


sustainable for our society.   We need to al low alternat ives to cars.   Why only let  


people cross  this Br idge and do this essential  connection by us ing an individual 


private car.  


I  think just  to bounce on the study that we heard today, this study is  analyz ing 


l itt le data and I  think i t  is  not very conclus ive.  And on the other hand,  I  think we st i l l  


have enough data to conclude, because many other studies have been conducted on 


this topic.    


This is  a very classic  topic of car use,  especial ly  in urban areas.   I f  we look at 
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other metrics more re levant,  for example,  how many people can get through the 


Bridge per hour,  which mode of transportat ion do you think is  the most eff ic ient  to 


get as many people across the Br idge as possible per hour,  a car or a bicycle?  I f  you 


compare these two, we already have the numbers.   We know that the space used by 


cars creates congestion, which diminishes a lot the number of cars  you can get 


through the Bridge per hour.  


So,  this is  to mention that there is  a more, a  bigger problem associated with 


this issue.  We know and it  has  been mentioned by other members  of the public.   The 


rel iance on cars in the City has l imited a lot of our options and makes this whole City 


unfriendly for  people that want to use a lternate modes of transportation.  So,  this is  


about human rights .  


Colleen Monahan spoke:   Good afternoon, Commissioners.   My name is  Colleen 


Monahan.  I  l ive in Berkeley,  and I  commute by bike over the Richmond-San Rafael  


Bridge to and from my work in San Francisco.  My access to these bike paths is  part  


of the reason why I  l ive in the Bay.   


The bike-pedestr ian path is  a cr it ica l  part  of  the Bay Trai l  as has already been 


discussed and el iminating it  wi l l  destroy equitable access to huge swaths of the 


coastl ine.  I t  is  your  Commission’s responsibi l ity  to protect that access and I  urge you 


to take that responsibi l ity  ser iously.  


It  feels important to note al l  of  the people that I  see on the Bridge every 


evening.  I  see l i tt le kids on mountain bikes,  I  see elders on e-bikes,  tourists,  I  see 


commuters and famil ies.   The bike and the pedestr ian path is  used by everyone and 


should remain open and accessible to everyone.   
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MTC’s proposal  would el iminate equitable access to the Bay Trai l ,  and it  would 


be a regress ive move to priorit ize transportation choices that are actively dr iv ing 


cl imate change.  


The congest ion on the Bridge is  not the result  of the bike path and it  wil l  


remain i f  you approve the permit .   The congestion on the Bridge is  because the 


people who work in Marin County and in the city and county of San Francisco cannot 


afford to l ive there.  This is  the result  of decades of exclus ionary housing and land 


use pol icies and el iminating weekday access  to the bike path wil l  not f ix  that.  


Al l  people should have access to the coast l ine and al l  people should have 


access to safe,  consistent and sustainable modes of transportat ion and I  urge you to 


act in al ignment with the very mission of your Commission.  The proposal  is  not 


responsible,  it  is  not productive,  and it  is  not equitable,  and I  urge you to deny the 


permit.  


Bryan Culbertson was recognized:   Hi,  Commissioners.   My name is  Bryan 


Culbertson.  I  work on art  instal lat ions in Richmond.  One of them, La Victrola,  is  


instal led in Point San Pablo just  off  the Bay Bridge Trai l  near the Richmond Bridge.   


I  bike to La Victro la past the Chevron refinery,  so I  want  to talk to  you about 


the air  qual ity issues in Richmond.  The refinery is  the largest sole emitter of 


greenhouse gas emiss ions on the West Coast  and the largest  polluter in Richmond by 


far.   Air  qual ity studies show that Chevron is  the number one culpr it  causing a ir  


quality issues in Richmond, fol lowed by Phi l l ips 66 and then the landfi l l .  


It  is  crucial  that we lower greenhouse gas emissions and improve air  quality in 


Richmond.  To do that ,  we should fol low the direct ion of a ir  quality experts whose 
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study recommends e lectrifying industria l  truck f leets l ike Chevron,  because industrial  


trucks are the top source of vehicle emissions in Richmond and expanding public  


transportation to reduce the number of vehicles over the Br idge that release t i re and 


road particulates.  


The current bus comes less than once an hour,  only operates unt i l  10:00 p.m.,  


has space for two bikes,  and many do not f it  e-bikes.   It  is  not a viable opt ion as a 


replacement for this path.  


Removing the pathway would at best make air  quality worse in the Bay.  


Instead, let ’s  deploy proven solutions to improve air  qual ity and improve congestion 


in Richmond and direct Chevron to electrify  their  t rucks instead of  gett ing r id of this 


pathway.  Thank you.  


Kyle Brunelle commented:  Hel lo,  my name is  Kyle Brunel le,  thank you for 


lett ing me speak today.  I  just  want to add a  l itt le bit  of my personal experience with 


the bike lane.  I  am a longtime East Bay resident,  longt ime homeowner in El  Cerrito.   


I  make frequent use of the Bay Bridge, I  have been across there about 400 t imes,  and 


across Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge by bike.  That is  400 automobile tr ips I  d idn't  take 


because I  was able to r ide my bike across there.  


I  am here obviously to  urge you to keep the Bridge open 24/7 for bicycle and 


pedestr ian jogger use.   As a longtime res ident,  I  waited over 30 years for access from 


the East Bay to Marin without having to cl imb into my car.   The opening of this Bay 


Trai l  f inal ly  provided that.   I  am disappointed to hear that that that is  potent ial ly  in 


jeopardy now and this  would again force myself  and anyone else who wants to go 


between the East Bay and Marin to cl imb back in our cars  and to add another car to 
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the road.  


One thing I  want to note.  Since this has become a discussion again,  I  started 


making a  personal observation to look at cars as I  am heading eastbound on the 


Bridge and look at cars heading westbound.  And looking in the windshield I  notice 


that 95% of them are single occupant vehic les.    


And I  think if  we are going to do anything about congest ion, we possibly need 


to do something about urging people to not  drive their own car,  to somehow get 


better usage of the avai lable space on the Bridge than just s ingle occupant vehic les.  


I  also think that if  there are that many incidents on the Bridge, perhaps the 


traff ic  speed is  too fast,  and it  should be lowered to accommodate the lowest 


common denominator of driver sk i l ls  that are using the Br idge.  


Dani Lanis gave testimony:  Good morning.  Dani Lani,  resident of Richmond.  I  


would l ike to mention that this past Monday, Apri l  30,  the city of Richmond passed a 


resolution in support of 24/7 access to the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Trai l .   Thanks 


to Counci lmember Doria Robinson and Mayor Eduardo Martinez who cosponsored the 


resolution.  Chair and al l  Commissioners,  I  have led dozens of r ides,  inc luding the 


Richmond-San Rafael  Trai l .  


I  would love to invite you to go on a r ide with me and show you how fantast ic 


of an experience it  i s .   I  have, as some others have mentioned, gone through the 


Bridge for mental  health,  especial ly  during COVID, and part ial ly  in sense of that I  am 


here.  


I  wanted to also show you this picture of my daughter being one of the f irst  


trai ler bikes to cross through the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Trai l  when she was 
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about f ive,  s ix  years o ld.   The whole poster here depicts her,  and it  tel ls  you that she 


is  inv ited and actually  leading two years later,  she was inv ited to lead a r ide with a 


community organization cal led Rich City Rides,  that is  empowering her and brought 


the community together through bikes.  


In addit ion to that,  I  would l ike to point out that the data is  very important,  


but the world shaped the Bay Area and then the Bay Area shaped the world.  What  is  


the message that we want to send?  Where do we want to go?  Do we want to 


increase vehic le miles traveled?  Are we increasing public access to the Bay and the 


shorel ine? That  is  the quest ion.  Thank you so much.  


Chair Wasserman announced:  Thank you.  I  do have two more speakers and 


then I  am cutting it  off  for the people in the room, you have had your opportunity.  


Herb Casti l lo  spoke:   Hi,  everybody.  I  would l ike to cede 10 seconds of this for 


everybody who has passed who has been a part of helping people around the Bay 


mobil ize around the Bay.  We are ceding 10 seconds of s i lence.  


I  want to say thank you.  And I  think that we have a lot more tools l ike CAMHU 


and Strava.  And I  wanted to come up here because I  did have this  r ide.  I  grew up in 


Redwood City r ight in  the Baylands,  which almost don’t  exist  anymore.  But most of 


my experience biking is  on those Bay Trai ls.   And what I  remember is  the marshes.  I  


remember the birds.   I  remember being able to bike around and seeing that there is  


wilderness around you.  And when I  think about this room, there is  a reason that it  is  


so beaut iful.   It  changes our mind, it  changes the way that we view our perceptions.  


We are in a diff icult  moment for young people across the world.  What we fa i l  


to understand is  that  the Bay Area could real ly  lead for what is  essentia l ly  touring.   
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So, to give you an example of a r ide that I  do, it  is  f rom Hayward to Tomales Bay.  


Something that I  think growing up I  didn't  imagine was possible .   But having l ived in 


San Francisco, Redwood City and now Oakland, I  get to imagine what the world would 


look l ike in a different  way.   


I f  we real ly  want  to address c l imate change and these r is ing sea levels you are 


talking about,  we may as well  just  put gondolas al l  over.   What are we even talking 


about a s ide of a bridge, build a whole lane.  We have so much infrastructure and we 


are talk ing about miniscule things.  


But the other thing I  wanted to say is  let’s  just  get r id  of the bike lane and 


make it  just  a pr ivate lane for s ideshows.  So instead on Saturday nights and Sunday 


nights,  it  could just  be used for people to do the sideshows and fun events.   And then 


that way there would be no bicycl ists either.   So,  I  just  wanted to say thanks.  There 


is  a potentia l  here to view.  And I  can show you too my heart rate data.  Thank you.  


Jason Vargo was recognized:   Good afternoon, Commission.  Thank you for the 


opportunity to speak with you.  I  came here today to support keeping the Bridge path 


open 24/7 to walking and bik ing.  I  l ive in Albany, Cal ifornia,  I  work in San Francisco.  


I  frequently go to Marin.  I  use the Bridge as  a motorist  and as a cycl ist  on weekdays 


and on weekends.  


The mult i -purpose lane is  a necessary accessibi l ity  feature on this  important 


regional infrastructure.  Approving the proposal  takes away the option from some 


people to use that Bridge in the interest of reducing congestion t imes.   


The proposal  to close the path on weekdays restricts  access ibi l ity .   And there 


is  a large body of research that infrastructure with less-inclusive design fosters and 
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maintains societal  inequit ies,  inc luding disparate access to jobs,  housing,  and healthy 


l i festyles.   Preserving a mult i -use path l ike this is  in the interest of el iminating those 


inequit ies,  and that is  in l ine with many of the general  plans,  t ransportation plans 


and economic development plans of the region.   


Certainly,  it  is  a chief concern of this Commission.  This is  a crucia l  reason for 


preserving ubiquitous access to the mult i-purpose lane as a highly vis ible and 


connected piece of the regional transportat ion network.  


Maintaining around-the-clock access ibi l ity  priorit izes public  safety ,  encourages 


active l i festyles and supports local  economies.  It  also upholds environmental  


stewardship.  It  makes our region more vibrant,  connected and l ivable for everyone.  


Again,  I  oppose the proposed weekday Br idge path c losure and thank you for 


your t ime.  


Chair Wasserman cont inued:  Please start  with the virtual  speakers.   Again,  


you have two minutes.   I f  you want your face shown, we wil l  do that and give you 


verbal warnings.  


Jon Spangler spoke:   Thank you very much, President Wasserman, and 


members of the Commission.  F irst,  I  want to thank you for your advocacy for the 


Bay.  I  grew up in Redwood City.   I  am a second-generation Northern Cal ifornian and I  


love the Bay.  And I  appreciate  everything you do for the Bay,  and the staff  as wel l .   


And I  want to commend Lisa K lein for her wonderful  staff  report recently.  


It  may help the rest of  us who are commenting to have up the questions that 


she posed to the Commission.  And I  want to add to that,  in addit ion to the letter 


that I  s igned from the BART Bike Advisory Task Force that you have received 
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electronical ly .  


As to the questions you should be ask ing,  concurrence is  not causal ity.   And I  


bel ieve that the increased incidence of co l l i s ions,  and col l is ions are the result  of 


del iberate driver choices,  whether to dr ive distracted, to drive under the influence or 


to not pay adequate attention to what you are doing.  Coll is ions have gone up.  And 


my question to the BATA staff,  UC Berkeley group, and to the Commission, is  how 


much of the increase in col l is ions,  s ide swipes and rear enders,  have been as a result  


of COVID-related changes in dr iver behavior and emotions.  This is  not mentioned in 


the staff  report ,  and I  bel ieve that should be covered.  And I  thank you very much for 


your t ime and your efforts.  


Roland Katz was cal led on to speak:   I  am Roll ie Katz,  I  am the Executive 


Director of the Marin Associat ion of Public  Employees.  We are the union that 


represents the overwhelming major ity of employees of the County of Marin.  


We have advocated for years that there be a  third lane in the rush hour,  


westbound as wel l  as eastbound.  I  understand that is  not before you today.  But we 


would support the proposal  to remove the lane for four days  a week. 


Yes,  affordable housing is  a s igni f icant cause of the traff ic  problem, but that is  


not going to get solved tomorrow.  Very simply,  i f  there is  a stal l  or an acc ident on 


the Bridge without a shoulder,  you get one lane or no lanes.  Emergency vehicles 


cannot get there on a shoulder.   Cars cannot  avoid the accident without a shoulder.   


So,  we think that having a shoulder wil l  improve traff ic  t ime and congestion.  And 


very simply put,  a lmost al l  of  our members r iding a bicycle to work from the East Bay 


is  s imply not a viable alternative.  Thank you very much.  
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If  we build a new br idge, as Commissioner Moulton-Peters suggested, it  should 


have a bike lane, it  should have a pedestr ian lane and a rai l  lane.  But we do not have 


a new br idge, so it  is  a matter of balancing the competing interests and there are far 


more people dr iv ing across the Bridge than are r iding across the Bridge.  Thank you 


very much.  


Tomasso Boggia commented:  Thank you so much for your t ime.  My name is  


Tomasso Boggia,  I  am a resident in Oakland.   I  do not own a car .  


And I  do not need to remind you, Commissioners,  that your mandate is  to 


expand access to the Bay.  You are not the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 


you are not the Bay Area Air  Qual ity Distr ict.   Not making commutes maybe 10 


minutes shorter based on data that actually  would fai l  a stats class is  not your 


mandate.  


This is  one of the decisions in front of you that you need to apply a class angle 


to.  The poorer the household the least l ikely they are to have a car avai lable.   You 


have the choice now to marginal ly  improve access to cars ,  maybe.   Once again based 


on quest ionable data,  while severely restr ict ing access to people who do not.   This is  


in direct opposit ion to  your mandate as the Bay Area Development Commission.  


I  have enjoyed riding the Bridge to vis it  fami ly and fr iends in Marin and 


Sonoma and to recreate at China Camp State Park.   But I  honestly  hesitate to do so 


every single t ime because the non-car infrastructure in Marin is  so hosti le .    


I  was kind of shocked by the questions from the Marin representatives here.  


Marin County has been sabotaging this  bike lane from day one.  And the connect ion 


between the path and destinations l ike China Camp, or even the further connect ions 
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to the North Bay l ike the Smart Train are absolutely terr ifying.  I  would l ike to 


encourage the Marin representatives on this  board to r ide that path.  It  was one of 


the scar iest  r ides I  have done.  


Please do not use your Commission’s power to restrict  access to non-car-


owning households that is  essentia l  through this Bridge.   Thank you so much.  


Dr.  Krist in Denver stated:   Hel lo and thank you.  F irst,  Commission, thank you 


for your t ime.  I  would l ike to endorse a lot of what Roland Katz,  the speaker two 


speakers ago just sa id.   That was very well  said.    


My name is  Dr.  Kr isten Denver,  and I  am here to express my support for the 


recommendations presented today with regard to keeping the l imited avai labi l ity  


lane on the bottom deck of the Br idge and pi loting a part -t ime shoulder during higher  


commute t imes during the work weekdays.   


My husband and I  have l ived in Richmond for over 20 years,  and we have both 


worked in Sonoma County for that long as well .   Addit ionally ,  our son attends school 


in Sonoma County,  so we are an active commuting family who crosses the Bridge with 


two vehicles dai ly,  s ix  days a week, often crossing the Bridge in both directions twice 


a day.  


I  would l ike to thank the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development 


Commission and the other cohorts who are involved for thinking creatively and 


faci l itat ing changes to the lower deck in al lowing l imited use of the third lane, 


because that was an absolute game changer for our fami ly,  often cutting commute 


t imes up to 30 minutes dai ly.  


With regard to the current proposal  for the upper deck,  s imilar to the 
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information shared by  Commissioner Mouton-Peters,  we are among the dai ly  


commuters who leave home nearly two hours in advance to ensure we reach work 


and school on t ime.   


P lease note that without traff ic,  it  is  actual ly  only a 45-minute dr ive,  and the 


majority of our commute t ime is  spent approaching and crossing the Bridge.  In order 


to ensure that a l l  three of us arrive to school and work on t ime we have to account  


for the expanded and extended commute t imes that are caused by incidents with no 


access to an emergency shoulder.  


In summary, I  am here in support of a solution that provides continuing access 


for bikers and pedestr ians during the t imes that the data shows they are using it  the 


most.   However,  I  am in absolute support of a solution that wil l  improve the f low of 


traff ic  for the thousands and thousands of dai ly  commuters during the t imes when 


the bike and pedestr ian lane is  highly underuti l ized.  Thank you al l  for your hard 


work,  for your t ime and for your consideration.  


Dr.  John Chorba commented:  Hi,  thank you so much for a l lowing me the 


chance to speak.  Just  in the in the nature of  being t imely,  I  d id submit my comments 


to the publ ic informat ion, so I  won't  go through al l  of  them here.  My name is  


Dr.  John Chorba.  I  am a cardiologist  and also a Marin County res ident.   I  now work in 


North Oakland, and I  commute by bike pretty much every day,  so I  am here to 


support the 24/7 opening of the path.  


Three quick points I  want to make.  One, I  think you have heard many people 


say that bicycle commuting is  good for personal health.  I  want to  echo that .   I  think 


as a cardiologist  I  can tel l  you that from fi rsthand knowledge.  
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The second thing is  that I  d id hear some concerns or requests,  perhaps,  for 


more data on what the benef it  of commuting would be in terms of  numbers.   I  had 


just put my information in through marinecommutes.org and I  was pleased to see 


that over the past month I  have reduced about 789 pounds of carbon dioxide 


emissions.   So,  I  just  want the Commissioners to understand what  the benefits of  


having commuters going across the Bridge as bicyc l ists would be.  


And the last  thing that I  want to ment ion is  it  seems there is  a big  quest ion on 


how to best use the next period of t ime to get more data.  I  would argue that 


perhaps the better question is  not what would happen, what we should understand i f  


the bike path were to go away, but perhaps to keep the bike path open and then 


better understand what we could do with it .  


For example,  I  have learned from my commuting that the area of Point 


Richmond is  real ly  quite beaut iful ,  and had I  known that  before maybe I  would spend 


more t ime there.  Or might there be a way for us to decongest the Bridge by putt ing 


in e-bike or scooter rental  depots on e ither  side.   Those are just  some thoughts and I  


think I  would leave you with those.  So,  thank you.  


John Grubb addressed the Commission:   Thanks.  John Grubb.  Thank you, Chair  


Wasserman and Commissioners.   John Grubb, COO of the Bay Area Counci l .  


The pandemic and the rise of remote work has laid bare sometimes confl ict ing 


public  policy goals in the Bay Area.  Pol icymakers l ike  yourselves must balance a 


desire to promote active transportation, such as walking and bik ing,  whi le also 


working hard on social  equity goals,  making l i fe and economic opportunity easier for 


historical ly  disadvantaged places and people.  Perhaps nowhere in the Bay Area is  
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that conf l ict  more obvious or rawer than on the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge.  


The bike pi lot,  at  least  dur ing the commute hours,  has not succeeded, with 140 


bikers on average a day and 80,000 dr ivers.   We need to recognize that and correct 


it .   Who are the people in the backup?  The vast majority of them, 63%, are people of 


color,  69% of them do not have a col lege degree, and the majority  of them make 60%, 


make less than the Bay Area’s median income.   


We argue that the Richmond side of the Bridge deserves the same rel ief  that 


the Marin side got.   We have polled the residents of R ichmond and 80% of them favor 


opening the lane to carpools and transit .  


BCDC has a mandate to provide public access,  and we would argue that in this 


case the weekend recreation on the Bridge and the numerous bike and pedestrian 


improvements that have been made on both sides of the Br idge in recent years al l  


satisfy the in-l ieu access requirement.  


We would ask you to please amend the permits for the Richmond-San Rafael  


Bridge to restore the historic third lane on the upper deck and dedicate it  during 


commute hours to carpools and transit .   Thank you.  


David Reynolds spoke:   Hello,  members of the Commission.  I  am a resident of 


Oakland, and I  am an educator in the Miss ion in San Francisco.  I  am committed to a 


no-car l i festyle and have been my entire l i fe .   I  do this because of our looming 


cl imate cris is,  I  do it  to l ive a healthful  l i festyle,  and I  do it  because of the f inancia l  


constraints that have been placed upon me in my career.  


I  commute across the Richmond Bridge twice per week.  Three weeks ago,  my 


fr iends and I  d id it  f ive days,  we did it  every  single morning.  It  is  a pleasurable 
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experience to arr ive at work having a lready gotten a workout and to do so in a way 


that is  environmental ly  sustainable and physical ly  healthy.  


Many of the points I  was going to ra ise have already been covered so I  wanted 


to just  share a l itt le bit  of napkin math with you.  I  did some research on Strava.  I  


looked up how many r iders have crossed the Bridge in the past 90 days.   And 


assuming 33 grams of carbon dioxide saved per mile on bicyc les,  R ichmond Bridge 


cycl ists saved 18,422 pounds of carbon diox ide in the last  90 days  alone.  It  is  a smal l  


step, but it  is  an important one and one that we must make in this day and age with a 


cl imate cris is  al l  around us.  


Looking at BCDC’s mandate on your website  it  says that the Commission is  


intended to forward the protection and enhancement of the SF Bay and the 


encouragement of the Bay’s responsible use.  I  hope that you consider the health of 


our region and the health of our people when you make your f inal  decision.  


David Horning commented:  Good afternoon.  My name is  Dave Horning.  Over 


the past eight years  I  have l ived in the East Bay in Oakland, in the City,  and I  now 


reside in Sonoma County.  I  am a frequent bike commuter.   I  am an avid touring 


cycl ist  and a transit  in  urbanism enthusiast.    


Data from the urban planners,  much smarter  on science behind the traff ic  


engineering than I ,  is  quite conclusive that an addit ional lane for cars does not 


al leviate traff ic  on a long-term scale.   The fact that we have traff ic  across the 


Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge is  actually  a  lever that can be used to  adjust the 


behaviors  of people who are stuck in that traff ic  to instead use public t ransit  or use 


HOV vehicles .  
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The transit ion to returning this to a non-bike lane or an HOV lane wil l  not 


al leviate traff ic,  it  wil l  worsen community resi l iency and equity,  it  wil l  increase 


carbon emissions even if  this were made into an HOV lane.  This is  a massive step 


backward and i t  is  not based on data and facts that have been a sc ientif ic  consensus 


for decades.  I  strongly oppose this measure and ask the Commission to advocate 


against this motion.  Thank you.  


David Shribman addressed the Commission:   Thank you for al lowing me to 


speak.  My name is  David Shribman and I  have l ived in the East Bay for eight years 


and I  have a degree in applied physics .    


First ,  I  am for the bike path as long as it  doesn't  affect the equal  nature of 


lanes in both direct ions.  That doesn't  appear to be the approach that is  being taken.  


Two lanes one direct ion and three the other direction is  i l logical .   Cars have to come 


back.  There is  no argument that makes two equal three.   


Three lanes westbound on the Richmond Br idge unti l  the South 101 


interchange is  the only logical  solut ion.  Only 4.9% of bikes/pedestrians use the 


Bridge to commute to work,  as seen on page 132 of the report.   The path is  


overwhelmingly for recreation, which is  optional,  and should not be prior it ized above 


low-income workers from the East Bay.  


I  would encourage the Commission to conduct a poll  and to look at the relative 


income levels of who supports the bike lane and who opposes it .   I  support a  bike 


lane in addit ion to three permanent  lanes,  both directions,  seven days a week, and to 


increase taxes on the wealthy to make this possible and to not punish low-income 


workers who are forced to commute to where the jobs are in Marin.  Thank you very 







75 


 


BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


much for your t ime.  


Maureen Gaffney commented:  Good afternoon, Commissioners.   My name is  


Maureen Gaffney.  A huge part of BCDC’s mission is  publ ic  access to the Bay and this 


has historical ly  inc luded unwavering support for the San Francisco  Bay Trai l .    


I  would posit  that the current condit ion is  the maximum feasible publ ic  access.   


As you know, many people have worked for many years to secure this pathway.  The 


low hanging fruit  on the Bay Trai l  has been picked.  Removing this  pathway wil l  be a 


f irst  for the Bay Trai l  going backwards.  Removing publ ic access.   Removing four mi les 


of Bay Trai l .  


As has been stated, the upper deck has never had a third lane.  It  i s  not 


proposed to be a third lane here so it  wil l  not help traff ic .   Yes,  this pathway is  


underut i l i zed on weekdays and that is ,  in fact in large part,  because the 


infrastructure on the Marin s ide is  incomplete and inadequate.  We need more 


transportation choices  and options,  not less.  


This path is  not a s i lver bullet  for sea level  r ise,  VMT and cl imate change.  But 


removing it  i s  a c lear and definit ive step backwards for al l  of  these things,  for the 


Bay Trai l ,  for public  access to the Bay and the shorel ine that this Commission is  


tasked to protect.    


Shuttles are notoriously unrel iable and do not provide maximum feasible 


public  access.   Again,  maximum feasible public access is  the current condit ion on the 


Bridge.   


I  would l ike to second the notion about e-bikes.   They are real ly  just  taking off  


now and they are a great a great option for people to be outside of cars,  to use the 
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pathway.  We real ly  haven't  seen their ful l  deployment yet and we should definitely 


keep this pathway open so that we can cont inue to gather the information that we 


need and that wi l l  be done by retaining the path not by going back to the previous 


condit ion.  Thank you very much.  


Barry Taranto was recognized:   Good evening.  Good afternoon, excuse me.  I  


am cal l ing as a longt ime resident of San Rafael  and I  want to support the Marin 


posit ion on this.   The thing is  though,  I  think you should look at a permit on a l imited 


t imeframe unt i l  they build more affordable housing.   


As was reported by John Grubb that the type of people who use their cars to 


commute into Marin are people of color  and minorit ies .   And I  think you are not 


going to expect them with their famil ies in the East Bay and their second jobs to be 


able to r ide a bicyc le across the Bridge to get to and from their jobs.   We need these 


employees and workers in Marin in order for  the county to function just as valuable 


as other workers .  


So,  I  want to say that I  think the proposal  put before you to have a curb lane 


and a shoulder and then to also have an HOV lane would be the best alternative and 


a compromise to what  would be having a third lane for al l  t raff ic .    


It  doesn't  need to be a third lane for al l  traff ic  al l  the t ime.  But I  think there 


has to be some type of change because people’s l ives are changed in di fferent ways.  


And income, income and wages have not met up with the changing economy.   


So,  I  beg you when you do have this come before you, that you look at creating 


a permit that deals with this issue and yet is  l imited to a l low for the creat ion of more 


housing and more affordable housing in Marin County.  Thank you for al lowing me to 
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speak today.  And great questions from the Commissioners to the presenters.   Thank 


you. 


Nick Sweeting spoke:   Hello.   I  am a Emeryvi l le resident and longtime Bay 


resident.   I  oppose the path c losure and support keeping it  open 24/7.   


In particular,  uniquely  for me, weekday nights in the spir i t  of maximum 


feasible public  access.   Night access is  crit ical  to my abil ity  to use the Bay Trai l  for 


transit  and exerc ise.   Without the path there is  no way to get to Marin and back at 


night without a car as  the soonest bus is  s ix  in the morning.   


I  have been stuck on the wrong side at night  before the path existed and it  


real ly  sucks.   I  ask the Commission to seriously consider freedom of movement for al l  


c it izens,  not just  during the day but also for people who work and exercise at night.  


Also,  regarding the usage of a shutt le.   I  personally  would not use a shuttle 


much.  But I  do, I  do currently use the path about once a week.  The shuttle sort  of 


defeats the purpose of having the Br idge as a destinat ion for exercise and it  makes 


me dependent on a  service that is  l ikely not going to be offered at night.  


Regarding benchmarks  to judge the success of the path.  I  recommend 


everyone take a look at Tarrytown in New York City.   They have a similar s ituation 


where they started with no bike path.   They added a shutt le service on an exist ing 


bridge.  It  wasn't  used much.  And then eventual ly  when there f inal ly  was a bike path 


solution going across,  induced demand gradually  brought more r idership.   


So,  induced demand teaches us that adding a new lane doesn't  necessari ly  


reduce traff ic.   But it  cuts both ways.  Adding a lane for bicycl ists  wil l  eventual ly  


induce demand for more cycl ists  and pedestr ians to cross that  way.   Thank you for 
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your t ime.  


Lucas commented:  Hi,  Commission, my name is  Lucas.   I  exper ience the bike 


lane every s ingle day by looking out of my car window and seeing almost nobody in 


it ,  along with thousands of other people moving very,  very s lowly,  just  try ing to get 


to work.   


I  do not think we need more data.  It  shows that l ike maybe 20 people are 


commuting with it  every day,  the rest is  recreational .   And so,  I  think this is  real ly  a 


fair  proposal.   That when most people are using it ,  they get to use it  for biking or 


walking or running or whatever on the weekends and Fr iday.  But otherwise,  l ike 


thousands of us are just  trying to get to work and it  real ly  sucks.    


I  have a k id I 'd rather be hanging out with instead of gett ing up early and 


leaving so that  I  don’t  lose my job.  There are more people advocating for the bike 


lane in this meeting than are using it  to commute.  I  think this is  sort  of r idiculous 


that we are equivocating l ike this.   That is  it .   Thank you.  Thank you very much.  


Jan Schil ler addressed the Commission:   Thank you.  I  real ly  appreciate being 


here.  I  am a res ident of Sonoma County and I  serve on the Advisory Board for In-


Home Supportive Serv ices,  representing people with disabil it ies .   My caregiver is  my 


sister,  she l ives in the East Bay.   She dr ives over here quite often,  and it  is  very 


diff icult  for her with the congest ion that it  i s  now in.   We would real ly  appreciate 


having this third lane so not just  her,  but other caregivers would have an easier t ime 


coming over to the North Bay.  


Also,  I  would l ike to suggest as a lternatives,  before I  became physical ly  


disabled, I  used to r ide my bike.  I  noticed they are making improvements now on 
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Highway 37 and it  is  a beaut iful  scenic route.   


And also,  I  would l ike to suggest that  carpools,  that there be an easier system 


for people to connect with carpools,  because that has been very diff icult  too, to get 


to the North Bay with carpools .  


Thank you so much for  al l  the good work you do.  I  appreciate this 


opportunity.   Thank you.  


Drew Levitt  was recognized:   Thank you, Chair Wasserman.  Thank you, 


Commissioners.   My name is  Drew Levitt;  I  l ive in Oakland.  I  work for MTC, but I  am 


speaking so lely in my capacity as a private c it izen today.  


I  am a travel  demand modeler,  so I  think a lot about sel f-ful f i l l ing prophecies.   


And it  turns out that i f  you make it  easy to do something and give people long 


enough to adapt their l i festyles accordingly,  more of that thing tends to happen.  And 


if  you make it  hard to do something,  people tend to stop doing that thing,  whether 


they want to or not .    


A hypothet ical  question to consider,  how many people might walk or bike over 


the Golden Gate Bridge, a popular br idge, i f  there weren't  a bike path on that Br idge?  


Zero, obviously .   Travel  outcomes take many years to emerge.  Land use changes,  


people change their houses and their jobs.   People make st icky decisions based on 


what they believe is  avai lable and wi l l  remain avai lable.  


The choice,  as I  see it ,  is  that we can keep making it  easier to drive and harder 


or sometimes impossible to do anything e lse and then many years  from now we can 


wonder while we are al l  s itt ing in car traff ic  why everyone drives everywhere, and 


nobody walks or  bikes.   Or we can make important decisions large and small  that may 
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be frustrat ing this year but wil l  be remembered as vis ionary in  decades to come. 


A few concrete points for the Commission.  Please consider how keeping or 


removing the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Bike Path would al ign with regional  plans 


and polic ies such as our stated commitments to reduce vehicle mi les of travel  and 


greenhouse gas emiss ions,  the incredibly important San Francisco Bay Trai l  as has 


been discussed, as well  as smaller efforts l ike MTC’s E-Bike Subsidy Program. 


Frankly,  the proposal  before you, in my opinion, personal opinion, is  so at 


odds with these efforts that it  feels a l i tt le l ike the left  hand does not know what the 


right hand is  doing and perhaps BCDC can help get the two hands on the same page.  


Speci f ica l ly  for Question 2 I  would urge the Commission to request an analys is  


of the changes in  walk  sheds and bike sheds and land use access ibi l ity  for non-


motorized travelers with and without the path.  Thank you.  


Patrick Lake stated:   Hi,  I  am Patr ick Lake in Point Richmond, and I  am lucky to 


have the Bridge in my backyard.  I  r ide a bike on it  many days a week.  My favorite 


r ide in the world is  a double br idge ride to SF with my dog in their  backpack.  This 


access lets me thrive at al l  hours of day and night.  


My City Counci lor is  BCDC Commissioner Zepeda and Commissioner Gioia 


appointed me to the Contra Costa County Bicycle Advisory Committee.  I  am a bike 


instructor with Bike East Bay,  I  organize events,  and this week I  am joining 1,000 


people for a 100-mile bike r ide with the Grizzly Peak Cycl ists .   We ride for  al l  the 


reasons that drivers drive but  we also have a community for al l  ages and identit ies,  


and we deserve equity .  


I  oppose c losing the Bridge path because the data says there is  nothing to 
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gain.  Let’s  keep it  open.  Opponents of the path say they want to rel ieve congestion, 


but they are making it  worse.   


The real  impact of more car space is  not less congest ion, it  is  induced demand.  


More cars,  more miles ,  more pollut ion, more parking.  It  is  choking l iv ing space out 


of our cit ies.    


Opponents exaggerate rare issues l ike crashes once in a mil l ion mi les.   But 


working cars jam the Bridge every day,  just  l ike the Bay Br idge gets jammed with f ive 


ful l  lanes.  Extra space doesn't  solve this.  


I f  people real ly  care,  the only solution is  a lternatives.   More rai l ,  bus,  and bike 


instead of a car per person.  Many cycl ists are also dr ivers.   But the less we rely on 


cars,  the more we solve the problem.  There is  no going back.  I f  you want a working 


system don’t  rol l  back the access to the Bay.   It  can’t  be an afterthought just  on 


weekends or somewhere else after we get out of the way of cars .   We need re l iable 


24/7 access to end car  rel iance.  Thank you.  


Chair Wasserman interjected:   I  am going to  interrupt.   We have 22 more 


speakers.   We have an addit ional,  a lso very important item, on this agenda.  We are 


not making a decision today.   


Assuming that Caltrans and BATA wish to proceed with this proposal,  we do 


not know that they wi l l  or not,  this wil l  come back to us for a permit.    


So,  I  am going to stop the publ ic speaking.  But any of you who have not 


spoken, and for that matter any of you who have, are absolutely  free to submit to us 


through our portal  comments,  whether by email  or by letter,  and those wil l  be 


distr ibuted to the Commissioners.   And this wil l  come back to us if  it  is  going 
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forward.  So,  I  thank a l l  of  you for your attention and your patience.  We are now 


going to move on to the next i tem. 


Commissioner Gioia  asked:  Any last  Commissioner comments? 


Chair Wasserman replied:   Out of respect to the dean of our Commission I  am 


going to give him one last,  short comment.  


Commissioner Gioia  stated:   I  just  want to make sure s ince we are asking 


quest ions and we said it  at  the beginning,  because this has come up as  well  in the 


speaking.  Is  col lecting more granular data on the incidents that you do have, and I  


real ize you do not have the best data.  But any information you have in the pi lot 


period regarding the number,  f requency of incidents,  we are talk ing going westbound 


now, during the peak hour.   At a l l  t imes but  specif ica l ly  during the peak hour.   I  think 


I  have heard from several  Commissioners we need more of that .   How much the delay 


was,  what type of incident.   You have some of that in there but putting it  a l l  together 


and summarizing.  


Chair Wasserman acknowledged:  Thank you.  


9.  Public  Hearing and Vote on 505 East Bayshore Road Permit Application-


Postponed.   


Item 9 was postponed. 


10. San Mateo County Flood and Sea Level  Rise Resi l iency Distr ict  (OneShorel ine) 


Briefing.   Chair Wasserman:  We are now going to Item 10, which is  a br iefing on the 


San Mateo County F lood and Sea Level R ise Resi l iency Distr ict,  commonly known as 


OneShoreline.  Representatives of OneShoreline working throughout San Mateo 


County wil l  brief the Commission on the vis ion and plan for the future to build 
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resi l ience to r is ing sea level.   Regulatory Director Harr iet Ross wi l l  introduce the 


brief ing.  


Once again,  I  would ask Sierra to keep a c lose eye on the number of hands that 


pop up.  I f  you do want to speak on this and you are a member of the publ ic be sure 


to submit a card if  you are in the room and raise your hand if  you are participat ing 


virtual ly.  


Director Ross,  you are going to start .  


Regulatory Director Ross introduced Item 10:   Thank you, Chair Wasserman.  


Good afternoon,  Commissioners .   I  am happy to introduce the next item. 


BCDC staff  have been working with OneShoreline over the last  several  months 


as we both share common goals of protecting the Bay’s development and resources 


while creating resi l ience to cl imate change.  Many of OneShorel ine’s projects are 


located within BCDC jurisdict ion and there is  much to learn from each other.  


OneShoreline was established to address al l  water-related impacts of cl imate 


change, including the most s igni f icant long-term impact of sea level  r ise.   They were 


ahead of  the curve in addressing c l imate impacts in San Mateo County across 


jurisdict ional boundaries,  much l ike BCDC was ahead of the game in tackl ing sea level  


r ise on a regional bas is here in the Bay Area. 


I  would l ike to acknowledge Commissioner Pine who has been on BCDC’s 


Commission since 2011.  He was the driving force for creat ion of OneShoreline for 


almost a decade and has served as OneShoreline’s Board Chair s ince its  inception in 


2020. 


So,  with that I  am going to go ahead and turn it  over to Len Materman, Chief 
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Executive Off icer of OneShoreline,  to br ief the Commission.  


Mr. Materman presented the fol lowing:   Thank you, Mr. Chair and 


Commissioners.   It  is  good to see you.  Thank you for the introduction, Harr iet,  


appreciate that .   Thanks to Commissioner Pine who is  the Chair of  our Board, as wel l  


as others in BCDC who have been so actively  involved in our efforts at  the staff  level  


and at the Commissioner level  over the years,  including Commissioner Showalter,  


good to see you.   


Maybe what I  wil l  do is  f irst  invite one of OneShorel ine’s Board Members and 


the mayor of Bur l ingame, who I  know has to leave the meeting shortly.   She signed 


on to make a few comments,  in part  because of her service on OneShorel ine’s Board 


since our incept ion, a lso in part because one of the things I  am going to dive into a 


l itt le bit  is  a project that we have on the Mi l lbrae and Burl ingame shorel ine,  and she 


is  the mayor of that ci ty.   So,  i f  I  could invite her to say a couple of words and then I  


wil l  proceed with the presentation.  


Mayor Colson addressed the Commission:   Thank you very much, 


Mr. Materman, I  appreciate this.   And thank you, Chair and Commissioners,  for 


entertaining this conversation today.  My name is  Donna Colson.  I  am the Mayor of 


Burl ingame and a Regional Director of OneShoreline.  


I  am grateful  that  you have added this topic to your busy agenda today.  Sea 


level  r ise is  of cr it ica l  concern to Burl ingame, our businesses,  residents and vis itors.    


For the last  four years  we have worked to develop the f irst  in the Bay Area and 


possibly even in the nation, 100-year sea level  r ise res i l ient zoning code.  And just 


last  week with the support of environmental  advocates and our community,  we 
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approved a new biotech development of approximately 13 acres that wil l  provide a 


nature-based and other protections as wel l  as complete our Bay Trai l  and add stream 


and other habitat restoration to about 13 acres of the shorel ine.  


This result  protects in land businesses,  residents and our vulnerable 


infrastructure,  which includes Highway 101, at  no expense to the taxpayer.   This is  a 


feasible model that is  being shared with other communities .    


I  have done a lot of work with Sausal ito as  well  and the leadership up there in 


the city and the county to share a l l  the work we are doing,  and I  am grateful  for their  


openness  to receive information that is  based on what  we have already done.  


The Bayfront is  a large part of our economic engine in Burl ingame.  It  provides 


almost 30% of our budget resources and it  hosts crit ical  recreation infrastructure 


including parks and f ields,  as well  as our wastewater treatment center,  which is  quite 


l iteral ly  10 feet away from the Bay.  


Protecting these assets has been a pr iority for my generation of leadership 


here in Burl ingame.  OneShoreline has proven indispensable in our  efforts to protect 


our City from ris ing seas.   We want to thank CEO Materman and of course Superv isor 


Pine, my colleagues on OneShorel ine,  and al l  of  the regional agencies that  have 


expressed interest and support for the work we are doing.  


Mr. Materman’s  outstanding staff  has real ly  led the way on this,  and we 


appreciate our col laboration with the agencies l ike BCDC.  We look forward to 


continued col laboration and mutual support.   I  am so sorry I  have to leave to go to 


another meeting at  about 4:30 but I  wi l l  stay on unt i l  then.  Again,  just  want to thank 


you and te l l  you how important this work is  for our City .  
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Mr. Materman acknowledged and cont inued:   Thank you, Mayor Colson.   


OneShoreline expresses the sent iment and ethos of our efforts.   I t  was created 


with the mental ity by the oldest 20 cit ies in San Mateo County as well  as the County 


itself ,  thinking that we are al l  in  this together.  


A bit  of background on OneShorel ine.  S ixty-f ive years ago, a f lood control  


distr ict  was created in San Mateo County,  l ike many other counties  in the Bay area 


and around the nat ion.  It  only worked in 10% of our County in the areas that are 


shown in various colors here,  watersheds.   


Meanwhi le,  over the past about  10 years,  many studies done by the County or 


Caltrans or MTC/ABAG or Scripps Institute or Stanford or Berkeley,  they pointed to 


San Mateo County’s a l l-too-common vulnerabil ity  to wildfire and drought,  increased 


vulnerabi l ity  compared to others in re lation to groundwater,  and just unique 


vulnerabi l ity  to sea level  r ise around California.   So,  there was a real ization after al l  


that,  that cl imate change is  transformative for our County and that no one 


jurisdict ion can do it  a lone.  


In 2019, Assemblymember Kevin Mullen authored a bi l l  in the statehouse to 


create OneShorel ine out of this former f lood control  distr ict.   It  was established on 


January 1,  2020, to address the water-related impacts of cl imate change.  


We take a holist ic  v iew to threats,  geography and object ives.   What that means 


is  we work mult i - jurisdict ional,  that is  in our DNA let ’s  say.  


In terms of threats ,  we are not just  looking at a historic f lood event that was 


modeled by FEMA in the 1980s or 1990s.  We are looking forward to extreme storms 


and of course sea level  r ise.    
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We think in terms of objectives holist ical ly,  cross-sector,  governmental,  


schools,  private sector,  community-based organizations,  and a lso cross-discipl inary.    


Cl imate affects everything.  It  affects housing,  transportation, ut i l i t ies,  


everything that is  related to our society.   And so,  our objective is  to have housing 


advocates or ut i l it ies advocates also see cl imate as their  issue because it  is  important 


to the resi l ience of their interests .  


Take a quick look at our priorit ies.  


Land use,  I  show these two pictures.   One is  a housing project  in our County,  


and you can see the Bay water level  today is  quite high compared to the front door 


and f irst  f loor windows of this housing development.  And then of course an 


underground parking garage that has water after a major storm event during high 


t ide.   


I  br ing these up to say that these pictures are from developments from about 


10 years ago.  But these are also developments that are coming to  BCDC in 2024, with 


underground parking and with front doors r ight next to the Bay without any setback.  


And so,  these are not just  issues that we faced 10 years ago.  These are issues we 


face today.  And it  is  important for al l  of  us to work together so that BCDC has the 


authorit ies to create resi l ience beyond its  important miss ion of publ ic  access.  


So,  we are interested in land use.  We want any project ,  whether i t  is  public  


infrastructure or private development,  to function for its  l i fespan.   That is  real ly  


what this is  about.   Can it  funct ion for its  intended l i fespan based on our changing 


cl imate? 


We are creating policy guidance.  We already created one re lated to private 
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development that was approved by the OneShorel ine Board last  year and next year 


we are focused on public infrastructure.  So  that is  things l ike pump stations.  You 


see a picture here of a  pump station on a sunny day,  no rain,  across from a pr ivate 


development.  


And of course,  you see the effects that we have seen in other parts of the Bay 


Area as well  where on sunny days there is  quite a bit  of water.   This picture at 


Highway 380, this is  west of Highway 101.  It  is  about a mile upstream in San Bruno 


Creek and this is  again with no rain.  


Of course,  this  is  Highway 101.  The publ ic access tra i ls  a lso have substant ial  


resi l iency issues.  


And then here is  a picture of a PG&E tower that won't  have to worry about its  


No Trespassing s ign much longer.  


So,  we are creat ing a public infrastructure guidance in 2024 or 2025 and 


working with BCDC staff  on both of those efforts,  which is  super helpful.  


As part of this planning guidance, we have what we cal l  a Map of Future 


Condit ions.   This shows the whole County.   Basical ly,  we look at the effects of sea 


level  r ise,  water coming over the edge of our shorel ine,  but a lso groundwater r ise.    


That is  an emerging f ield.   Data is  improving on that quite a bit  as t ime goes 


by.  There is  a lot  of work being done on that in at  UC Berkeley.  One of our fe l lows, a 


Stanford PhD student,  is  special iz ing in groundwater,  and we are trying to f ine tune 


our understanding of the effects of groundwater in  the shorel ine area.  


Zeroing in  on the area I  am going to talk  a l i tt le bit  about in a few minutes.   


This is  San Francisco International Airport .   Just  south of there is  the city of Mil lbrae 
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and just south of there is  the c ity of Burl ingame.  This area is  impacted.  What you 


see in blue green, the FEMA flood zone.   Then in that area plus is  the yel low area, 


which is  our  Sea Level  Rise Overlay District .   And then beyond that  is  groundwater.   


So,  groundwater actually  goes farther inland than the effects of anticipated sea level  


r ise.  


Chair Wasserman interjected:   I  need to stop you for one quick moment for a 


procedural  action.  We have lost our quorum, not your fault ,  and we are going to 


move to a committee of the whole and proceed that way to receive your very 


important information.  Thank you.  


Mr. Materman cont inued:  I  wi l l  not lose a beat and go to a wrap-up of our 


other pr iorit ies.  


Wanted to say,  we were created as a long-term resi l iency agency.   That was 


the intent in 2015, 2016, et  cetera,  al l  the way through our legislat ion signed by the 


governor in 2019. 


What quick ly became apparent in the fa l l  of  2021 to al l  of  us,  as well  as the 


winter of 2022-23 is  the atmospheric r ivers that we see, and we at OneShoreline 


believe are fueled by cl imate change.  That is  an impact of c l imate change now.   


It  was not suff ic ient for us to just  focus on thinking about long-term resi l ience 


when the greatest impact of cl imate is  happening today.  So,  we al l  spent a lot of 


t ime alert ing people to and reducing the impacts of extreme storms.  Many of those 


impacts are exacerbated by high t ides,  as you know.  In a low-lying area, l ike the Bay 


shorel ine of San Mateo County,  that is  a huge issue where we have storm surge and 


extreme t ides coincident with a big storm and that is  what creates the problems.  
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We do not have a long-term stable source of  funding.  That is  a high pr iority 


for us as well .  


And then f inal ly  projects,  and this wi l l  transit ion to zeroing in on this Mi l lbrae-


Burl ingame shorel ine.  But this is  a snapshot  of the 53 miles of San Mateo County 


shorel ine.  We have 12 cit ies impacted by the Bay, 11 that touch the Bay.  Within 


those 53 miles and 12 cit ies,  there are 10 dist inct efforts that are looking at long-


term resi l ience on our  shorel ine.  They range from early,  ear ly planning to completed 


construct ion.  


Completed construct ion has been in Foster City,  and that was a project real ly  


focused on the current FEMA floodplain.   Our work at OneShorel ine is  to al ign as 


much as possible a l l  of  these efforts that you see in different colors throughout the 


shorel ine so that they are substantia l  and that they complement one another.  


Zeroing in  on one aspect of our shorel ine,  San Francisco Airport .   Of course,  a 


major important faci l i ty,  very large, and they also have a project .   They cal l  it  their  


Shorel ine Protection Program.  You see in yel low the outl ine there.    


What is  interesting to me is  when the Airport was developed, not surpris ingly,  


the creeks were rerouted around the Airport.   The impacts of that  are partia l ly  shown 


in the pictures that we see of the areas around the Airport.   On the right,  that is  


Colma Creek during a King T ide and then below that is  the city of San Bruno during a 


storm and high t ide,  and then the city of Mi l lbrae with the f looding seen.  This is  al l  


areas west of Highway 101 along the creeks.   Then to the south of there it  is  real ly  


just  a shorel ine shot of the city of Bur l ingame.   


Our job with these dashed l ines and arrows in green extending north from the 
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Airport and south from the Airport is  to leverage the work of San Francisco Airport to 


create greater protect ion to the north and south within San Mateo County.  


It  is  important to talk about what our object ives are.  Our objective is  real ly  


one objective and that  is  c l imate resi l ience for areas with exist ing or potentia l  


development.  You see here a picture dur ing a high t ide but not extreme t ide of a 


walkway alongside a hotel  in Burl ingame.  


So,  resi l ience for development,  res i l ience for trai ls.   There is  Bay Trai ls  here in 


this area l ike there are in many areas,  most areas thankful ly,  of San Francisco Bay.  


But those trai ls,  even where they exist,  may not be terr ibly attractive or may not be 


resi l ient to cl imate change.   


And so,  our project is  also about creat ing resi l ience for public  access,  and then 


resi l ience for habitat .  


These are a lso images from this part  of the shorel ine.  It  is  not so much in my 


mind about just  bui lding habitat for today, i t  is  about what can we bui ld today that  is  


not going to be washed away when the Bay expands in 10 years,  15 years,  20 years.   


It  is  about resi l ience for development,  public  access and habitat .  


We have a project that is  in large part at  this moment funded by the state of 


Cal i fornia.   That is  to look at the shorel ine of Mil lbrae, which is  just  next to SFO, and 


then Burl ingame, with the potent ial  to extend it  to the city of San Mateo.   


The fundamental  alternatives of this project  are shorel ine and creek f lood 


protection.  We have s ix creeks or channels that f low into San Francisco Bay.  You can 


see the purple l ines that extend outward from the Bay here.  This project looks l ike a 


very tradit ional approach of bui lding a levee or wall  on the shorel ine and then 
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bui lding,  in this case walls,  not so much levees,  along these creeks.   I  wil l  talk about 


some of those constraints in a second.  


The other opt ion is  we stay away from working in the creeks because of land 


rights concerns,  r ipar ian issues,  concerns about environment,  and cost;  and working 


with Highway 101, which is  very compl icated when al l  these creeks  go under Highway 


101 and f lood the highway today.  Instead,  we put t ide gates and pump stations on 


the mouths of these creeks.   That has opportunit ies and constraints l ike a l l  of  these 


and so we could talk about that.  


The third fundamental  alternative is  to put some sort of a wave brake 


offshore.  This has been done in San Francisco Bay.  It  is  essentia l ly  putting a 


hardened structure that you put  some habitat on top of.   You put these out in the 


Bay,  and they break the waves.  That reduces the wave height  and wave energy,  


which al lows for  a s l ightly smal ler shorel ine protection.  But  at  the end of the day,  


you st i l l  need the shorel ine protection if  you are talk ing about sea level  r ise,  because 


you are trying to address the water level  at  some point.  


The fourth one is  an offshore barrier with doors as well  as  a pump station and 


shorel ine enhancement for access and for habitat .   The sense is  that now, today, i f  


this  were put in,  these doors would bas ical ly  remain open at a l l  t imes except for 


dur ing an atmospheric  r iver when you need the capacity offshore to col lect that 


water to reduce f looding onshore.  So that would be a few t imes a year and then also 


dur ing King Tides on, whatever,  four days  a year.   So,  the doors would be closed for 


those half-dozen days a year.   Otherwise,  they would remain open to al low for 


r iparian creek f low and t idal  action.  
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As sea level  r ises ,  the doors would be closed more.  What our engineers 


estimate is  that after a foot and a half  of sea level  r ise from today, the doors would 


be closed a total  of one hour per day,  basical ly  30 minutes at each high t ide.  After 


three feet of sea level  r ise,  they would be closed about six  hours a  day.  They would 


be closed more and more as t ime goes on.   Whenever we reach a foot and a hal f  of 


sea level  r ise,  that is  what the scenario would be.  But for today,  we can also provide 


the protect ion against  al lowing dur ing the storms the creeks to f low into the Bay.  


So,  those are our options.  We look at the constraints in the area and the 


number one is  that this area is  heavi ly  urbanized.  You see here a picture of a 


bui lding in Burl ingame right alongside the Bay shorel ine.  Not a lot of room to build 


protection for this area unless you go into the Bay, r ight,  or you take out the 


bui lding.  So,  those are your fundamental  options if  you have this .   And this is  not 


just  at  this s ite,  so it  i s  a concern.  


And then this is  on a creek channel where you see the building on one side,  


the parking on the other,  and ut i l i t ies,  and so we have constrained creek channels as 


well .  


Other constraints.   Our goal is  to get people  out of the FEMA floodplain,  in 


part because it  means it  is  a cert i f iable project that wi l l  last.   In  part,  of course,  


because of  the f inancial  benefits  for the property owners in the area.   


This is  just  adjacent to San Francisco Airport,  which has a lot of concerns 


about birds,  not surpr isingly .   Building habitats that attract f ly ing birds is  something 


that they have expressed a great concern about.  


Something I  wanted to  highl ight is  we do not  have a lot of room here.  
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Basical ly,  the areas that you see in pink are the only areas that either do not involve 


private tak ing or going into the Bay.   Those are the only areas  that we have for 


actually  bui lding resi l ience.   


We have a concern that as the Bay shorel ine is  developed, or the creeks are 


developed in the shorel ine area, that those projects that are  being current ly 


approved by the c it ies  and by regulatory agencies are l imit ing our abil ity  to do 


natural  solutions,  to do resi l ience, period.  But including natural  solutions into those 


projects.   It  makes it  more diff icult  as the buildings get developed closer and closer 


to the Bay l ike you see in that picture on the left.  


We are left  with two alternat ives that we are currently analyzing.  One is  


onshore fundamental ly  and one is  offshore fundamental ly.   Our status r ight now on 


this project is  we put out a Notice of Preparation, got a lot  of comments.   They were 


very robust comments,  mostly on our offshore idea.  We are taking those comments 


and we have learned from them quite a bit  and we are beginning an analysis;  it  is  


cal led the LEDPA analysis,  which is  required by both the Corps and the Water Board, 


and that is  to f ind the least environmentally  damaging practicable alternative.  We 


are also this month hir ing an outreach consultant to enhance our outreach efforts .   


After a l l  of  that,  and meeting with regulatory agencies,  in fact,  next week.  After al l  


of  that we wil l  begin the environmental  process.  


We are at our early days on this .   It  is  an important project,  and it  is  one that 


has gotten a lot of attention.  BCDC staff  have asked me to speak on it  and I  am 


happy to do so,  because it  just  presents al l  of  us with a lot of questions about what is  


this place going to look l ike i f  we are real ly  serious about becoming res i l ient .   We in 
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San Mateo County are  serious about becoming res i l ient and that poses a lot of 


opportunit ies and a lot of constraints .   So,  with that I  thank you and I  am happy to 


answer quest ions.  


Chair Wasserman acknowledged and asked:  Thank you very much.  


How many public speakers do we have? 


Ms. Peterson replied:   Currently four,  Chair Wasserman.  


Chair Wasserman cont inued:  Al l  r ight.   I  am going to,  as I  did in the last  item, 


give the Commissioners the opportunity to ask questions and then we wil l  turn to the 


public .  


Commissioner Nelson inquired:   Just one quick quest ion.  One of your earl ier 


graphics showed that you were looking at the potentia l  for walls  a long some of the 


creeks that lead out to the Bay between 101 and the Bay.   Your discussion at the end 


showed that you had apparent ly screened those out.   I  am just hoping you can help 


me understand why you made that decision.  


Mr. Materman answered:  Yes.   Under our sea level  r ise assumptions,  we 


would have to go al l  the way up to the Caltrain tracks,  so it  is  beyond Highway 101.  


The combination of a l l  of  that work,  which is  costly and has environmental  impacts,  


al l  of  the land rights that would be needed to be acquired as part of that;  because a 


lot of those properties,  they do not just  end at the edge of the parking lot,  they go 


into the centerl ine of the creek.  So,  al l  of  the land r ights that would have to be 


involved in bui lding that.    


Also,  as I  mentioned, the complicat ions of integrating that with Highway 101 


at s ix  different crossings just  made i t  infeas ible to us.   The tradeoff for al l  of  that is  
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the t ide gate and pump station approach at the creek mouths.  There may be ways to 


l imit  that s l ightly,  but  fundamentally  that is  the alternat ive.  


Commissioner Nelson continued:  So,  the shorel ine-based alternat ive that you 


were looking at includes those t ide gates and pump stat ions.  


Mr. Materman agreed:  That’s r ight,  that’s r ight,  exactly.  


Commissioner Gunther stated:   Len, thanks so much for this .   It  is  real ly  great 


to see somebody putting penci l  and paper to,  okay,  so what do we actually  do?   


I  wanted to ask you, f i rst  of al l ,  when we had our South Bay Shorel ine 


Conference in 2017 and created a map just by asking people,  are  you thinking about 


something,  are you think about something? There were lots of holes.   There was a 


project and then there was no project and then there was another  project.    


You presented us,  obviously,  they are at very different stages these things,  but 


now everybody that has got shorel ine in  San Mateo County is  thinking about this 


issue col lectively .   Congratulations,  that is  a great ,  that is  a real ly,  real ly  great 


achievement.   


I  also wanted, warm to my heart as a Water  Board member,  to hear you talk ing 


about,  thinking about groundwater.   And I  assume you are in communicat ion with the 


staff  at  the Water  Board on this issue.  That is  going to be a challenge no matter 


what alternat ive you select.  


And then last ly,  obviously,  you are going to eventual ly  get into the dollars and 


cents of al l  this .   Unless I  missed it ,  and sorry,  there has been a lot coming at us 


today.  You did not seem to have an alternative in which some kind of retreat is  


mixed in with everything else.   That is ,  the assumption is  every bui lding that is  there 
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is  going to be protected.  


Mr. Materman asked:  Do you want me to address that?  I  would be happy to.  


Commissioner Gunther repl ied:   I  would l ike  to hear because I  know that is  an 


alternative that is  bandied about.   But of course,  every place is  go ing to be a l itt le 


different .   But I  just  wondered if  that was thought of at  al l  and then how that  


compares to the idea of areas gett ing wet bringing more birds  near the Airport.   I  d id 


not know if  that was part of the thinking.  


Mr. Materman responded:  I f  I  could comment on the retreat question because 


it  is  an important one that we hear often.  There are real ly  two parts of my response 


to that.    


One is  we have put out this planning pol icy guidance that I  discussed about 


land use polic ies that we recommend that ci t ies adopt,  and the county adopts,  and 


many cit ies have.  As Mayor Colson mentioned, Burl ingame has taken the lead on 


that,  the f i rst  one in our county to do that and in the area in general.    


That planning policy guidance cal ls  for setbacks from the shorel ine.  It  i s  not a 


wholesale retreat of a  community or a neighborhood, but it  is  retreat from water to 


enable us to do resi l ience measures,  including natural  features within those 


resi l ience measures,  rather than just a wal l .   That is  part  one of my answer.  


Part  two is,  in very specif ic  areas of the county do we have land use authority.   


We do not real ly  have land use authority;  we have land rights in certain areas.   And 


none of those areas are on the shorel ine except for creek mouths in two locations.  


As long as these projects are,  and I  am not picking on this area at al l ,  I  am 


talking about Bay Area wide.   As long as these projects that build bui ldings r ight 
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along the shorel ine are being approved by environmental  regulatory agencies,  and as 


long as they are being approved by local  governments,  c it ies and counties,  our job is  


not to say that project  you approved last  year or the one you are consider ing in 2024 


has to move.   


Our job is  to say,  how do we take the context of our environment,  not just  on 


these development projects,  on SFO as an entity.   How do we take the context of the 


environment,  small  e,  that we inherit ,  and turn that into the most  resi l ient 


environment that we can? 


So, I  am not an advocate,  and I  am not talking about me personal ly.   I  am just 


saying organizational ly  I  am not an advocate for large-scale retreat because that is  


not where our community,  our  governments  are.  And bodies l ike BCDC and the Water 


Board and other bodies,  they are not at  a place to compel that .   And I  think that 


should change, personally.   But unt i l  that does,  my job is  to take the most vulnerable 


county and make it  the most resi l ient county.  That is  a l l  I  can do.  


Commissioner Gunther continued:  Well ,  I  real ly  appreciate that.   I  am not,  in 


asking this quest ion, suggesting that retreat  is  actual ly  the preferred alternat ive.   


However,  people say there is  going to be e ither managed retreat or chaotic 


retreat,  or there is  going to be more hardening of the shore in the Bay Area l ike you 


are talk ing about.    


And then I  think this wil l  come out a l itt le,  these alternat ives wil l  become 


clari f ied once we start  talking about how much these things cost and who is  going to 


pay for them and then what are other cheaper alternatives.   And that wil l  a lso be 


inf luenced by our sea level  r ise projections changing over the next few years.   But I  
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real ly,  I  just  real ly  appreciate  the way you guys are thinking about this.  


Dave, is  there an analogous publ ic inst itution anywhere else?  The way that 


you guys went  and had the legis lat ion rewritten.  I  do not know of anyone else in the 


Bay Area.  


Commissioner Pine answered:  I  do not think so.  We spent the better part  of 


f ive years putting this  together.  


Commissioner Gunther continued:  This is  an approach of national s igni f icance 


I  would think.  I  know you guys do not spend t ime thinking about yourself  that way, 


but the integrated way that you are doing this on both shorel ines.   I  mean, you are 


only talking about  the Bay shorel ine now.  Is  something that I  think worth just  


remembering that you guys are on the cutting edge of what is  going to have to 


happen.  


Chair Wasserman stated:   A couple of comments,  one quest ion.  Terrif ic,  i s  the 


major comment.  I  know there is  a lot,  a lot,  a lot  of work to do and a lot of 


problems.  What you have done over the f ive years and beyond is  terrif ic.   I  am sorry,  


let  me ask my question f i rst.  


Your state legis lat ion that created you or structured it  to create you with the 


approval of the local  agencies does give you specif ica l ly  taxing powers.   Am I  correct 


in assuming that those taxing powers under the authority given st i l l  requires a two-


thirds vote.  


Mr. Materman repl ied:   I  wil l  just  say our voting thresholds are the same as 


any other public  entity.  


Commissioner Pine added:  I  would add that  we made sure that the legis lat ion 
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provided us with a l l  the tools,  revenue rais ing tools that are avai lable.    


OneShoreline did spend a tremendous amount of t ime looking at a  potentia l  


parcel  tax combined with f ire,  a combined f i re and sea level  r ise funding measure, 


and the support just  was not there.  


Chair Wasserman cont inued:  One of the issues that I  know has been talked 


about in the past ,  I  do not know if  there is  any current discuss ion about it ,  is  


changing the law for f lood control  districts to make them more l ike the uti l it ies in 


imposing fees,  which do not require two-thirds,  do require a majority.   As we are 


looking at our f inancing the future issues,  that is  one of the vehic les I  think we want 


to look at.  


Mr. Materman stated:   I f  I  may comment on that extremely brief ly.   There is  a 


measure on the November 2024 ballot to lower the threshold for bonding from two-


thirds to 55 percent.   Right now, that lower authority or that lower threshold rests 


with school districts,  but not with c l imate resi l ience projects or housing projects.   


The legislat ion in November,  just  for the general  publ ic  and others who may not be 


aware, or anyone not aware, is  to lower that for those types of projects.  


One of the things that  we are wait ing on to think about,  do we go to the voters 


in our county,  is  what happens this November in regard to that and other measures.  


Chair Wasserman acknowledged:  That makes absolute sense.  


Commissioner Pine added:  Our funding, s imply put,  i s  half  funded by the 


county and half  funded by the cit ies.   Each of the 20 cit ies puts in  a very modest 


amount,  but they al l  contribute towards the operation.  


Chair Wasserman stated:   Most of the staff  I  am talking to,  no disrespect,  
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Harr iet,  are not present for a variety of reasons.  I  think i t  would be useful ,  not 


necessar i ly  at  a Commission hear ing but perhaps in one of our workshop formats,  to 


have a more detai led presentation and interaction.   


And we might want to include Sonoma in that.   Because although they have 


not done what you have done, they have done some interest ing and dif ferent things.   


I  think OneShoreline and Sonoma are the two most progressive in thinking of hol ist ic  


changes within government agencies to address the issues that we are address ing.  I  


thank you very much for the work and the presentat ion.  


We do have publ ic comment.  Sometimes you get wrapped up in your own 


thoughts.   Please cal l  the publ ic speakers.  


Arthur Feinstein was the f irst  speaker:   Chair Wasserman and Commissioners,  


thanks for the opportunity to ta lk on this .  


I  f irst  recommend that  al l  of  you look at this  scient if ic  art ic le published in 


Urban Sustainabi l ity  in 2022.  I  hope staff  can tel l  me whether you can distribute it  to 


al l  of  the Commissioners.   Protection and restoration of coastal  habitat  yield mult iple 


benef its for urban residents as sea levels r ise.   Now this is  2022.   


Many of the sc ientists  working on this,  and there were l ike ten, are local  ones 


working for agencies and for SFEI.   They studied specif ical ly  the San Mateo coast to 


look at what were the problems and what could be the solut ions.   Their conclusion:   


This work adds to the growing body of research from around the world demonstrating 


that nature-based solutions help protect coastl ines and yie ld diverse ecosystem 


services.  


They also recommend,  not recommend it  a lready existed, but they point to 
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OneShoreline as an excellent way of br inging a regional perspect ive to a shorel ine so 


you can address a l l  the issues along that shorel ine.  Very s imilar to what the RSAP 


and the subregional SAP are doing.  


The problem, I  am going to run out of t ime very quick ly,  is  that what Len is  


proposing for the shorel ine,  the off  shorel ine gates,  it  has already been proposed for 


the whole Bay.  You put a gate across the Golden Gate and just stop the water and 


then we do not have to worry about any of this .  


Mr. Materman inter jected:   Not exact ly.  


Mr. Feinstein acknowledged and continued:  Well ,  it  got shot down.  I  am 


similar ly  hoping that this gets shot down because it  proposes the same reason.  Every 


agency that has examined it  has had problems. 


Michael Brownrigg commented:  Thanks very much.  I  am Michael Brownrigg;  I  


am a longt ime counci l  member for the city of Bur l ingame.  I  real ly  just  am here in 


sol idarity for the inquiry,  in gratitude to OneShorel ine and to Supervisor Pine for 


creating it .  


This is ,  as Mayor Colson pointed out,  a v ital  piece of our  own economy.  


Without a healthy shorel ine that al lows businesses and recreat ional use our City 


would be devastated.  So,  this is  a  very serious matter for us,  and we appreciate 


BCDC’s wil l ingness to explore al l  potentia l  options.  


In my view, retreat  is  not an opt ion.  I  think the good news is  back in Par is  in 


2015 we thought the world was on path to a four to f ive degree warming.  Now we 


are down to two and a  half  to three, which is  st i l l  unacceptable,  but we are going in 


the right direction.  
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I  have hope that  we wil l ,  as a planet f igure this out ,  but not before a wall  of 


water comes at us and that is  what we need to defend.  I  thank Len for his work and 


his team’s work,  and I  appreciate BCDC and the spir it  of inquiry that you guys are 


adopting towards this work.   


I  think the only thing that is  less sensible than a bad answer is  not doing the 


exploration and research at al l ,  and I  think that is  the Dark Ages versus the 


Enlightenment.  Thank you very much.  I  am done.  I  wil l  g ive you the balance of  my 


t ime. 


Ei leen McLaughlin spoke:   Good afternoon, Chair Wasserman and 


Commissioners.   Thank you for this these few minutes here.  I  am Ei leen McLaughlin 


with Cit izens Committee to Complete the Refuge and have been studying and 


fol lowing the OneShoreline Project in Mi l lbrae and Burl ingame since last  fal l  when it  


was f irst  announced to the publ ic.  


I  want to take and focus on the habitat  issues here,  one that would be affected 


by the barr ier particularly.   They plan a 2.65-mile barrier.    


They want to have, at  one area they have t idal  marsh at one end, which is  


marsh that SFO must protect for the Ridgeway rai ls .   That moves on down southward 


on to beach and broad mud f lats that have waves coming back and forth on them and 


the shorebirds a l l  winter long.  Thousands and thousands use that  thoroughly.   And 


then down further to where the water gets deeper at  the shorel ine,  every single day 


recreational f ishermen or women or chi ldren are out there catching f ish.   


Because the hydrology of t idal  action serves al l  of  those di fferent k inds of 


habitats .   And underneath the waters there is  eel  grass ,  which is  a lso known as 
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something that inhibits and cleans fresh water.    


This is  an area that the project says one of i ts  threats and opportunit ies or  


objectives is  habitat .   But that barrier,  even with al l  its  breaks,  i s  going to completely 


destroy the hydrological  f low of this cove and al l  of  the habitats and wi ldl ife that use 


it  today.  Thank you.  


Gita Dev was recognized:   Good afternoon, Chair Wasserman and 


Commissioners.   I  know it  is  gett ing late.   I  want to thank OneShoreline for a lot  of 


good work that they have done in San Mateo County,  which is  part  of our S ierra 


Club’s Chapter.  


However,  I  have to tel l  you right up front,  that every single agency and also 


the Airport has taken rather vio lent exception to f i l l ing in the Bay with a lagoon.   


And it  is  c lear  to us that while this may seem l ike an easy solut ion, and we 


always appreciate research, but the sc ient if ic  community has weighed in on the side 


of nature and using nature-based solut ions,  which they believe wil l  help not only the 


land but also the Bay and wil l  keep costs down.  


I  do want to point out  that s ince OneShoreline worked on i ts  guidelines,  which 


we were very involved with and which we very much appreciate,  SB 272 has passed,  


which requires al l  c it ies to fol low Bay Adapt’s s ix  goals,  the second of which is  to put 


nature f i rst  whenever possible.    


But that is  because it  recognizes that the Bay itself ,  its  l iv ing shorel ines and its  


ecosystems are as much at r isk with sea level  r ise as the shorel ine and the bui ldings 


and the infrastructure around it .  


Therefore,  to fulf i l l  the obligations of  that law we need BCDC policymakers to 
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make sure that the public ,  the staff  and the consultant teams that work on it  to 


extend the adaptat ion plans,  to include integrating nature into their plans.   Not just  


as vegetation on levees,  but  with some of the other elements that the scientif ic  


community in the paper that Arthur Feinstein mentioned includes.   Thank you.  


Chair Wasserman acknowledged and continued:  Thank you.  That concludes 


our publ ic  speakers.  


Any Commissioner want a f inal  comment on this?  


Commissioner Showalter stated:   Hi,  Len, it  i s  great to see you.  I  want to 


compliment you on this wonderful  agency that you have created.   In particular,  I  am 


delighted to see how you are looking at the protections as a continuum al l  a long the 


shorel ine.   


Because one of the things we learned in Katr ina was that those touch points,  


those connect ion points between projects,  were where things typical ly  broke down.  


And if  that happened, you had a big f lood.  We do not want to do that anymore.  


Having you look at it  a l l  as a system is the best way to avoid that .   I  am real ly  


del ighted to see that  this has gone so well  and so far.  


I  am br inging you greetings from Santa Clara County,  where we are blessed 


with being ringed by o ld salt  ponds that can be restored to marshes.  But I  just  want 


to say that we are del ighted to see that you are working with that .    


And I  as both a BCDC Commissioner,  as the mayor of Mountain View, wil l  do 


whatever I  can to make sure that that connection between your county and my 


county works beauti ful ly.   Even though I  know that the methodologies there wil l  be 


different from time to t ime.  But thanks,  and thanks for this wonderful  work and keep 
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it  up.  Let me know how I  can help.  


Mr. Materman acknowledged:  Thank you.  


Chair Wasserman moved to adjournment:   Thank you very much, Len and 


David.  


11. Adjournment.   Upon motion by Commissioner Showalter,  seconded by 


Commissioner Randolph, the Commission meeting was adjourned at 4:41 p.m. in 


memory of Wil l  Travis.  
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Cecilia Lunaparra 
Councilmember, District 7 


2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA 94704 ● (510) 981-7170 ● clunaparra@berkeleyca.gov


ACTION CALENDAR
December 10, 2024


(Continued from December 3, 2024)


To:              Honorable Members of the City Council


From:          Councilmember Lunaparra (Author), Councilmember Humbert (Co-
Sponsor), Councilmember Kesarwani (Co-Sponsor)


Subject: Bicycle and Pedestrian Access on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge


RECOMMENDATION
Adopt a Resolution affirming the City of Berkeley’s support for permanent 24/7 
protected bicycle and pedestrian access to the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail.


BACKGROUND
Following decades of advocacy, in 2019, the protected bicycle and pedestrian trail 
opened on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge, completing a 6-mile link in the Bay Trail 
and connecting Contra Costa and Marin counties.


Since the opening of the barrier-separated shared bike and pedestrian path, the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Phase II After Study for the 
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge found that both weekday and weekend vehicle flows have 
dropped, and weekday emissions have decreased. In the summer of 2021, the path 
received an 8.19 out of 10 safety rating by users. The report also states that “there is no 
statistical evidence that the bridge modifications are producing longer crash-related 
incidents or changing the location where crashes tend to occur on the bridge,” or that 
the modifications are increasing the time needed to clear crashes.1 


CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is proposing a weekday (Monday 
through Thursday) closure of Richmond-San Rafael pathway designated for pedestrians 
and people on bicycles. Under this proposal, the closed pathway would become a non-


1 After Study for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge (Phase II), California PATH, UC Berkeley, 
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/meetings/attachments/6005/4a_ATTACHMENT_B_Phase_II_Pilot_St
udy_Final_Report.pdf
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drivable breakdown lane on weekdays. Unfortunately, doing so would eliminate critical 
access for people who do not drive and rely on the Bridge as the primary connection 
between the East & North Bay. Although MTC’s movable barrier proposal would allow 
bikes and pedestrians to safely cross the Bridge on weekends, many are concerned 
about “equitable access needed for those who must cross during the week.” 2 


MTC’s proposal requires approval from the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC) at an upcoming meeting. The Cities of Richmond 
and Albany have recently passed similar resolutions in support of a permanent 
protected Richmond-San Rafael Bay Trail with unanimous support.


FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION
None.


ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY
Maintaining permanent 24/7 access to the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail would 
continue to encourage safe and equitable access to transbay multimodal transportation.


CONTACT PERSON
Councilmember Cecilia Lunaparra, 510-981-7170


Attachments: 
1: Resolution


2 Bike East Bay, https://bikeeastbay.org/rsr2024-2/
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RESOLUTION NO. ##,###-N.S. 


AFFIRMING BERKELEY’S SUPPORT FOR THE RICHMOND-SAN RAFAEL 
BRIDGE TRAIL


WHEREAS, the City of Berkeley is proud to promote connections between 
communities via the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge; and


WHEREAS, the Berkeley City Council recognizes that the Richmond-San Rafael 
Bridge Trail is a keystone section of the 500-mile regional San Francisco Bay Trail 
linking the East Bay and North Bay; and


WHEREAS, Berkeley City Council by unanimous vote adopted Resolution No. 
68,486 - N.S., declaring a climate emergency and calling for urgent action to restore 
a safe climate; and


WHEREAS, the Council recognizes that an increase in the number of vehicle miles 
driven to and on the bridge increases pollution affecting vulnerable communities; and


WHEREAS, the Council recognizes that active transportation allows people to be 
physically active in everyday life by enabling them to walk, bike, or roll to their 
destinations; and


WHEREAS, bicyclists and pedestrians have enjoyed over 400,000 trips on the 
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail since it opened in November 2019; and


WHEREAS, the Bay Area Toll Authority Report data showed no increase in 
westbound car congestion, a decrease in the number of motorist crashes, and no 
negative impact on the Air Quality Index (AQI); AQI is primarily impacted by vehicle 
miles traveled, road dust, tire wear, and brake wear, not by traffic congestion; and


WHEREAS, the Council recognizes that a closure of the Richmond-San Rafael 
Bridge Trail would cause individuals who currently rely on this trail to drive for more 
trips, and if they don't have access to a car they could be left with no other options; 
and


WHEREAS, the Council recognizes that access to transportation is a human right 
and reliable mobility options for those unable to afford or drive a car should be 
available.


NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Berkeley 
does hereby support 24 hours a day, 7 days a week access to the Richmond-San 
Rafael Bridge Trail for pedestrians and bicyclists.


BE IT FURTHER AND FINALLY RESOLVED, that upon passage, a copy of this 
Resolution be sent to the members of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission and the members of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission.
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balanced approach: allow drivers to use the third lane Monday–Thursday, and devote 
it to bicycle use on weekends or off-peak hours. This conclusion is based on years of 
field data and operational analysis. 

Yet the City’s resolution effectively told these professionals, “We know better,” despite 
having no direct expertise in this issue. That level of presumption erodes faith in local 
government and alienates those whose life work is precisely to solve these transit 
problems. 

2. Prioritizing a Well-Connected, Predominantly White, Wealthier Advocacy 
Group Over Thousands of Working Commuters 

By siding with a well-organized bike lobby—whose demographics often skew more 
affluent and predominantly white—the City inadvertently (or not) dismisses the tens of 
thousands of diverse, often lower-income East Bay residents who aren’t fluent in City 
Hall procedures, do not speak English as their first language, and in many cases 
have zero access to forming powerful coalitions. These working families bear the 
brunt of random 1–2 hour standstills because there is no emergency shoulder. 

• 

Lost wages and job insecurity threaten those with rigid work schedules. 

• 

Low-income and service workers cannot just “wait out traffic” or “work from home.” 

• 

Bike advocacy groups sometimes frame this as an equity/access issue. Do you 
actually think a family of 4 who can’t afford a car is biking from Pinole to Stinson 
Beach on a Wednesday? Probably not. The study also cited 0 businesses who are 
aware of employees commuting by bike. 

This is inequity in action: adopting a policy from a privileged, vocal minority while 
overshadowing the needs of the many who can’t easily navigate the halls of 
government. 

3. The Sloppy (Mis)Use of Data from a Single Interest Group 

Your resolution cites exactly one out-of-context quote from the Phase II Pilot Study, 
plus talking points from a bike advocacy organization, to argue that 24/7 lane 
closures won’t worsen congestion. Meanwhile, the BCDC meeting minutes, (The 
following quotes from the minutes of that meeting are attached to this email) and the 
data from Caltrans, BATA, and UC Berkeley’s PATH team sharply contradict this. For 
example: 



(p. 22): 
“…the heat map … shows when and where traffic speeds are slowest, but it does 
not do a good job of capturing the experience when there are incidents or 
crashes.” 

(p. 22–23): 
“Phase II findings suggest that incident rates overall are down about 15 to 20% over 
the course of the day, but they are up about 20 to 30% during the morning peak. 
That is of interest to us because the peak is when incidents are likely to cause the 
most backup and the most headaches for commuters … This suggests trying 
something a little different to see what more we can learn.” 

(p. 23): 
“Response times can range from less than 5 minutes to 30 or 40 minutes. The 
average is 16 minutes … up from about 13 minutes before … and each minute of 
delayed response to an incident multiplies traffic by a factor of four. And this 
creates more uncertainty about travel times and that really can be a big deal when 
you have got to get to work on time.” 

The Phase II Pilot Study itself shows how minimal peak bike use really is: 

• 

“Weekday traffic is much lower, at around 90 trips per day” on the bike path, with a 
fraction—about 4.9%—riding to work (page 22 of PATH study not attached but easy 
to find). 

• 

Conversely, tens of thousands of daily drivers face potential gridlock during morning 
or afternoon rush when accidents occur. 

Citing a single, out-of-context snippet from an otherwise cautionary study (and 
literally citing an interest group’s talking points)—while ignoring these explicit 
warnings—is nothing short of gross neglect. That so many Councilmembers were 
comfortable endorsing it is a major embarrassment. 

4. Commuting this bridge is a Shit Show 

I have a 2 year old so I’ve seen a lot of literal shit shows. Driving west on this bridge 
is broadway-level. As if the official data weren’t enough, I experienced a perfect storm 
last year. An accident disabled two vehicles, gridlocking the entire corridor for two 



hours. There was no emergency should for traffic to go around, or for responders to 
access the accident. In the end, my colleague and several bystanders literally lifted 
the vehicle to the side so that traffic could move again. Meanwhile, tens of 
thousands of commuters—myself included—lost hours of wages or risked job 
discipline. All so a handful of retired dentists (and other recreational riders. But 
probably only like 3 of them) could enjoy a scenic weekday lane. I also want to share 
a woman on Waze chat wrote “what is going on, I am pregnant and really have to 
pee” about an hour before the bridge cleared during this particular incident. Why 
should she and so many other people have to regularly put up with this in a modern 
developed country? This isn’t an abstract scenario; it’s real and it’s awful. And it’s not 
uncommon. I am SO tired of texting my boss, “Bridge again…. Don’t know when I’ll 
be in." 

5. Why the City Should Feel Ashamed 

1. 

Basic Professional Standards: Passing a resolution based on an advocacy group’s 
talking points without reconciling them against official data is negligent. 

2. 

Lack of Transparency: You seized on one quote from the Phase II study that you 
liked, while skipping over the numerous red flags about incident spikes and 
extended response times. 

3. 

Real-World Damage: Working people have been left to endure multi-hour nightmares 
—incidents that the daily or weekly averages simply fail to capture. 

This is not how Berkeley, of all places, should conduct public policy. Good 
governance demands you acknowledge the complexity of the data, especially 
when professional engineers have explicitly said those stats “don’t do a good job 
of capturing” major crashes or multi-hour backups. 

6. The Only Responsible Step: Abstain and Defer to the Experts 

Given the Caltrans' direct statements about hidden incident spikes, plus my own 
experience (and many others’) with prolonged standstills, endorsing a 24/7 closure is 
reckless. This is squarely the domain of MTC and Caltrans, not City Council. I urge 
you to: 

1. 

Immediately vote to abstain from your 24/7 stance. 



2. 

Admit that you relied on incomplete or distorted advocacy material, ignoring direct 
evidence from BCDC, Caltrans, and the study itself. 

3. 

Allow traffic engineers—the professionals—to finalize a data-driven compromise that 
protects cyclists during their peak hours without punishing everyone else. 

Having humility in the face of specialized expertise is not weakness—it’s responsible 
leadership. 

Conclusion 

A handful of well-organized advocates successfully pushed an alluring “green” 
concept at the expense of tens of thousands of regular workers—most of whom lack 
the bandwidth, language skills, or social capital to speak up. Meanwhile, the City 
brandished a single line from the Phase II Pilot Study and overshadowed the glaring 
evidence that accidents and breakdowns can turn commutes into multi-hour 
debacles. 

Please rescind or radically revise your endorsement. Berkeley should not be 
championing sloppy data or disregarding the real hardships inflicted by this policy. 
Let’s ensure our decisions genuinely benefit all of our residents, not just the loudest 
voices with the neatest talking points. BCDC makes the final decision on March 20. 
So please act soon. Lastly, I want to be clear that I think bikes are awesome. Bikes 
on the Richmond bridge are awesome. Just not Monday - Thursday from 7am to 
11am if we can help it please. Do we really need 24/7 access to bike through high 
winds between an oil refinery and a prison? There are MANY beautiful places to bike 
in the Bay Area that don’t ruin everyone else’s day. 

Have a nice weekend, 

Lucas Miller 
District 4 
lucascmiller@icloud.com 
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From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: Ease congestion-reduce bike usage 
Date: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 8:48:26 AM 

FYI 

From: Sharon Guy <sharonguy1111@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, March 8, 2025 2:54 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Ease congestion-reduce bike usage 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from sharonguy1111@gmail.com. Learn why this is 
important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

The bridge is my only option and the congestion due to restricted lanes causes me great stress 
and controls my schedule. 
It also is a serious impediment to my family visiting me in Marin from the east bay. It often adds 
half an hour to their trip…so three hours on the road just for a visit negatively impactscfamily 
time together. 

I personally must leave hours early then necessary to avoid the worst congestion and must 
wait until traffic subsides to return to Marin from the east bay caring for my grandchildren. 

The bicycle coalition has too much power compared to me and thousands of others who have 
“NO Voice” and commute daily to work in Marin. 

The most bicycles I have ever seen while gridlocked on the bridge with hundreds of cars was 3. 
With a daily traffic of 80,000+ automobiles, it makes NO SENSE for bicycles to have priority. 
And, I would guess most of the biking is for exercise or fun…not for their livelihoods. 

Please seriously limit bike usage. A shuttle works with a definite schedule. If the bike trip is 
necessary they can arrive at the scheduled shuttle time. 

Sharon Guy 
141 G Seminary Drive 
Mill Valley, CA 94941 
415-713-3334 
Sharon@sharonguy.com 
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From: Alex Donoghue 
To: BCDC PublicComment 
Subject: Agenda Item #8 Richmond-San Rafael Bridge 
Date: Monday, March 10, 2025 9:30:35 PM 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from alex.p.donoghue@gmail.com. Learn why this 
is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Please accept this public comment on item 8 “ Public Hearing and Possible Vote on an 
Application by the California Department of Transportation for the Richmond-San Rafael 
Bridge Pilot Project Modifications Project along the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge, in the City 
of Richmond, Contra Costa County, and the City of San Rafael, Marin County; BCDC Permit 
Application No. 1997.001.06.” for the March 20, 2025, BCDC meeting agenda. 

Keeping the pathway open is in alignment with numerous adopted plans and policies on the 
regional and state level. Closing the pathway for a breakdown shoulder as currently proposed, 
or for a third westbound car lane, will not contribute toward progress on the underlying causes 
of car congestion on the bridge. This will only remove one lane of moving traffic. Adding 
more lanes will induce more traffic and more pollution. Having an alternate way to travel over 
the bridge gives everyone a choice in how they cross the bay. 

Alex Donoghue 

Richmond Resident and Bridge User 



My name is Amir Tariverdi and I live in Mill Valley, CA. I commute to Hayward, CA every day 
for a full time, 9-5 job.�With no�traffic, my drive should be around 50�mins each way, but it is��
almost always an hour�and a half. There is regular�traffic throughout my drive due to�certain 
problem areas, one of those being the Richmond Bridge. The right lane is always closed 
providing only 2 operable lanes. On the side going to Marin, there isn’t even an emergency 
lane, it is just a weird bike lane. In all of my drives on the bridge, I have seen maybe all of 2 
bikers using that bike�lane. It is simply useless, and causes so much unnecessary traffic. It��
is confusing to me who thought that lane would be a good idea. If there is road work or an 
accident, you might as well spend the night at the office and save the stress of that drive��
home. All I, and my fellow Bay Area residents, want is for the Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission to grant a permit to close the bike lane to add an emergency 
lane. Eventually, a 3rd lane entirely for carpools or an express system would be ideal. We 
have lived for too long with this system in place and it really is nonsensical. I hope you will 
consider what I have written and realize the stress you have caused thousands of people. 



 

BiOMARIN" 

Thursday, March 20, 2025 

Bay Conservation & Development Commission Board of Directors 
San Francisco Bay Conservation & Development Commission 
375 Beale Street, Suite 51 O 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Re: San Rafael bridge and the development of an HOV/emergency lane 

Dear Bay Conservation & Development Commission Board of Directors, 

I write on behalf of BioMarin Pharmaceutical and the many BioMarin employees who commute 

across the Richmond-San Rafael bridge to jobs in Marin County every day. We urge the Bay 

Conservation and Development Commission to revise its permits for the Richmond-San Rafael 

Bridge. Specifically, we ask you to enable the restoration of the historic third lane on the upper 

deck, initially dedicated to emergency vehicles and breakdowns, and soon after, to carpool and 

transit use. 

Policymakers must balance the desire to promote active transportation, such as walking and 

biking, while also striving for social equity, making life and economic opportunities more 

accessible for historically disadvantaged communities. Perhaps nowhere in the Bay Area is this 

conflict more evident than on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. 

In 2016, in response to community concerns about bridge traffic adversely impacting local 

streets in San Rafael and Larkspur, a $74 million project was authorized to reopen the third lane 

of the lower deck and implement related improvements to the bridge. This initiative resulted in 

shorter commute times and a safer overall experience. The significant reduction in stop-and-go 

traffic led to lower emissions of PM2.5 and brake dust. Renovations also included addition of a 

bike lane on the upper deck of the bridge, and this addition has increased commute times and 

traffic variability on the Richmond side of the bridge, exacerbating congestion on local streets. 

On average, morning commuters to Marin businesses spend 16 minutes in traffic daily, with that 

number growing to over an hour when there are accidents, due to poor emergency service 

accessibility. This system deeply affects the personal lives of Marin workers, costing them time 

at home and at work. 

This situation is fundamentally unfair. We propose keeping the bike lane open Friday through 

Sunday while reopening the third lane Monday through Thursday. This compromise effectively 

balances the priorities of the BCDC, and we urge you to sponsor this amendment change. 

/AJ1/[______ 

Executive Vice President, Chief People Officer 

105 Digital Drive . Novato, CA 94949 . Tel 415.506.6700 . Fax 415.382.7889 . www.BMRN.com 



Contra Costa Building and Construction Trades Council 
2727 Alhambra Ave. Suite 5 Bill Whitney 
Martinez, CA 94553 Phone (925) 925-228-0900 

August 5, 2024 

Chair Wasserman and Commissioners 
Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Chairman Wasserman and Commissioners: 

The Contra Costa Building and Construction Trades Council represents thousands of 
working men and women who are Richmond and Contra Costa County residents and who 
commute to jobs in Marin every day. We urge the Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission (BCDC) to amend its permit for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. Specifically, 
we ask you to enable the restoration of the historic third lane on the upper deck to be 
dedicated initially to emergency vehicles and breakdowns, and soon after, to carpool and 
transit use. 

Policymakers must balance a desire to promote active transportation, such as walking 
and biking, while also working hard on social equity goals making life and economic opportunity 
easier for historically disadvantaged places and people. One cannot advance into the new age 
of society while continuing the harmful trend of creating new developments in minority 
communities without their consideration, input, and interests in mind. Nowhere in the Bay Area 
is that conflict more obvious than on the Richmond San Rafael Bridge. 

In 2016, in response to the community outcry on reports of bridge traffic adversely 
affecting traffic on the local streets of Marin and Larkspur, a $74 million dollar project was 
authorized to reopen the third lane of the lower deck and make other related improvements to 
the bridge. This resulted in lesser commute times, and a safer commute overall. Emissions 
wise, the sharp reduction in stop and go traffic resulted in lowering emissions of PM2.5 and 
brake dust emissions. 

Unfortunately, the renovations also included the addition of a bike lane on the 
Richmond upper deck of the bridge. This addition increased commute times and traffic 
variability, worsening congestion on local streets. This bike lane primarily serves recreational 
users and is rarely used. For many Contra Costa County commuters who travel long distances 
for work, the bike lane is an impractical option. 

This situation is patently unfair; Richmond residents deserve the same relief as what 
was granted to Marin commuters four years ago. Keep the bike lane open Friday-Sunday and 
reopen the third lane Monday-Thursday. This compromise effectively balances the priorities of 
the BCDC. We urge you to support this amendment change. 

Bill Whitney, Executive Director 

Sincerely, 

Contra Costa Building and Construction Trades Council 
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From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: Richmond-San Rafael Bridge access 
Date: Monday, March 10, 2025 11:07:31 AM 

FYI… 

From: Corry Kelly <corrykelly@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, March 10, 2025 2:27 AM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Richmond-San Rafael Bridge access 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from corrykelly@yahoo.com. Learn why this is 
important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Regarding bicyclist commuters: 
I have counted on one hand, if that, the number of bicyclists that cross the Richmond-
San Rafael bridge during bad weather - hot, cold, windy or rainy during commute 
hours, and the weather is often one of the above.  Due to the ratio between the 
bicyclists and motorists, the idea that any advantage is gained by eliminating a lane is 
not quantifiable (time wise and environmentally).  Also, because of this ratio, the 
rights of all the motorists are being trampled.  It is very hard to justify the logic of 
allowing so few to hold up the commutes of so many.  The lines approaching the 
bridge are miles long - and taking away a lane has added to that.  Furthermore, if 
there is a problem with one of the two available lanes, hours more are added to 
someone's commute.  (What would happen if/when both lanes are shut down?)  Insult 
to injury are that the motorist is paying for the inconvenience of delays while bicyclists 
cross for free.  Didn't the tolls just go up too? 

Alternative for bicyclists: 
Provide half-hour shuttles for bicyclists during commute hours and space out shuttle 
intervals at other times during the day and on weekends.  I understand bicyclists have 
complained this is not convenient.  If any inconvenience is to be had, it's the motorist 
who is being inconvenienced due the time it takes to get to the bridge and cross it at a 
snail's pace. 

Taking away a lane is ridiculous.  Also, keeping the toll booths so long when there 
has been an obvious problem has also been ridiculous.  It's been years since toll 
takers were present. 

Corry Kelly 



August26,2024 

To Whom It May Concern 

My name is Daiana Bernini and I live in Richmond, CA at 86 Shoreline Court, Richmond CA 

94804 and commute daily over to Novato, to my job (90 Hill Road, Novato CA). The daily 

commute involves crossing Richmond Bridge. 

Every day, I endure a very long commute of 55 minutes for 22 miles as from 3 lanes the 

bridge turns into 2 lanes. I watch the bike lane mostly EMPTY daily, while I drive very slowly 

to/on the bridge. I did not sign up for 0.5% bikers to do a bike leisure on rush hour and I am 

totally against crossing high traffic bridges like this by foot or by bike as it is high risk, noisy, 

windy and slows down thousands of people that do not have the luxury to work from home. 

I am politely asking the Bay Area Conservation and Development Commission to grant a 

permit to close the bike lane and to allow a third lane on the bridge for carpools and transit. 

Thank you for your time, 

Daiana Bernini 



 
 

 

Chair Pedroza and Commissioners 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Bay Conservation & Development Commission Board of Directors, 
Based on the results of the multiyear pilot which indicate a severely disproportionate impact to 
quality of life and hard costs to commuting workers, I urge you to adopt an amendment to restore 
the historic third lane on the upper deck and dedicate it during commute hours to carpools and 
transit. Let us acknowledge that the constraints imposed by the discreet number of lanes on the 
bridge has the effect of creating a dichotomy that pits cars against cyclists and pedestrians. That 
said, I believe that we collectively share a vision for a transportation dynamic that supports a 
thriving experience for all people that is environmentally sound and economically feasible. 
As a region, we must continue to: 

• Examine the system as the changes in live/work patterns evolve 
• Contemplate and move boldly with initiatives with evidence of positive outcomes 
proportional to investment, including bicycle and pedestrian shuttles and infrastructure 
projects 
• Create more options for affordable workforce housing in Marin to mitigate the 
current commute dynamic into Marin 

I stand in appreciation for gravity of the decision before this Commission. Thank you for your 
consideration of my letter. 
Sincerely, 
Eli Hill 
San Rafael Resident 
Councilmember, City of San Rafael, District 2 



Dear Bay Conservation & Development Commission Board of Directors, 

We the undersigned, who are Marin County residents, electeds, business owners, 
and community leaders, write on behalf of the thousands of workers who commute to jobs 
in Marin every day. We urge the Bay Conservation and Development Commission to revise 
its permits for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. Specifically, we ask you to enable the 
restoration of the historic third lane on the upper deck, initially dedicated to emergency 
vehicles and breakdowns, and soon after, to carpool and transit use. 

Policymakers must balance the desire to promote active transportation, such as 
walking and biking, while also striving for social equity, making life and economic 
opportunities more accessible for historically disadvantaged communities. Perhaps 
nowhere in the Bay Area is this conflict more evident than on the Richmond-San Rafael 
Bridge. 

In 2016, in response to community concerns about bridge traffic adversely 
impacting local streets in San Rafael and Larkspur, a $74 million project was authorized to 
reopen the third lane of the lower decl< and implement related improvements to the bridge. 
This initiative resulted in shorter commute times and a safer overall experience. The 
significant reduction in stop-and-go traffic led to lower emissions of PM2.5 and brake dust. 
Renovations also included addition of a bike lane on the upper deck of the bridge, and this 
addition has increased commute times and traffic variability on Richmond side of the 
bridge, exacerbating congestion on local streets. On average, morning commuters to Marin 
businesses spend 16 minutes in traffic daily, with that number growing to over an hour 
when there are accidents, due to poor emergency service accessibility. This system deeply 
effects the personal lives of Marin workers, costing them time at home and at work. 

This situation is fundamentally unfair, we propose keeping the bike lane open Friday 
through Sunday while reopening the third lane Monday through Thursday. This compromise 
effectively balances the priorities of the BCDC, and we urge you to sponsor this 
amendment change. 

Sincerely, 

111:fc (/4 

7f<e.5 l tl!.e(A/f # CzD 
GJu l,/i '8vo5) f Y1 t, 



    
     
    
   
    

   

                  
                  

                  
                 

                

 

  
   

    

Chair Wasserman and Commissioners 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear BCDC Commissioners, 

I live in El Sobrante and work as a music teacher in Tiburon. Congestion on the San Rafael 
Bridge is a significant problem for me - if there is a minor problem on the bridge, traffic comes 
to a complete stop. Although I support bike lanes in general, the amount of usage that the full 
lane gets on the San Rafael Bridge does not justify the inconvenience that it causes to many 
thousands of us. I urge you to remove the bike lane altogether, as soon as possible. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Miller 
4623 Canyon Rd. 
El Sobrante, CA 94803 



••• 
~''~ KAISER PERMANENTE® 

Dear Bay Conservation & Development Commission Board of Directors, 

We the undersigned, who are Marin County residents, elected officials, business owners, and 
community leaders, write on behalf of the thousands of workers who commute to jobs in Marin every 
day. We urge the Bay Conservation and Development Commission to revise its permits for the 
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. Specifically, we ask you to enable the restoration of the historic third lane 
on the upper deck, initially dedicated to emergency vehicles and breakdowns, and soon after, to carpool 
and transit use. 

Policymakers must balance the desire to promote active transportation, such as walking and biking, 
while also striving for social equity, making life and economic opportunities more accessible for 
historically disadvantaged communities. Perhaps nowhere in the Bay Area is this conflict more evident 
than on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. 

In 2016, in response to community concerns about bridge traffic adversely impacting local streets in San 
Rafael and Larkspur, a $74 million project was authorized to reopen the third lane of the lower deck and 
implement related improvements to the bridge. This initiative resulted in shorter commute times and a 
safer overall experience. The significant reduction in stop-and-go traffic led to lower emissions of PM2.5 
and brake dust. Renovations also included addition of a bike lane on the upper deck of the bridge, and 
this addition has increased commute times and traffic variability on Richmond side of the bridge, 
exacerbating congestion on local streets. On average, morning commuters to Marin businesses spend 
16 minutes in traffic daily, with that number growing to over an hour when there are accidents, due to 
poor emergency service accessibility. This system deeply effects the personal lives of Marin workers, 
costing them time at home and at work. 

This situation is fundamentally unfair, we propose keeping the bike lane open Friday through Sunday 
while reopening the third lane Monday through Thursday. This compromise effectively balances the 
priorities of the BCDC, and we urge you to sponsor this amendment change. 

Dr. Armika Berkley, Chief Administrative Officer 
Kaiser Permanente - San Rafael 



Chair Wasserman and Commissioners 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

To whom it may concern: 

My name is Laurie Lynch and I used to work at a job I loved at Anthropologie in Berkeley. 

Berkeley! Exasperated with the worsening commute and then the completely outrageous bike 

lanes, I quit a job I really enjoyed as a finance manager. I have never considered taking another 

job from Marin County to the East Bay because, with common sense, we would eliminate the 

bicycle lanes and we could have actually had enough lanes to make the Richmond Bridge 

commute bearable. I am involved in promoting our National Parks and I volunteer for the Marin 

Watershed. Special interest groups that got these bicycle lanes approved with our tax dollars are 

criminal in this County. Thank you for your time. 

Laurie Lynch 

girlsloveclothes@gmail.com 
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March 20, 2025 

Bay Conservation & Development Commission Board of Directors 

Dear Board of Directors, 

As one of the largest employer in Marin County, weewrite on behalf ofethousands of workers who 
commute to jobs ineMarin County every day. We urge the Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission to reviseeitsepermits for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. Specifically, we ask you to enable 
the restoration of the historicethird lane on the upper deck,einitially dedicated to emergency vehicles and 
breakdowns, and soon after, to carpool and transit use. 

Policymakers must balanceethe desire to promote active transportation, such as walking and 
biking, whileealso striving for social equity, making life and economic opportunities more accessible for 
historically disadvantaged communities. Perhaps nowhere in the Bay Area is this conflict more evident 
than on the Richmond-SaneRafael Bridge. 

In 2016, ineresponse to community concerns about bridge traffic adversely impacting local streets 
ineSaneRafael and Larkspur, a $74 million project was authorized to reopen the third lane ofethe loweredeck 
and implement related improvements to the bridge. This initiative resulted in shorter commute times and 
a safer overall experience. The significant reduction in stop-and-go traffic led to lower emissions of PM2.5 
and brake dust. Renovations also included addition ofea bike lane on the upper deck of the bridge, and this 
addition has increased commute times and traffic variability on Richmond side of the bridge, exacerbating 
congestion on local streets. On average, morning commuters to Marin businesses spend 16eminutes in 
traffic daily, with that number growing to overean hourewhen there are accidents, due to poor emergency 

service accessibility. This system deeply effects the personal lives of Marin workers, costing them time at 
home and at work.

This situation is fundamentally unfair, we propose keeping the bike lane open Friday through 

Sunday while reopening the third lane Monday through Thursday. This compromise effectively balances 

the priorities of the BCDC; and we urge you to sponsor this amendment change. 

Sincerely,

David G. Klein, MD
Chief Executive Officer 

MarinHealth Medical Center 

DGK:rt 
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From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: Richmond/San Rafael Bridge 
Date: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 8:49:56 AM 

FYI… 

From: Nancy Morgan <morgann434@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, March 10, 2025 1:32 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Richmond/San Rafael Bridge 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from morgann434@gmail.com. Learn why this is 
important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Please take under consideration eliminating the bike/walking lane on this bridge.  I think it's a 
wonderful idea to provide this as an option but as someone that uses the bridge quite often a 
week it seems sensible that with the heavy vehicle traffic and very light use for bikes/walkers 
that an emergency lane, as in the East bound (lower direction) makes better use of the 
available space. 
So many accidents occur and so much traffic backs up as a result, especially in the West 
bound direction that it just seems the best use of space to let free flow of vehicle traffic be the 
deciding factor. 
Perhaps in the future a solution for bikes and walkers could be made but as an 
immediate decision I would hope that the good of the majority would prevail. 
Nancy Morgan 



    
     
    
   
    

   

            
           

           
                  

              

               

   
  

Chair Wasserman and Commissioners 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear BCDC Commissioners, 

My name is R. SPENCER BRUCKER and I live in RICHMOND CA. 
I am RETIRED and a member of the BRICKYARD LANDING CONDOMINIUMS 
organization. On the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge westbound, Holiday travellers have issues; 
On Sunday of Labor Day Weekend, it took 40 minutes for us to cross the bridge. During that 
time we counted thirteen (13) people on the bike path, admittedly, two were walking. 

Was the bike path really a good use of our taxpayers' money? I think not. 

Richard Spencer Brucker 
Richmond, CA 



Santa Fe 
Neighborhood Council 

240 South 6th Street 
Richmond, CA 94804 

Officers 

Vernon Whitmore 
President 

Celina Hall                  
Secretary 

Suzanne Coffee         
Treasurer 

Committee Chairs 

Jim Becker 
Richmond Community 

Foundation 

Linda Jackson Whitmore 
Business Outreach 

Jewell Sykes-Purvey 
Hospitality 

Chair Wasserman and Commissioners 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

Bay Area Metro Center 

375 Beale Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

Hello Chair Wasserman, 

My name is Vernon Whitmore, and I serve as the President of the Santa Fe 
Neighborhood Council (SFNC), one of the 37 neighborhood councils in the city 
of Richmond. 

The Santa Fe neighborhood is bordered on its southern side by Highway 580, 
which impacts our quality of life in various ways. Also located on the southern 
border is Southside Community Park, a vital hub for family gatherings and 
community activities, including National Night Out. 

The SFNC community primarily consists of Black and Latino working-class 
families, with many elementary school-aged children. Our neighborhood has a 
long history of asthma, severe allergies, and other respiratory illnesses, which 
heighten our concerns. 

The introduction of the bike lane on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge in 2019 has 
significantly impacted the SFNC neighborhood. The reduction of bridge lanes 
from three to two has led to major traffic backups on Highway 580 and increased 
traffic on local streets as vehicles attempt to avoid congestion. This surge in 
traffic has elevated gas emission levels, as well as brake, road, and tire dust, in an 
already marginalized community of color. 

Therefore, the Santa Fe Neighborhood Council seeks your support in finding an 
immediate solution to this problem to improve our air quality and quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

President 

A Community Moving in a Positive Direction 



October 18, 2024 

Chair Wasserman and Commissioners   
Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
Bay Area Metro Center   
375 Beale Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Chair Wasserman and Commissioners: 

We, the undersigned, who are Marin County residents, business owners, elected officials  
and community leaders, write on behalf of the thousands of workers who commute to jobs 
in Marin every day. We urge the Bay Conservation and Development Commission to revise 
its permits for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. Specifically, we ask you to enable the 
restoration of the historic third lane on the upper deck, initially dedicated to emergency 
vehicles and breakdowns, and soon after, to carpool and transit use. 
Policymakers must balance the desire to promote active transportation, such as 
walking and biking, while also striving for social equity, making life and economic 
opportunities more accessible for historically disadvantaged communities. Perhaps 
nowhere in the Bay Area is this conflict more evident than on the Richmond-San Rafael 
Bridge. 

In 2016, in response to community concerns about bridge traffic adversely 
impacting local streets in San Rafael and Larkspur, a $74 million project was authorized to 
reopen the third lane of the lower deck and implement related improvements to the bridge. 
This initiative resulted in shorter commute times and a safer overall experience. The 
significant reduction in stop-and-go traffic led to lower emissions of PM2.5 and brake dust. 
Renovations also included addition of a bike lane on the upper deck of the bridge, and this 
addition has increased commute times and traffic variability on Richmond side of the 
bridge, exacerbating congestion on local streets. On average, morning commuters to Marin 
businesses spend 16 minutes in traffic daily, with that number growing to over an hour 
when there are accidents, due to poor emergency service accessibility. This system deeply 
effects the personal lives of Marin workers, costing them time at home and at work. 
This situation is fundamentally unfair, we propose keeping the bike lane open Friday 
through Sunday while reopening the third lane Monday through Thursday. This compromise 
effectively balances the priorities of the BCDC, and we urge you to sponsor this 
amendment change. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Ghilotti Patty Garbarino Rachel Farac 
President, Ghilotti Brothers CEO, Marin Sanitary Service District 2 Councilmember, 

City of Novato 



October 18, 2024 

Damon Connolly Joanne Webster  Amy Wireman  
District 12 President & CEO, North Executive Vice President, Chief 
Assemblymember, Bay Leadership Council People Officer, BioMarin 
California State Assembly 

Eli Hill 
Chandra Alexandre  Dennis Fisco District 2 Councilmember, City 
CEO, Community Action CEO, Seagate Properties of San Rafael 
Marin 

Kristina Lawson John Orofino Leslie Murphy 
Managing Partner, Senior Vice President, Morgan CEO, W Bradley Electric 
Hanson Bridgett Stanley 

Tim O’Connor Betsy Ricketts Urban Carmel Mayor Pro Tem, District 3 Vice President, Policy, Mayor, Mill Valley Councilmember, City of Government and Public 
Novato Affairs, Ultragenyx 

Richard Robbins Rollie Katz David Klein 
Board of Directors & Supervising Business Agent, CEO, MarinHealth 
Founder, Wareham Marin Association of Public 
Development Employees (MAPE) 

Dr. Armika Berkely, Chief Karen Strolia John A. Carroll 
Administrative Officer, CEO, San Rafael Chamber Marin County 
Kaiser Permanente of Commerce Superintendent of Schools, 

Marin County Office of 
Education 

Eli Beckman 
Mayor, Town of Corte 
Madera 



August 5, 2024 

To whom this may concern, 

My name is Whitney Hischier and I’m a Berkeley resident with a son who attended the 
Branson School in Ross.  During his 4 years of commuting, it would take up to 3 hours to 
get to school based on traffic on the Richmond Bridge.  Traffic increased exponentially 
when the bike lane was put in, leaving no pull over shoulder for accidents and breakdowns. 
Speaking with other parents of commuting students as well as colleagues who commute 
across the bridge daily, the current setup causes unnecessary levels of stress, less sleep, 
and overall decreased quality of life for those attempting to cross from the east to the north 
bay. 

Given the very few number of bikers and walkers we ever saw during the weekdays, I’d 
strongly recommend removing the bike lane and allow the third lane to be reserved for 
carpools and public transit, thus still supporting the green effort. 

Please contact me if any questions 

Whitney Hischier 
Faculty, Haas School of Business 
UC Berkeley 
hischier@berkeley.edu, 510 517 9043 



    
     
    
   
    

     
        

     
   
      

   
 

 

   

   

         
               

        
                

             
 

                       
         

               
 

        
   

   

Chair Wasserman and Commissioners 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

From: Ms. Y. Hamilton <chin_astyle@yahoo.com> 
Date: Fri, Sep 13, 2024 at 1:33 PM 
Subject: Re: Messages build bridges. 
To: Natalie <info@commonsensetransportation.com> 
Cc: lgoode@bayareacouncil.org <lgoode@bayareacouncil.org>, Congressman John Garamendi 
<ca08jg.outreach@mail.house.gov>, John_Gioia <john_gioia@bos.cccounty.us>, 
assemblymember.wicks@outreach.assembly.ca.gov 
<assemblymember.wicks@outreach.assembly.ca.gov> 

Hello BCDC commissioners, 

Please View screenshots: 

Recent phone records of me calling my job that 
"YET AGAIN" - I have my way to work being impeded because there is another accident(s) 
on the Richmond - San Rafael Bridge. KCBS 740 
RADIO announcing the accident(s). So, Hard for even tow trucks , fire trucks, and/or CHP to 
get thru and clear the accident(s) when there is "NO SHOULDER FOR EMERGENCY, 
PURPOSES!!!!" 

I have to call my job to let them know � this is not my fault & that I am purposefully trying to 
get myself to work come "Hell & High Water!!" 

My managers and even my Area Director of The Container Store in Corte Madera, Jen 
understands 
that I am "NOT" trying to be late. 
It's So Annoying!� 
***SEE MORE BELOW**** 



              
  

         
                 

< • The Container Store ... 
(415) 945-9755 

Wednesday, August 28 

9:35 AM 
Outgoing call, 0 mins 47 sec 

Monday, August 26 

9:12 AM 
Outgoing call, 1 min 9 secs 

Wednesda¼August14 

9:12 AM 
Outgoing call, 1 min 47 secs 

I come thru from Hilltop Mall Area (2924 McKenzie Drive, Richmond, CA) down thru 
Richmond Parkway. 

Down to where Chevron Refinery is on Castro St. 
Visually if I see � the Left Turn backed up TRAFFIC all the way back I go: 



       

                    
     

          
                 
          

           

             
       

                   
       

      
  

   

Under the underpass Left on Tewksbury Avenue. 

Left on 580 West. Wait at Traffiic Light to proceed to cross the street to go back onto West 580 
to exit Harbour Way Exit. 

Left on Cutting Blvd. Up & Down to Harbour Way 
Wait at Traffic Light, then Green Light Make a U-Turn back up on opposite direction of Cutting 
Blvd. ( RIGHT-LANE ) to get back onto East 580. 

Try with my car signal to get into the second lane. 

Waiting AT (LEFT-TURN) Castro St. (CHEVRON REFINERY) - You will NEVER get a chance 
to make it to work on time. 

The Traffic is so bad I think another Bridge needs to be make just for East 580 commute. BUT, 
REALLY NEEDS THAT "DAM" Bike lane removed. 

HORRIBLE � TRAFFIC AND � ACCIDENT(S). 
JUST EXHAUSTING...�� 
***SEE MORE BELOW**** 



12:21 r:u:n:,aa• • 0 illl~dl 98% 1 

l!Q Hotels ill G. 

67° ~ 
0 61AOI Chevron Q "" 

Refinery Gate 19 ~ 

1ilding 10 Q ~Elq'i-. 
Ooq 
~ 

Latest in the area 

CJ 
Explore You Contribute 

Ill 0 < 



--

e 

.,.,_ 

Search here ~ ..!. 0 
(./) c6 l,....0 

~ 'or;~- --
f ~ Restaurants )1 I).. Parks Jg.q Hotels ~ G, 

-C-"""'70° ) 
ne 0 51 AOI 

ci5 
-C 
in 
(./) 

(/) 
-C 
I.O -
(./) 

Virginia Ave 
Martin Lut~er Q 
King Jr. nark 

Burger·~in 
--4 ~ leven1Eat lil<e 

l<ing for$ 

Sims Me (/) 

Richmond, r-
-C-r--Sims Metal Recy 

(./)- Scrap Metal Yard 
Potr 

-
(./)"""' 

Q 

Latest in the area 

-C 



        

                  
          

   
   

Please do something....!!!! Alleviate Our Commute Pain!! ������ 

I hate to leave my house 1- 45 minutes earlier just to get to work. Not-Insane Traffic, I should 
get to work in 20 minutes. Very Stressful, No Rest�. 

Very Fed-Up Commuter, 
Ms. Yachiyo Hamilton 



 

 

 

 

I 

From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: Agenda Item #8 Richmond-San Rafael Bridge 
Date: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 9:33:29 AM 

FYI.. 

From: Caitlin Trahan <caitlin.trahan@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, March 10, 2025 1:34 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Agenda Item #8 Richmond-San Rafael Bridge 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from caitlin.trahan@gmail.com. Learn why this is 
important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Please accept this public comment on item 8 “ Public Hearing and Possible Vote on an 
Application by the California Department of Transportation for the Richmond-San Rafael 
Bridge Pilot Project Modifications Project along the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge, in the City 
of Richmond, Contra Costa County, and the City of San Rafael, Marin County; BCDC Permit 
Application No. 1997.001.06.” for the March 20, 2025, BCDC meeting agenda. 

I urge you to reject the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Caltrans staff’s BCDC 
permit amendment request to close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail all day every 
Monday through Thursday, for conversion to a car breakdown shoulder. Please join me in 
supporting permanent, 24/7 access for all between the East Bay and the North Bay by keeping 
this pathway open. 

Data on the four year pathway pilot project reported by the Bay Area Toll Authority has not 
shown an adverse negative impact on westbound car congestion, safety, or pollution. If 
amendment is made it should be to make one lane for bus transit only restricting modes of 
convenience that cost the rest of us a lower quality and shortened lifespan. 

Keeping the pathway open is in alignment with numerous adopted plans and policies on the 
regional and state level. Closing the pathway for a breakdown shoulder as currently proposed, 
or for a third westbound car lane, will not contribute toward progress on the underlying causes 
of car congestion on the bridge. This will only remove one lane of moving traffic. 

Thank you for accepting this comment, and for your commitment to oppose the pathway 
closure.

 Caitlin Trahan, Richmond, CA
 Scientist, Mother, Cyclist, Public transit rider 



RE: 2025-03-20 BCDC - Item 8 RSR Bridge Closure - Permit Workshop Personal Letter 3-11–2025 

March 11, 2025 

TO: Chair Wasserman, Commissioners, and Staff, 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) 
Metro Center 
375 Beale Street, Board Room 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

FROM: Jon Spangler 
Alameda, CA 

RE: Feedback/Public Comments on BCDC Board Richmond-San Rafael (RSR) Bridge 
and BATA/CalTrans Proposals (For March 20 - Item 8) 

I attended the January 16 BCDC workshop from 1:00 pm to 3:45 pm via ZOOM but was 
unable to offer a public comment on Item 8 due to personal time constraints. The following are 
my personal comments: this letter does not represent the views of the BART Bicycle Advisory 
Task Force that I then chaired. (A letter from the BBATF was submitted separately on 
January 16.) 

Here are four factors that BCDC Commissioners should consider during their permit 
deliberations on March 20: 

1. Marin County government agencies (the Golden Gate Bridge District and 
Marin County Supervisors) voted to not join the Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
(BART) in the early 1960s, which contributed directly to today’s RSR bridge congestion; 

2. Marin County residents and governmental bodies have long opposed building 
sufficient affordable workforce housing close to jobs in the county’s urban areas, 
contributing significantly to today’s regional roadway, freeway, and bridge congestion; 

3. The current BATA-CalTrans proposal changes multiple independent Pilot Project 
variables and policies mid-course despite the inadequate, incomplete, and/or 
conflicting data from Phase 1. This makes for highly problematic and unreliable 
decision-making by any public bodies involved, including BCDC and MTC; 

4. Several imminent congestion-reduction projects scheduled for completion in 
2026 for the westbound approaches and nearby surface street will greatly improve 
westbound traffic flow across the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. 

A more detailed discussion of each point follows below. 

1 3/ 



RE: 2025-03-20 BCDC - Item 8 RSR Bridge Closure - Permit Workshop Personal Letter 3-11–2025 

I. THE GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE DISTRICT and MARIN COUNTY SUPERVISORS
OPPOSED BART IN THE EARLY 1960s, CONTRIBUTING TO BRIDGE CONGESTION

The Marin County Supervisors decided in 1961 to not place on the ballot a measure for voters 
to consider joining the BART District. In doing this, they followed the lead of the Golden Gate 
Bridge District Directors’ 1961 vote against allowing BART to use the Golden Gate Bridge. 

Of the three engineering reports that examined the feasibility of BART using the GG Bridge, 
two concluded that the bridge could support the additional loads. Only the report conducted by 
the GG Bridge District’s own engineer reached the opposite conclusion, that the bridge might 
not be able to safely handle the additional loads. 

The actual reason the GG Bridge District Directors opposed BART coming to Marin County 
was most likely the fear of losing auto toll revenue from a projected reduction in vehicle traffic, 
had BART been approved and connected to Marin County. 

II. MARIN COUNTY HAS OPPOSED AFFORDABLE WORKFORCE HOUSING NEAR JOBS

For many decades, Marin County residents and many jurisdictions have actively opposed the 
construction of sufficient affordable multifamily workforce housing close to jobs. This forces 
teachers, firefighters, and workers in construction, retail, businesses, and restaurants that 
Marin County residents want nearby to commute long distances from their more affordable 
homes in distant Contra Costa, Alameda, and northern Marin counties. 

Many east bay residents are now forced to drive across the RSR Bridge to their Marin County 
jobs are contributing to bridge and roadway congestion because of Marin County’s deliberate 
and continuing resistance to building adequate local affordable housing. 

III. BRIDGE PILOT PROJECT DATA INSUFFICIENT, INADEQUATE TO JUSTIFY
CHANGING MULTIPLE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES ‘MID-STREAM’ DURING PHASE 2

Throughout the January workshop presentations, BATA and CalTrans staff repeatedly referred 
to the lack of sufficient available, clear, and timely data from the RSR Bridge Pilot Project’s 
Phase 1 (2019-2024). How can Commissioners make a reliable decision regarding the first 
phase — much less approve a second phase that will change several of the significant 
independent variables studied during Phase 1 — when the data is unavailable, unclear, 
affected by the COVID epidemic, and/or incomplete? I share and endorse the similar concerns 
that Commissioner Marie Gilmore raised in her remarks during the January 16 Q & A session. 

Reduced multi-use bridge path access is only one of the variables scheduled for major 
changes “mid-stream” without adequate reliable and consistent data on which to base clear 
choices. And the current incomplete existing data is about to become even less comparable 
and dependable in light of planned major improvements to the toll plaza, bridge approach and 
local streets that will speed westbound traffic flow. 
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RE: 2025-03-20 BCDC - Item 8 RSR Bridge Closure - Permit Workshop Personal Letter 3-11–2025 

IV. MAJOR WESTBOUND APPROACH IMPROVEMENTS ARE IMMINENT (2025-2026) 

in 2026, the significant Richmond Forward and toll plaza congestion-reduction improvements 
to westbound traffic flow should be completed, offering a reduction in westbound travel times of 
about 15 minutes. To clearly measure the impacts of these changes, Phase 1 of the Pilot 
Project should be extended — without modifications — through 2027 without reducing RSR 
Bridge multi-use path and Bay Trail access for 80% of every work week. 

Closing the multi-use path for four workdays every week will drastically curtail Bay Trail 
access, transportation equity, and fitness options for recreational and commuting path users. 
The projected improvements in westbound traffic flow above will reduce the need to close the 
multi-use path. Extending Phase 1 “as is” through 2027 also supports more reliable and 
comparable measurement of the discrete impacts of these pending improvements. 

CONCLUSION - RECOMMENDATIONS 

In light of the incomplete, unavailable, COVID-influenced, and less-reliable data collected 
during Phase 1, plus the pending implementation of significant improvements that will speed 
westbound traffic flow, why not suspend the on-the-bridge changes suggested for Phase 2 and 
extend the Phase 1 Pilot Project through 2027? This would allow for more reliable evaluation 
of the upcoming westbound bridge access improvements along with the continued 24/7/365 
availability of the Multi-use Path, rather than clouding comparisons of Phase 1 and Phase 2 
data by eliminating the Bay Trail access during 80% of the work week. 

In addition, it offers time to MTC and other regional and state agencies to push Marin County 
to: a) provide more affordable local workforce housing for its workers and, b) support better 
regional transit service to and from San Francisco and Contra Costa counties. Both of these 
are far more sustainable long-term solutions than proposals that prolong continued traffic 
congestion from single-occupancy vehicle traffic on the RSR Bridge. 

Thank you for considering my personal comments on the issues covered during 
your January 16 Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Workshop as you vote on March 20. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jon Spangler 
2060- Encinal Avenue, Apt B 
Alameda, CA 94501 
510-846-5356 mobile 
goldcoastjon@gmail.com 
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From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: Richmond-San Rafael bridge is fine 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 9:40:40 AM 

fyi 

From: Alice LoCicero <dralicelocicero@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 12, 2025 9:05 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Richmond-San Rafael bridge is fine 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from dralicelocicero@gmail.com. Learn why this is 
important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

The Bay Area Council's hysteria over traffic westbound on the Richmond-San Rafael 
bridge in the morning is totally unjustified. I drive from Richmond to Corte Madera at 
least once a week on a weekday morning. Sometimes I am on the bridge at 7:30; 
sometimes 8; sometimes later. I have never once been seriously delayed. 

I don't understand the motivation for such fear-mongering. Please leave the bridge as it 
is. 

Alice LoCicero 

Alice LoCicero, Ph.D., MBA 
Board Certified Clinical Psychologist 
Clinical Faculty, The Wright Institute 



 
   

 

  
  

   

  

    
    
   

  
   

   

  

  

           
       

     
      

      
 

  
      

         
            

         
          

         
   

COUNCIL OF INDUSTRIES 
P.O. BOX 70088, PT. RICHMOND, CA 94807 

(510)215-9325 

In Suport Of 
Permit Amendment 
Richmond San Rafael Bridge 

March 10, 2025 

Chair Wasserman and Commissioners 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
By Email: publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov 

March 12, 2025 

Dear BCDC Commissioners: 

We write to you on behalf of the Board of Directors and Members of Council of Industries to 
support the discontinuance of the dedicated bike lane on the Richmond San Rafael Bridge. 
Other State agencies have agreed that the overall usage does not warrant the continuance of a 
dedicated bike lane. As Richmond residents, stakeholders, and voters, we know better than 
anyone else the impacts of this dedicated lane as we see, hear, and breathe the impacts every 
day. 

Disadvantaged Community 
As you are aware, Richmond is a Disadvanted Community under the Air Resource Board 
definitions. This means that our name is not Marin County, where they received an expedited 
response from politicians and work began on a 24 hour basis to restore their lane in a 
compromised agreement. Richmond endures the same traffic backup that Marin had, with the 
only difference being that it is a morning backup rather than an evening backup.  Richmond may 
not have the same financial resources as Marin County, but we do have the same health and 
quality of life issues. 



 
   

 

  
           

        
         

       
       

     

  
       

     
         

       
      

 
       

        
       

       
           

      
         

      

         
             

      

 

 
  

  
 

COUNCIL OF INDUSTRIES 
P.O. BOX 70088, PT. RICHMOND, CA 94807 

(510)215-9325 

No Precedent 
Adding to the negative effects of this dedicated bike lane is the fact that no other transportation 
bridge in California has had a lane taken away from it for the use of a small number of 

pedestrians and bicyclists. This bridge is a multi billion dollar asset of the State and the people 

of California. The Richmond San Rafael bridge was designed as a vehicle traffic bridge and does 

not offer the safety aspects of the Golden gate Bridge or the East span of the Bay Bridge, both of 

which were built with bicyclists in mind. 

Health Impacts 
As a disadvantaged Community, Richmond was able to receive funds from AB 617 which were 
used for additional air monitoring stations. The results of this monitoring concluded that 
particulate matter in Richmond had three major sources: Highways 80 and 580, the refinery, 
and port operations. Traffic backs along the 580 approach to the Richmond San Rafael bridge 
are a major source of particulate pollution in Richmond. 

Conclusion 
We agree with other State agencies that have already voted to discontinue the dedicated bike 
lane pilot.  The number of bicycles and pedestrians using the dedicated lane are far too small to 
justify the negative impacts to drivers and to the residents along the approach to the bridge. 
We ask: Would you support the closure of a lane on the Bay Bridge, Carquinez Bridge, the 
Benicia Bridge, or the Eastbound lanes of the Richmond San Rafael Bridge?  Of course not. Any 
why? Because these are more affluent communities and are not disadvantaged communities, 
and quite frankly, the voters and the residents would not stand for it as demonstrated by the 
successful reacquisition of the Eastbound lane by Marin County.  

Now we ask you to represent the residents, businesses and voters of the communities who are 
negatively impacted on a daily basis and to vote to discontinue the bike lane pilot and work on a 
compromise solution similar to the one made with Marin County. 

Sincerely, 

Rauly Butler 
Rauly Butler 
Executive Director 
rauly@councilofindustries.com 
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From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: Richmond/San Rafael Bridge lane change 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 9:41:01 AM 

FYI 

From: MARCIA MCLEAN <marciacan@me.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 12, 2025 11:15 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Richmond/San Rafael Bridge lane change 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from marciacan@me.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

I support the BCDC proposal to use the third lane west. It makes sense 
Nothing is impossible. The word itself says "I'm possible! 
Audrey Hepburn 

Marcia 

Marcia McLean 
(415) 246-1994 cell 
KM6DQR 
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From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: 03/20/25: Item 8 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 9:39:58 AM 

FYI 

From: Tianna M-R <tjmeriage@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 12, 2025 5:43 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: 03/20/25: Item 8 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from tjmeriage@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Thank you for bringing this important issue into consideration. I'm sorry I'm unable to 
attend publicly, but I'm actually at the job that takes me across the bridge every weekday 
morning. 

There were 5 emergency vehicles trying to get through traffic on the approach to the 
bridge just last week and I thought "how are they going to get to the people in need?" 

They ended off turning off on the last exit but I couldn't help but be reminded of this 
initiative to modify the bridge. 

The modifications will make it safer for all of us thousands who have to go over that 
bridge to our jobs on a daily basis. As it is now, there is no lane for emergency vehicles 
and no space for Cal trans vehicles to make it through in a timely manner. And there is 
no safe zone for stalled vehicles to land in. These are number one concerns. 

Then you have the traffic that builds up beyond the approach to the bridge. This occurs 
not only on a regular commute but add an accident or a stalled vehicle and a 30-40 
minute commute becomes a 90 minute commute very quickly. 

The neighborhoods on the approach to the bridge are impacted. The employers on the 
other side of the bridge are affected. Us employees are affected. All for the benefit of 1-2 
cyclists (if that) that I see on my commute each day. 

I'm all for green...I have an EV. But not to benefit the needs of some in place of safety for 
the many. 



Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully, 
_Tianna 
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From: Abby Guild 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 6:15:09 PM 

You don't often get email from guildabby@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hi Sierra, 

I am reaching out as a resident of Fairfax and a graduate school student who relies on bike 
access to the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge for commuting to class every day. One of the 
reasons I chose to attend grad school in Oakland while living in Marin is because of the bike 
path on the RSR bridge. Without this bike access, my commute is about to get a lot more 
expensive-- a cost I can't afford while living on student loans with no income. 

Please make sure that myself and others who rely on this bridge access don't lose the 
opportunity to commute via bike throughout the Bay Area! 

Best, 
Abby Guild 
Doctoral student of occupational therapy at Samuel Merritt University 
Fairfax, CA resident 



 

 

 

 

From: Alexander Hale 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: March 20th BDCD meeting public comment: Richmond San-Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 6:37:24 PM 

[You don't often get email from halealexander@icloud.com. Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Keep the bike path 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: angela kim 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 9:05:34 PM 

You don't often get email from angelakjisoo@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello, 

As someone who lives car-free in Oakland, the Richmond bridge trail is important to me 
because it's an important transit corridor for bikes that connects the East and North Bay. By 
keeping this transit corridor open, you are standing with weekday commuters and 
transportation justice. Please protect this corridor for cyclists who need this commute available 
to them. 

Sincerely, 
Angela
they / them 
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From: Arvi Sreenivasan 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 4:26:13 PM 

You don't often get email from ams100@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hi, I'm emailing to strongly support preserving 24/7 access to the bike & pedestrian on 
the RSR bridge. I'm an Oakland resident, and I work in San Francisco. I've used the path to 
commute to work, and for recreation on the weekend. 

There's no robust evidence that removing this path will provide any environmental benefit, or 
that it will relieve car congestion or incident response time. Meanwhile, we'll never build a 
viable network for bike transit if we rip out vital links as we go. 

I hope we can do the right thing, it makes a huge difference! Thank you very much. 

-Arvi Sreenivasan 
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From: Bill Hofmann 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 7:01:02 PM 

You don't often get email from bill.hofmann@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Please vote to keep the Richmond San Rafael Bridge open. It provides a critical link for non-
automotive access, both for work and recreation. The studies done on the bridge path have 
shown that it has NO impact on traffic, and if the opening is just for breakdown, it should have 
no plausible impact in the future. 

Thanks! 
-Bill 

Bill Hofmann (he/him) 
Berkeley, CA 
+1 510 387-0952 
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From: Blair Peterson 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 4:49:34 PM 

You don't often get email from blairpete@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello, 

As a Marin County resident and frequent user of the RSR Bridge path I would like to 
register my VERY STRONG SUPPORT for keeping the path open. It is a critical link for 
non-motorized connectivity between Marin and the East Bay. I use the path frequently to 
travel by bike to various meetings, business, shopping and recreation in Richmond, 
Albany, Berkeley and Oakland. 

To close the path would be a terrible step backwards in non-motorized Bay Area 
connectivity. 

I am also a frequent driver on the RSR bridge (for over 15 years it was my daily commute). 
As a driver, I do not see a significant advantage to eliminating the bike path. 

Please keep the path open. 

Thank you, 
Blair 

Blair Peterson 
Mill Valley, CA 



 

 

 

 

 

From: Bruce 0le Ohlson 
To: BCDC PublicComment 
Cc: Bike East Bay Dani Lanis 
Subject: Bicycle & Pedestrian Path on Richmond San Rafael Bridge 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 10:39:51 PM 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from bruceoleohlson@hotmail.com. Learn why this 
is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear BCDC, 

Please keep the Bicycle & Pedestrian Path on Richmond--San Rafael Bridge. 
Please add a bicycle and pedestrian path on the West Span of the Bay 
Bridge. 
It is VERY reasonable to have bicycle access across every Caltrans-
operated bridge in the Bay Area. 

Thank you. 

All best wishes 

~0le 

Bruce '0le' Ohlson aka "Mister Bicycle" 

Contra Costa 511's Bicycle Champion of the Year for 2024 
Delta Group Sierra Club 
Bike East Bay 
Delta Pedalers Bicycle Club 
Contra Costa Countywide Bicycle Advisory Committee 
CCTA Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
Caltrans District 4 Bicycle Advisory Committee 
TRANSPLAN appointee to Highway 4 Integrated Corridor Management 
Study 
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From: cadencechance@icloud.com 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 4:24:33 PM 

You don't often get email from cadencechance@icloud.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear Sierra, 

The Richmond bridge trail is important to me, and I want to state my support for maintaining 24/7 
bridge trail access. 

I am a life-long bicyclist, and love the Richmond Bridge trail. The trail is so special. 

Please keep it open for all! 

Cadence Chance 
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• 

• 
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From: Charles Almy 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: March 20th BDCD meeting public comment: Richmond San-Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 8:03:33 PM 

You don't often get email from charles@almy.net. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear BCDC Executive and Commissioner Liaison Peterson, 

Dear BCDC, I strongly urge you to close the bicycle lane during commute times as 
planned. I also urge full removal of the bike lane altogether and replacement with a 3rd 
vehicle lane on the upper deck. The multi-use path is unfair, socially unjust and 
environmentally reckless. 

Weekday average traffic according to the MTC is 65'000 vehicles and 119 bicycles plus 
pedestrians. The bike lane gets 33% of the bridge for 0.2% of the traffic. This number 
has not exactly been skyrocketing either. 
Thousands of housekeepers, gardeners and tradespeople have to sit in traffic on their 
way to Marin to work so a handful of typically wealthy, white, retired bicyclists get to 
recreate. This is socially unjust. 
The upper deck at 2 lanes is a chokepoint between 3 lanes on the Richmond side and 2 
lane 580 + 1 lane Sir Francis Drake. 
For anybody who says that adding lanes does not decrease traffic, let me offer a 
counterpoint: the lower deck! By BCDC data, wait times are down 14-17 minutes, 
meaning a savings of more than 30000 lbs of co2 per day.  Please do the same for the 
upper deck! 

I understand that a vocal minority of bicycle zealots wants unfettered access. But what about 
the wants of the silent 99.8%? I have commuted across the bridge for the last 11 years and 
have seen what works and what doesn't. Please put an end to this madness. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Charles Almy 



 

 

 

 

I 

From: Chris Garland 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: March+20th+BDCD+meeting+public+comment:+Richmond+San-Rafael+Bridge+Pilot+Project+Modifications 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 5:52:26 PM 

You don't often get email from garlandmrgarland5@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

My name is Chris Garland. I'm a resident of Oakland CA. I, like many others people in the 
East Bay, I'm a bike enthusiast. My family and I ride our bikes across the RSR bridge on many 
occasions since the bike lane was created. It's a great way to enjoy our time together. 
Closing the bike lane cuts off riders who use it for commuting as well for enjoyment. 
With the rise in popularity of Ebikes, it would be beneficial to so many residents of the Bay 
Area, who aren't familiar with the San Francisco Bay Trail, to come and experience a beautiful 
bike riding adventures with family and friends. 
So I'm asking the committee to reconsider closing the bike lane during commute hours. 
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From: Claire Mirocha 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: re: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 6:12:32 PM 

You don't often get email from claire_mirocha@berkeley.edu. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear Sierra Peterson, 
Crossing the RSR bridge by bicycle is a vital part of my life here, and this is true for many 
others in my community as well. I relied on it exclusively to commute to volunteer sessions 
when I tutored math at Mount Tamalpais College at San Quentin, and I use this same bicycle 
access to see family members, friends, and nature, all of which are crucial connections for me 
as a graduate student in the East Bay. 

Closing it will be a huge step backward for sustainable transit in a region that prides itself on 
this issue, and congestion and private vehicle usage will continue to explode and cause huge 
delays and inefficiencies. I urge you to keep the bridge open to all. 

Thanks for your time, 
Claire 
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From: Elliot Schwartz 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 4:21:34 PM 

You don't often get email from elliot.schwartz@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Please keep the RSR Bridge Path open. It would be unconscionable to completely deny access 
to the Bay crossing for people on foot and bicycle, just in order to get more cars driving during 
rush hour. 

Elliot Schwartz 
San Francisco 
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From: Jarrod Cooper 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 4:48:29 PM 

You don't often get email from ja2xrod@me.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

ALCON, 

As a disabled US combat veteran who lives in Alameda County, I use the RSR Bridge Path as 
way to manage my PTSD symptoms with the daily serenity of riding my bicycle over to Marin 
county and across the GG bridge. 

Please don’t take this therapeutic option from my life and those like me. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

V/r, 
Jarrod “Coop” Cooper 
@ja2xrod 
Sent from my brain. 
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From: Jenny Oh 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: Please Preserve 24/7 Access to Cyclists & Pedestrians on the RSR Bridge 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 6:41:25 PM 

You don't often get email from plattyjo@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear Sierra, 

The RSR Bridge path is a vital link for those who walk and bike. I’ve personally relied on it 
for both commuting and recreation, and many of my friends in nearby communities have, 
too. 

Closing it won’t solve congestion or environmental issues, but it will make sustainable 
transit harder. Please keep it open for the community. Thank you! 

Best, 

Jenny Oh Hatfield 
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From: Josh Cohen 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 10:05:51 PM 

You don't often get email from joshlcohen724@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello, 

My name is Josh Cohen, and I am a resident of Oakland. I am emailing you to urge you to 
maintain 24/7 access to the RSR Bridge Path. It is crucial to provide pedestrians and people on 
bikes straightforward and reliable access all days of the week to travel between Richmond and 
San Rafael. 

The bridge is used by folks commuting both directions and is also used for recreation. Please 
don't let the misinformation from Chevron-funded groups color the reality that this is clomate-
resilient infrastructure and is key to the Bay Area's future. This is an equity issue as well. 

Thank you, 

Josh 
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From: Josh Harvey 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 9:24:18 PM 

You don't often get email from hothbase8@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello, 

I'm an avid bike commuter that doesn't have ready access to a car and as such relies on 
permanent bike infrastructure to commute daily. 

The Richmond-San Rafael Bridge bike lane is a critical component of infrastructure in the bay 
area's bike network and must remain open. Furthermore, many studies have shown that 
increasing road capacity almost never decreases congestion for more than a few years. The 
only reliable ways to reduce congestion are congestion pricing, mode shift, and alternative 
transit (like bikes). Please keep the bike lane open permanently. 

Thank you and best wishes, 
Joshua Harvey 
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From: Kevin Wang 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 10:16:45 PM 

You don't often get email from kjw@leftsock.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Please keep the bicycle path across the bridge, it's a critical link with no viable detour. 

- Kevin 
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From: LOUIS FLORES 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 03/20/2025 BCDC Item 8 RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 4:28:25 PM 
Importance: High 

You don't often get email from louisflores2468@comcast.net. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello, 
I feel strongly that the bridge trail is important for a number of reasons. First, it gives 
bicycle riders and hikers an opportunity to cross the bay without the need of a vehicle 
which burns fossil fuels. Secondly, it gives Bay Area residents an opportunity to 
cross the bay in a manner in which they can enjoy the climate, outdoors, and views. 
Finally, it is one piece of the puzzle in the reduction of Green House Gases which are 
detrimental to all of us.  Business as usual is not a solution to the Climate Crisis. 
Thank you for your understanding. 
I hope that your commission takes a courageous step on this matter. 
Future generations will look back on your decision. 
Take Care, Lou Flores 
(925) 550-9775 
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From: Masha Gutkin 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 4:39:14 PM 

You don't often get email from mashastre@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello - I am writing in protest of the proposed action to close RSR bridge bike/walking path M-Thurs. The 
option to commute to the N. Bay from the E. Bay without a car is a game changer, as is just the option to 
enjoy the bridge and take advantage of it _without a motorized vehicle_. Something that should be 
possible on EVERY bridge in the Bay. Taking this away would be a huge step backwards as we work 
towards to a more climate-change-resilient bay area. Let's not move backwards! 

Masha Gutkin 
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From: mattison ly 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: March 20th BDCD meeting public comment: Richmond San-Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 8:35:24 PM 

You don't often get email from mattisonly@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hi, 

My family and I are avid bicyclists. We use our bikes daily to get around town and to explore 
the Bay Area. We encourage you to support keeping the Richmond San Rafael Bridge bike 
path open for all to use. It's one of the ways that we can contribute to a more green, sustainable 
way of living, by using zero carbon transportation methods. 

Thank you. 
M.L. 
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From: mellie@earthlink.net 
To: BCDC PublicComment 
Subject: Richmond bridge 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 4:40:56 PM 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from mellie@earthlink.net. Learn why this is 
important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Sirs/Madams. 
I am at a loss to understand why this bike lane “experiment” continues. It has been a complete 
fiasco, and an enormous waste of public funds. So that 60 elitist bicycle riders can pedal 
across a bridge, indulging in their hobby, hundreds of thousands of voting, tax paying citizens 
are inconvenienced. 

1. There are so few bike riders it is almost a joke. These are hobbyists. When you were 
providing a shuttle, you knew very few riders used the bridge, but you still went ahead 
with the experiment – apparently you thought that by some magic more riders would 
materialize, they didn’t 

2. A few dozen spandex clad bike riders believe it is their right to have an expensive lane 
dedicated to their hobby. They claim it is for the good of the environment. RUBBISH. 
Thousands of cars idling for hours every week is not good for anything 

3. The hours people waste trying to get to/from their jobs while looking at an empty lane is 
a travesty. 

4. Just because the bike riders are loud and vocal about their demands, does not make 
them right. If a bunch of tennis players wanted a lane on the bridge to hit balls you 
would never do that – so why did you submit to the whims of bike riders? 

5. This “experiment” has cost almost $40 million, and that does not include the costs of 
incremental pollution, wear and tear on both vehicles and driver health. 

Continuing this fiasco makes California, and the Bay area, look ridiculous, as if we don’t have 
enough crazy ideas already.  Given the usage of said bike lane, it should be completely 
removed 7 days a week, but I suspect you will not have the courage and moral fortitude to do 
that. 

So, getting rid of the bike lane Monday through Friday and letting the hobby riders swan across 
the bridge on weekends would be the very least you can do for the people of the North Bay. 

Sincerely 

M Donaghy 
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From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: Richmond Bridge 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 9:40:20 AM 

FYI… 

From: Michael Turpin <mturpin@bayareanewsgroup.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 12, 2025 5:48 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Richmond Bridge 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from mturpin@bayareanewsgroup.com. Learn why this 
is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Please make the change 

The dedicated bike lane isn't practical and is unfair. The traffic and accidents it lends 
itself to are enough alone to end the solo bike lane. 

It's also a socio economic matter. People who need the lane to come to Marin to work 
certainly outweighs the biking hobbiests' need for the lane. 

It's a terrible optic to see a sea of traffic backed up in the morning and then one or two 
cyclists coming across. It makes my blood boil. 

Thank you 
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From: MJ Baumann 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 5:25:23 PM 

You don't often get email from feenieb@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

To whom it may concern-
One of the very best things about living in CA is its bike friendly mind set. From the 
beginning I have felt that the bike lane on the Richmond Bridge was a brilliant idea that is 
beneficial in so many ways. 
Please make sure that it stays in place so that bikers can continue to benefit! 
Very sincerely, 
MJ Baumann 
1301 Walnut St 
Berkeley CA 94709 
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From: Morris Gevirtz 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 4:34:55 PM 

You don't often get email from moegev@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear Board Members, elected officials and attendees, 

The bike lane on the RSR is a critical piece of infrastructure that helps reduce congestion and 
increases recreational access to people of all ages. Seniors and retired folks use this bike path 
on weekdays. 

Making this path available to cars again will not solve any problems. You are undoubtedly 
familiar with the concept of induced demand. 

If transportation matters, what Caltrans and other transportation authorities should consider is 
connecting BART to Marin Co. and the SMART train to BART/Amtrak. This would 
VASTLY reduce bridge demand, extend road longevity and reduce traffic. 

Respectfully, 

Moe Gevirtz 

Moe Gevirtz 
Data Ops Guy, Linguist and Amateur Sailor 

A short work of fiction 
My personal website 
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From: Nicholas 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 7:23:45 PM 

You don't often get email from nicklittlejohn@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Please save the Richmond Bike Bridge! 

Many families rely on this vital connection for not just commuting to reduce pollution but to 
save their budgets. 

It's also essential for fitness and for community links, safety, wellness. 

Thank you, 
Nicholas 



 

 

 

 

From: Peter Hoffman 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 5:24:19 PM 

[You don't often get email from dei.peter@prodigy.net. Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

The benefit to automobiles that might be realized by removing the bike 
lane is fairly minimal.  An extra "breakdown" lane will only help during 
the short period of morning commute traffic and only in the case of a 
damaged vehicle that needs that breakdown lane Breakdowns during the 
morning commute might occur several to perhaps a dozen times a year. The 
other 200 days will witness no improvement in drive times. 

By contrast, the cost to bicyclists of removing this lane is 200+ days 
of bridge closure per year.  Grossly out of proportion to the benefits 
for motorists. 

Already the bridge provides 5 lanes for automobiles to 1 lane for 
bicycles... That seems fair and not terribly onerous to motorists. 

Bicycle access should be a fundamental right... just as curb cuts for 
wheelchairs are required at all intersections regardless of how many 
wheelchair users are using them.  This is simply what a civilized 
society requires. 

Thanks, 

Peter Hoffman 
Berkeley, CA 94706 
40 year resident 
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From: richard northing 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: March 20th BDCD meeting public comment: Richmond San-Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 11:50:07 PM 

You don't often get email from rjnorthing@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Sierra - please keep the RSR Bike Path open!  I ride to Marin and back from Walnut Creek 
at least once per week, and if you close the bridge during weekdays I will be forced to take 
car or Bart. 

Thank you, Richard. 

----------------------------------------------- Richard Northing rjnorthing@yahoo.com 925-
250-4576 
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From: Sarah Boudreau 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 9:59:25 PM 

You don't often get email from boudreau.sarah.m@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

The Richmond-San Rafael bridge trail is important to me because it’s the only way to access 
Marin from the East Bay and vice versa on bicycle, a sustainable, low congestion, and equitable 
mode of transit and exercise. I support maintaining 24/7 bridge trail access for bicycles and I hope 
you do, too. Please stand with us at next week’s board meeting. 
Thank you, 
Sarah 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Shay Elkin 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: Comment for 3/20/25 BDCD Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 5:16:03 PM 

You don't often get email from shay@elkin.io. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear members: 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed reduction of the bike and 
pedestrian lane on the upper deck of the RSR bridge. I urge you to maintain this lane for non-
motorized vehicle use at all times. 

The addition of the multi-use lane to the RSR bridge was a welcome improvement, and I am 
deeply concerned that some are advocating for its reversal. This lane provides essential non-
car transportation access between the East Bay and the North Bay, which is not available 
through any other means. 

The bridge serves both recreational and commuting purposes, especially as more people adopt 
electric bikes as an environmentally friendly and cost-effective mode of transport, and with the 
good weather we often have, a bike commute, electric or non-motorized, over the RSR bridge 
is very feasible year round. But without this lane, this would be impossible. 

Reducing access to the bridge would benefit no one, including drivers. Induced demand would 
maintain current traffic congestion and slow speeds, and we would all suffer from increased 
pollution and car dependency. 

I urge you to vote against reducing the path use, and to keep the non-vehicular path open to 
all, 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Shay Elkin 
2919 Lorina Street, 
Berkeley 94705 
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From: Tommaso Boggia 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 4:20:30 PM 

You don't often get email from tboggia@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear Bay Conservation and Development Commission: 

The McAteer-Petris Act charges you with promoting and protecting public access to the Bay. 
On this, and this ground alone, you should vote to protect the Richmond Bridge bike path. 
Bike lane or no, drivers have public access. People who do not drive (by choice or need) 
deserve universal access as well. I've heard commissioners bring up connector buses as an 
argument for why we currently have access, but that, frankly, is extremely ignorant of the 
lived experience of people who don't have access to drive. 

Put yourselves in the shoes of Bay Area residents who don't have access to cars. Would you 
happily wait 1 hour for a bus to come with the possibility that their bike rack is full and you'd 
have to wait another hour? Would you be ok with knowing that what you wanted to do in 
Marin couldn't happen because it happens outside of the bus operating hours? These are not 
questions that car drivers ever have to ask themselves, but that transit-dependent people are all 
too familiar with. 

Your responsibility is not to shave a dubious (research on this topic is not statistically 
significant or conclusive) couple of minutes from drivers' commute. It is to protect and 
promote public access. The bike lane expanded public access. Removing or limiting their 
hours reduces public access. That's it. That is your charge. Don't overstep it in defense of 
petronormativity. 

Tommaso Nicholas Boggia 
Oakland, CA, 94607 

Tommaso Nicholas Boggia 
(831) 234 4507 
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From: Ben Paulos 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: Comment on April 3 meeting agenda item number 8 "Public Hearing and Possible Vote on an Application by the 

California Department of Transportation for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications" 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 4:03:10 PM 

You don't often get email from benpaulos@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear MTC, 

I would like to comment on the April 3 meeting agenda item number 8 -- "Public Hearing and 
Possible Vote on an Application by the California Department of Transportation for the 
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications.” 

I urge the MTC to keep the bike/mobility lane open seven days a week, rather than the 
expensive reversion to a breakdown lane with a “zipper barrier.” 

I don’t think MTC realizes the vision for the lane — it is not just about recreation, but about 
providing a low cost, low carbon, and congestion-relieving way for workers to get from the 
East Bay to Marin. 

Marin County has a serious shortage of affordable housing, forcing service workers to live in 
the East Bay and undertake an expensive and time-consuming commute over the bridge. 
Owning, insuring, maintaining, and operating a car is a significant expense for low-income 
workers, not to mention the bridge toll and the time spent in congested traffic. 

The advent of electric bikes and other electric mobility devices (scooters, etc.) has made a 
non-car commute viable and attractive. A high quality, long range e-bike can be purchased for 
around $1,500, with extremely low operating and maintenance costs, and no gasoline, 
insurance, or bridge toll costs. 

There is a push by many government agencies to encourage e-bike adoption, with rebates for 
income eligible households --

MTC briefly offered $1,000 rebates for e-bikes to low-income commuters, but 
discontinued the program in June 2024, presumably due to a positive response and 
limited funds. 

The state Air Resources Board also offered a e-bike rebate of up to $2,000 that was sold 
out in a matter of minutes due to extremely high demand. They plan to make additional 
funding available this year. 



• 

• 

BAAQMD offers an e-bike option under their Clean Cars For All program, where a 
driver can trade in an old gas car and get $7,500 for an e-bike, accessories, and transit 
credits. This program may be going statewide this year. 

Ava Community Energy and Alameda County are preparing to roll out a new incentive 
for e-bikes this year, larger even than the state program, with a budget of up to $12 
million. 

Clearly government policy is in favor of non-car mobility. There are going to be a lot of Bay 
Area people on e-bikes in coming years. Closing off the RSR lane for commuters will block 
East Bay workers from a clean, quick, convenient, and low cost commute to Marin. 

I urge you to not only keep the lane open weekdays, but also redouble your efforts to promote 
this kind of commute. Your brief rebate was helpful, but not sustained enough to promote the 
vision to workers who may not see the advantage of e-biking over the bridge. 

Thank you, 

Ben Paulos 

1331 Peralta Ave. 
Berkeley, CA 94702 

<><><><><><><><><><> 

Bentham Paulos 
benpaulos@gmail.com 
Cell: 510-912-3001 
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From: ben poole 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 12:34:18 PM 

You don't often get email from benjamin.j.poole@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Sierra, 
I am writing to support keeping open the 24/7 bike access to the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge 
Trail. 
Access to the bridge is important to me because it has allowed for a bike commute from 
Oakland to the City without the use of transit or a car which has been de-stressing and healthy 
for me personally. 

Thanks, 
Ben 
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From: ben poole 
To: BCDC PublicComment 
Subject: 4/3/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 12:42:52 PM 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from benjamin.j.poole@gmail.com. Learn why this 
is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

To Whom It May Concern: 
I am writing to support keeping open the 24/7 bike access to the Richmond-San Rafael 
Bridge Trail. 
Access to the bridge is important to me because it has allowed for a bike commute from 
Oakland to the City without the use of transit or a car which has been de-stressing and 
healthy for me personally. 

Thanks, 
Ben 
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From: Blaine Merker 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: RSR Bridge bike lane 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 9:11:37 PM 

You don't often get email from blainemail@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Please keep the bike lane. I use it to bike from Berkeley to San Rafael. It is important to 
connect our whole region around the Bay with ways for people to travel other than cars. The 
RSR bridge is the only place this route can happen. I was able to bike across the Bay with my 
2 kids and we would like to keep doing so. Being on the bridge in the open air connects people 
to the Bay in a totally different way than inside of an automobile. 

Thank you, 

Blaine Merker 
1624 Acton St, Berkeley, CA 94702 
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From: Blake Ohlig 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 9:30:12 AM 

You don't often get email from bohlig@vistability.org. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

I'm reaching out today to please encourage you and everyone on the BCDC board to support 
maintaining 24/7 bridge trail access on the RSR bridge for pedestrians and cyclists.  I work in 
Richmond and live in San Rafael and communute over this bridge for work.  Please help to 
maintain a lifeline here for everyone.  It would be a devastating blow to cut off access to Marin and 
so several a critical link of cycling and pedestrian infrastructure. 

Thank you, 

Blake Ohlig
Program Coordinator Assistant, VistAbility 

510-233-7303 bohlig@vistability.org 
1420 Regatta Blvd. Richmond, CA 94804 



 

 

 

 

From: Brahim 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: March 20th BDCD meeting public comment: Richmond San-Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 2:30:11 PM 

[You don't often get email from bsatoutah@comcast.net. Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

The  bike lane was a great accomplishment when it was built and if closed it will never be easy to  open it again. 
Please rethink your decisions and keep it open for future for future generations. 

Brahim 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Bridget Lowry 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: Save the Richmond San Rafael Bike Route! 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 6:57:29 PM 

You don't often get email from bridgetlowry22@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello, 

As a Marin resident, I strongly urge you to to vote to keep the San Rafael Bike Bridge Bike 
trail open. This piece of bike infrastructure is critical to building the thriving, healthy, and 
accessible Bay Area we all are working towards. I use this bike trail frequently to get to BART 
in the East Bay, and keeping it open helps me and others avoid using cars! 

Bridget 
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From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: Bicycle & Pedestrian Path on Richmond San Rafael Bridge 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 8:26:54 AM 

FYI 

From: Bruce 0le Ohlson <bruceoleohlson@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, March 13, 2025 10:40 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Cc: Bike East Bay Dani Lanis <dani.lanis@bikeeastbay.org> 
Subject: Bicycle & Pedestrian Path on Richmond San Rafael Bridge 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from bruceoleohlson@hotmail.com. Learn why this is 
important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear BCDC, 

Please keep the Bicycle & Pedestrian Path on Richmond--San Rafael Bridge. 
Please add a bicycle and pedestrian path on the West Span of the Bay 
Bridge. 
It is VERY reasonable to have bicycle access across every Caltrans-
operated bridge in the Bay Area. 

Thank you. 

All best wishes 

~0le 

Bruce '0le' Ohlson aka "Mister Bicycle" 

Contra Costa 511's Bicycle Champion of the Year for 2024 
Delta Group Sierra Club 
Bike East Bay 
Delta Pedalers Bicycle Club 
Contra Costa Countywide Bicycle Advisory Committee 
CCTA Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
Caltrans District 4 Bicycle Advisory Committee 



TRANSPLAN appointee to Highway 4 Integrated Corridor Management 
Study 



 

 

 

 

From: Celia Woodfill 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 6:43:29 AM 

You don't often get email from woodfill@hotmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

PLease keep the Richmond Bridge bike lane open for us recreational riders who enjoy biking 
across the bay and for those bicycle commuters who need it in order to get to and from work. 
Thank you very much.  Celia Woodfill, Berkeley 
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From: Colin Swenson 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: Comments regarding the Richmond Bridge bike path 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 3:17:54 PM 

You don't often get email from colswens@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello, 

I'm writing to urge the commission to retain the existing bike path on the Richmond Bridge. I 
use this path regularly, and having access to cycling infrastructure will help encourage more 
folks to use it. I also drive across the bridge regularly and much prefer the cycling path to an 
additional lane for traffic. Additionally, adding more traffic lanes is not an effective long-term 
solution for addressing traffic; while encouraging more forms of alternative transport is 
strategic and thoughtful. 

I encourage your team to think strategically about the long term of the planet, and the bay area 
when making this decision. Please maintain the Richmond bridge bike path in it's current state. 

Colin 
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From: David Arkin, AIA 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: March 20th BDCD meeting public comment: Richmond San-Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 11:22:12 AM 

You don't often get email from david@arkintilt.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

re: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 

BCDC Board: 

I write to you today as an East Bay Resident (Albany) who is both a daily commuter by 
bicycle and a long distance bicyclist, to request you maintain 24/7 bridge access across the 
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge for cyclists and pedestrians. 

Over the past few years I have ridden across the Richmond-San Rafael bridge at least 6 dozen 
times, in many cases riding to or from our home to a family property near Kenwood in 
Sonoma County, where we are rebuilding a home lost in the 2020 Glass Fire. Prior to the 
opening of the bridge this ride would require my crossing the Carquinez Straight Bridge and 
often riding on Hwy. 37 from 121 to and thru Vallejo; not the safest of routes. Having access 
to the RSR Bridge has made these sorts of trips safer and more accessible to a great many 
people, as I can’t recall crossing the bridge without there being at least a few—and often many 
—other riders or walkers. 

Encouraging cycling, running and walking as an alternative to driving a car is climate action. 

Thanks, 

David Arkin, AIA 

* * * * * 
Arkin Tilt Architects 
Ecological Planning & Design 

David Arkin, AIA, Architect 
LEED Accredited Professional 
CA #C22459/NV #5030/OR #6738 

1101 8th St. #180, Berkeley, CA 94710 
510/528-9830 ext. 202 
www.arkintilt.com 

"There is no way to peace. Peace is the way." 
— A. J. Muste 
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From: Peter Hoffman 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 5:52:14 PM 

You don't often get email from peterw6dei@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

As a 45 year resident of the Bay Area I know that the Richmond San Rafael Bridge is not even 
close to being the worst traffic congested roadway we encounter.  In fact, most of the time 
drivers routinely exceed the bridge's 50 mph speed limit by 10-15 mph.  The half hour of 
slower weekday morning traffic would not improve with the removal of the bicycle lane 
except on those rare occasions when there is a disabled vehicle during those few commute 
hours. 

Is that small improvement in traffic flow worth the denial of bicycle access for 4 full days per 
week?  I urge you to continue to allocate one lane (of 6 on the bridge) to bicycles and 
pedestrians. 

Sincerely, 
Doris Iaroli 
Berkeley, CA 
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From: E.J. Crowley 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 10:29:52 AM 

You don't often get email from ejcrowley7@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Please maintain 24/7 bridge trail access on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. Thorough 
independent research has confirmed multiple times that closing the trail is not a beneficial long-
term solution to improve traffic flow, and so closing the trail in spite of the research is intentionally 
misinformed action. I do not support resolutions made in defiance of scientific research and fact. 

Thank you, 
E.J. Crowley 



 

 

 

 

From: gaz@sbcglobal.net 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: March 20th BDCD meeting public comment: Richmond San-Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 11:16:07 AM 

[You don't often get email from gaz@sbcglobal.net. Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

To whom it may concern, 

I am a longtime Alameda County homeowner/resident and am writing to voice my support of maintaining the 24 
hour / 7 day a week access to the bike path on the Richmond / San Rafael Bridge. 

Having car commuted over the bridge for years I believe there is a greater overall benefit to the community at large 
by have full time bike access versus sacrificing the bike lane for tow truck / pull of lane use during the week. 

Thank you for the consideration. 

Best, 

Gary Helfand 



 

 

 

 

 

From: Goldzband, Larry@BCDC 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC; Pan, Katharine@BCDC; Tomerlin, Ashley@BCDC 
Subject: FW: Close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge bike lane 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 10:28:48 AM 
Attachments: image002.png 

More… 

Larry Goldzband, Executive Director 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
375 Beale St., Ste. 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
Mobile: (925) 818-1751 
Office: (415) 352-3653 
larry.goldzband@bcdc.ca.gov 

From: Blake, Ellen <Blake.Ellen@epa.gov> 
Sent: Friday, March 14, 2025 10:23 AM 
To: Goldzband, Larry@BCDC <larry.goldzband@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: FW: Close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge bike lane 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

From: Greg Fidler <gregfidler@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 14, 2025 10:04 AM 
To: zack.wasserman@bcdc.ca.gov; reisen49@gmail.com; mark.addiego@ssf.net; 
eddie.ahn.bcdc@gmail.com; Stephen.Benson@dof.ca.gov; Blake, Ellen <Blake.Ellen@epa.gov>; 
Jenn.Eckerle@resources.ca.gov; peklund@novato.org; dina.el-tawansy@dot.ca.gov; 
melrgilmore@gmail.com; john.gioia@bos.cccounty.us; rebecca.hermosillo@sonoma-county.org; 
andrew.gunther@waterboards.ca.gov; karl.hasz.bcdc@gmail.com; otto.lee@bos.sccgov.org; 
Grace.Kato@slc.ca.gov; mhmashburn@solanocounty.com; smoultonpeters@marincounty.org; 
lgauthier@smcgov.org; belia.ramos@countyofnapa.org; sean@bayareacouncil.org; 
Patshow4MV@gmail.com; cesar_zepeda@ci.richmond.ca.us 
Cc: Greg Fidler <gregfidler@gmail.com> 




I 
Subject: Close the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge bike lane 

Caution: This email originated from outside EPA, please exercise additional caution when 
deciding whether to open attachments or click on provided links. 

Dear BCDC Commisioners, 

I am writing in support of MTC's effort to close the bike/walk pathway and request that the 
Commission approve MTC's request. 
In fact, the MTC request doesn't go far enough.  The lane should be open to vehicle traffic 
Monday through Friday and not as 
a non-driveable breakdown lane. 

I take this position despite the fact that my family are bike riders and generally support all 
efforts to improve bicycle access. 

However, tens of thousands of cars idle in traffic each week spewing exhaust into the air and 
adding commute time to 
thousands of drivers.  We drive the bridge regularly and the number of bike riders and walkers 
we see is miniscule. 

Cyclists and walkers who are willing to brave the cold and high winds on the bridge as a 
recreational opportunity can do 
so on the weekend.  Of the small number of users that have been tallied on weekdays, it's an 
even smaller subset who are 
are using the lane to commute by bicycle to their jobs. 

Contrast that number with the hundreds of thousands of drivers whose commutes are 
impacted by this lane. 
It seems clear that the vast majority and not the vocal minority should have their wishes 
respected. 

Close the bike lane Monday - Friday and restore it to vehicle traffic to curb pollution, save gas, 
and improve commutes ! 

Thank You, 

Greg Fidler 
Novato, CA 
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From: Jeannie W 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: March 20th BDCD meeting public comment: Richmond San-Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 9:58:13 AM 

You don't often get email from jlwitkin@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

"3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path". 

I live in Berkeley and work at San Quentin prison in San Rafael.  And I bike commute.  This is 
a beautiful safe easily accessible bike ride, total 16 miles, that takes barely longer than driving 
when accounting for morning commute car traffic. 
The bridge is, obviously, an essential link in this commute.  Without it, I’d be back in my car. 
I ALWAYS see other cyclists on the bridge. 
Please keep this bike lane open. 
Jeannie Witkin 
1614 Grant st 
Berkeley 
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From: Joseph Choperena 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 11:06:41 AM 

You don't often get email from jchop75@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

To whom it may concern, 

I am a strong advocate for the RSR Bridge Path.  I live in the East Bay (Oakland) and enjoy 
cycling for exercise, fun, and commuting.  It is vital to have a safe bike path across bridges in 
the bay area and I long for the day when we can have similar bike paths on other bay area 
bridges.  I feel it is very important to maintain 24/7 bridge trail access. 

Don't hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 

Joe 
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From: Joel Gerwein 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 8:10:39 AM 

You don't often get email from jgerwein@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

I am writing in supporting of maintaining 24/7 access to the bike path on the RSR bridge.  I have 
friends who use the path to commute by bike from the East Bay to work at San Quentin.  I used to 
have to take the bus over the bridge in order to be able to get places in Marin by bike, and I 
greatly appreciate the ability to bike from my home in the East Bay over the bridge without being 
dependent on bus schedules, especially in light of uncertainty regarding the future frequency of 
buses as transit undergoes a fiscal crisis. 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 
Joel Gerwein 
Berkeley, CA 94702 



 

 

 

 

From: Judy MacLean 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 12:58:42 PM 

[You don't often get email from judymac@igc.org. Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear BCDC, 

I urge you to keep the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge bike path. I'm 78 years old and would like to keep being able to 
ride the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge bike path. 

Being able to cross the bridge by bike allows for views of San Francisco Bay like no other, and I know I am keeping 
a car off the road, so traffic can go more smoothly. 

I also occasionally drive my car over the bridge, and I do not mind that bikers and walkers are using one lane, in 
fact, I appreciate that they are keeping cars off the road so I can get where I'm going more easily. 

Judy MacLean 
2610 Regent St. Apt 201 
Berkeley CA 94704 



 

 

 

 

From: Karl Voelker 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 12:28:49 PM 

[You don't often get email from karl@karlv.net. Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello, 

As a Bay Area resident and bird-watcher, I care deeply about conservation of our local ecosystems. 

Closing the RSR Bridge bike path would be a step in the wrong direction, and I urge you to keep it open 24/7. 

Motor vehicles are terrible for local air quality - even electric vehicles, which still emit massive quantities of tire and 
brake dust. And let’s not forget the impending catastrophic impacts of climate change. 

There is only one approach to transportation that is consistent with the goal of conservation: getting people out of 
cars and onto active and public transportation. We should not be doing anything that encourages more driving! And 
yet that is exactly what closing the bike path would do. 

Keep the bike path open 24/7. 

Thanks, 

Karl Voelker 
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From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 3:40:29 PM 

From: larry bathgate <bathlar@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 14, 2025 3:03 PM 
To: Reception@BCDC <reception@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane 

You don't often get email from bathlar@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear Commisioners, 

I am a longtime resident of Marin. I am writing to counter to a petition 
being circulated by the Sierra Club in support of continuing the 
Richmond San Rafael Bridge Bike Lane. I vehemently disagree with 
the opinions expressed in this petition. I oppose keeping this Bike Lane 
open on principle; it does not affect me in any way since I rarely use the 
Richmond-San Rafael and never during commute times. 
I strongly urge you to honor the request from the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission and Caltrans to close the Richmond-San 
Rafael Bridge Trail Monday through Thursday and convert it into a car 
breakdown shoulder. Since its opening in 2019, this trail has been 
responsible for increased pollution due to huge traffic backups and has 
created hardships for many low-income workers who are economically 
unable to live in Marin and must live in more affordable areas in the 
East Bay. This pathway only serves an extremely small minority of 
bicyclists and pedestrians who use it to commute to and from Marin. 
The evidence is clear: contrary to claims promulgated by the Sierra 
Club and the Marin Bicycle Coalition, the data does not show that the 
trail has beneficial climate impacts and has improved traffic conditions. 
In any case, we should focus on expanding transit options and 
addressing the root cause of congestion. I urge you to close the trail as 



soon as possible until solutions are in place that will support safe, 
equitable mobility for all. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Larry Bathgate 



 

 

 

 

From: marcia flannery 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: March 20th BDCD meeting public comment: Richmond San-Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 4:46:16 PM 

[You don't often get email from marciaflannery@gmail.com. Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

please to maintain bridge 24/7 trail to keep cleaner air for starters + healthy exercise for all bikers + free choice 

RIGHT ACTION 
RIGHT DECISION 

marcia flannery 
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From: Philip B. Stark 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 10:49:42 AM 

You don't often get email from stark@risklaw.org. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

I am a regular user of the RSR bridge path to commute from the East Bay to Marin. I use the 
path on weekdays and on weekends. 

I strongly support maintaining 24/7 access to the RSR bridge path. 

It would be a substantial reduction in my quality of life if I could not get from the East Bay to 
and from Marin via the RSR path. It would require me to use a motor vehicle instead of doing 
something that is healthful for me and not detrimental to the environment. Commuting using 
the RSR path allows me to enjoy nature, get exercise, save money, reduce traffic congestion, 
and reduce air pollution. 

Philip Stark 
Berkeley, CA 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From: RON MCROBBIE 
To: BCDC PublicComment 
Cc: info@northbayleadership.org; assemblymember.connolly@outreach.assembly.ca.gov; 

slopez@bayareanewsgroup.com; arodriguez@marinij.com; sustainablesanrafael@sustainablemarin.org; 
camarin@public.govdelivery.com; mary@sackettforsupervisor.com; ca02jh.enews@mail.house.gov; 
spotswood@comcast.net 

Subject: Fwd: BCDC Notice of Public Hearing and Possible Vote on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project 
Modifications Project - Application 1997.001.06 (Material Amendment No. Six) - March 20, 2025 @ 10 AM 

Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 9:26:22 AM 
Attachments: image001.png 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and various 
Marin County and Bay Area Leadership, 
In response to BCDC's 03/07/2025 email below (Subject: BCDC Notice of Public 
Hearing and Possible Vote on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project 
Modifications Project - Application 1997.001.06 (Material Amendment No. Six) -
March 20, 2025 @ 10 AM), the following comments are re-submitted for your 
consideration: 
In a Marin IJ Readers’ Forum for Jan. 30, 2025, Ron McRobbie, San Rafael wrote, 
“Extending the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge bike lane pilot project two more 
years beyond the four-year pilot project “to collect more data” is a waste of 
taxpayer money (“Richmond-San Rafael Bridge managers make arguments for 
modified path,” Jan. 22). 
Doing so extends very visible, negative environmental and safety impacts 
caused by the bike lane. While the Bay Trail Plan to provide bike access to 
shorelines is admirable, application of this policy, in this case, violates state 
mandates to mitigate negative impacts to the environment. 
At the Jan. 16 Bay Conservation and Development Commission meeting, very 
little discussion was focused on the negative environmental impacts caused by 
the bike lane. Bike-lane proponents need to account for carbon emissions from 
stacked westbound traffic every day, “lost” worker hours sitting in traffic, 
compromised emergency response ability and personal stress, as well as 
possible health impacts to the Point Richmond community. 
I think the proposed share plan compromises emergency responders’ 
efficiency, which should be an everyday essential public safety need. 
Additionally, the movable barrier plan requires vehicular equipment, labor, 
maintenance and sweeping costs, is time-consuming and likely reduces 
westbound traffic to a single lane. 
Neither the small number of cyclists using the lane, nor the numerous negative 
impacts on vehicle traffic will change with further study. Yes, biking is 
wonderful, but biking should not drive irresponsible shortsighted decisions. 
Our elected leaders seem to reflect a disproportionate political bias toward bike 
advocates, while disregarding the impacts of climate change. 
Perhaps existing bike lane contracts need to be audited. Honest synthesis of 
the positive and negative trade-offs lead to a clear decision: Remove the 




existing bike lane barrier ASAP. Any future studies should be based upon 
where to go from there.” 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Ron McRobbie 
San Rafael, CA 
************************* 

---------- Original Message ----------
From: "Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC" <reyna.amezcua@bcdc.ca.gov> 
To: "Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC" <reyna.amezcua@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Date: 03/07/2025 6:01 PM PST 
Subject: BCDC Notice of Public Hearing and Possible Vote on the Richmond-San 
Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications Project - Application 1997.001.06 
(Material Amendment No. Six) - March 20, 2025 @ 10 AM 

Dear Interested Parties, 

This is to confirm that the Commission will hold a public hearing in a hybrid 
format, in person at 375 Beale Street, 1st Floor Yerba Buena Room, San 
Francisco and via livestreaming through Zoom on the above-referenced 
application, for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Project along the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge, in the City of Richmond, 
Contra Costa County, and the City of San Rafael, 
Marin County. 

Below please also find links for Agenda Item #8: 
Application Summary 
Attachment A: After Study for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge (Phase II) 
January 16, 2025 Workshop Summary 
Summary of Commissioner Questions & Responses 

Meeting Date and Time: Thursday, March 20, 2025, at 10:00 A.M. 
The meeting notice, including the agenda and information on how to attend 
the meeting, can be found here: 
https://www.bcdc.ca.gov/event/march-20-2025-commission-meeting/ 

Please note that the staff recommendation for this application will be 
emailed in a separate cover and will include a more detailed project 
description, proposed special and standard conditions, and proposed 
findings that analyze consistency of the proposed project with relevant 
sections of the McAteer-Petris Act and San Francisco Bay Plan. 

How to Provide Comments and Comment Time Limits 



Pursuant to state law, the Commission is currently conducting its public 
meetings in a “hybrid” fashion. Each meeting notice will specify (1) where the 
meeting is being primarily held physically, (2) all teleconference locations, 
which will be publicly-accessible, and (3) the ZOOM virtual meeting link. If 
you would like to comment at the beginning of the meeting or on an item 
scheduled for public discussion, you may do so in one of three ways: (1) 
being present at the primary physical or a teleconference meeting location; 
(2)emailing comments in advance to public comment until 10 a.m. on the 
day of the meeting; and (3) participating via ZOOM during the meeting. 

Reyna Amezcua 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale St., Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA  94105 
reyna.amezcua@bcdc.ca.gov 
info@bcdc.ca.gov 
Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 
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-- 

From: Sandy Emerson 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: March 20th BDCD meeting public comment: Richmond San-Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 9:50:42 AM 

You don't often get email from sandy@fossilfreeca.org. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

SUPPORT 24/7 bridge/trail access 

Dear Commissioners: 

As a recreational cyclist living in Berkeley, I enjoy the Richmond-San Rafael bridge bike trail 
often, especially on weekdays. 

In my opinion, encouraging bike travel by maintaining 24/7 bridge and trail access will 
continue to move Richmond and Marin County forward in a healthy way.  Cyclists and 
pedestrians cause minimal delays, and they set a good example for the kind of society we 
might like to see. 

Help clear the air! Keep the bridge and bike trail open 24/7. 

Sincerely, 
Sandra L. Emerson 

Sandy Emerson 
Fossil Free California 
https://fossilfreeca.org 
(650) 743-0524 

Methane is a health issue. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xfB3B-YhjqY 



 

 

 

 

From: Ted Joseph 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: March 20th BDCD meeting public comment: Richmond San-Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 9:31:14 AM 

[You don't often get email from tedbexjoseph@gmail.com. Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello and thank you for your time, 

I am writing to support keeping the bike/pedestrian lane on the bridge 
open 24/7. I am a teacher who lives in Contra Costa and works in Marin 
due to the better pay and health benefits. This is necessary for me as 
I have a wife who is currently getting treatment for breast cancer and 
two small children. I am seriously considering transferring schools 
within my district in order to save more money by commuting by bike 
across the bridge every day. By my calculations, here is what I would 
be saving in just one school year: 

- 5,100 Vehicle miles traveled 
- $1,480 in bridge tolls 
- $700 in gas 
- at least $500 in vehicle maintenance 

Please think of me and others like me when you make your decision. 

Thank you, 

Ted Joseph 



 

 

 

 

I 

From: Theresa Mall 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 8 – Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 4:33:49 PM 

You don't often get email from malltheresa98@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear Ms. Peterson, 

I am writing to express my support for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge pathway. The bridge 
provides a valuable connection, allowing people to access different parts of the region without 
the need for a car or the burden of additional costs. This accessibility is essential for 
promoting public health and sustainable transportation options and reducing reliance on 
automobiles. 

The bridge is especially significant to me as a car-free resident of Oakland. I have biked across 
it on many occasions, and it has been an essential link for my mobility. I greatly value the 
freedom and accessibility it provides, and I hope to see the bridge pathway continued. 

Thank you, 

Theresa Mall
 209-774-6432
 Oakland, Ca 



 

 

 

 

I 

From: Tom Robinson 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 1:21:04 PM 

You don't often get email from tom.s.robinson@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

The RSR Bridge is my favorite ride - I do a round-trip to Marin pretty much weekly in non-
wet weather. Sometimes for shopping or dining, usually at Larkspur Landing or Corte Madera 
but also sometimes in San Rafael and Mill Valley or points further, but always for fitness and 
the sheer pleasure of being outdoors exploring this beautiful part of the state, especially while 
on the wonderful Marin County bikepath system. 

It's also my link to the SmartTrain system, which extends my range even further. 

Personal note: I'm 73, retired (career IT), and, as of last year, when I gave my car to a Los 
Angeles granddaughter who needed it, I've been successfully maintaining a carless Bay Area 
existence. From seeing museum shows at the Legion of Honor to shopping for music 
equipment in Santa Rosa to overnighting in Point Reyes, my bike plus the SmartTrain plus the 
RSR Bridge makes all of this available to me without ever pressing a starter button. It's kinda 
great. (For the record, as long as I have my knees it'll be a standard bike, not an e-bike.) 

Encouraging cycling is a Caltrans goal (cf. the website: 'to fully integrate bicycles into all 
aspects of the California transportation system'), and the bike lane on the RSR Bridge is a key 
part of that goal in the Bay Area. It seems safe to assume that no bridge going over the bay in 
the future will be without a bike-access component, and it would be a terrible shame if, having 
succeeded in outfitting the RSR for the future, that component were removed. Please let it 
remain. 

Thanks for your attention. 

Tom Robinson 
Berkeley 



 

 

 

 

I 

From: Alexandria F 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Monday, March 17, 2025 10:34:14 AM 

You don't often get email from aafiorini@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hi there, 

I'm writing to share my support for keeping the RSR bridge bike path open 24/7. In this 
economic moment, we need to be expanding low cost, zero pollution methods of getting 
around the Bay, not shrinking them. 

Thank you for your time! 

Alex 



 

 

 

 

I 

-- 

From: Shelby Pope 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 4/3/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Monday, March 17, 2025 11:56:09 AM 

You don't often get email from shelbylpope@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hi there, 

I'm writing to comment on the suggested changes to the RSR Bridge Path: please, please keep 
the trail access open 24/7. As an East Bay resident and bike commuter for more than a decade 
who grew up in Sonoma County, I was so happy to see the bridge bike path open to connect 
both places. 

It felt like a symbol of forward-thinking progress that prioritized all Marin and East Bay 
residents, regardless of income. In a time of worsening income inequality and rapidly 
accelerating climate change, we should do more projects like the bridge bike lane that 
prioritize car-free options for all residents. We need to think of our future, and what can help 
it. Removing the bike lane sets us backwards, and doesn't uphold the forward-thinking vision 
that the Bay Area prides itself on. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Best, 
Shelby Pope 

Shelby Pope 
Freelance writer 
shelby@shelbypope.com 
shelbypope.com 



 

 

 

 

From: JOHN SLAMA 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Tuesday, March 18, 2025 7:34:19 AM 

[You don't often get email from jlslama@sbcglobal.net. Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear Mr. Peterson, 

Although I realize the multi-use path on the RSR Bridge is not popular with automobile drivers, as a person who 
rides across the bridge regularly, I urge the Board to keep this lifeline open 24 hours a day, seven days a week. 
When I ride on it during the weekdays, although not large in numbers, overwhelmingly the riders I see appear to be 
heading to blue-collar jobs, often on e-bikes, heading to/from places likely not served well by public transit.  This 
situation would be even worse during evening and early morning hours when public transit options are even fewer. 

Without this bike and pedestrian path, people who rely on walking or biking to cross the bridge would be forced to 
depend on limited bus services or own a functional car. For many residents of Richmond and other cities close to the 
bridge, these simply aren’t viable options. Closing or limiting the path would severely restrict mobility for those 
who need it most, widening the gap of transportation inequity. 

The Richmond-San Rafael Bridge multi-use path is not just a bridge—it’s a lifeline that connects communities, 
reduces car dependency, and promotes environmental justice. That’s why we are calling for it to remain open 24 
hours a day, seven days a week. 

Thank you for your work on this important issue - please keep the multi-use lane open. 

Sincerely, 

Laurie Slama 
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From: Michael Balmaceda 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: BCDC Board Meeting April 3rd - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path / Possible Vote on an Application by the California 

Department of Transportation for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications" 
Date: Tuesday, March 18, 2025 3:19:36 PM 

You don't often get email from michael.balmaceda@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

To whom it may concern -

I'm an El Cerrito resident and I understand that a decision is pending to make the pedestrian / 
bike lane on the San Rafael Bridge inaccessible on Mondays - Thursdays.  I use the bike path 
sometimes on weekdays when working with my clients in Marin and I don't want to deal with 
the hassle of driving or contribute to the traffic. 

The problem with congestion on the bridge is caused by too many cars, not bicycles or 
pedestrians - and one additional partial lane wouldn't even alleviate it.  Why not instead try 
running a ferry between Richmond + Larkspur to give people who commute an alternative? 

I respectfully request for you to vote against limiting the bike / pedestrian lane on the San 
Rafael Bridge.  If places like Paris, Amsterdam and Copenhagen can de-prioritize cars to 
create a better, safer environment for people. why not us here in the Bay Area (and our 
weather is a lot better here too.) 

Thank you! 
-mb 



 

 

 

 

I 

From: Sam Schumacher 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: 3/20/2025 BCDC Board Meeting - Item 8 - RSR Bridge Path 
Date: Tuesday, March 18, 2025 10:14:26 AM 

You don't often get email from sschumacher89@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

I am writing in favor of keeping the bike path open. As a frequent driver and biker on the 
bridge, I believe it is essential infrastructure, and removing it would be a big step in the wrong 
direction for Bay Area transportation infrastructure. 

Thank you! 

Sam Schumacher 

Rocket Glass Works 
www.RocketGlassWorks.com 
510.334.6575 



 

 

 

 

From: David Epstein 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: RSR bridge bike/pedestrian path 
Date: Wednesday, March 19, 2025 1:56:31 PM 

[You don't often get email from david.epstein56@me.com. Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello, 
I am voicing my support to keep the RSR Bridge Bike/Pedestrian path (“The Path”) open seven days a week. 
Following are my arguments and observations and questions: 

1.  The Path is a link in a chain from Marin to the East Bay.  Not just SR to Richmond.  Removing the link breaks 
the chain 
2.  Traffic bottleneck heading west is at the toll plaza, not the two lanes on the bridge 
3.  A lane for emergency vehicles will not ease traffic 
4.  On the days of the proposed closure of The Path - Monday through Thursday - how many accidents occur on the 
upper deck?  How many actually cause a backup of more than say 10 minutes?  In other words in a week on 
average, how may accidents occur during a busy rush hour that really cause a backup? 
5.  If accidents are the issue and the rationale for a breakdown lane, aren’t most accidents caused by drivers one way 
or the other?  Why not try what the GGBridge does and drop the speed limit to 45 MPH.  I see people driving 65+ 
all the time on the RSR Bridge.  Wouldn’t slower speeds result in fewer accidents and theoretically reduce the need 
for a breakdown lane? 
6.  If the decision does go through to shut the lane down 4 days ago, I hope that Caltrans increases its fleet of vans 
with trailers, since it is annoying to wait for the round trip the van has to make, if one just misses it, or if you are in a 
group of bikes larger than the number of bike racks on a van, thereby requiring a long wait for the van to return. 

Thank you for reading. 
David Epstein, Oakland 



 

 

 

 

I 

From: An Wi 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: Comment for April 3 meeting agenda item 8, RSR Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Date: Thursday, March 20, 2025 10:22:18 AM 

You don't often get email from anwi.ennui@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear BCDC (via Sierra Peterson): 

I commuted weekdays over the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge for 10 years, 2009-2019, and still travel it 
frequently. I experienced the bridge before and during the eastbound/lower deck lane expansion, as well 
as the upper deck bike and pedestrian lane pilot which you now consider. 

Before the current pilot project, I thought the bike and pedestrian lane would only be used on weekends 
during nice weather. However, I saw the lane being used by cyclists every day throughout the year, and 
recognize it as a necessary path and connector for those who do not have a car but still want to control 
their own schedule; and as an essential portion of the Bay Trail. Considering that you promote the Bay 
Trail and assert "The Bay is for everyone," continuing to provide equitable access to the Richmond-San 
Rafael Bridge would appear fundamental to your work. Marin is not well-connected via transit, and the 
lane opens more of the county to cyclists and pedestrians. 

The argument that opening the third lane on the upper deck will reduce congestion is false--it will simply 
move it.In contrast to the lower deck lane expansion--which allows for three lanes throughout the 
approach, span, and eastern debouchure--the upper deck will still have a congestion-causing merge just 
past the toll plaza, compounded by the congestion-causing incline (because most drivers don't 
understand the physics of needing more power to move a mass up an incline vs a flat surface), and then 
a second merge would be introduced into the western end of the bridge, at the base of a downhill where 
traffic is generally at its smoothest, because the stretch of 580 from the bridge to 101 will still have two 
lanes. The third lane will not ameliorate the toll plaza merge or incline; it simply creates an additional 
source of slowdown in an area that currently has none. 

I urge you to consider keeping the bike and pedestrian lane across the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. 

Thank you, 
Andrea Williams 
Richmond, CA 
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From: Robert Vogel 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: SAVE THE RICHMOND-SAN RAFAEL BRIDGE TRAIL 
Date: Friday, March 21, 2025 7:03:58 PM 

You don't often get email from robertvogel28@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

regarding agenda item "Public Hearing and Possible Vote on an Application by the California Department of 
Transportation for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications" 

Keep the trail open 24/7.  I live in Corte Madera and visit the east bay often on weekdays. 
Closing the trail on weekdays would require me to drive. 
We need to reduce our dependence on cars - closing the trail would simply increase that 
dependence! 

Regards 
Robert Vogel 



 

 

 

 

From: Ralf 
To: Peterson, Sierra@BCDC 
Subject: Re: Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Date: Saturday, March 22, 2025 10:28:54 AM 

[You don't often get email from ralf@sonic.net. Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear Sierra Peterson, 

Please add my comments to those supporting full 24/7 access to the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge bicycle path. 

It is important to understand that this path is not a recreational facility, but has become an important part of our 
transportation infrastructure for many, including me. I now use it regularly to access businesses and transportation 
connections in San Rafael. 

Conversely, adding more automobile capacity will not significantly reduce traffic congestion on the bridge. It will 
only encourage more inappropriate housing development far from work sites. Only revamping of Marin County's 
housing policies will reduce bridge traffic. 

Thank you for considering my concerns. 

Best regards, 
Ralf Burgert, NP 
Richmond, CA 



 

 

 

 

 

From: RON MCROBBIE 
To: BCDC PublicComment 
Cc: info@northbayleadership.org; assemblymember.connolly@outreach.assembly.ca.gov; 

slopez@bayareanewsgroup.com; arodriguez@marinij.com; sustainablesanrafael@sustainablemarin.org; 
camarin@public.govdelivery.com; mary@sackettforsupervisor.com; ca02jh.enews@mail.house.gov; 
spotswood@comcast.net; dallen@marinij.com 

Subject: Re:BCDC Notice of Public Hearing and Possible Vote on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project 
Modifications Project - Application 1997.001.06 (Material Amendment No. Six) - April 3, 2025 @ 10 AM 

Date: Saturday, March 22, 2025 8:45:42 AM 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hello San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and various 
Marin County and Bay Area Leadership. 
In light of your cancelling prior meeting and rescheduling subject meeting to 3 April 
2025, I am resubmitting my previously submitted comments for your consideration 
(wanted to be sure you retained). 
Concerned citizen and taxpayer, 
Ron McRobbie 
************** 

On 03/14/2025 9:26 AM PDT RON MCROBBIE <r.mcrobbie@comcast.net> 
wrote: 
Hello San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, 
and various Marin County and Bay Area Leadership, 
In response to BCDC's 03/07/2025 email below (Subject: BCDC Notice 
of Public Hearing and Possible Vote on the Richmond-San Rafael 
Bridge Pilot Project Modifications Project - Application 1997.001.06 
(Material Amendment No. Six) - March 20, 2025 @ 10 AM), the 
following comments are re-submitted for your consideration: 
In a Marin IJ Readers’ Forum for Jan. 30, 2025, Ron McRobbie, San 
Rafael wrote, “Extending the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge bike lane 
pilot project two more years beyond the four-year pilot project “to 
collect more data” is a waste of taxpayer money (“Richmond-San 
Rafael Bridge managers make arguments for modified path,” Jan. 
22). 
Doing so extends very visible, negative environmental and safety 
impacts caused by the bike lane. While the Bay Trail Plan to provide 
bike access to shorelines is admirable, application of this policy, in 
this case, violates state mandates to mitigate negative impacts to the 
environment. 
At the Jan. 16 Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
meeting, very little discussion was focused on the negative 
environmental impacts caused by the bike lane. Bike-lane 
proponents need to account for carbon emissions from stacked 
westbound traffic every day, “lost” worker hours sitting in traffic, 
compromised emergency response ability and personal stress, as 



well as possible health impacts to the Point Richmond community. 
I think the proposed share plan compromises emergency 
responders’ efficiency, which should be an everyday essential public 
safety need. Additionally, the movable barrier plan requires vehicular 
equipment, labor, maintenance and sweeping costs, is time-
consuming and likely reduces westbound traffic to a single lane. 
Neither the small number of cyclists using the lane, nor the 
numerous negative impacts on vehicle traffic will change with further 
study. Yes, biking is wonderful, but biking should not drive 
irresponsible shortsighted decisions. Our elected leaders seem to 
reflect a disproportionate political bias toward bike advocates, while 
disregarding the impacts of climate change. 
Perhaps existing bike lane contracts need to be audited. Honest 
synthesis of the positive and negative trade-offs lead to a clear 
decision: Remove the existing bike lane barrier ASAP. Any future 
studies should be based upon where to go from there.” 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Ron McRobbie 
San Rafael, CA 
************************* 

---------- Original Message ----------
From: "Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC" <reyna.amezcua@bcdc.ca.gov> 
To: "Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC" <reyna.amezcua@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Date: 03/21/2025 12:55 PM PDT 
Subject: BCDC Notice of Public Hearing and Possible Vote on the 
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications Project -
Application 1997.001.06 (Material Amendment No. Six) - April 3, 
2025 @ 10 AM 
Dear Interested Parties, 
This is to confirm that the Commission will hold a public hearing in a 
hybrid format, in person at 375 Beale Street, 1st Floor Board Room, 
San Francisco and via livestreaming through Zoom on the above-
referenced application, on Thursday, April 3, 2025, and beginning at 
10:00 a.m. 
The meeting notice, including the agenda and information on how to 
attend the meeting, can be found here: 
https://www.bcdc.ca.gov/event/april-3-2025-commission-meeting/ 
Below please also find links for Agenda Item #8: 
•Application Summary on BCDC Permit Application No. 
1997.006.01 - Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project 
Modifications Project 
•Attachment A: After Study for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge 
(Phase II) 
•January 16, 2025 Workshop Summary 
•Summary of Commissioner Questions & Responses 
Please note that the staff recommendation for this application will be 
emailed in a separate cover and will include a more detailed project 
description, proposed special and standard conditions, and proposed 



findings that analyze consistency of the proposed project with 
relevant sections of the McAteer-Petris Act and San Francisco Bay 
Plan. 
How to Provide Comments and Comment Time Limits 
Pursuant to state law, the Commission is currently conducting its 
public meetings in a “hybrid” fashion. If you would like to comment 
at the beginning of the meeting or on an item scheduled for public 
discussion, you may do so in one of three ways: 
(1) Where the meeting is being primarily held physically, and all 
teleconference locations, which will be publicly-accessible; 
(2) Email comments in advance to public comment. Public 
Comments received before 8 a.m. the day of the Commission 
Meeting will be shared with the Commissioners for our 10:00 a.m. 
start time. 
(3) Join the meeting via ZOOM. If you have issues joining the 
meeting using the link below, please enter the Meeting ID and 
Password listed below into the ZOOM app to join the meeting. 
https://bcdc-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/83873757145? 
pwd=JAlp8OuuDJdt5i7MjmT2hBy19oG6lW.1 
Meeting ID: 838 7375 7145 
Passcode: 513561 
Teleconference numbers: 
1 (866) 590-5055 
Conference Code 374334 
If you call in by telephone: 
Press *6 to unmute or mute yourself 
Press *9 to raise your hand or lower your hand to speak 
If you would like to comment at the beginning of the meeting or on 
an item scheduled for public discussion, you may do so in one of 
three ways: (1) being present at the primary physical or a 
teleconference meeting location; (2) until 10 a.m. on the day of the 
meeting; and (3) participating via ZOOM during the meeting. 
Reyna Amezcua 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale St., Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA  94105 
reyna.amezcua@bcdc.ca.gov 
info@bcdc.ca.gov 
Main Office Number: (415) 352-3600 



 

 

 

 

From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail 
Date: Wednesday, March 26, 2025 3:03:19 PM 

-----Original Message-----
From: Charles Altekruse <caltekruse@caconsult.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 26, 2025 1:01 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail 

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from caltekruse@caconsult.org. Learn why this is 
important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear Commission, 

Thank you for the work. You do to make the Bay Area a better place to live, work, and play. 

I am writing in regards to the discussion about the Richmond – San Rafael Bridge Trail and asking that a wider 
range of options distinct from the binary “leave open“ or “close“ alternatives. 

Coincidentally, this past weekend, I was stuck on the bridge for 16 minutes extra because of a collision. During that 
time, thousands of commuters were inconvenience while only a handful of bicyclist use the path (and this was mid 
morning on a weekend day). 

My specific proposal is to consider keeping the bike trail, but in cases of collisions, being prepared to close it 
temporarily (for a few minutes or hours) to allow automobiles to access and use the trail as a slow speed overflow 
lane. Once the accident is cleared, the opening(s) could be closed to allow the resumption of bicycle traffic. 

I know this is not a perfect system and would have to be carefully managed, but it is an option worse considering. 

Feel free to get in touch with me for further clarification. 

Thank you for your attention, Charlie 

Charles Altekruse, OLY (USA ‘80 & ‘88) 
iPhone 510-913-3669 
caltekruse@caconsult.org 
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From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: SUBJECT: 4/3/2025: Item 8 
Date: Wednesday, March 26, 2025 3:02:08 PM 

From: David Lubertozzi <dave.lubertozzi@att.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 26, 2025 12:26 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: SUBJECT: 4/3/2025: Item 8 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from dave.lubertozzi@att.net. Learn why this is 
important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Re: Public Hearing and Possible Vote on an Application by the California Department 
of Transportation for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications 
Project along the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge 

As an East Bay resident who both drives and cycles across the Richmond-San Rafael 
Bridge, I am in favor of keeping the bicycle and pedestrian lane open as in the pilot 
project. I and my friends and cycling club members (Grizzly Peak Cyclists) greatly 
enjoy being able to include a ride to Marin in our routes, and I've also used it just to 
get some exercise when meeting people in San Rafael, Larkspur, or San Anselmo. 
As a driver, I haven't noticed that traffic congestion has been worse or that drive times 
have increased since the pilot began. 

Thanks, Dave Lubertozzi 
San Pablo, CA 



 

 

 

 

From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: Richmond bridge 
Date: Wednesday, March 26, 2025 2:57:29 PM 

FYI.. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lucas Miller <lucascmiller@icloud.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2025 8:42 AM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Richmond bridge 

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from lucascmiller@icloud.com. Learn why this is 
important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Hi BCDC, 

I’m writing this from my car approaching the westbound bridge at 8:39am on March 29, 2025. There’s a stall on the 
bridge and according to Google maps I’ll be 45 minutes late for work. I usually get there 15 minutes early. 

It makes sense to me, that if there was an emergency shoulder, the stalled car could pull over or traffic could flow 
around. 

Working people like myself are late. Thousands of us are late for work because of this bad policy. 

Lucas Miller 
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From: Amezcua, Reyna@BCDC 
To: Pan, Katharine@BCDC 
Subject: FW: Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications Project 
Date: Wednesday, March 26, 2025 2:59:36 PM 

FYI 

From: Susan Nawbary <snawbary@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 21, 2025 9:53 PM 
To: BCDC PublicComment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Pilot Project Modifications Project 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from snawbary@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear BCDC Board Members, 
I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed removal of the bike lane in favor 
of creating a breakdown lane. This decision, as it stands, does not offer any real benefits for the 
community, but instead disproportionately harms those who rely on biking as a sustainable 
and safe mode of transportation. 
First and foremost, removing the bike lane will not improve traffic times. There is no evidence 
to support the claim that the addition of a breakdown lane will reduce congestion in any 
meaningful way. On the contrary, this move is more likely to further marginalize cyclists, who 
will no longer have the same safe space to travel. Disenfranchising those who ride bikes — a 
mode of transportation that supports environmental sustainability and public health — is not in 
line with the needs of our community. 
Additionally, the claim made by MTC to Marin County that accidents are rising due to the bridge 
is misleading and incorrect. Across the state, accidents are on the rise overall, and this issue 
cannot be pinned on a single infrastructure change. MTC should be censured for spreading this 
misleading data, as it undermines trust in the decision-making process and the accuracy of the 
information being used to justify such a drastic move. 
I urge the BCDC board to not remove the bike lane until there is a clear and responsible plan in 
place — one that genuinely considers the needs of all road users, including cyclists. If this 
action is taken without proper planning and input, it risks falling into the same pattern of 
decision-making that bends to the loudest voices rather than prioritizing long-term, 
sustainable, and equitable solutions for all. 
Removing the bike lane in favor of a breakdown lane is a short-sighted decision that harms our 
community as a whole. Let's not let this be another example of policy driven by political 
posturing rather than real, meaningful improvement. 



Thank you, 
Susan Nawbary 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Cecilia Lunaparra 
Councilmember, District 7 


2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA 94704 ● (510) 981-7170 ● clunaparra@berkeleyca.gov


ACTION CALENDAR
December 10, 2024


(Continued from December 3, 2024)


To:              Honorable Members of the City Council


From:          Councilmember Lunaparra (Author), Councilmember Humbert (Co-
Sponsor), Councilmember Kesarwani (Co-Sponsor)


Subject: Bicycle and Pedestrian Access on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge


RECOMMENDATION
Adopt a Resolution affirming the City of Berkeley’s support for permanent 24/7 
protected bicycle and pedestrian access to the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail.


BACKGROUND
Following decades of advocacy, in 2019, the protected bicycle and pedestrian trail 
opened on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge, completing a 6-mile link in the Bay Trail 
and connecting Contra Costa and Marin counties.


Since the opening of the barrier-separated shared bike and pedestrian path, the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Phase II After Study for the 
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge found that both weekday and weekend vehicle flows have 
dropped, and weekday emissions have decreased. In the summer of 2021, the path 
received an 8.19 out of 10 safety rating by users. The report also states that “there is no 
statistical evidence that the bridge modifications are producing longer crash-related 
incidents or changing the location where crashes tend to occur on the bridge,” or that 
the modifications are increasing the time needed to clear crashes.1 


CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is proposing a weekday (Monday 
through Thursday) closure of Richmond-San Rafael pathway designated for pedestrians 
and people on bicycles. Under this proposal, the closed pathway would become a non-


1 After Study for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge (Phase II), California PATH, UC Berkeley, 
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/meetings/attachments/6005/4a_ATTACHMENT_B_Phase_II_Pilot_St
udy_Final_Report.pdf
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2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA 94704 ● (510) 981-7170 ● clunaparra@berkeleyca.gov


drivable breakdown lane on weekdays. Unfortunately, doing so would eliminate critical 
access for people who do not drive and rely on the Bridge as the primary connection 
between the East & North Bay. Although MTC’s movable barrier proposal would allow 
bikes and pedestrians to safely cross the Bridge on weekends, many are concerned 
about “equitable access needed for those who must cross during the week.” 2 


MTC’s proposal requires approval from the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC) at an upcoming meeting. The Cities of Richmond 
and Albany have recently passed similar resolutions in support of a permanent 
protected Richmond-San Rafael Bay Trail with unanimous support.


FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION
None.


ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY
Maintaining permanent 24/7 access to the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail would 
continue to encourage safe and equitable access to transbay multimodal transportation.


CONTACT PERSON
Councilmember Cecilia Lunaparra, 510-981-7170


Attachments: 
1: Resolution


2 Bike East Bay, https://bikeeastbay.org/rsr2024-2/
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RESOLUTION NO. ##,###-N.S. 


AFFIRMING BERKELEY’S SUPPORT FOR THE RICHMOND-SAN RAFAEL 
BRIDGE TRAIL


WHEREAS, the City of Berkeley is proud to promote connections between 
communities via the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge; and


WHEREAS, the Berkeley City Council recognizes that the Richmond-San Rafael 
Bridge Trail is a keystone section of the 500-mile regional San Francisco Bay Trail 
linking the East Bay and North Bay; and


WHEREAS, Berkeley City Council by unanimous vote adopted Resolution No. 
68,486 - N.S., declaring a climate emergency and calling for urgent action to restore 
a safe climate; and


WHEREAS, the Council recognizes that an increase in the number of vehicle miles 
driven to and on the bridge increases pollution affecting vulnerable communities; and


WHEREAS, the Council recognizes that active transportation allows people to be 
physically active in everyday life by enabling them to walk, bike, or roll to their 
destinations; and


WHEREAS, bicyclists and pedestrians have enjoyed over 400,000 trips on the 
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Trail since it opened in November 2019; and


WHEREAS, the Bay Area Toll Authority Report data showed no increase in 
westbound car congestion, a decrease in the number of motorist crashes, and no 
negative impact on the Air Quality Index (AQI); AQI is primarily impacted by vehicle 
miles traveled, road dust, tire wear, and brake wear, not by traffic congestion; and


WHEREAS, the Council recognizes that a closure of the Richmond-San Rafael 
Bridge Trail would cause individuals who currently rely on this trail to drive for more 
trips, and if they don't have access to a car they could be left with no other options; 
and


WHEREAS, the Council recognizes that access to transportation is a human right 
and reliable mobility options for those unable to afford or drive a car should be 
available.


NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Berkeley 
does hereby support 24 hours a day, 7 days a week access to the Richmond-San 
Rafael Bridge Trail for pedestrians and bicyclists.


BE IT FURTHER AND FINALLY RESOLVED, that upon passage, a copy of this 
Resolution be sent to the members of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission and the members of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission.
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San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
375 Beale Street, Suite 510, San Francisco, California 94105 tel 415 352 3600 


State of California | Gavin Newsom – Governor | info@bcdc.ca.gov | www.bcdc.ca.gov 


BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


DRAFT MINUTES 


 


 


TO:  Al l  Commissioners and Alternates  


 


FROM:  Lawrence J .  Goldzband, Execut ive Director (415/352-3653; 


larry .goldzband@bcdc.ca.gov) 


Reyl ina Ruiz,  Director,  Administrative and Technology Services (415/352-3638; 


reyl ina.ruiz@bcdc.ca.gov) 


Sierra Peterson, Executive & Commissioner L iaison (415/352-3608; 


s ierra.peterson@bcdc.ca.gov)  


 


SUBJECT:  Draft Minutes of May 2,  2024, Hybrid Commission Meeting  


1.  Cal l  to Order.   The hybrid meeting was cal led to order by Chair Wasserman at 


1:09 p.m.  The meeting was held with a pr incipal  physical  locat ion of 375 Beale 


Street,  San Francisco, Cal i fornia,  and online via Zoom and teleconference.  


Chair Wasserman stated:   Good afternoon, al l ,  and welcome to our hybrid 


BCDC Commission meeting.  My name is  Zack Wasserman, and I  am Chair of BCDC.  


Chair Wasserman asked Ms. Peterson to proceed with Agenda Item 2, Roll  Cal l .  


2.  Roll  Cal l .   Present were:  Chair  Wasserman, Commissioners Addiego, Ahn, 


Eckerle,  Ek lund, E l-Tawansy (represented by Alternate Ambuehl),  Gioia,  Gunther,  


Hasz,  Lee (represented by Alternate Kishimoto),  Lucchesi  (represented by Alternate 


Pemberton),  Moulton-Peters,  Peskin (represented by Alternate Stefani) ,  Pine, Ramos, 



mailto:info@bcdc.ca.gov

https://www.bcdc.ca.gov/
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BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


Ranchod (represented by Alternate Nelson),  Randolph and Showalter.  


Ms. Peterson announced that a quorum was present .  


Not present were Commissioners:  Associat ion of Bay Area Governments (Burt ,  


Zepeda),  USACE (Beach),  Department of F inance (Benson),  U.S.  Environmental  


Protection Agency (Blake),  Sonoma County (Gorin),  Solano County (Mashburn),  


Governor (Eisen),  Alameda County (Tam) 


Chair Wasserman announced:  We have a quorum and therefore can conduct 


business.  


I  want to thank al l  of  you for being here.  Part icular ly I  want to thank the 


people who have responded to my request that on some of our meetings,  roughly 


every other month, we get as many people as possible,  as many Commissioners as 


possible here in person.  There is  a different  sense, a di fferent abil ity  to 


communicate.  Zoom has given us some very wonderful  things;  it  is  just  not quite the 


same. 


3.  Public  Comment Period.   Chair Wasserman cal led for public comment on 


subjects that were not  on the agenda.  


No members of the public addressed the Commission.  


Chair Wasserman moved to Approval of the Minutes.   


4.  Approval  of Minutes for Apri l  18,  2024, Meeting.   Chair Wasserman asked for 


a motion and a second to adopt the minutes of the Apri l  18,  2024, meeting.  


MOTION:   Commissioner Nelson moved approval of the Minutes,  seconded by 


Commissioner Gunther.  


The motion was approved by a voice vote with no abstent ions.  
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BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


5.  Report of the Chair.   Chair Wasserman reported on the fol lowing:  


 First,  s ince Commissioner Eisen is  out  of the country and not avai lable to 


participate I  have asked Commissioner Randolph to act as our Vice  Chair for the 


meeting this afternoon and he has grac iously agreed to do so.  He has a fair  amount 


of experience doing so. 


Just as I  thanked everybody for being here today, or as many as possible,  I  


want to remind you that we cannot do that at  our next meeting,  i t  wil l  be virtual  


because of  construction.  You need to give the address that you are going to be at  to 


Sierra by end of business today.  Please send that to her so that we can properly post 


it .  


Will  Travis.   On a sad note,  and yet a celebratory one, as you al l  know I  


bel ieve, Wi l l  Travis,  the longtime Executive Director of BCDC, passed away last  week.  


I  did not serve on this  Commission with Wil l  as Execut ive Director.   We missed each 


other by about four months.  But I  knew him well  before that and we talked a fair  


amount afterwards.  There is  a tr ibute to him posted and I  urge you to read it .  


He was certainly one of the leaders and effective leaders of both protecting 


the Bay but a lso thinking proactively and creatively on the things  that we need to do 


and not simply reactively.   He, I  think,  taught al l  of  us a great deal .   He was strong in 


his bel iefs and not shy  about shar ing them, but he l istened to people.  


As part of the series of events that led me to becoming Chair  of this 


Commission where there were some signif icant di fferences between regulated 


people,  both governments and developers and others about what new rules should 


apply as we adapt to r is ing sea levels,  he was very effective in shuttle diplomacy.   
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It  was actual ly  one of the great examples I  have seen of public  negotiations .  


Which are often not easy because most of them, albeit  not a l l ,  need to be conducted 


in public  and he real ly  did a superb job of that.   He understood people and he did 


l isten, but he was absolutely not afra id to lead.  


Others may wish to comment on him br iefly .   We have a lot of speakers,  so I  


do not want to go on at great length.  But I  want to give people the opportunity 


because a number of people worked with him much more than I  d id.   I  wil l  recognize 


the dean in the sense of longest serving member of this Commission, John Gioia.  


Commissioner Gioia  spoke:   I  had a chance to serve with Trav when I  joined the 


Commission in 1999 when he was Executive Director,  through his retirement in 2011.  


I  just  want to acknowledge one main point.  


I  think Trav more than anyone was real ly  responsible for moving this 


Commission, this agency,  toward addressing planning for sea level  r ise.    


Not just  the work of the Bay Plan Amendment,  which establ ished policies on 


sea level  r ise,  but real ly  just  ramping up the work and it  was real ly  part  of our 


planning function.  I  think our planners here are the lead group of individuals .   There 


are many, but the lead group of individuals in the Bay Area who real ly  work with 


local  governments,  state agencies and others in the private sector  to work on 


planning for res i l iency.  I  just  wanted to acknowledge that point that real ly  it  was 


Trav’s leadership to move the Commission into that.   So instead of just  dealing with a 


Bay that was potent ial ly  going to get smaller  back in the 1960s,  to dealing with a Bay 


that was going to get larger.   So,  I  just  want  to acknowledge that .  


Commissioner Nelson commented:  I  agree with everything the Chair and 
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Commissioner Gioia  just  said and I  wil l  add to that is  that Trav was also,  and I  worked 


with him for many years before I  was on the Commission when I  was an advocate on 


Bay issues.  Trav,  on top of everything that the Chair and Commissioner Gioia have 


said,  Trav was entrepreneurial ,  smart,  funny and a ton of fun to work with.  


  Commissioner Eklund stated:   Thank you very much for a l lowing me the 


opportunity to talk about Wil l  Travis .   I  s tarted working with the US Army Corps of 


Engineers in 1969 and the Army Corps of Engineers had a lot to do with the format ion 


of the BCDC, bel ieve i t  or not.  


But I  real ly  got to know him when I  moved over to the US Environmental  


Protection Agency.  I  was in charge of the Oceans and Estuaries Program for EPA 


Region 9.  And that is  where I  real ly  got to know and work with Wil l  Travis on a lot of 


issues,  because obviously,  we were in the 301-H and 401 permitt ing process and 


everything else,  so we worked with BCDC and al l  the other state agencies that were 


involved with water.  


One of the things that  I  most admired about  him is  his  wil l ingness  and his 


eagerness to l i sten to others and to try to so lve problems.  He did i t  in a way that 


you never felt  that you were being put down and you never felt  l ike you were not 


part  of the group.  I  real ly  respected him for how he treated others,  even people that 


did not necessari ly  share his v iews.  


I  real ly  spent a lot  of t ime working with him because of  both agencies.   In fact,  


my boss,  Gene Huggins,  was the Director of Public  Affairs for the US Army Corps of 


Engineers and that is  how I  f i rst  got to know about BCDC when it  was formed in 1969.  


And then real ly  got to  know him when I  was in charge of the Oceans and Water  
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Program for EPA.  


He was just  a real ly  neat guy,  and it  is  real ly  sad to see people pass  away.  But 


he left  a  legacy,  and he wil l  a lways be remembered because of that.  


Commissioner Randolph was recognized:   I  had the privi lege of working with 


Trav for almost nine years as Chairman of BCDC at the t ime.  He was always 


incredibly professional.   Incredibly supportive of the Commission and of me.  And he 


had,  it  fe lt  l ike just  r ight balance in his focus on conservation and development,  


which is  what we are about here at the end of the day.  


It  was a lready pointed out that he was real ly  the pioneer for us and BCDC and 


in the region among the agencies in focusing on sea level  r ise and adaptation, at  a 


t ime when it  was not real ly  on the agenda.  We knew there were issues out there,  but 


there was no inst itut ional focus and there was a gap.  He led us into a leadership role 


in that.   As Chair  Wasserman said,  it  was not an easy territory,  there were confl ict ing 


interests,  to say the least.  


But in the end, when we did take that f irst  step forward, I  think i t  was to 


amend the Bay Plan, it  was unanimous support by what are otherwise contending 


camps.  I  think that was quite an achievement to get us to that point.   I  think it  i s  one 


reason why we have been especial ly  di l igent  ever since then about  making sure we 


had everybody on board with us across the region as  we go forward.  


He was a terrif ic  leader for the Commission,  and he was a lso real ly  engaging 


and charming.  He was a terri f ic  person who I  wil l  miss.  


Chair Wasserman cont inued:  Al l  r ight.   Thank you al l .   We wil l  adjourn the 


meeting in his memory. 
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Next Meeting.   Our next meeting,  as I  noted,  wil l  be in  two weeks on May 16.  


It  wil l  be virtual,  and we expect that we may take up the fol lowing matters:  


1.  A permit application for PG&E’s continuing operations and maintenance 


projects throughout the Bay;  


2.  A permit application for a development at 505 East Bayshore in 


Redwood City;  


3.  An enforcement case in the c ity of Richmond; and,  


4.  A Memorandum of Understanding among various state and regional 


agencies to better organize how we wil l  fund and manage adaptat ion to 


r is ing sea levels in the Bay Area.  


That last  point is  going to be real ly  important.   I  do urge you to attend the 


meeting,  a lbeit  v irtual ly.  


Ex Parte Communications.   I f  you have received a communicat ion that is  not 


on record on a matter  that we are going to adjudicate you may report it  now.  If  you 


have not reported it  in writ ing you do need to report it  in writ ing in any event and 


the portal  is  avai lable to do that.   Does anybody wish to make any ex parte 


communication reports? 


Commissioner Gioia  reported the fol lowing:   And when you say,  on matters 


that are adjudicated, obviously there is  an issue coming before us  on a potent ial  


permit.   I  have had conversations with bike organizat ions,  residents,  Bay Area 


Counci l ,  MTC, and residents for and against.   Even though we have no application 


before us and we are not making any decis ions,  but just  to be transparent .  


Elected Offic ials  Task Force.   Chair Wasserman added:  There was a meeting of 
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the Elected Off icia ls  Task Force on Bay Adapt yesterday and Commissioner Gioia,  who 


chairs that,  wil l  g ive a  brief  report .  


Commissioner Gioia  spoke:   We do have this very good group of e lected 


off ic ia ls,  two per county around the Bay Area, to real ly  address from a local  level  


how we address sea level  r ise.   The meeting yesterday had two great presentations 


about best practices that are currently out there,  one from San Mateo County and 


Supervisor/Director Pine was part of that presentation;  and one from Marin County 


and Supervisor/Director Stephanie Moulton-Peters was part of that.   So great to see 


the work that is  occurring.  


What we said we would do is  col lect best practices from counties around the 


Bay Area and communities around the Bay Area about how cit ies and counties and 


the community are working together to address sea level  r ise.   So,  we wil l  hear from 


other count ies and other efforts.   And we did get an update on the Regional 


Shorel ine Adaptation Plan from BCDC staff .   That was it .  


Chair Wasserman asked:  Any quest ions on that?  


Commissioner Eklund stated:   I  do not have a quest ion,  but I  do have a 


comment.  I  watched the presentat ion yesterday and I  have to tel l  you, real ly  


impressed with what San Mateo has done.  You are a large county and a lot of cit ies.   


Just  having worked with a lot of folks down there too when I  worked for EPA.   It  is  


real ly  a good effort .  


And again,  I  wanted to  also compliment Supervisor Moulton-Peters  too for 


init iat ing the act ion in Marin and getting that going.  I  am very interested in 


fol lowing that and that is  why I  watched it .   I  was just  going,  wow, go gir l ,  go gir l .   So 
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anyway, both thank you very much for your fantast ic presentat ions yesterday and 


discussion.  


Future Meetings.   Just  as an alert  for future meetings.   There wil l  be a meeting 


of the Environmental  Justice Working Group virtual ly  on the morning of May 16 pr ior 


to our Commission meeting,  and a meeting of the Sediment Working Group the 


fol lowing day on the 17 in the morning,  a lso virtual ly.  


Our Executive Director had a sudden, not serious but needed attention, 


medical  issue in his family;  that is  why he is  not here.  Steve Goldbeck our Deputy 


Director is  here to make a report to us.  


6.  Report of the Executive Director.   Chief Deputy Director Goldbeck reported 


the fol lowing on behalf  of the Executive Director:  


Thank you, Chair .    I  wil l  keep the report very,  very short because the 


Executive Director did not have one for today. 


But he did want me to  make an announcement that I  am going to be retir ing.  


It  has  been a pleasure and an honor to work for the Commission and the Bay since 


the 1980s but it  is  t ime to pass the torch.   


I  wil l  not be leaving unti l  the end of the f iscal  year in a couple of months and 


may be returning in some capacity perhaps as a retired annuitant so you may have 


Steve Goldbeck to kick  around for a whi le.   But in  any event,  I  wanted to thank you 


al l  and there is  no need for any further speechifying r ight now.  So  that is  my report.  


Chair Wasserman cont inued:  We wil l  have t ime at future meetings  to 


recognize Steve's yeomen work for this agency and on behalf  of the people  of 


Cal i fornia and the people of this region and the people of  the Bay.   Thank you, s i r .    
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7.  Consideration of Administrative Matters.   Chair Wasserman stated:   That 


brings us to Item 7, the consideration of  administrative matters .   We have been 


furnished a l ist ing of them and Regulatory Director Harriet Ross is  ready and wi l l ing 


to talk about  any if  you have quest ions.  


There were no comments or questions.  


8.  Briefing on Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Public  Pathway Pi lot Project.   Chair 


Wasserman cont inued:   That br ings us to Item 8, a brief ing and discussion regarding 


the status of the four-year Publ ic  Pathway Pi lot Project on the Richmond-San Rafael  


Bridge, original ly  authorized by the Commission several  years ago as a permitt ing 


matter.  


 The br iefing presented by Caltrans and the Bay Area Tol l  Authority (BATA) wi l l  


include a report on the f indings of the Pi lot  project,  as well  as proposed changes to 


the Pi lot  being contemplated for a vote by BATA, the Toll  Authority,  later this month.  


The Commission can expect a permit amendment request to be forthcoming after 


BATA’s del iberations.  


I  want everybody to be clear in the publ ic.   I  know there is  a lot  of publ ic  


interest in this .   We are not taking action today.  We wi l l  not take action unti l  after 


the agency that has actual  authority over it  takes action and then seeks our approval 


of a permit or a modif ication to a permit,  as  the case may be.  But  because we know 


this is  an item of importance, this  is  on the agenda for people to ta lk.   But I  want the 


public in part icular to understand we are not acting today because it  is  not t imely for 


us to do so.  We are a permitt ing agency.  We are not the sponsors  of this project .  







11 


 


BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


Shorel ine Development Program Manager Katharine Pan wil l  introduce the 


brief ing.  


Do we have an estimate of the number of hands raised who wish to speak on 


this?  I f  you have submitted a card a lready,  we are count ing you.  A guess on virtual  


hands? 


Ms. Peterson noted:   The current count is  24 and c l imbing.  


Chair Wasserman acknowledged:  Al l  r ight,  I  am going to ask you to do two 


things,  please,  for the public speakers.   One, reduce your t ime to two minutes.   And 


second, please try not  to be repetit ive.   


I f  you simply want to come up and demonstrate that you have made the effort  


to come here or the effort  to be on virtual ly  and supporting what other people said,  


you can say that briefly.   I  do not want to restrict  what anybody says,  say what you 


wish to,  but in respect  for people 's t ime, inc luding the members of  the publ ic,  I  


would ask you not to be repet it ive.  


With that,  take it  away Kathar ine.  


Shorel ine Development Program Manager Pan introduced Item 8:   Thank you, 


Chair Wasserman.  Good afternoon, Commissioners.   I  am Katherine Pan, the 


Shorel ine Development Program Manager at BCDC.  I  wil l  be introducing this item, 


which is  a briefing on the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Access Improvement Pi lot  


Project.  


A staff  report on this brief ing was shared with you on Apri l  26,  inc luding a 


copy of BCDC permit number 1997.001 Amendment 4,  and a written report from 


Caltrans and the Bay Area Toll  Authority,  or  BATA, detai l ing the information that wil l  
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be presented today.  


I  wil l  summarize some of the highlights  of the staff  report to provide the 


regulatory context for  the project before passing things over to Caltrans and BATA 


who wil l  provide a  status report on the project.  


Just to s ituate you, here is  a regional map of  the project location.  The 


Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge spans San Francisco Bay between Marin and Contra Costa 


counties .   It  is  owned by Caltrans and managed in partnership with BATA, a s ister 


agency of the Metropolitan Transportat ion Commission, or MTC.  The Bridge is  a 


segment of Interstate 580 and is  a des ignated segment of the Bay Trai l .  


The Bridge Access Improvement Pi lot  Project was a four-year Pi lot to evaluate 


the use of the shoulder on the westbound upper deck of the Bridge as a ful l -t ime, 


separated, C lass I  mult i-use pathway, and the shoulder of the eastbound lower deck 


as a peak hour third vehicle travel  lane.  And that was approved by the Commission in 


September 2016 as part  of Materia l  Amendment Number 4 to Permit Number 


1997.001.  That permit was orig inal ly  issued in 1997 to authorize the seismic 


retrofitt ing of the Bridge.  


At the t ime of the orig inal  permit,  there was no bicyc le or pedestrian access 


on the Br idge, al though it  was already designated as a proposed Bay Trai l  segment by 


the Bay Trai l  project .    


When consider ing the project,  the Commission heard from many community 


members advocating for a bicyc le and pedestrian connect ion across the Br idge, and 


the f indings of the or iginal  permit stated that providing bicycle and pedestr ian access 


was desirable and would maximize the publ ic access benefits of the retrofit  project .  
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However,  the Commission also found that there was a need for further study 


as to whether this kind of access could be provided safely,  that could not be 


accommodated by the urgent t iming of the project.   Therefore,  the original  permit 


did not include any special  condit ions to require bicycle and pedestrian access across 


the Bridge.   


Instead, the Commission decided to work with Caltrans to complete the 


necessary studies and the permit f indings document that Caltrans voluntar i ly  


committed to using its  best efforts to study the feas ibi l ity  of providing non-


motorized public access on the Bridge.   And if  such access was found to be feasible,  


that it  would ensure that it  was provided.   


Nearly 20 years later in 2016, the Pi lot  Project fol lowed from the series of 


studies and Commission briefings and discussions stemming from that commitment,  


which are further detai led in the staff  report .  


Material  Amendment Number 4 authorized two elements of the Pi lot  Project,  


as well  as some other permanent access improvements on the approaches to the 


Bridge that were not part  of the Pi lot.  


On the eastbound lower deck of the Bridge, the Pi lot  involved the use of a 


four-mile-long segment of the shoulder as a  vehicle travel  lane dur ing peak commute 


hours,  and this part  of  the Pi lot  opened in 2018. 


On the westbound upper deck of the Br idge, the Pi lot  involved a four-mile-


long, ten-foot wide, two-way Class I  access ible public  pathway, as  well  as a 42- inch 


tal l ,  18- inch-wide moveable barr ier to separate the path from vehicle traff ic .   Also,  a 


safety ra i l ing and signage and usage instrumentation.  This part  of  the Pi lot  opened 
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in 2019.  


The purpose of pi lot ing these uses of the shoulders  was to seek a means of 


reducing congestion and travel  t ime in the eastbound direct ion and providing 


pedestr ian and bicycle  faci l it ies across the Bridge.  Caltrans intended to evaluate the 


performance and usage to determine whether they should be made permanent.  


The special  condit ions of the amended permit required Caltrans to  provide a 


written and verbal report to the Commission on the status of the publ ic pathway, 


including but not l imited to,  an analysis  of publ ic usage and benefits,  an assessment 


of any operat ional and safety issues,  and the need for any future changes to the 


faci l it ies ,  including removal or making them permanent.   This briefing and the 


written report attached to the staff  report are intended to fulf i l l  this  requirement.  


At this point I  would l ike to introduce Larry Bonner of Caltrans and Lisa K lein 


of BATA and invite them to provide their status report.  


Mr. Bonner addressed the Commission:   Good afternoon.  My name is  Larry 


Bonner,  I  am the Caltrans District  4 Office Chief for  the Office of Environmental  


Analysis .   I  am here today with L isa K lein,  the Bay Area Tol l  Authority  Section 


Director for F ield Operations and Asset Management.  


To Chair Wasserman and the Commissioners ,  f irst  of al l ,  I  just  want to say 


thank you for the opportunity to provide an update on the Pi lot  today and for 


considering next steps.  BATA and Caltrans are proud of this work and appreciate the 


Commission’s support  of the Pi lot,  which permitted the innovat ive uses of the 


shoulders on the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge.   


BATA and Caltrans acknowledge BCDC’s long history of advocating for access in 
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this corridor and we want to assure you that  we take this very seriously.    


We are pleased to provide this report and presentat ion today and acknowledge 


that this is  a l itt le later than we had antic ipated.  But COVID was not part of our 


original  plan,  and it  was important to let  the post-COVID usage patterns abate in 


order to provide accurate f indings and make recommendations.  


L isa and I  wil l  be presenting updates and results of the Pi lot  Project on the 


Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge along with some recommendations for the future.  For 


today’s presentat ion we wil l  cover the fol lowing three topics:  an overview and recap 


of the project itsel f ,  the f indings and results from the project’s  Pi lot Study efforts ,  


and then we wi l l  conclude with recommended next steps and a proposal  for the Pi lot  


based on the current results and f indings.  


In 2014, BATA took responsibi l ity  for funding and implementing the Richmond-


San Rafael  Bridge Access Improvement Pi lot  Project,  undertaken in partnership with 


Caltrans,  the Transportation Authority of Marin,  and the Contra Costa Transportation 


Authority,  with the combined goals to address traff ic  congestion and provide bicycle 


and pedestrian access  to and across the Bridge.  This was undertaken to be 


consistent with the core strategies in the Plan Bay Area 2050, inc luding the Bay Trai l  


bui ld out.  


The project partners committed to a four-year pi lot  that  in Apri l  of  2018 


converted the lower deck emergency shoulder to a part -t ime third travel  lane, 


fol lowed in November of 2019 with the conversion of the upper deck emergency 


shoulder to a ful l-t ime 10-foot mult i-use bicycle and pedestrian path.   


Note for the sake of clarity please that the shoulder on the upper deck has not 
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been used as a travel  lane since the 1970s and in no part of this Pi lot  or in the 


recommendations we wil l  discuss today are we proposing to use the shoulder  on the 


upper deck as a travel  lane.  


The Pi lot  Project was designed for two main purposes.  The purposes of this 


project were to provide pedestr ian and bicyc le access a long the Interstate 580, which 


achieved the Bay Trai l  connections between the East Bay and Marin County through 


the mult i -use path on the upper deck of the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge and to 


reduce congest ion and travel  t ime on eastbound I-580 over the Richmond-San Rafael  


Bridge through the part-t ime third travel  lane on the lower deck of the Bridge.   


In addit ion, the Pi lot  Project provided for several  permanent improvements 


including permanent Trai l  connect ions for bicycl ists and pedestrians in Richmond and 


San Rafael  and permanent traff ic  improvements through the widening on the Br idge 


approaches.  


As mentioned in the previous sl ide,  in addit ion to the Pi lot  Project  


improvements built ,  monitored and st i l l  under study, the project  implemented non-


pilot permanent improvements and connect ions to exist ing tra i ls  and landmarks on 


each end of the Bridge to promote connectivity in support of the goals of the Plan 


Bay Area 2050 Plan.  


On the Contra Costa County side,  the project instal led a Class I  b i-direct ional 


path for bicycles and pedestr ians separated from automobile traff ic  by a permanent 


concrete barrier along the north side of westbound I -580 from the 


Tewkesbury/Standard Avenue intersect ion near Point Richmond to  Stenmark Dr ive 


near Point Molate.  This replaced the exist ing one-way Class I I  bicycle lanes that were 
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on both eastbound and westbound I-580.  


On the Marin County s ide,  the project  widened a 10-foot sidewalk to provide 


for a bi-direct ional path for bicycl ists and pedestrians along East Francisco Boulevard 


in the city of San Rafael.    


In addit ion, there is  an ongoing construction project to f in ish the remaining 


sidewalk  widenings that wil l  further c lose the gap between the mult i-use path on the 


Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge and the connections to Sir  Francis Drake Boulevard, 


Anderson Drive and connections to the Bay Trai l .  


Throughout the pi lot  period,  MTC and BATA also implemented init iat ives to 


encourage bike commutes across the Bridge.  They partnered with local  organizat ions 


and coalit ions for guided group r ides,  which included options to try e-bikes and bike 


educat ion and safety demonstrations.  They also started an e-bike commute program 


that provided discounts on e-bike purchases for quali f ied appl icants.  


As Katharine summarized in the beginning for you al l ,  and as detai led in the 


staff  report,  BCDC has a long history regarding access in the corridor,  and the permit 


reflects that .   Thank you, al l .   Now I  wil l  turn it  over to L isa K lein.  


Ms. Klein presented the fol lowing:   Good afternoon.  Thank you, Larry.   I  am 


going to pivot now to the Pi lot  Study results .   The evaluat ion of the Pi lot  was 


conducted by UC Berkeley Partners for Advanced Transportat ion Technology,  and I  


am going to cal l  them UC Berkeley PATH for short.   It  was a data-driven evaluation 


that addresses the areas identi f ied in the permit amendment.  


The evaluation inc ludes two reports.   The Phase I  Report was issued in the 


summer of 2022.  It  is  included in ful l  in your board packet .   And as you might 
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suspect ,  and as  Larry acknowledged, much of the data in that  report reflects the 


COVID period.  


The Phase I I  Report adds data through this spring,  very current data,  and it  wil l  


be publ ished in a couple of weeks.   


We do have some prel iminary results from that Phase I I  Report,  and we have 


included those in the summary memo in your board packet  and that is  what I  wi l l  be 


focused on in my presentation today.  


I  am going to very quickly run through the f indings on the Lower Deck Pi lot  


f irst  because I  suspect  there is  going to be more interest and discussion on the upper 


deck path.  


The results for the Lower Deck Pi lot  are real ly  quite c lear.   The project has 


been very,  very well  received by the publ ic as well .   Real ly,  as soon as it  opened that  


part-t ime lane essent ial ly  el iminated the eastbound congestion on the Bridge and it  


now saves East Bay commuters between 14 and 17 minutes on their return trip home 


in the evening.   


We have also seen some reductions on the traff ic  on local  streets  and we have 


seen reduction in the traff ic  incidents or crashes.  And we also f ind that dr ivers are 


general ly  fol lowing the rules about part-t ime use and not driv ing in it  when it  is  in 


fact a shoulder.  


When it  comes to the upper deck,  honest ly the results here are far  more 


mixed.  This is  true both of the data I  wil l  share with you and of the public reaction 


to the Pi lot.   We have,  I  bel ieve, demonstrated that publ ic  access is  important ,  and 


the path is  quite well  used, especial ly  on weekends.  At the same t ime, we have seen 
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some puzzl ing data emerging related to traff ic  incidents or crashes in these Phase I I  


f indings,  and we bel ieve that this suggests trying something a l itt le different to see 


what more we can learn.  


BATA and al l  of  the partners and Caltrans and al l  of  you, I  bel ieve, have heard 


very,  very strong opinions that support keeping the path and very strong opinions 


that support removing the path, and also strong opinions regarding use of the upper 


deck shoulder as a third traff ic  lane.   


I  just  want to re iterate,  as Larry noted at the beginning,  that that is  beyond 


the scope of this Pi lot  decis ion.   


The shoulder,  because it  has  not been a travel  lane for decades,  requires an 


entirely di fferent analysis  and requires a ful l  environmental  rev iew.  BATA and 


Caltrans are embarking on some analysis  at  the direction of the BATA Board, but i t  is  


not something we are asking BCDC to consider now, there is  quite a bit  more work to 


be done.  


There is  a lot  of data in the evaluat ion,  and I  am going to focus on a few key 


areas in my presentation.  I  wi l l  s tart  with path usage and safety .  


The dai ly  usage on the path is  about two and a hal f  t imes higher on weekends 


than weekdays.  This means essent ial ly  that  the number of people  using it  over a 


weekend is  about the same as the number of people using it  over the work week.  On 


average, there are 360 bicycle tr ips per day on a Saturday or a Sunday and 140 tr ips 


on a weekday.  There is  quite a bit  of seasonal variation.  For example,  on Saturdays 


in the summer the average is  c loser to 500 trips total  that day.   


Someone asked me the other day about traff ic  volumes on the Br idge and 
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those average about 35,000 vehicles a day on the upper deck.  


On the use of the path, the majority of t r ips,  about 85%, are recreational  


based on surveys that were conducted in the evaluat ion.  Over the course of a week, 


that would be about 1200 recreational  tr ips and about 200 commute trips .  


When it  comes to safety,  those who use the path say they feel  quite safe and 


comfortable us ing it ,  giv ing it  an 8 out of 10 rating.  


There has been a lot of attent ion and some, I  think,  perhaps confusion about 


traff ic  congestion.  It  i s  true that over the past decade or so the congestion in this  


corridor has grown considerably.    


When we look more closely at  the recent data,  however,  the regular 


congestion patterns are not real ly  that di fferent today than they were before the 


path and the Pi lot.   That is  i l lustrated by this graph here on the r ight .   We cal l  this  a 


heat map.  It  shows when and where traff ic  speeds are slowest during the morning 


commute.  It  is  real ly  good for looking at what I  wil l  ca l l  regular congest ion patterns,  


but i t  does not real ly  do a good job of capturing the experience when there are 


incidents or crashes.  I  wil l  come back to that in a moment. 


The upper hal f  of this colorful  chart here shows 2019 condit ions,  and the lower 


half  shows 2023.  You can see that the patterns of red, and red shows speeds,  they 


are real ly  quite s imilar.   That is  even though the traff ic  today is  about 90% of the 


volumes that used the Bridge in 2019 before COVID.  The red indicates very slow 


speeds,  less than 35 miles per hour,  and the pink is  up to 55 miles per hour.  


The width of the graph correlates with the geography.  I f  you start  on the 


right,  that letter  D there in Richmond, corre lates with Regatta Boulevard.  Point C is  
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Stenmark Dr ive r ight about at the Toll  Plaza.   And then point B is  S ir  Francis Drake 


Boulevard in Marin.  


The height of each graph represents the hours during the morning.   I f  you look 


at the 2023 graph on the bottom, you can see that typical ly  that congestion shown in 


red starts a l itt le after  6 a.m. and it  is  very,  very close to the tol l  plaza.  Between 


7:00 and 8:00 a.m. a backup grew, this is  2023, to Regatta Boulevard.  And then i t  


decreases over the course of the morning and diss ipates there a l itt le bit  after about 


10:00 a.m. 


Compared to 2019, the backup in 2023 was about a quarter of a  mile longer 


and it  also dissipated about 15 minutes ear l ier.   So,  it  i s  very,  very similar .    


Again,  this is  regular commute traff ic ,  not real ly  ref lecting inc idents.   I  think it  


is  worth acknowledging that an inc ident probably generates much slower speeds on 


the Bridge.  The speeds on the bridge are shown in the big pink box,  I  forgot to 


mention that .   It  would probably generate much more slower speeds on the Bridge 


and perhaps more backup in Richmond, I  think that is  probably more l ikely what 


people remember.  


I  am going to turn now to incidents.   This is  a place where the data leaves us,  


frankly,  with more questions than answers.   Honestly,  it  is  harder than we would l ike 


probably to correlate incidents and congest ion and we do have a lot of information 


on inc idents and incident rates.    


The Phase I I  f indings suggest that incident rates overal l  are down about 15 to 


20% over the course of the day,  but they are  up about 20 to 30% during the morning 


peak.  That is  of interest to us because the peak is  when inc idents are l ikely to cause 
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the most backup and the most headaches for commuters.  


On the left  of this chart in the blue and red there,  the sl ide shows that the 


increase in incidents,  the incident rates has gone up in the morning,  it  is  largely in 


col l is ions that are rearends or  s ideswipes.  Those are the most common types of 


incidents so that is  perhaps not surpris ing.  


On the r ight in the green and orange, the data shows that the increase in 


incidents are mostly the kind of incidents where there is  no reported injury ,  as 


opposed to incidents where there is  a serious injury or a fatal i ty.  


I  spent a l itt le bit  more t ime on this topic .   As you guess,  the t ime that it  takes 


for emergency responders to get to an incident real ly  makes a difference.  Not only 


have inc ident rates increased during the morning peak, but the UC Berkeley PATH 


Study also found it  may be taking longer to respond to them.   


Response t imes can real ly  range a lot from less than 5 minutes to 30 or 40 


minutes,  or in a real ly  extreme incident even longer than that .   Today, the average is  


16 minutes to respond and that is  compared to about 13 minutes before the Pi lot.    


And I  wi l l  acknowledge that sounds very small  and you are probably 


wondering,  why do we care if  it  is  a smal l  change.  I  wil l  say we care because each 


minute of delayed response to an inc ident mult ipl ies traff ic  by a factor of four.   And 


this creates more uncertainty about travel  t imes and that real ly  can be a big deal 


when you have got to get to work on t ime.  


I  am going to brief ly  recap the f indings here and then talk about our proposed 


next steps.  


The results for the lower deck part-t ime lane are very clear and very posit ive 
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in terms of addressing the purpose of the project,  rel ieving congestion.  


As I  just  discussed, results for the upper deck path are much less  clear.   I  do 


think we have real ly  demonstrated the importance of access on this Bay Trai l  


segment,  especia l ly  on weekends.  


While there is  no increase in the regular congest ion, there is  some kind of 


thought-provoking data when it  comes to weekday incidents,  and we would real ly  l ike 


to try something di fferent so we can learn more. 


That brings me to our proposal ,  which is  graphical ly  summarized on this s l ide.  


This is  the BATA and Caltrans proposal ,  and i t  is  st i l l  subject to Board approval as the 


Chair mentioned in his  introductory remarks.    


We are proposing to make the lower deck part-t ime lane permanent,  a 


permanent condit ion, as it  i s .   And we are proposing to extend the Pi lot  with some 


modif icat ions on the upper deck to answer the questions raised by the data and to 


better understand the role of an emergency shoulder.  


Speci f ica l ly,  we are proposing to retain the mult i-use path on days where there 


is  less commute traff ic,  restore the shoulder on other days of the week, and run a 


bike shutt le when that  space is  funct ioning as a shoulder.    


The shuttle service operations and the days that we would provide the path, 


we are st i l l  working those out,  to be honest .   I  think,  you know, weekends and 


Fridays and holidays are good candidates for the path.  We may even be able to open 


the path midday Thursday, and we wi l l  be reviewing the traff ic  and operat ions on 


that.   I f  we could do that,  we would real ly  have an extension that was about hal f-


t ime path and half-t ime a shoulder.  
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We are proposing to extend through the end of 2025, and we might possibly 


ask for a longer extension.  That would real ly  depend on the start  date,  how quickly 


we can get in front of you for a permit amendment,  or i f  we need a l itt le addit ional 


t ime for proper evaluation.  


Let me just clarify what we are trying to achieve with this proposal.   The f i rst  


is  it  real ly  a l lows us to learn more about this constrained real  estate on the Bridge 


and how it  operates,  while we keep the Bay Trai l  segment open in the t imes it  is  most 


used.  It  al lows us to get more data on safety and operations with the emergency 


shoulder open on weekdays.  And it  al lows us a better understanding of access.   I  am 


curious,  real ly,  whether we would attract some different Bay Trai l  users with a 


shutt le service.  And i t  al lows us to take a closer look at equity.    


The demographics and equity considerat ions of users was not something in the 


current,  in the or ig inal  scope for the UC Berkeley PATH and we think this is  worth 


spending some t ime on.  I  think it  is  important when you think about the var iabi l ity  


and congest ion due to  incidents in the morning.  


It  also a l lows us to continue working on projects such as the Richmond-San 


Rafael  Forward that wil l  make the approach to the Bridge and Richmond work better 


and speed up transit  and carpools in the corridor.  


Before I  wrap up, I  am just going to spend a minute on the Richmond-San 


Rafael  Forward projects.   These are ful ly  funded projects that wi l l  move us toward a 


mult i-modal corridor,  and we believe they wil l  a l leviate but not el iminate congestion 


in Richmond.  


Probably the most impactful  of these projects,  the biggest,  is  the Open Road 
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Toll ing and HOV Lane Extension that would open by the end of 2025.  This project wi l l  


do two things.   It  wi l l  remove the tol l  booths at the plaza,  and it  wil l  streamline 


traff ic  through the plaza to reduce the slowdown that happens when merging.  R ight 


now, the plaza widens out to seven lanes and then it  goes back to a few lanes to get 


on the Br idge, so it  wi l l  streamline that traff ic.  


It  wil l  also provide an HOV lane extension for carpools and buses through 


Richmond.  


We are also working with AC Transit  and Golden Gate Transit  to instal l  t ransit  


s ignal  prior ity on Cutt ing Boulevard.  


We expect to make some improvements to the Richmond Parkway interchange 


by 2026 that wil l  help with some of the local  congestion and the traff ic  divers ion.  


 In paral lel ,  although not shown on this s l ide,  Caltrans and BATA are looking at 


the abil ity  to use the upper deck shoulder on the Bridge as a carpool lane, potentia l ly  


in conjunction with a part-t ime path.  As I  mentioned earl ier,  that real ly  requires a 


ful l  environmental  review process,  and it  is  not the subject of the item before you 


today.  


This my last  s l ide.  In terms of next steps,  we are certainly very interested to 


hear your thoughts and questions today.  


Our f irst  step though before we can come back to you for a formal action is  


f irst  to ask  BATA to authorize staff,  that is  me, to pursue the proposal.   We wil l  be 


making an init ial  presentation to a BATA committee next week and then we wil l  be 


seeking approval f rom the ful l  Authority at  the end of the month.  


Second, we need to real ly  define the parameters of the modif icat ion l ike the 
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days of the week, the bike shutt le operat ions,  and work more closely with BCDC staff  


on the best  approach to the permit,  part icularly with respect to the lower deck.  


Third,  we would submit a formal request for amendment for your 


consideration at a later meeting.  


Thank you very much for your attent ion and we look forward to your 


discussions after Katherine c loses us out.  


Ms. Pan cont inued:  Thank you for that presentation.  I  also wanted to note 


that the current permit speci f ica l ly  prohibits  the alteration or removal of the 


faci l it ies without a permit amendment.  And so in this sort  of weird space where the 


authorizat ion for the Pi lot  Project has run out,  before the next amendment comes in,  


Caltrans has submitted a request for a non-material  t ime extension to extend the 


authorizat ion for the exist ing Pi lot  as-is  to give them some time to f inish up their 


proposal ,  f inish up their evaluation and come back with a material  amendment 


request later this year.  


At this point,  it  seems worthwhi le to share the legal  and policy bases for how a 


future proposal  for  the Pi lot  wil l  be analyzed.  


First ,  as a lways,  it  is  important to remember that Section 66602 of the 


McAteer-Petris  Act f inds that exist ing public  access to the shorel ine and waters of 


the San Francisco Bay is  inadequate, and that maximum feasible publ ic  access 


consistent with the proposed project should be provided.  


The Bay Plan further expands on this ,  in part icular and its  public  access 


polic ies,  and a lso includes a section of transportation pol icies and f indings that are 


relevant to this case.  And to paraphrase, Transportation Policies 1 and 4 require the 
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Commission to encourage the development of alternative modes of transportation 


and to include pedestr ian and bicyc le paths in transportation projects on br idges 


over the Bay.   


These are based on f indings that primary re l iance on s ingle-occupant vehic les 


for transportat ion in the Bay Area results in further pressures to use the Bay as a 


route for future roadways and br idges.  And that pressure to f i l l  the Bay can be 


reduced by providing safe and convenient publ ic  pathways for non-motorized forms 


of travel.  


Before closing,  I  would l ike to offer some questions for the Commission to 


consider in your discussion.  Staff  appreciates any insights  or direction you are able 


to provide in response to these questions as we prepare to return with the 


permittees later this year with their amendment request.  


This f irst  question is  related to the condit ions of the permit and s imply asks 


whether the Commission believes that there is  suff ic ient information at this t ime to 


remove the improvements,  make them permanent,  or  propose an alterat ion.  


For the second quest ion, knowing that the permittee plans to request an 


amendment to the permit for a modif ied Pi lot  Project,  what information would the 


Commission l ike to be included in the application and/or the staff  analys is  to support  


a determination of whether the proposed modifications are appropriate?  


For the third question, at  the conclusion of the Pi lot,  including any extended 


or modif ied version of  the Pi lot,  what information should be provided to support a 


determinat ion of whether non-motorized public access is  feasible on the Br idge? 


Lastly,  at  the conclus ion of the Pi lot,  what information should be provided to 
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support a determination of whether any proposed permanent project would be 


providing the maximum feasible publ ic  access on the Bridge consistent with that 


project?  


With that,  thank you very much for your attention to this presentation.  Staff  


and the permittees are happy to answer any clari fying quest ions you may have.  


Mr. Scharff  interjected:   Chair Wasserman, I  would just  l ike to make a short 


statement.  I  just  wanted to remind everyone that this is  an informational briefing 


and that this may come before us for a permanent amendment as you have heard.   


Therefore,  I  just  want to state that now is  not the t ime to state support or 


opposit ion to something that may come before us for a permit amendment.   That 


general  comments and concerns that do not state how you would vote on a permit 


amendment are okay,  and that the focus should be on responding to these four 


quest ions that staff  has posed.  


Chair Wasserman cont inued:  I  am going to start  with questions for 


clari f icat ion from the Commissioners and then we wil l  go to publ ic  comment.  I  am 


going to start  with Commissioner Gioia.  


Commissioner Gioia  commented:  Thank you for the presentat ions.  As 


someone who l ives in Richmond and represents the area that is  the approach to the 


Bridge, and I  have been both a dr iver in my car on the Bridge and a biker across the 


Bridge, so I  have experienced the enjoyment of biking,  the frustration of delays,  so I  


understand the dynamics of this.  


I  do have a  number of quest ions that wil l  help us later to answer the 


Commission questions,  but one of them deals with a ir  quality studies that you may 
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do;  and I  wanted to get Greg Nudd before he leaves and then I  wil l  have Lisa come 


up.    


Greg is  a senior off ic ia l  at  the Air  D istrict .   As Greg comes up, because I  think 


part of it  is  what are we going to ask for in the study, and I  know you are going to be 


doing air  qual ity analysis  we wil l  ask.   As an Air  District  member that is  an issue that 


is  been raised.   


I  do think it  is  important to clar ify.   Because there is  a lot  of good information 


and not-so-accurate information that is  out  there in the publ ic about al l  of  this  


potentia l  proposal .   I  know it  is  c lear that there is  no proposal  to  make this lane a 


vehicle lane for cars ,  potentia l ly  an HOV transit  lane, but not just  a vehicle lane.  A 


lot of the comments we hear,  I  think people think it  i s  going to be turned into a 


vehicle lane.   


Then there is  this stuff  going around that the bike lane has caused more air  


pollut ion, which has not happened.  But I  wanted to understand,  Greg.  Can you just 


comment about air  pollut ion impacts so far,  as part  one.  And part  two, i f  we were to 


ask,  as they do studies,  what k inds of studies would make sense?   


It  sounds l ike the alternatives you are looking at ,  us ing it  as a shoulder,  using 


it  as an HOV/transit  lane have different impl ications for congestion and air  qual ity.   I  


know you had to leave so I  wanted to ask you that before going back to MTC. 


Mr. Nudd commented:  Sure,  I  wi l l  keep it  br ief.   R ight now, we do not have 


any evidence that the bike lane is  causing greater air  pollution in Richmond.  The 


data that we see is  consistent with what we see near every freeway in the Bay area 


where there are s ignif icant increases in a ir  pollut ion in the mornings.   But that  is  
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typical  of pretty much every freeway in the Bay Area.  


In terms of things to consider.   When you are doing an air  quality evaluation of 


a traff ic  improvement project you want to look at the types of vehicles that  are 


traveling.   By that I  mean l ight duty vehic les  versus diesel  t rucks.   You want to look 


at vehicle speeds before and after;  and you want to look at total  vehicle throughput 


before and after.    


What we are f inding recently is  because l ight duty vehicle ta i lpipe emissions 


are so low, congestion is  not real ly  an issue for l ight duty vehicles from an air  qual ity 


standpoint.    


Obviously,  it  i s  an issue from a quality-of-l i fe standpoint,  and it  can be an air  


quality issue if  it  causes traff ic  to back up on surface streets,  especial ly  i f  there are 


diesel  vehicles in  that traff ic  mix.  


The thing to be careful  about though is  induced demand.  I f  you make some 


modif icat ions that end up having greater throughput  through the area you can 


actually  see increases in particulate matter,  even though the congestion is  lower.  It  


is  a l itt le bit  of a di fferent framework than what we are used to dealing with in terms 


of congestion.  And that real ly  has to do with,  f i rst  of a l l ,  having c leaner cars,  which 


is  great,  but a lso having better understanding about the impacts of brake wear and 


t ire wear and road dust from an a ir  quality  standpoint.  


Commissioner Gioia  asked:   How does more congestion versus less  congestion 


affect the larger source from cars now, which is  there brake and t i re wear and road 


dust as opposed to the tai lpipe emissions?  How does having congestion versus not 


having congestion affect that part?  
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Mr. Nudd explained:   Tire wear tracks direct ly with vehicle miles traveled 


(VMT),  as does road dust,  so the more vehic le miles traveled you have the more t ire 


wear you have.   


A recent study came out showing that most of the microplastics in  the Bay are 


actually  t ire wear.   So,  the more VMT you have, the more t ire wear you have, more 


air  pollut ion, more water pollution.   


With electric  vehicles we are seeing increased t ire wear because folks use 


their t ires as brakes through regenerative braking,  but you see less brake wear,  so 


the net impact of electric  vehicles on that is  quest ionable.  


In terms of diesel ,  i f  you have got diesel  t rucks id l ing that is  going to be a big 


problem for the community,  especial ly  i f  they are on surface level  streets.  


Commissioner Gioia  acknowledged:  Thanks,  Greg, that is  al l  I  had.  But it  


sounds l ike when you do a study the Air District  wil l  be involved making comments 


and reviewing the parameters of the study to ensure that we are gett ing the r ight 


overview and the right comment on that.   And the Air Distr ict  is  prepared to do that.  


Mr. Nudd agreed:  Yes,  we are happy to help MTC, provide some technical  


support on that.   We are already working with them on the overal l  improvement 


projects and helping make sure that they have got the right  technical  approach with 


the contractors they are using for the air  quality analys is.  


Commissioner Gioia  acknowledged and cont inued:  Great,  thanks.  


I  just  had a few questions on the presentation, maybe to L isa or Caltrans,  just  


to be clear.    


You are not proposing a through lane, you are proposing HOV and transit  long-
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term, but your permit applicat ion may seek just to have a shoulder  for a per iod of 


t ime and then this HOV transit  lane.  How are you going to be able  to dist inguish 


dur ing this modif ied period the changes under the modif ied permit i f  you are also 


making the changes which are going to benefit  the Richmond-San Rafael  Forward?   


Because r ight now you have three lanes of traff ic ,  going to seven at the tol l  


plaza,  going down to two.  And your proposal  is  to have three lanes of traff ic ,  three 


through the tol l  plaza,  down to two, which is  going to have, I  think,  a big posit ive 


effect on reducing congestion.   


So,  to the extent that you are looking at that benef it  from that project,  how 


are you going to dist inguish that from what you are doing in the modif ied proposal,  


the modif ied permit?  Assuming it  is  successful,  r ight?  To be real ly  clear here to the 


public ,  we are ask ing quest ions to get information.  We could potential ly  be 


disqualif ied from voting,  as our counsel said,  i f  we start  speci fying support and 


opposit ion.  Plus,  we do not have a l l  the information to make a decision, r ight?  


Ms. Klein replied:   Right,  that is  r ight.   No, that is  a very good question, and 


we are trying to thread a needle here.  What we would hope to be able to do is  very 


quick ly come back to you.  Submit the request for the permit amendment to try this 


modif icat ion.  As you noted, the modif ication would restore the shoulder on the 


weekdays,  no traff ic  on that lane.  And we would l ike to be able to  run that through 


before.  We would l ike to be able to open that pretty quickly .   Run that next year 


before the Forward Project opens.  The Forward Project is  projected to open at the 


end of 2025 and so that would give us,  hopeful ly,  about a good year’s worth of data 


before those improvements get made to the tol l  plaza.  
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Commissioner Gioia  asked:   It  i s  your belief the Forward Project is  going to 


have a great benefit  at  reducing congestion there.  Have you thought about how 


much? 


Ms. Klein answered:  I  think the Forward Project is  not going to el iminate 


congestion at the to l l  plaza,  r ight.   We would not be building an HOV lane if  it  would 


because you would not have an advantage.  I  know that I  have those numbers in my 


notes and how much i t  is .   I  think it  is  a few minutes worth of rel ief  for the general  


lanes.  It  is  far more benefic ial  to the carpools and the transit  vehicles that wi l l  be 


able to use the HOV lane and it  was a few minutes worth.  


Commissioner Gioia  continued his quest ioning:   How are you thinking of doing 


enforcement?  I  have had an electric  car for  10 years.   I  drive in HOV lanes that are 


packed al l  the t ime because I  think more than half  the dr ivers do not have the 


number of passengers or have an e lectric  car .   Obviously,  there is  the potent ial  for a 


traff ic  lane.  How are you going to address that?  


Ms. Klein replied:   Yes,  and that is  a real ly  good question.  Enforc ing carpool 


lanes is  tough, there is  no doubt about it .   You al l  see that al l  the t ime on the road 


and so do I .    


We do a l itt le bit  better on the bridge approaches.   It  i s  a l itt le bit  easier on 


the br idge approaches than it  is ,  say,  on Interstate 80 in your neck of the woods 


there.  And that is  because the dr ivers are going through a single point at  the tol l  


plaza where there is  an HOV lane.  They are currently a l itt le s lower r ight there than 


they are on Interstate  80.  You can put a highway patrol  vehic le pretty much right 


there and they can look and see who is  in the lane.  And that is  much easier than 







34 


 


BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


having them drive by when cars are moving with traff ic  on the regular freeway.  


Commissioner Gioia  asked:   Could you col lect this same data with less days of 


modif ied changes?  You just proposed something that was a Thursday through 


Sunday, which is  potentia l ly  50/50.  How many days do you need to real ly  col lect the 


data to make a f inal  decision? 


Ms. Klein replied:   I  do not think I  have a real  specif ic  answer to that question.  


What we are doing in trying to assess the number of days is  real ly  trying to balance 


the traff ic  patterns that we see where there is  the congest ion and the number of 


vehicles that are traveling on the Bridge,  and we see very clear patterns thus far .   


Traff ic  volumes are very consistent Tuesday,  Wednesday, Thursday.  Monday is  very 


close to those and then Fr iday the traff ic  is  lower.  That is  one of the things we are 


real ly  considering when we look at what days we want to operate the path.  


Commissioner Gioia  continued:  You have proposed a bike shutt le  for the days 


that the bike lane is  not avai lable,  which presumably is  in the lane of traff ic,  which is  


also congested.  Is  there any reason your proposal  could not inc lude a bike shuttle,  


on the shoulder,  a smaller vehicle on the shoulder,  that puts the, again assuming this 


goes forward, r ight? 


Ms. Klein answered:  Right.  


Commissioner Gioia  continued:  That puts bikes on the shoulder that gets them 


across.   B ike or pedestrian I  should say.  


Ms. Klein stated:   I  think that is  a real ly  interesting idea and I  think it  is  


something we would have to look at.   We would want to real ly  work through that 


with Caltrans as the owner of the Bridge and understand what  that kind of operation 
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would mean.  I  think i t  is  a real ly  interest ing suggest ion and something we wil l  look 


at.  


Commissioner Gioia  continued:  This is  more to BCDC.  One of the things we 


obviously have to consider,  maximum feas ible publ ic access,  al l  those standards.  


Have shuttles been used on some temporary  or long-term basis to deal with public  


access issues?  This is  real ly  to the staff.   Have they?  And maybe i t  is  also a legal  


quest ion of whether or not it  meets public access having a shuttle .  


Ms. Klein stated:   I  am looking at  Ashley to see just in terms of,  l ike,  


detouring,  I  guess.  


Commissioner Gioia  continued:  Yes,  how does the maximum feas ible public  


access interplay with using a shuttle on some days in place of actually  providing the 


access?  


Bay Design Analyst  Tomerl in f ielded this question:   Ashley Tomerl in,  Bay 


Design Analyst.   We have seen shuttles on the Richmond Br idge previously and then 


at Middle Harbor Road related to Middle Harbor Shorel ine Park.   


The use of shuttles does not seem to be popular e ither with user groups or the 


agencies running them.  The Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge shutt le was run prior to the 


1997 Richmond Bridge permit,  and it  was cancelled due to low ridership and 


dissatisfaction on the parts of the bicycl ists just  due to unrel iabi l ity.  


Commissioner Gioia  acknowledged:  Just wondered.  Okay, thanks.  


And just a couple of f inal .   Is  there a reason you want to go forward with the 


shoulder as  opposed to wait ing,  col lect ing more, and apply for a permit when you 


have done the analysis  to look at an HOV transit  lane? 
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Ms. Klein answered:  Yes,  that is  a good question.  


Commissioner Gioia  continued:  Because you hear,  a shoulder is  a  shoulder,  


and I  wil l  get to the incident  question in a  second.  


Ms. Klein continued:  Right.   I  think it  real ly  does relate to the inc idents.   It  


has been a while now since we had a shoulder on that Bridge, r ight.   It  has been four 


years and there was COVID in between it ,  r ight .   And I  think one of the things that we 


wonder a l itt le bit  about is,  do people real ly  remember the experience of the Bridge 


before the Pi lot and is  there maybe some?  I t  has been a while .    


So,  this question about what happens when there is  an inc ident?  At this point 


we only have the more recent experience, r ight ,  where we have the path, and we do 


think that there is  some value in gett ing fresh data.   


It  is  a lso true that traff ic  is  90% of what it  was before COVID and so it  may 


funct ion a l itt le di fferently now in this period than it  did back in 2018, 2019.  That is  


one reason we would l ike to go ahead and do it  now. 


Commissioner Gioia  asked:   How long is  it  go ing to take you to analyze and 


determine whether it  is  feas ible to have a HOV transit  lane there?  Because I  assume 


that is  where you ult imately are trying to end up in your permit appl ication, but this 


intermediate use of a shoulder is  just  different.   How long is  it  going to take you? 


Ms. Klein answered:  Right.   Wel l ,  I  do not know where we are try ing to end 


up.   I  think we are looking at options and we want to understand what the analysis  


wil l  show. 


In terms of how long the analysis  takes,  it  is  a two-step process.   We are doing 


an init ial  analysis,  we cal l  it  a  design a lternative assessment,  and we are trying to 
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move very expedit iously through that and complete that by the end of the year.   That 


wil l  give us a general  sense of feasibi l ity.    


In order to real ly  pursue this and to come back for a permit,  we would have to 


complete a ful l  environmental  review.  It  would be comparable in scope to the 


environmental  review we did for the current  pi lot  and that was a two-year process.   


So,  it  is  a good two-plus years before we could come back and ask  for a permit for an 


HOV lane, two plus years,  probably three.  


Commissioner Gioia  acknowledged:  So,  the Commission is  looking at  maybe 


three general  alternat ive options.  One is  whether to cont inue the current status 


quo, second is  whether to amend the permit  to a shoulder,  third is  whether 


ult imately to amend the permit to have HOV and a transit .    


What you want  us to do, it  sounds l ike,  i s  study what the benefits  or not of the 


shoulder are.  And if  we found that there was not a great benef it ,  that we would 


potentia l ly  go back to status quo or then entertain later an application on an HOV.   


Because there’s di fferent cost benefits ,  I  should say for each of those, r ight?  


A shoulder versus HOV transit  is  a big di fference, with di fferent cost benef its and 


different impacts on congestion and air  qual ity and al l  of  that.   But you are only 


going to col lect data on the shoulder,  you are not going to col lect data on the HOV 


and the transit .  


Ms. Klein acknowledged:  Right,  that is  true.  We wil l  be doing analysis  in 


paral lel  though on the HOV lane on the shoulder.   So,  the tr ick  is  to bring a l l  this  


together.  


Commissioner Gioia  stated:   But  you are not going to have data from an HOV 
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transit .  


Ms. Klein replied:   We wil l  not have data for  it .   I  think one of the chal lenges in 


traff ic  analysis  is  this  notion of incidents and this non-recurr ing congestion and that 


is  a place where I  think real  l i fe experience is  especial ly  valuable.    


Incidents are tremendously variable,  r ight?  It  is  anything from you get a f lat  


t ire and you pul l  over,  to a major crash.  They vary on the weather and the t ime of 


day and the l ight ing and there is  just  so much variation.  So,  I  think that is  an area 


where direct experience is  particularly valuable.   I  think as an industry,  i f  you wi l l ,  


we do a l itt le better at  traff ic  analys is  when we are talk ing about,  you know. 


Commissioner Gioia  continued:  Right.   You calculate there were some 


increases in incidents,  I  get it ,  in the morning,  6:00 to 9:00.  But how many incidents 


are we talking about?  What is  the actual  absolute number of inc idents?  And what is  


the data you have that shows what the impact of that incident  was on any increased 


congestion or not?  


Ms. Klein explained:   Right,  yes.   We measure the incidents as rates,  typical ly,  


and the rates are the numbers  that are included in your packet.   I t  is  rates per mi l l ion 


vehicle miles  traveled so it  is  a very,  very small  number.  Which is  real ly  a good 


thing,  r ight,  because you do not want a lot of crashes.  So those numbers are in your 


packet.   I  would have to go back and look at the actual  number of incidents over a 


period of t ime.  I  do not have that on top of  my head.  


Commissioner Gioia  stated:   I  think that is  useful  and how much then?  That is  


a quest ion I  have to come back to us.   How many days was that and how much did it  


actually  affect congestion or how much did it  affect delay? 
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Ms. Klein concurred:   Right.  


Commissioner Gioia  noted:   We do not have that real ly.   Thanks.  Those are 


some questions about it .  


Commissioner Nelson was recognized:   A couple of addit ional questions.   The 


f irst  is  very much along that same l ine.  I  had struggled when I  was looking at those 


graphics to look at number of inc idents per mil l ion mi les traveled.   I  have no idea 


what that translates to in terms of the real -world number of inc idents.   How they are 


distr ibuted.  Do they happen at di fferent t imes of day.  I f  you are considering vary ing 


the use of that shoulder that distribution might matter .   We do not need those 


answers now.  But as we think about moving forward as you folks  are prepar ing to 


come back to us,  it  would real ly  help i f  those numbers  came back to us in numbers 


that we could understand.  


A couple of other questions.   I  share Commissioner Gioia’s  questions and 


concern about not seeing this as a one-way step toward a transit  l ine.  We have not 


made that decis ion yet and you are not proposing we make that decision yet .   But the 


debate here real ly  is  about emergency.   


The tradeoff is  real ly  not about traff ic,  it  is  about emergency use of that lane 


compared to,  it  is  emergency-related traff ic  congestion related to the current bicyc le 


use,  r ight.   That is  the tradeoff we are ta lking about.   So,  I  just  want to make sure we 


are al l  c lear about that.  


One of the things just  with that in mind I  was trying to understand, you said 


that the volume of traff ic  today is  about 90% of the pre-COVID levels but the 


congestion level  is  pretty similar or maybe a l itt le bit  worse than pre-COVID.  Can you 
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help us understand why that is?  I  would expect the congestion to be lower.  


Ms. Klein replied:   A l i tt le bit  lower.  I  think that is  one of the questions.   I  


would say it  is  comparable.   I  would not say it  is  a l itt le bit  worse,  I  would say it  is  


real ly  very comparable.  It  i s  a l itt le dif ferent in  shape, but it  is  real ly  pretty 


comparable.   I  think that is  a good quest ion and I  am not sure we have a great answer 


for it .   St i l l ,  a  lot  of the congestion real ly  has to do with that tol l  plaza and the fact i t  


widens out and it  comes back down.  You have got to merge in the back.  So that is  


one of the considerations.  


The PATH Study did f ind, I  d id not highl ight it  because I  do not think it  i s  


necessar i ly  central  to the discussion today, but the PATH Study did f ind that there is  


a s l ight decrease in capacity on the Br idge with the barrier  in place.  That may have 


to do with how the cars are moving across the Bridge, they may be a l itt le s lower 


r ight next to the barrier,  they may be choosing more to be in the left  lane because 


they do not want to be next to the barr ier.    


But what  we found is  that it  has not real ly  dramatical ly  affected the 


performance on the traff ic  across the Br idge, it  is  sort  of hiding in the background 


there.  


Could it  be something with traff ic?  We do not know now if  this is  a new 


normal,  we also do not know that,  r ight?  I f  traff ic  were to grow back,  could it  be a 


consideration?  Could it  make the backup worse?  Maybe it  could.  That is  also very 


hard to test in real  l i fe when traff ic  is  low.  


Commissioner Nelson continued:  A couple of other questions that would be 


helpful  i f  you could provide us more information when you come back.  And I  suspect 
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we are going to be hearing about some of this f rom the publ ic.    


The documents indicate that the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge is  the second-


most popular br idge for bicycle transit  compared to the Bay Bridge.  It  would be good 


to have those numbers as well .   That connection does not go al l  the way across 


currently but those would be good numbers  to see. 


I  would also be real ly  interested, and I  would be interested in members of the 


public talking about  this as well ,  is  to what  extent,  i f  any,  is  the low use on the 


Bridge related to connections on either end?  I  was not quite sure.   


Larry,  you were ta lking about the connection on the west end of the Bridge, 


and I  was not sure whether that was real ly  affecting bicyc le use in a s ignif icant way 


that might have an impact on use.  So that is  just  a question for everybody about to 


what extent,  i f  any,  is  the use being,  frankly,  lower than I  would have expected, 


especia l ly  dur ing the weekdays,  related to access off  of the Br idge? 


And the last  question is,  i f  we are considering going back to a shuttle,  it  would 


be helpful  to hear from the members of the public ,  and it  would help us see the 


numbers.   Staff  just  sa id that that was cancelled because of a lack of public support .   


That could have been unrel iabi l ity  of the shuttle,  it  could be the fact that members 


of the publ ic are much more enthusiastic about traveling across the Bridge by bicyc le 


rather than in the back of a van.  But those would be good numbers to have before us 


as well .   I  think that  is  it ,  thank you.  


Ms. Klein responded:  Through the Chair,  i f  you would l ike me to respond to 


any of those,  I  can tackle them now or I  can hold them and we can do it  when we 


come back.  
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Chair Wasserman replied:   Unless you think there is  something very specif ic,  I  


think most of them are intended as guidance for what comes back to us.  


Ms. Klein acknowledged:  Certainly .  


Commissioner Gunther was recognized:   Just to fol low up briefly.   I  think the 


discussion seems to be centering around the need for benchmarks to better analyze 


the quant itative information that you are giving us.    


For example,  there’s  500 people each weekend on the Br idge.  Is  that a lot  or 


is  it  not a lot?  Did we project in 2016 what it  would be?  That kind of benchmarking 


would help us interpret,  r ight,  14 to 17 minutes saved eastbound.   I  am getting the 


impression that  is  a lot.   Compared to what?   I  think that would be real ly  helpful.   


And just a couple of things l ike the number of incidents.   Are there incidents in  the 


pedestr ian/bike lane? 


Ms. Klein answered:  I t  is  a very smal l  number,  i f  there were any at al l .  


Commissioner Gunther continued:  Would reducing the speed on the Bridge 


reduce the number of incidents? 


Ms. Klein replied:   Through the Chair ,  would you l ike me to respond now or 


this for  guidance?  I  am happy to take your guidance.  I  know you have other business 


to take care of.  


Chair Wasserman stated:   I  would take these as guidance for the information 


we need.  


Commissioner Gunther continued:  That is  a l l  they are meant for ,  thank you.  I  


know that sometimes it  feels l ike you are pull ing something out of  thin air .   But in 


terms of interacting then with the greater publ ic,  as I  was responsible for us ing 
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scient if ic  information to decide if  the Bay is  healthy.  Wel l ,  is  it?   How do you do 


that?  There is  no health meter you put into it ,  r ight .    


You have to come up with a sense of what is  good.  Whatever you decide to 


do, and whatever we al l  agree to do going forward, to have some goals,  some kind of 


benchmarks out there,  we think this is  going to reduce the number of inc idents by 


whatever and then let ’s  see what happens.  At least we can get a sense from that of 


what these statist ics mean.   


Again,  I  am going to reiterate,  there is  no right answer to this,  r ight.   But,  your 


expert judgment,  informed by everybody else’s,  helps guide the discuss ion in the 


future.  Thanks.  


Commissioner Eklund inquired:   I  just  have some clarifying quest ions because I  


have not been as involved in this project as a lot  of others have been.  What you are 


saying is  that the lower deck,  which goes eastbound, the bike lane wil l  remain? 


Ms. Klein replied:   On the lower deck there is  a part-t ime traff ic  lane.  The 


lower deck is  a vehic le lane 2:00 to 7:00 p.m. 


Commissioner Eklund asked:  It  is  not a bike lane? 


Ms. Klein answered:  I t  is  not a bike lane,  yes,  that is  correct .  


Commissioner Eklund acknowledged:  Okay.  The bike lane/pedestr ian is  only 


on the upper deck.  


Ms. Klein answered:  That is  correct,  yes.  


Commissioner Eklund noted:   Okay.  That is  a very important clar if ication.  So,  


you are looking at doing the upper deck,  which is  westbound.  You would l ike to try 


to convert that to an HOV transit  lane during the week, and then on the weekends 
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use that lane as a  bike lane/pedestr ian lane,  correct? 


Ms. Klein explained:   There is  a series of things over t ime, r ight,  and we are a 


l itt le more spread out .   The immediate,  it  is  not an ask yet because we st i l l  have to 


get authority .   The immediate proposal  is  to  extend the Pi lot  on the upper deck,  


restore a shoulder on the weekdays and have the path, retain the path on the 


weekends.   


We are in paral le l  with that ,  and we would seek to get a permit to do that very 


soon.  Perhaps have that in place ideal ly  before the end of this year.   In paral lel  with 


that,  we are doing analysis  studies,  f irst  a feasibi l ity  sort  of analys is  and then 


perhaps an environmental  review that would look at us ing that shoulder as a bus and 


HOV lane.  But that is  a separate analys is.    


We would not be able to come before the Commission with that for several  


years because it  needs a ful l  environmental  review.  


Commissioner Eklund stated:   I  guess I  share some of the concern about how 


you are going to be able to compare di fferent pi lots s ince this proposal  is  


substant ial ly  di fferent  than the pi lot  that has been occurr ing over the last  few years .   


I  share that very much so. 


Help me to understand the public  opposit ion.  It  is  with the upper deck,  


correct? 


Ms. Klein concurred:   That is  correct.  


Commissioner Eklund continued:  Okay.  And it  i s  the opposit ion to retaining it  


as a bike and pedestr ian path, correct,  or not? 


Chair Wasserman interjected:   I  am going to  give her a l i fesaver.   We are going 
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to hear from the publ ic.   I  would rather  hear  it  from the public than have the Caltrans 


representative be put in the posit ion of speaking for the publ ic.  


Commissioner Eklund continued:  I  guess for  myself  and others that may not 


have been involved in this f rom the beginning,  it  would be helpful  to have this is  


where we were, this is  what we did,  and this  is  what we are proposing.  I  come in l ike 


this in midstream and I  hear  a lot of controversy,  but I  do not know what the 


controversy is  about in particular.  


You stated this ,  congestion is  t r iggered by the tol l  plaza.  Has Caltrans ever 


looked at what they could do?  You probably have.  What you could do to the tol l  


plaza to minimize i f  not el iminate that congestion?  Maybe that needs to be in a 


separate document.  


Ms. Klein answered:  Deferring to the Chair  whether to respond now or later.  


Commissioner Eklund stated:   I f  you can explain that later ,  that is  f ine but just  


some of these basics.  


Why is  it  that the Br idge is  more popular with bike and pedestr ian?  I  think 


that is  a good quest ion.  Because the Golden Gate Bridge is  pretty popular.   It  would 


be interesting to have some of the other statist ics too so we can compare them.  I  


have some other ideas  of what I  would l ike to see but I  think we have got a long way 


to go. 


Commissioner Randolph noted:   I  guess this  is  an observation having been part 


of this conversation we had with the 2016 that I  remember it  very  well  at  the t ime.  


It  goes to,  I  think,  two quest ions.   Is  it  the optimal or most appropriate use of the 


space that is  current ly used as the bike and pedestr ian lane as opposed to alternat ive 
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uses?   


I  remember when this f irst  came up there was understandably a lot  of 


advocacy by the bicyc le community and ABAG said it  i s  going to complete the Bay 


Trai l ,  which is  great.  


But I  registered a fundamental  concern at that t ime, this is  years ago now, that 


this was coming to us in the complete absence of any kind of data whatsoever.   Some 


folks said,  wel l ,  you know, bikes are so successful  on the Golden Gate Bridge.  Come 


on, the Golden Gate Bridge ends at the Presidio in  San Francisco and at the other end 


it  is  in Sausal ito,  and i t  is  a major tourist  destinat ion.  Scenic,  and I  do not think any 


of us would cal l  the San Rafael  Br idge scenic .    


There is  very l itt le at  either end immediately that would draw people as a 


destination.  You got to go pretty far away to get anywhere that is  real ly  going to.  


Commissioner Gioia  interjected:   Folks in Marin and Contra Costa may disagree 


with that view. (Group laughter)  


Commissioner Randolph responded:  I  l ive in Marin County,  thank you very 


much, and I  r ide my bike out hundreds of mi les.   Anyway, I  am a biker too, so I  total ly  


get it .    


But I  guess this goes to the quest ion, one is  I  might  use dif ferent terminology 


than you did that the upper deck path is  quite well  used.  I  am not  sure I  would say 


that 140 bikes a day is  quite well  used compared to the other traff ic ,  so I  would 


probably use different  language.   


I  think we have the key data that we need, which is  the number of bikes and 


pedestr ians on the Bridge dur ing commute hours and non-commute hours.  
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What I  think would be useful,  again when you said that the San Rafael  Br idge is  


the number two most popular bridge for bikes after the Bay Br idge.  It  would be great 


to see what is  the data?  How many bikes  use the Bay Br idge?  How many bikes use 


other Cal ifornia bridges in the region?  And how many use the Golden Gate Bridge?  


So,  i f  we see the data of Golden Gate Br idge, Bay Bridge, San Rafael  Bridge, San 


Mateo Bridge, any other bridges,  I  think that is  the data.  I  think tel l ing us it  is  


number two does not tel l  us  very much at al l .  


So anyway, I  am glad we are having this conversation.   I  am glad we have the 


data.  We could use a l itt le bit  more.  And I  think anything else that you can share 


with us that would help us understand the benefits of the shoulder,  that would get us 


maybe, eventually  i f  we go there someday, to the HOV lane.  I  know that is  not this 


permit request .   But I  think anything to understand the benefits further of gett ing 


the shoulder back would be very helpful .   I  would love to see the data on al l  the 


bridges.  


Chair Wasserman added:  And just to compl icate it  a  l itt le bit  more, I  would 


l ike to see data on other well-used bicyc le paths,  commuter and recreational,  not 


just  l imited to bridges. 


Commissioner Moulton-Peters stated:   Here is  the Commissioner,  along with 


our previous Commissioner,  in Marin County,  so I  have some fol low-up quest ions 


about the safety issues that you raised because I  want to understand.    


We talked about accident rates.   But actual ly,  the impacts of acc idents go to 


everybody else on the Bridge at the t ime that it  happens and backed up.  I  wonder if  


you could come back with us.   You ment ioned that minutes of delay on the Br idge 
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due to incidents have four t imes the impact and so I  would l ike to understand that 


better.   Four t imes the impact of what and to whom?   


Because we are hearing from teachers and health care workers who need to be 


to work on t ime that they are coming across  the Bridge one and two hours ear ly  now 


to offset the potentia l  of an incident,  they need to be at their jobs  on t ime.  So,  I  


would l ike some better understanding of these impacts .   F ive inc idents may happen, 


and they may affect 50,000 people.  


Similarly,  I  wonder if  you could come back to us with,  on your heat maps you 


showed a longer period of delay in the commute in the morning,  a more lengthy 


period of commute t ime that had increased over the pre-COVID t imes.  And if  there is  


any way to explain what is  happening there.   You said that the total  volume of traff ic  


has not changed, but the t ime duration of congest ion is  longer now.  So,  i f  it  i s  


possible to understand that .  


A related question is,  are you able to use INRIX data or other data to track 


commuters going over the Bridge, both by bike and by car in the morning?  I  know 


that we have origins and destination information about auto commuters,  and we 


know where they go, part  to Sonoma County,  part  to Marin.  It  would be good to get 


an update on that.    


But also,  the bicycle commuters because I  am quite certain we have a cadre of 


bicycle commuters who use it  dur ing the week.  But if  i t  would be possible to 


determine, are these repeat users going over?  Of the 140-something or other each 


week, how many are repeaters?  That would just be helpful  to understand.  


I  agree the usership on the Golden Gate Br idge would be interesting to know.  
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I  can say,  Chair Wasserman, incidental ly  that we have some 3,000 riders over a 


weekend on the North Sausal ito to Mil l  Val ley path.  We have 3,000 riders  a 


weekend, which is  quite dif ferent .   So,  it  would be useful  to get some comparative 


data on al l  that .  


I  think those are my questions.  Yes.   I  would just say,  I  real ize we do have a 


serious trade off  discussion of a constrained Bridge.  It  would be nice if  it  was a new 


Bridge, and we could outfit  it  with bike lanes in both direct ions.  But we have what 


we have, we have to f igure it  out.   So,  thank you, those are my questions.  


Commissioner Kishimoto had quest ions:   I  do  have f ive or s ix  quest ions.  One 


goes back to history.   I  am just cur ious why do we have a part-t ime vehicle lane 


added heading west versus east and why was that decis ion made?  I  am just cur ious 


about that.  


Second is,  I  read that a cant i levered bike and pedestrian faci l ity  was 


contemplated at one point,  and I  would be curious to hear  how much research was 


done and is  that a possibi l ity?  


I  also had questions about the inc idents per  day so that  is  that.  


Then regarding transit .   I  have to confess I  do not even know if  there are any 


buses crossing the Br idge today so that is  kind of a bas ic question. 


Commissioner Gioia  interjected:   There are.  


Commissioner Kishimoto acknowledged and continued:  There are,  okay. 


Is  there contemplat ion of HOV buses or even other demand side strategies?  It  


might be increas ing the tol ls  and using the greater revenues for improving transit .   


And related to that ,  the Supervisor  just  mentioned the origin/destinat ion studies.   I  
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am sure there were studies done at that point.   I  would be curious to know some 


summary of that about where the 70,000 vehicles  are going per day.  Without that it  


is  kind of hard to make suggestions on what  would be the most effective alternat ive 


transportation.  


I  guess alternatives for cycl ists who want to cross the Bay.  I  do not know what 


has changed since that last  look.  


And then there was some discussion about the landside bike connections,  and 


it  was not c lear to me they are st i l l  under construction.  I f  they are,  when are they 


due to be done?  So,  i t  does seem unfair  that we are looking at this with the landside 


bike connections not being completed.  


I  suppose the last  one I  wil l  throw out is,  i f  we are looking for some 


combination of emergency shoulder room for disabled vehicles,  is  there some way to 


combine it  with narrowed lanes in some places for either pedestr ians or bicycl ists 


who might have to dismount to pass?  That might be a crazy idea but wanted to 


throw that out there.  I  think that those are most of my questions,  thank you.  


Ms. Klein responded:  Through the Chair,  i f  I  may make one clarif ication.  The 


improvements on the Marin s ide and the Contra Costa County side,  those are largely 


complete,  the access improvements.   There is  some addit ional work we are doing on 


Marin that is  under construction now, but we have real ly  completed.  On the 


Richmond side,  those path improvements to access are complete and there have been 


substant ial  improvements completed already on the Marin side as  well .   I  just  want 


to clarify that because it  has  come up a couple t imes.  Thank you.  


Chair Wasserman noted:   I  do not see any other Commissioner comments so we 
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wil l  now go to public  speakers.   We are going to start  with speakers in the room.  You 


have two minutes and please try very hard not to be repetit ive.  


Bruce Beyaert commented:  Chair Wasserman and Members of the Commission, 


my name is  Bruce Beyaert with Trai ls  for R ichmond Act ion Committee and a member 


of the San Francisco Bay Trai l  Project Board of Directors.    


The Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Trai l  is  a key section of the mult i -use San 


Francisco Bay Trai l .   It  should stay open 365 days per year.   Cycl ists,  pedestrians,  


joggers have enjoyed about 380,000 trips  across this Bridge since i t  opened in 


November 2019.  There is  no justi f icat ion for shutting it  down four days a week in 


order to provide a vehicle breakdown lane.  


Page 7 of the Caltrans/BATA Report in your agenda package states,  and I  


quote,  a “… relatively small  number of inc idents have occurred on the upper deck of 


the Bridge …”  I f  there have been a relatively small  number of incidents,  why shut 


down the Trai l  for a breakdown lane?   


My wife and I  were driving across the Bridge a couple of weeks ago and there 


was a car broken down with a f lat  t ire in the left  lane.  So what I  would l ike to 


suggest,  and some of the board members have al luded to this in their discuss ion 


today, is  that rather than moving ahead now, and I  am talk ing to both Caltrans and 


BATA also with shutting down the Trai l  four  days a week to provide a breakdown 


lane, we should wait  for the completion of the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Forward 


Program that BATA is  carrying out now. 


The major problems of delays  on the Bridge are the approaches.  The Forward 


Program wil l  make major improvements to the Richmond Parkway interchange 
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approach to the Bridge.  It  wi l l  el iminate,  as  discussed earl ier,  it  wil l  el iminate the 


tol l  plaza area going to open road tol l ing,  it  wil l  extend the HOV lane from Regatta 


Boulevard to the Br idge approach.   


That wil l  make a huge difference in the traff ic  f low situation.  And at that 


t ime, you wil l  then have a new baseline.  That would be the t ime to look at the 


options that are being considered, c losing the Trai l  to provide a breakdown lane or 


provide an HOV lane or whatever ideas might come up.  I t  is  premature now to close 


down the Trai l .   Thank you.  


Rosemary Corbin addressed the Commission:   Chair Wasserman and 


Commissioners,  I  am Rosemary Corbin and I  used to be a BCDC Commissioner and 


voted when we approved the recommendat ion to have the Bay Trai l  on the Richmond-


San Rafael  Bridge.  


So here I  am again.  I  am now the Chair Pro Tem of the San Francisco Bay Trai l  


Committee, and I  am here to tel l  you;  I  think you al l  received copies of our 


resolution.  We passed a resolution last  Fr iday in opposit ion to closing the Bay Trai l  


across the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge four days a week for many reasons.   


The Bay Trai l  is  loved.   Thousands of  people around the Bay and the 


Commission has been supportive of it .   The goal of the Bay Trai l  i s  to r ing the Bay,  


and you cannot r ing the Bay i f  you do not go across br idges.  


I  think we need to think about where the cause is .   The congest ion was there 


before the Bay Trai l ,  and it  wil l  be there after the Bay Trai l .   The congestion is  caused 


by the fact that Marin County and c it ies do not al low for the building of affordable 


housing for the people who work there.  So,  they have to l ive in the East Bay,  and 
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they cross the Bridge every morning and then back at night.   So please keep that in 


mind and do not make the Bay Trai l  a scapegoat.   Thank you.  


Tom Lent was recognized:   Ditto on both of the last  two speakers.   I  would also 


suggest that you do not real ly  have the data you think you have yet,  a lot  has 


changed.  I  am Tom Lent,  I  come before you today as a user of the pathway.  I  l ive in 


Berkeley,  and I  use the bridge for  both business purposes to attend meetings in 


Marin and San Francisco and for recreat ion access to a var iety of locations in Marin.  


And I  come also to give a voice to another group of San Francisco commuters from 


Berkeley who I  r ide with regularly who cannot attend a workday meeting.  


I  am also the E-Bike Project Coordinator for Walk Bike Berkeley.  This is  one 


change that is  not captured in the data.  E-bikes are a game changer for the 


pract ical ity,  the t ime pract ical ity of crossing that Bridge.  I  know this because I  have 


tested it  myself  against Google crossing t imes.  And I  do not mean just the Br idge, I  


mean going from places where people l ive in Richmond to places where people work 


in San Rafael ,  and an e-bike makes this practical .   And e-bikes are just  tak ing off  now 


and so we do not have a lot of data for how people with e-bikes would use this 


Bridge.  We also do not have data for how people wil l  use the Br idge with the 


improvements in the access.    


You previously had to r ide on an expressway to get on and off  of this Bridge.  


Rather intimidat ing to a lot of people,  understandably.   Now we have a dif ferent 


situat ion with access to the Bridge, a few more improvements st i l l  to come but much 


already there.   


We should be looking at how it  is  used now with the current condit ions,  not 
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looking back at the previous four years when it  was constrained and when people had 


different technologies  for crossing it .  


It  is  a real ly  important  l ink in our transportation infrastructure that we are 


just beginning to be understood and ut i l i zed.  Do not chop it  off  now.  It  wil l  be a  


major step backwards for the Bay Trai l ,  for active,  active transportation commuters 


and recreat ion, and for the res idents of Richmond who wil l  breathe the air  and the 


particulate matter that increased vehicle mi les traveled wil l  put into their lungs.   I  


have got answers on that bus,  but I  wil l  hold.  I  hope someone else can pick that one 


up.   Thank you.  


Robert Prinz commented:  Hel lo,  Commissioners,  thank you for receiving my 


comment and happy Bike Month.  I  am Robert Prince, Advocacy Director of Bike East 


Bay,  a nonprof it  representing Contra Costa and Alameda Count ies s ince 1972, back 


when we were cal led East Bay Bike Coalit ion, I  am wearing my EBBC hoodie today, 


shortly after the BCDC was formed in the late ‘60s.    


I  mention that because Bike East Bay was formed as an organization, one of 


the pr imary goals of our organizat ion was bike access across br idges connecting 


between the East Bay and other regions.   


We are at s ix  and a half  bridges r ight now with bike access.   We are working on 


that seventh path across the west span of the Bay Br idge, but we have never gone 


backwards.  So,  I  want  to real ly  stress how historic and serious this proposal  is  to 


actually  go backwards for the f irst  t ime ever on these connections.  


Yesterday, our organization submitted a coal it ion letter to this body as part  of 


keeping the Trai l  open to people biking,  walking and rol l ing at a l l  hours 24/7.  At the 
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t ime, there were 57 local,  state and national  organizat ions that s igned on to that 


letter focused on issues of active transportation, sustainabi l ity,  and the environment.   


One of those was Save the Bay,  an organizat ion that was also foundational in 


the forming of BCDC back in the ‘60s.   I  am pleased to say that s ince then, even just 


yesterday, even more organizat ions have signed on.  A new total  of at  least 65 


groups.  There is  a huge groundswell  of interest in this topic .  


One of the purposes of converting the pathway to a breakdown shoulder 


mentioned by staff  is  the need for more experience.  I  would l ike to remind folks 


here that we do have 37 years of experience with the Bridge with a breakdown 


shoulder from 1982 when the pipel ine was removed, al l  the way up unti l  2019.  So 


far,  we only have four  years of data with the Bridge with the pathway on it ,  so i f  


anything,  I  would encourage us to leave the pathway there for longer to have even 


more data about how the operat ions are handled with the current  condit ions so we 


can compare it  against that 37 years prior .  


Also,  the pr imary responsibi l ity  of BCDC is  to maximize feas ible publ ic  access 


to the shorel ine.  So,  c losing the Bridge trai l  four days a week wi l l  affect that access 


negat ively to a s ignif icant degree.  I  encourage you to center this in your future 


decision-making on the issue.  Thank you.  


Peter Gwynn spoke:   Thanks.  L ike you ment ioned, my name is  Peter Gwynn.  I  


am a Berkeley res ident who works in San Francisco, pretty c lose by actual ly.   I  have 


two young kids ages two and f ive.  I  oppose the proposed path c losure and support 


keeping it  open 24/7.   


B f irst  rode over the bridge back in December 2019 to commute to my off ice in 
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San Francisco via Marin.  It  was a beautiful  way to start  the day and I  looked forward 


to doing it  more frequently.   Then the pandemic hit .   L ike many folks during COVID I  


struggled to maintain my mental  and physical  health.  In ear ly 2021 I  put on 


addit ional weight on top of an a lready unhealthy basel ine;  a new change was 


necessary.   Start ing a decade earl ier,  I  had a  pass ion for cyc l ing and renewed my 


interest as a way to improve my health.  With exerc ise and l i festyle changes I  was 


able to drop 30 pounds.  I  felt  better forever,  better than ever,  excuse me.  


Once COVID started to subside and I  was expected to return to the off ice,  l ike 


many parents of young kids I  faced a challenge try ing to continue to incorporate 


exercise into my day,  but I  was committed to f ind a way.  My solution was to 


repurpose my commute into a workout and the key to enabling this was weekday 


access to the RSR Br idge.   


Since summer 2022 nearly every week I  have risen early and ridden my bike 


from Berkeley to downtown San Francisco through Marin County.  It  is  something I  


have looked forward to every week and has markedly improved by  physical  and 


mental  health.  Watching the sun break over  Mt. Tam while commuting and out  in the 


fresh air  beats being on an e l l ipt ical  machine any day.  


When I  heard the pi lot period was ending, it  was natural  to expect  that there 


would be a well - informed discussion of what to do with the path.  I  think I  have seen 


that here today with the committee so thank you for that .   But the news that we are 


going to return it  to a breakdown shoulder,  as opposed to address ing some of the 


root causes of the congestion, caught me total ly  by surprise.   And honestly,  it  is  a 


l itt le dramatic for me,  but I  was kind of depressed to hear that  I  might lose access  to 
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something that made my week so enjoyable.  


I  get that no one l ikes  traff ic.   However,  making a change l ike this  in order to 


appease motorists who are seemingly angered by the mere s ight of the path without 


solving the root causes of traff ic  congestion seems l ike a step in the wrong direction.   


So,  I  would urge the Board to consider some other options maybe in t iming and 


sequencing instead of shutt ing down the bike path.  Thanks.  


Jackson Lester commented:  Hi,  my name is  Jackson Lester,  and I  am a resident 


of Oakland.  So about 10 years ago I  had a transportation epiphany that you couldn't  


exist  in the society that I  grew up in,  in Lexington, Kentucky,  without a car,  and that 


led me to a career in transportation.  From a master’s in transportation engineering,  


to working as  a planner for a transit  agency,  to moving here to work in the transit  


tech space.  


One of the things that  I  love the most about  l iv ing in the Bay Area is  the 


diversity of t ransportation options.  It  is  the f irst  place I  have l ived in America where 


I  feel  l ike I  can l ive a ful l  l i fe without having to drive everywhere.   


I  have r idden the Br idge more than 40 t imes since it  opened in 2019.  It  made 


moving to the East Bay feel  l ike a viable opt ion when I  moved there in 2020 because I  


st i l l  had access  to Marin and to the City by bike.  This nascent connective t issue that 


we have recent ly grown, it  would be a tragedy to sever it .  


As I  see it ,  this  is  a tradeoff between short-term resi l iency of travel  t ime 


where when a vehic le breaks down or gets a  f lat,  making the travel  t ime more 


consistent,  versus the long-term resi l iency of our ent ire region in terms of al lowing 


us to have mult iple transportation options.   
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Because across the US and part icular ly Cal ifornia,  we have hyper-focused on 


the car as the serious way of gett ing around and everything else is  secondary.  And 


that is  apparent in talking about this path being only an option during weekends and 


when it  is  inconvenient,  kind of.   But i f  we want to have a more resi l ient 


transportation system into the future,  then we need to fac i l itate more real  


alternatives to driv ing everywhere.   


So,  I  ask you to please consider long-term resi l iency and not just  day-of 


resi l iency when an inc ident happens.  Thank you.  


Tarrel l  Kul laway addressed the Commission:   Good afternoon, Commissioners.   


I  am Tarrel l  Kul laway.  I  am the Executive Director for Marin County Bicycle Coal it ion,  


and I  am also the Vice Mayor for the lovely town of Santa Anselmo in Marin County.  


I  am here today to urge you to keep the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge open to 


people who walk and bike 24/7.  In 2019 when the pathway opened, I  spoke at the 


ribbon-cutting ceremony.  On that day hundreds of people,  including many in this 


room, were there and we spoke about moving our region forward into the future.  We 


spoke about our commitment to moving away from fossi l  fuels and improved access 


to mobil ity  on both sides of the Bay.  We talked about people from the East Bay 


having car-free access  to trai ls  and beaches in Marin.  And we also welcomed 


increased connectivi ty and relat ions between our communit ies,  which hasn't  always 


been the case.  


Many of us who are committed to a less carbon-dependent l i festyle,  inc luding 


my organization’s Planning and Policy Director who many of you know, took jobs 


across the Bridge in hopes that they would be able to r ide to work.  In the days s ince 
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MTC announced it  would recommend closing the Trai l  certain days a week we have 


heard from hundreds of people who use the Trai l  to access work and play.   Aiden is  


just  one of them.   


He volunteers at  San Quentin on Wednesday evenings,  and he uses the Br idge 


to get there.  He is  committed to a carbon-free l i festy le unti l  we control  the c l imate 


emergency, and this would take that away from him and the people that he helps at 


the pr ison.   


Curtai l ing this path is  a step in the wrong direction for our transportation 


system.  It  would rol l  back more Bay Trai l  miles in one fe l l  swoop than have been 


committed in the last  s ix  years combined.  I  ask you to do the brave and right thing.  


Thank you.  


Char lotte Durazo spoke:   Hi,  thank you for l i stening.  I  want to mention that 


this path is  an essential  and unique connect ion in the Bay Area.  How else do you 


cross from the East Bay to San Rafael,  r ight?   I  think this path should be open to al l  


k inds of transportation modes,  especial ly  the ones that we know are the most 


sustainable for our society.   We need to al low alternat ives to cars.   Why only let  


people cross  this Br idge and do this essential  connection by us ing an individual 


private car.  


I  think just  to bounce on the study that we heard today, this study is  analyz ing 


l itt le data and I  think i t  is  not very conclus ive.  And on the other hand,  I  think we st i l l  


have enough data to conclude, because many other studies have been conducted on 


this topic.    


This is  a very classic  topic of car use,  especial ly  in urban areas.   I f  we look at 
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other metrics more re levant,  for example,  how many people can get through the 


Bridge per hour,  which mode of transportat ion do you think is  the most eff ic ient  to 


get as many people across the Br idge as possible per hour,  a car or a bicycle?  I f  you 


compare these two, we already have the numbers.   We know that the space used by 


cars creates congestion, which diminishes a lot the number of cars  you can get 


through the Bridge per hour.  


So,  this is  to mention that there is  a more, a  bigger problem associated with 


this issue.  We know and it  has  been mentioned by other members  of the public.   The 


rel iance on cars in the City has l imited a lot of our options and makes this whole City 


unfriendly for  people that want to use a lternate modes of transportation.  So,  this is  


about human rights .  


Colleen Monahan spoke:   Good afternoon, Commissioners.   My name is  Colleen 


Monahan.  I  l ive in Berkeley,  and I  commute by bike over the Richmond-San Rafael  


Bridge to and from my work in San Francisco.  My access to these bike paths is  part  


of the reason why I  l ive in the Bay.   


The bike-pedestr ian path is  a cr it ica l  part  of  the Bay Trai l  as has already been 


discussed and el iminating it  wi l l  destroy equitable access to huge swaths of the 


coastl ine.  I t  is  your  Commission’s responsibi l ity  to protect that access and I  urge you 


to take that responsibi l ity  ser iously.  


It  feels important to note al l  of  the people that I  see on the Bridge every 


evening.  I  see l i tt le kids on mountain bikes,  I  see elders on e-bikes,  tourists,  I  see 


commuters and famil ies.   The bike and the pedestr ian path is  used by everyone and 


should remain open and accessible to everyone.   
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MTC’s proposal  would el iminate equitable access to the Bay Trai l ,  and it  would 


be a regress ive move to priorit ize transportation choices that are actively dr iv ing 


cl imate change.  


The congest ion on the Bridge is  not the result  of the bike path and it  wil l  


remain i f  you approve the permit .   The congestion on the Bridge is  because the 


people who work in Marin County and in the city and county of San Francisco cannot 


afford to l ive there.  This is  the result  of decades of exclus ionary housing and land 


use pol icies and el iminating weekday access  to the bike path wil l  not f ix  that.  


Al l  people should have access to the coast l ine and al l  people should have 


access to safe,  consistent and sustainable modes of transportat ion and I  urge you to 


act in al ignment with the very mission of your Commission.  The proposal  is  not 


responsible,  it  is  not productive,  and it  is  not equitable,  and I  urge you to deny the 


permit.  


Bryan Culbertson was recognized:   Hi,  Commissioners.   My name is  Bryan 


Culbertson.  I  work on art  instal lat ions in Richmond.  One of them, La Victrola,  is  


instal led in Point San Pablo just  off  the Bay Bridge Trai l  near the Richmond Bridge.   


I  bike to La Victro la past the Chevron refinery,  so I  want  to talk to  you about 


the air  qual ity issues in Richmond.  The refinery is  the largest sole emitter of 


greenhouse gas emiss ions on the West Coast  and the largest  polluter in Richmond by 


far.   Air  qual ity studies show that Chevron is  the number one culpr it  causing a ir  


quality issues in Richmond, fol lowed by Phi l l ips 66 and then the landfi l l .  


It  is  crucial  that we lower greenhouse gas emissions and improve air  quality in 


Richmond.  To do that ,  we should fol low the direct ion of a ir  quality experts whose 
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study recommends e lectrifying industria l  truck f leets l ike Chevron,  because industrial  


trucks are the top source of vehicle emissions in Richmond and expanding public  


transportation to reduce the number of vehicles over the Br idge that release t i re and 


road particulates.  


The current bus comes less than once an hour,  only operates unt i l  10:00 p.m.,  


has space for two bikes,  and many do not f it  e-bikes.   It  is  not a viable opt ion as a 


replacement for this path.  


Removing the pathway would at best make air  quality worse in the Bay.  


Instead, let ’s  deploy proven solutions to improve air  qual ity and improve congestion 


in Richmond and direct Chevron to electrify  their  t rucks instead of  gett ing r id of this 


pathway.  Thank you.  


Kyle Brunelle commented:  Hel lo,  my name is  Kyle Brunel le,  thank you for 


lett ing me speak today.  I  just  want to add a  l itt le bit  of my personal experience with 


the bike lane.  I  am a longtime East Bay resident,  longt ime homeowner in El  Cerrito.   


I  make frequent use of the Bay Bridge, I  have been across there about 400 t imes,  and 


across Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge by bike.  That is  400 automobile tr ips I  d idn't  take 


because I  was able to r ide my bike across there.  


I  am here obviously to  urge you to keep the Bridge open 24/7 for bicycle and 


pedestr ian jogger use.   As a longtime res ident,  I  waited over 30 years for access from 


the East Bay to Marin without having to cl imb into my car.   The opening of this Bay 


Trai l  f inal ly  provided that.   I  am disappointed to hear that that that is  potent ial ly  in 


jeopardy now and this  would again force myself  and anyone else who wants to go 


between the East Bay and Marin to cl imb back in our cars  and to add another car to 
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the road.  


One thing I  want to note.  Since this has become a discussion again,  I  started 


making a  personal observation to look at cars as I  am heading eastbound on the 


Bridge and look at cars heading westbound.  And looking in the windshield I  notice 


that 95% of them are single occupant vehic les.    


And I  think if  we are going to do anything about congest ion, we possibly need 


to do something about urging people to not  drive their own car,  to somehow get 


better usage of the avai lable space on the Bridge than just s ingle occupant vehic les.  


I  also think that if  there are that many incidents on the Bridge, perhaps the 


traff ic  speed is  too fast,  and it  should be lowered to accommodate the lowest 


common denominator of driver sk i l ls  that are using the Br idge.  


Dani Lanis gave testimony:  Good morning.  Dani Lani,  resident of Richmond.  I  


would l ike to mention that this past Monday, Apri l  30,  the city of Richmond passed a 


resolution in support of 24/7 access to the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Trai l .   Thanks 


to Counci lmember Doria Robinson and Mayor Eduardo Martinez who cosponsored the 


resolution.  Chair and al l  Commissioners,  I  have led dozens of r ides,  inc luding the 


Richmond-San Rafael  Trai l .  


I  would love to invite you to go on a r ide with me and show you how fantast ic 


of an experience it  i s .   I  have, as some others have mentioned, gone through the 


Bridge for mental  health,  especial ly  during COVID, and part ial ly  in sense of that I  am 


here.  


I  wanted to also show you this picture of my daughter being one of the f irst  


trai ler bikes to cross through the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Trai l  when she was 
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about f ive,  s ix  years o ld.   The whole poster here depicts her,  and it  tel ls  you that she 


is  inv ited and actually  leading two years later,  she was inv ited to lead a r ide with a 


community organization cal led Rich City Rides,  that is  empowering her and brought 


the community together through bikes.  


In addit ion to that,  I  would l ike to point out that the data is  very important,  


but the world shaped the Bay Area and then the Bay Area shaped the world.  What  is  


the message that we want to send?  Where do we want to go?  Do we want to 


increase vehic le miles traveled?  Are we increasing public access to the Bay and the 


shorel ine? That  is  the quest ion.  Thank you so much.  


Chair Wasserman announced:  Thank you.  I  do have two more speakers and 


then I  am cutting it  off  for the people in the room, you have had your opportunity.  


Herb Casti l lo  spoke:   Hi,  everybody.  I  would l ike to cede 10 seconds of this for 


everybody who has passed who has been a part of helping people around the Bay 


mobil ize around the Bay.  We are ceding 10 seconds of s i lence.  


I  want to say thank you.  And I  think that we have a lot more tools l ike CAMHU 


and Strava.  And I  wanted to come up here because I  did have this  r ide.  I  grew up in 


Redwood City r ight in  the Baylands,  which almost don’t  exist  anymore.  But most of 


my experience biking is  on those Bay Trai ls.   And what I  remember is  the marshes.  I  


remember the birds.   I  remember being able to bike around and seeing that there is  


wilderness around you.  And when I  think about this room, there is  a reason that it  is  


so beaut iful.   It  changes our mind, it  changes the way that we view our perceptions.  


We are in a diff icult  moment for young people across the world.  What we fa i l  


to understand is  that  the Bay Area could real ly  lead for what is  essentia l ly  touring.   
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So, to give you an example of a r ide that I  do, it  is  f rom Hayward to Tomales Bay.  


Something that I  think growing up I  didn't  imagine was possible .   But having l ived in 


San Francisco, Redwood City and now Oakland, I  get to imagine what the world would 


look l ike in a different  way.   


I f  we real ly  want  to address c l imate change and these r is ing sea levels you are 


talking about,  we may as well  just  put gondolas al l  over.   What are we even talking 


about a s ide of a bridge, build a whole lane.  We have so much infrastructure and we 


are talk ing about miniscule things.  


But the other thing I  wanted to say is  let’s  just  get r id  of the bike lane and 


make it  just  a pr ivate lane for s ideshows.  So instead on Saturday nights and Sunday 


nights,  it  could just  be used for people to do the sideshows and fun events.   And then 


that way there would be no bicycl ists either.   So,  I  just  wanted to say thanks.  There 


is  a potentia l  here to view.  And I  can show you too my heart rate data.  Thank you.  


Jason Vargo was recognized:   Good afternoon, Commission.  Thank you for the 


opportunity to speak with you.  I  came here today to support keeping the Bridge path 


open 24/7 to walking and bik ing.  I  l ive in Albany, Cal ifornia,  I  work in San Francisco.  


I  frequently go to Marin.  I  use the Bridge as  a motorist  and as a cycl ist  on weekdays 


and on weekends.  


The mult i -purpose lane is  a necessary accessibi l ity  feature on this  important 


regional infrastructure.  Approving the proposal  takes away the option from some 


people to use that Bridge in the interest of reducing congestion t imes.   


The proposal  to close the path on weekdays restricts  access ibi l ity .   And there 


is  a large body of research that infrastructure with less-inclusive design fosters and 
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maintains societal  inequit ies,  inc luding disparate access to jobs,  housing,  and healthy 


l i festyles.   Preserving a mult i -use path l ike this is  in the interest of el iminating those 


inequit ies,  and that is  in l ine with many of the general  plans,  t ransportation plans 


and economic development plans of the region.   


Certainly,  it  is  a chief concern of this Commission.  This is  a crucia l  reason for 


preserving ubiquitous access to the mult i-purpose lane as a highly vis ible and 


connected piece of the regional transportat ion network.  


Maintaining around-the-clock access ibi l ity  priorit izes public  safety ,  encourages 


active l i festyles and supports local  economies.  It  also upholds environmental  


stewardship.  It  makes our region more vibrant,  connected and l ivable for everyone.  


Again,  I  oppose the proposed weekday Br idge path c losure and thank you for 


your t ime.  


Chair Wasserman cont inued:  Please start  with the virtual  speakers.   Again,  


you have two minutes.   I f  you want your face shown, we wil l  do that and give you 


verbal warnings.  


Jon Spangler spoke:   Thank you very much, President Wasserman, and 


members of the Commission.  F irst,  I  want to thank you for your advocacy for the 


Bay.  I  grew up in Redwood City.   I  am a second-generation Northern Cal ifornian and I  


love the Bay.  And I  appreciate  everything you do for the Bay,  and the staff  as wel l .   


And I  want to commend Lisa K lein for her wonderful  staff  report recently.  


It  may help the rest of  us who are commenting to have up the questions that 


she posed to the Commission.  And I  want to add to that,  in addit ion to the letter 


that I  s igned from the BART Bike Advisory Task Force that you have received 
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electronical ly .  


As to the questions you should be ask ing,  concurrence is  not causal ity.   And I  


bel ieve that the increased incidence of co l l i s ions,  and col l is ions are the result  of 


del iberate driver choices,  whether to dr ive distracted, to drive under the influence or 


to not pay adequate attention to what you are doing.  Coll is ions have gone up.  And 


my question to the BATA staff,  UC Berkeley group, and to the Commission, is  how 


much of the increase in col l is ions,  s ide swipes and rear enders,  have been as a result  


of COVID-related changes in dr iver behavior and emotions.  This is  not mentioned in 


the staff  report ,  and I  bel ieve that should be covered.  And I  thank you very much for 


your t ime and your efforts.  


Roland Katz was cal led on to speak:   I  am Roll ie Katz,  I  am the Executive 


Director of the Marin Associat ion of Public  Employees.  We are the union that 


represents the overwhelming major ity of employees of the County of Marin.  


We have advocated for years that there be a  third lane in the rush hour,  


westbound as wel l  as eastbound.  I  understand that is  not before you today.  But we 


would support the proposal  to remove the lane for four days  a week. 


Yes,  affordable housing is  a s igni f icant cause of the traff ic  problem, but that is  


not going to get solved tomorrow.  Very simply,  i f  there is  a stal l  or an acc ident on 


the Bridge without a shoulder,  you get one lane or no lanes.  Emergency vehicles 


cannot get there on a shoulder.   Cars cannot  avoid the accident without a shoulder.   


So,  we think that having a shoulder wil l  improve traff ic  t ime and congestion.  And 


very simply put,  a lmost al l  of  our members r iding a bicycle to work from the East Bay 


is  s imply not a viable alternative.  Thank you very much.  
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If  we build a new br idge, as Commissioner Moulton-Peters suggested, it  should 


have a bike lane, it  should have a pedestr ian lane and a rai l  lane.  But we do not have 


a new br idge, so it  is  a matter of balancing the competing interests and there are far 


more people dr iv ing across the Bridge than are r iding across the Bridge.  Thank you 


very much.  


Tomasso Boggia commented:  Thank you so much for your t ime.  My name is  


Tomasso Boggia,  I  am a resident in Oakland.   I  do not own a car .  


And I  do not need to remind you, Commissioners,  that your mandate is  to 


expand access to the Bay.  You are not the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 


you are not the Bay Area Air  Qual ity Distr ict.   Not making commutes maybe 10 


minutes shorter based on data that actually  would fai l  a stats class is  not your 


mandate.  


This is  one of the decisions in front of you that you need to apply a class angle 


to.  The poorer the household the least l ikely they are to have a car avai lable.   You 


have the choice now to marginal ly  improve access to cars ,  maybe.   Once again based 


on quest ionable data,  while severely restr ict ing access to people who do not.   This is  


in direct opposit ion to  your mandate as the Bay Area Development Commission.  


I  have enjoyed riding the Bridge to vis it  fami ly and fr iends in Marin and 


Sonoma and to recreate at China Camp State Park.   But I  honestly  hesitate to do so 


every single t ime because the non-car infrastructure in Marin is  so hosti le .    


I  was kind of shocked by the questions from the Marin representatives here.  


Marin County has been sabotaging this  bike lane from day one.  And the connect ion 


between the path and destinations l ike China Camp, or even the further connect ions 
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to the North Bay l ike the Smart Train are absolutely terr ifying.  I  would l ike to 


encourage the Marin representatives on this  board to r ide that path.  It  was one of 


the scar iest  r ides I  have done.  


Please do not use your Commission’s power to restrict  access to non-car-


owning households that is  essentia l  through this Bridge.   Thank you so much.  


Dr.  Krist in Denver stated:   Hel lo and thank you.  F irst,  Commission, thank you 


for your t ime.  I  would l ike to endorse a lot of what Roland Katz,  the speaker two 


speakers ago just sa id.   That was very well  said.    


My name is  Dr.  Kr isten Denver,  and I  am here to express my support for the 


recommendations presented today with regard to keeping the l imited avai labi l ity  


lane on the bottom deck of the Br idge and pi loting a part -t ime shoulder during higher  


commute t imes during the work weekdays.   


My husband and I  have l ived in Richmond for over 20 years,  and we have both 


worked in Sonoma County for that long as well .   Addit ionally ,  our son attends school 


in Sonoma County,  so we are an active commuting family who crosses the Bridge with 


two vehicles dai ly,  s ix  days a week, often crossing the Bridge in both directions twice 


a day.  


I  would l ike to thank the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development 


Commission and the other cohorts who are involved for thinking creatively and 


faci l itat ing changes to the lower deck in al lowing l imited use of the third lane, 


because that was an absolute game changer for our fami ly,  often cutting commute 


t imes up to 30 minutes dai ly.  


With regard to the current proposal  for the upper deck,  s imilar to the 
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information shared by  Commissioner Mouton-Peters,  we are among the dai ly  


commuters who leave home nearly two hours in advance to ensure we reach work 


and school on t ime.   


P lease note that without traff ic,  it  is  actual ly  only a 45-minute dr ive,  and the 


majority of our commute t ime is  spent approaching and crossing the Bridge.  In order 


to ensure that a l l  three of us arrive to school and work on t ime we have to account  


for the expanded and extended commute t imes that are caused by incidents with no 


access to an emergency shoulder.  


In summary, I  am here in support of a solution that provides continuing access 


for bikers and pedestr ians during the t imes that the data shows they are using it  the 


most.   However,  I  am in absolute support of a solution that wil l  improve the f low of 


traff ic  for the thousands and thousands of dai ly  commuters during the t imes when 


the bike and pedestr ian lane is  highly underuti l ized.  Thank you al l  for your hard 


work,  for your t ime and for your consideration.  


Dr.  John Chorba commented:  Hi,  thank you so much for a l lowing me the 


chance to speak.  Just  in the in the nature of  being t imely,  I  d id submit my comments 


to the publ ic informat ion, so I  won't  go through al l  of  them here.  My name is  


Dr.  John Chorba.  I  am a cardiologist  and also a Marin County res ident.   I  now work in 


North Oakland, and I  commute by bike pretty much every day,  so I  am here to 


support the 24/7 opening of the path.  


Three quick points I  want to make.  One, I  think you have heard many people 


say that bicycle commuting is  good for personal health.  I  want to  echo that .   I  think 


as a cardiologist  I  can tel l  you that from fi rsthand knowledge.  
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The second thing is  that I  d id hear some concerns or requests,  perhaps,  for 


more data on what the benef it  of commuting would be in terms of  numbers.   I  had 


just put my information in through marinecommutes.org and I  was pleased to see 


that over the past month I  have reduced about 789 pounds of carbon dioxide 


emissions.   So,  I  just  want the Commissioners to understand what  the benefits of  


having commuters going across the Bridge as bicyc l ists would be.  


And the last  thing that I  want to ment ion is  it  seems there is  a big  quest ion on 


how to best use the next period of t ime to get more data.  I  would argue that 


perhaps the better question is  not what would happen, what we should understand i f  


the bike path were to go away, but perhaps to keep the bike path open and then 


better understand what we could do with it .  


For example,  I  have learned from my commuting that the area of Point 


Richmond is  real ly  quite beaut iful ,  and had I  known that  before maybe I  would spend 


more t ime there.  Or might there be a way for us to decongest the Bridge by putt ing 


in e-bike or scooter rental  depots on e ither  side.   Those are just  some thoughts and I  


think I  would leave you with those.  So,  thank you.  


John Grubb addressed the Commission:   Thanks.  John Grubb.  Thank you, Chair  


Wasserman and Commissioners.   John Grubb, COO of the Bay Area Counci l .  


The pandemic and the rise of remote work has laid bare sometimes confl ict ing 


public  policy goals in the Bay Area.  Pol icymakers l ike  yourselves must balance a 


desire to promote active transportation, such as walking and bik ing,  whi le also 


working hard on social  equity goals,  making l i fe and economic opportunity easier for 


historical ly  disadvantaged places and people.  Perhaps nowhere in the Bay Area is  
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that conf l ict  more obvious or rawer than on the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge.  


The bike pi lot,  at  least  dur ing the commute hours,  has not succeeded, with 140 


bikers on average a day and 80,000 dr ivers.   We need to recognize that and correct 


it .   Who are the people in the backup?  The vast majority of them, 63%, are people of 


color,  69% of them do not have a col lege degree, and the majority  of them make 60%, 


make less than the Bay Area’s median income.   


We argue that the Richmond side of the Bridge deserves the same rel ief  that 


the Marin side got.   We have polled the residents of R ichmond and 80% of them favor 


opening the lane to carpools and transit .  


BCDC has a mandate to provide public access,  and we would argue that in this 


case the weekend recreation on the Bridge and the numerous bike and pedestrian 


improvements that have been made on both sides of the Br idge in recent years al l  


satisfy the in-l ieu access requirement.  


We would ask you to please amend the permits for the Richmond-San Rafael  


Bridge to restore the historic third lane on the upper deck and dedicate it  during 


commute hours to carpools and transit .   Thank you.  


David Reynolds spoke:   Hello,  members of the Commission.  I  am a resident of 


Oakland, and I  am an educator in the Miss ion in San Francisco.  I  am committed to a 


no-car l i festyle and have been my entire l i fe .   I  do this because of our looming 


cl imate cris is,  I  do it  to l ive a healthful  l i festyle,  and I  do it  because of the f inancia l  


constraints that have been placed upon me in my career.  


I  commute across the Richmond Bridge twice per week.  Three weeks ago,  my 


fr iends and I  d id it  f ive days,  we did it  every  single morning.  It  is  a pleasurable 
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experience to arr ive at work having a lready gotten a workout and to do so in a way 


that is  environmental ly  sustainable and physical ly  healthy.  


Many of the points I  was going to ra ise have already been covered so I  wanted 


to just  share a l itt le bit  of napkin math with you.  I  did some research on Strava.  I  


looked up how many r iders have crossed the Bridge in the past 90 days.   And 


assuming 33 grams of carbon dioxide saved per mile on bicyc les,  R ichmond Bridge 


cycl ists saved 18,422 pounds of carbon diox ide in the last  90 days  alone.  It  is  a smal l  


step, but it  is  an important one and one that we must make in this day and age with a 


cl imate cris is  al l  around us.  


Looking at BCDC’s mandate on your website  it  says that the Commission is  


intended to forward the protection and enhancement of the SF Bay and the 


encouragement of the Bay’s responsible use.  I  hope that you consider the health of 


our region and the health of our people when you make your f inal  decision.  


David Horning commented:  Good afternoon.  My name is  Dave Horning.  Over 


the past eight years  I  have l ived in the East Bay in Oakland, in the City,  and I  now 


reside in Sonoma County.  I  am a frequent bike commuter.   I  am an avid touring 


cycl ist  and a transit  in  urbanism enthusiast.    


Data from the urban planners,  much smarter  on science behind the traff ic  


engineering than I ,  is  quite conclusive that an addit ional lane for cars does not 


al leviate traff ic  on a long-term scale.   The fact that we have traff ic  across the 


Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge is  actually  a  lever that can be used to  adjust the 


behaviors  of people who are stuck in that traff ic  to instead use public t ransit  or use 


HOV vehicles .  
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The transit ion to returning this to a non-bike lane or an HOV lane wil l  not 


al leviate traff ic,  it  wil l  worsen community resi l iency and equity,  it  wil l  increase 


carbon emissions even if  this were made into an HOV lane.  This is  a massive step 


backward and i t  is  not based on data and facts that have been a sc ientif ic  consensus 


for decades.  I  strongly oppose this measure and ask the Commission to advocate 


against this motion.  Thank you.  


David Shribman addressed the Commission:   Thank you for al lowing me to 


speak.  My name is  David Shribman and I  have l ived in the East Bay for eight years 


and I  have a degree in applied physics .    


First ,  I  am for the bike path as long as it  doesn't  affect the equal  nature of 


lanes in both direct ions.  That doesn't  appear to be the approach that is  being taken.  


Two lanes one direct ion and three the other direction is  i l logical .   Cars have to come 


back.  There is  no argument that makes two equal three.   


Three lanes westbound on the Richmond Br idge unti l  the South 101 


interchange is  the only logical  solut ion.  Only 4.9% of bikes/pedestrians use the 


Bridge to commute to work,  as seen on page 132 of the report.   The path is  


overwhelmingly for recreation, which is  optional,  and should not be prior it ized above 


low-income workers from the East Bay.  


I  would encourage the Commission to conduct a poll  and to look at the relative 


income levels of who supports the bike lane and who opposes it .   I  support a  bike 


lane in addit ion to three permanent  lanes,  both directions,  seven days a week, and to 


increase taxes on the wealthy to make this possible and to not punish low-income 


workers who are forced to commute to where the jobs are in Marin.  Thank you very 
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much for your t ime.  


Maureen Gaffney commented:  Good afternoon, Commissioners.   My name is  


Maureen Gaffney.  A huge part of BCDC’s mission is  publ ic  access to the Bay and this 


has historical ly  inc luded unwavering support for the San Francisco  Bay Trai l .    


I  would posit  that the current condit ion is  the maximum feasible publ ic  access.   


As you know, many people have worked for many years to secure this pathway.  The 


low hanging fruit  on the Bay Trai l  has been picked.  Removing this  pathway wil l  be a 


f irst  for the Bay Trai l  going backwards.  Removing publ ic access.   Removing four mi les 


of Bay Trai l .  


As has been stated, the upper deck has never had a third lane.  It  i s  not 


proposed to be a third lane here so it  wil l  not help traff ic .   Yes,  this pathway is  


underut i l i zed on weekdays and that is ,  in fact in large part,  because the 


infrastructure on the Marin s ide is  incomplete and inadequate.  We need more 


transportation choices  and options,  not less.  


This path is  not a s i lver bullet  for sea level  r ise,  VMT and cl imate change.  But 


removing it  i s  a c lear and definit ive step backwards for al l  of  these things,  for the 


Bay Trai l ,  for public  access to the Bay and the shorel ine that this Commission is  


tasked to protect.    


Shuttles are notoriously unrel iable and do not provide maximum feasible 


public  access.   Again,  maximum feasible public access is  the current condit ion on the 


Bridge.   


I  would l ike to second the notion about e-bikes.   They are real ly  just  taking off  


now and they are a great a great option for people to be outside of cars,  to use the 
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pathway.  We real ly  haven't  seen their ful l  deployment yet and we should definitely 


keep this pathway open so that we can cont inue to gather the information that we 


need and that wi l l  be done by retaining the path not by going back to the previous 


condit ion.  Thank you very much.  


Barry Taranto was recognized:   Good evening.  Good afternoon, excuse me.  I  


am cal l ing as a longt ime resident of San Rafael  and I  want to support the Marin 


posit ion on this.   The thing is  though,  I  think you should look at a permit on a l imited 


t imeframe unt i l  they build more affordable housing.   


As was reported by John Grubb that the type of people who use their cars to 


commute into Marin are people of color  and minorit ies .   And I  think you are not 


going to expect them with their famil ies in the East Bay and their second jobs to be 


able to r ide a bicyc le across the Bridge to get to and from their jobs.   We need these 


employees and workers in Marin in order for  the county to function just as valuable 


as other workers .  


So,  I  want to say that I  think the proposal  put before you to have a curb lane 


and a shoulder and then to also have an HOV lane would be the best alternative and 


a compromise to what  would be having a third lane for al l  t raff ic .    


It  doesn't  need to be a third lane for al l  traff ic  al l  the t ime.  But I  think there 


has to be some type of change because people’s l ives are changed in di fferent ways.  


And income, income and wages have not met up with the changing economy.   


So,  I  beg you when you do have this come before you, that you look at creating 


a permit that deals with this issue and yet is  l imited to a l low for the creat ion of more 


housing and more affordable housing in Marin County.  Thank you for al lowing me to 
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speak today.  And great questions from the Commissioners to the presenters.   Thank 


you. 


Nick Sweeting spoke:   Hello.   I  am a Emeryvi l le resident and longtime Bay 


resident.   I  oppose the path c losure and support keeping it  open 24/7.   


In particular,  uniquely  for me, weekday nights in the spir i t  of maximum 


feasible public  access.   Night access is  crit ical  to my abil ity  to use the Bay Trai l  for 


transit  and exerc ise.   Without the path there is  no way to get to Marin and back at 


night without a car as  the soonest bus is  s ix  in the morning.   


I  have been stuck on the wrong side at night  before the path existed and it  


real ly  sucks.   I  ask the Commission to seriously consider freedom of movement for al l  


c it izens,  not just  during the day but also for people who work and exercise at night.  


Also,  regarding the usage of a shutt le.   I  personally  would not use a shuttle 


much.  But I  do, I  do currently use the path about once a week.  The shuttle sort  of 


defeats the purpose of having the Br idge as a destinat ion for exercise and it  makes 


me dependent on a  service that is  l ikely not going to be offered at night.  


Regarding benchmarks  to judge the success of the path.  I  recommend 


everyone take a look at Tarrytown in New York City.   They have a similar s ituation 


where they started with no bike path.   They added a shutt le service on an exist ing 


bridge.  It  wasn't  used much.  And then eventual ly  when there f inal ly  was a bike path 


solution going across,  induced demand gradually  brought more r idership.   


So,  induced demand teaches us that adding a new lane doesn't  necessari ly  


reduce traff ic.   But it  cuts both ways.  Adding a lane for bicycl ists  wil l  eventual ly  


induce demand for more cycl ists  and pedestr ians to cross that  way.   Thank you for 
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your t ime.  


Lucas commented:  Hi,  Commission, my name is  Lucas.   I  exper ience the bike 


lane every s ingle day by looking out of my car window and seeing almost nobody in 


it ,  along with thousands of other people moving very,  very s lowly,  just  try ing to get 


to work.   


I  do not think we need more data.  It  shows that l ike maybe 20 people are 


commuting with it  every day,  the rest is  recreational .   And so,  I  think this is  real ly  a 


fair  proposal.   That when most people are using it ,  they get to use it  for biking or 


walking or running or whatever on the weekends and Fr iday.  But otherwise,  l ike 


thousands of us are just  trying to get to work and it  real ly  sucks.    


I  have a k id I 'd rather be hanging out with instead of gett ing up early and 


leaving so that  I  don’t  lose my job.  There are more people advocating for the bike 


lane in this meeting than are using it  to commute.  I  think this is  sort  of r idiculous 


that we are equivocating l ike this.   That is  it .   Thank you.  Thank you very much.  


Jan Schil ler addressed the Commission:   Thank you.  I  real ly  appreciate being 


here.  I  am a res ident of Sonoma County and I  serve on the Advisory Board for In-


Home Supportive Serv ices,  representing people with disabil it ies .   My caregiver is  my 


sister,  she l ives in the East Bay.   She dr ives over here quite often,  and it  is  very 


diff icult  for her with the congest ion that it  i s  now in.   We would real ly  appreciate 


having this third lane so not just  her,  but other caregivers would have an easier t ime 


coming over to the North Bay.  


Also,  I  would l ike to suggest as a lternatives,  before I  became physical ly  


disabled, I  used to r ide my bike.  I  noticed they are making improvements now on 
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Highway 37 and it  is  a beaut iful  scenic route.   


And also,  I  would l ike to suggest that  carpools,  that there be an easier system 


for people to connect with carpools,  because that has been very diff icult  too, to get 


to the North Bay with carpools .  


Thank you so much for  al l  the good work you do.  I  appreciate this 


opportunity.   Thank you.  


Drew Levitt  was recognized:   Thank you, Chair Wasserman.  Thank you, 


Commissioners.   My name is  Drew Levitt;  I  l ive in Oakland.  I  work for MTC, but I  am 


speaking so lely in my capacity as a private c it izen today.  


I  am a travel  demand modeler,  so I  think a lot about sel f-ful f i l l ing prophecies.   


And it  turns out that i f  you make it  easy to do something and give people long 


enough to adapt their l i festyles accordingly,  more of that thing tends to happen.  And 


if  you make it  hard to do something,  people tend to stop doing that thing,  whether 


they want to or not .    


A hypothet ical  question to consider,  how many people might walk or bike over 


the Golden Gate Bridge, a popular br idge, i f  there weren't  a bike path on that Br idge?  


Zero, obviously .   Travel  outcomes take many years to emerge.  Land use changes,  


people change their houses and their jobs.   People make st icky decisions based on 


what they believe is  avai lable and wi l l  remain avai lable.  


The choice,  as I  see it ,  is  that we can keep making it  easier to drive and harder 


or sometimes impossible to do anything e lse and then many years  from now we can 


wonder while we are al l  s itt ing in car traff ic  why everyone drives everywhere, and 


nobody walks or  bikes.   Or we can make important decisions large and small  that may 
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be frustrat ing this year but wil l  be remembered as vis ionary in  decades to come. 


A few concrete points for the Commission.  Please consider how keeping or 


removing the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Bike Path would al ign with regional  plans 


and polic ies such as our stated commitments to reduce vehicle mi les of travel  and 


greenhouse gas emiss ions,  the incredibly important San Francisco Bay Trai l  as has 


been discussed, as well  as smaller efforts l ike MTC’s E-Bike Subsidy Program. 


Frankly,  the proposal  before you, in my opinion, personal opinion, is  so at 


odds with these efforts that it  feels a l i tt le l ike the left  hand does not know what the 


right hand is  doing and perhaps BCDC can help get the two hands on the same page.  


Speci f ica l ly  for Question 2 I  would urge the Commission to request an analys is  


of the changes in  walk  sheds and bike sheds and land use access ibi l ity  for non-


motorized travelers with and without the path.  Thank you.  


Patrick Lake stated:   Hi,  I  am Patr ick Lake in Point Richmond, and I  am lucky to 


have the Bridge in my backyard.  I  r ide a bike on it  many days a week.  My favorite 


r ide in the world is  a double br idge ride to SF with my dog in their  backpack.  This 


access lets me thrive at al l  hours of day and night.  


My City Counci lor is  BCDC Commissioner Zepeda and Commissioner Gioia 


appointed me to the Contra Costa County Bicycle Advisory Committee.  I  am a bike 


instructor with Bike East Bay,  I  organize events,  and this week I  am joining 1,000 


people for a 100-mile bike r ide with the Grizzly Peak Cycl ists .   We ride for  al l  the 


reasons that drivers drive but  we also have a community for al l  ages and identit ies,  


and we deserve equity .  


I  oppose c losing the Bridge path because the data says there is  nothing to 
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gain.  Let’s  keep it  open.  Opponents of the path say they want to rel ieve congestion, 


but they are making it  worse.   


The real  impact of more car space is  not less congest ion, it  is  induced demand.  


More cars,  more miles ,  more pollut ion, more parking.  It  is  choking l iv ing space out 


of our cit ies.    


Opponents exaggerate rare issues l ike crashes once in a mil l ion mi les.   But 


working cars jam the Bridge every day,  just  l ike the Bay Br idge gets jammed with f ive 


ful l  lanes.  Extra space doesn't  solve this.  


I f  people real ly  care,  the only solution is  a lternatives.   More rai l ,  bus,  and bike 


instead of a car per person.  Many cycl ists are also dr ivers.   But the less we rely on 


cars,  the more we solve the problem.  There is  no going back.  I f  you want a working 


system don’t  rol l  back the access to the Bay.   It  can’t  be an afterthought just  on 


weekends or somewhere else after we get out of the way of cars .   We need re l iable 


24/7 access to end car  rel iance.  Thank you.  


Chair Wasserman interjected:   I  am going to  interrupt.   We have 22 more 


speakers.   We have an addit ional,  a lso very important item, on this agenda.  We are 


not making a decision today.   


Assuming that Caltrans and BATA wish to proceed with this proposal,  we do 


not know that they wi l l  or not,  this wil l  come back to us for a permit.    


So,  I  am going to stop the publ ic speaking.  But any of you who have not 


spoken, and for that matter any of you who have, are absolutely  free to submit to us 


through our portal  comments,  whether by email  or by letter,  and those wil l  be 


distr ibuted to the Commissioners.   And this wil l  come back to us if  it  is  going 
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forward.  So,  I  thank a l l  of  you for your attention and your patience.  We are now 


going to move on to the next i tem. 


Commissioner Gioia  asked:  Any last  Commissioner comments? 


Chair Wasserman replied:   Out of respect to the dean of our Commission I  am 


going to give him one last,  short comment.  


Commissioner Gioia  stated:   I  just  want to make sure s ince we are asking 


quest ions and we said it  at  the beginning,  because this has come up as  well  in the 


speaking.  Is  col lecting more granular data on the incidents that you do have, and I  


real ize you do not have the best data.  But any information you have in the pi lot 


period regarding the number,  f requency of incidents,  we are talk ing going westbound 


now, during the peak hour.   At a l l  t imes but  specif ica l ly  during the peak hour.   I  think 


I  have heard from several  Commissioners we need more of that .   How much the delay 


was,  what type of incident.   You have some of that in there but putting it  a l l  together 


and summarizing.  


Chair Wasserman acknowledged:  Thank you.  


9.  Public  Hearing and Vote on 505 East Bayshore Road Permit Application-


Postponed.   


Item 9 was postponed. 


10. San Mateo County Flood and Sea Level  Rise Resi l iency Distr ict  (OneShorel ine) 


Briefing.   Chair Wasserman:  We are now going to Item 10, which is  a br iefing on the 


San Mateo County F lood and Sea Level R ise Resi l iency Distr ict,  commonly known as 


OneShoreline.  Representatives of OneShoreline working throughout San Mateo 


County wil l  brief the Commission on the vis ion and plan for the future to build 
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resi l ience to r is ing sea level.   Regulatory Director Harr iet Ross wi l l  introduce the 


brief ing.  


Once again,  I  would ask Sierra to keep a c lose eye on the number of hands that 


pop up.  I f  you do want to speak on this and you are a member of the publ ic be sure 


to submit a card if  you are in the room and raise your hand if  you are participat ing 


virtual ly.  


Director Ross,  you are going to start .  


Regulatory Director Ross introduced Item 10:   Thank you, Chair Wasserman.  


Good afternoon,  Commissioners .   I  am happy to introduce the next item. 


BCDC staff  have been working with OneShoreline over the last  several  months 


as we both share common goals of protecting the Bay’s development and resources 


while creating resi l ience to cl imate change.  Many of OneShorel ine’s projects are 


located within BCDC jurisdict ion and there is  much to learn from each other.  


OneShoreline was established to address al l  water-related impacts of cl imate 


change, including the most s igni f icant long-term impact of sea level  r ise.   They were 


ahead of  the curve in addressing c l imate impacts in San Mateo County across 


jurisdict ional boundaries,  much l ike BCDC was ahead of the game in tackl ing sea level  


r ise on a regional bas is here in the Bay Area. 


I  would l ike to acknowledge Commissioner Pine who has been on BCDC’s 


Commission since 2011.  He was the driving force for creat ion of OneShoreline for 


almost a decade and has served as OneShoreline’s Board Chair s ince its  inception in 


2020. 


So,  with that I  am going to go ahead and turn it  over to Len Materman, Chief 
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Executive Off icer of OneShoreline,  to br ief the Commission.  


Mr. Materman presented the fol lowing:   Thank you, Mr. Chair and 


Commissioners.   It  is  good to see you.  Thank you for the introduction, Harr iet,  


appreciate that .   Thanks to Commissioner Pine who is  the Chair of  our Board, as wel l  


as others in BCDC who have been so actively  involved in our efforts at  the staff  level  


and at the Commissioner level  over the years,  including Commissioner Showalter,  


good to see you.   


Maybe what I  wil l  do is  f irst  invite one of OneShorel ine’s Board Members and 


the mayor of Bur l ingame, who I  know has to leave the meeting shortly.   She signed 


on to make a few comments,  in part  because of her service on OneShorel ine’s Board 


since our incept ion, a lso in part because one of the things I  am going to dive into a 


l itt le bit  is  a project that we have on the Mi l lbrae and Burl ingame shorel ine,  and she 


is  the mayor of that ci ty.   So,  i f  I  could invite her to say a couple of words and then I  


wil l  proceed with the presentation.  


Mayor Colson addressed the Commission:   Thank you very much, 


Mr. Materman, I  appreciate this.   And thank you, Chair and Commissioners,  for 


entertaining this conversation today.  My name is  Donna Colson.  I  am the Mayor of 


Burl ingame and a Regional Director of OneShoreline.  


I  am grateful  that  you have added this topic to your busy agenda today.  Sea 


level  r ise is  of cr it ica l  concern to Burl ingame, our businesses,  residents and vis itors.    


For the last  four years  we have worked to develop the f irst  in the Bay Area and 


possibly even in the nation, 100-year sea level  r ise res i l ient zoning code.  And just 


last  week with the support of environmental  advocates and our community,  we 
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approved a new biotech development of approximately 13 acres that wil l  provide a 


nature-based and other protections as wel l  as complete our Bay Trai l  and add stream 


and other habitat restoration to about 13 acres of the shorel ine.  


This result  protects in land businesses,  residents and our vulnerable 


infrastructure,  which includes Highway 101, at  no expense to the taxpayer.   This is  a 


feasible model that is  being shared with other communities .    


I  have done a lot of work with Sausal ito as  well  and the leadership up there in 


the city and the county to share a l l  the work we are doing,  and I  am grateful  for their  


openness  to receive information that is  based on what  we have already done.  


The Bayfront is  a large part of our economic engine in Burl ingame.  It  provides 


almost 30% of our budget resources and it  hosts crit ical  recreation infrastructure 


including parks and f ields,  as well  as our wastewater treatment center,  which is  quite 


l iteral ly  10 feet away from the Bay.  


Protecting these assets has been a pr iority for my generation of leadership 


here in Burl ingame.  OneShoreline has proven indispensable in our  efforts to protect 


our City from ris ing seas.   We want to thank CEO Materman and of course Superv isor 


Pine, my colleagues on OneShorel ine,  and al l  of  the regional agencies that  have 


expressed interest and support for the work we are doing.  


Mr. Materman’s  outstanding staff  has real ly  led the way on this,  and we 


appreciate our col laboration with the agencies l ike BCDC.  We look forward to 


continued col laboration and mutual support.   I  am so sorry I  have to leave to go to 


another meeting at  about 4:30 but I  wi l l  stay on unt i l  then.  Again,  just  want to thank 


you and te l l  you how important this work is  for our City .  
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Mr. Materman acknowledged and cont inued:   Thank you, Mayor Colson.   


OneShoreline expresses the sent iment and ethos of our efforts.   I t  was created 


with the mental ity by the oldest 20 cit ies in San Mateo County as well  as the County 


itself ,  thinking that we are al l  in  this together.  


A bit  of background on OneShorel ine.  S ixty-f ive years ago, a f lood control  


distr ict  was created in San Mateo County,  l ike many other counties  in the Bay area 


and around the nat ion.  It  only worked in 10% of our County in the areas that are 


shown in various colors here,  watersheds.   


Meanwhi le,  over the past about  10 years,  many studies done by the County or 


Caltrans or MTC/ABAG or Scripps Institute or Stanford or Berkeley,  they pointed to 


San Mateo County’s a l l-too-common vulnerabil ity  to wildfire and drought,  increased 


vulnerabi l ity  compared to others in re lation to groundwater,  and just unique 


vulnerabi l ity  to sea level  r ise around California.   So,  there was a real ization after al l  


that,  that cl imate change is  transformative for our County and that no one 


jurisdict ion can do it  a lone.  


In 2019, Assemblymember Kevin Mullen authored a bi l l  in the statehouse to 


create OneShorel ine out of this former f lood control  distr ict.   It  was established on 


January 1,  2020, to address the water-related impacts of cl imate change.  


We take a holist ic  v iew to threats,  geography and object ives.   What that means 


is  we work mult i - jurisdict ional,  that is  in our DNA let ’s  say.  


In terms of threats ,  we are not just  looking at a historic f lood event that was 


modeled by FEMA in the 1980s or 1990s.  We are looking forward to extreme storms 


and of course sea level  r ise.    
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We think in terms of objectives holist ical ly,  cross-sector,  governmental,  


schools,  private sector,  community-based organizations,  and a lso cross-discipl inary.    


Cl imate affects everything.  It  affects housing,  transportation, ut i l i t ies,  


everything that is  related to our society.   And so,  our objective is  to have housing 


advocates or ut i l it ies advocates also see cl imate as their  issue because it  is  important 


to the resi l ience of their interests .  


Take a quick look at our priorit ies.  


Land use,  I  show these two pictures.   One is  a housing project  in our County,  


and you can see the Bay water level  today is  quite high compared to the front door 


and f irst  f loor windows of this housing development.  And then of course an 


underground parking garage that has water after a major storm event during high 


t ide.   


I  br ing these up to say that these pictures are from developments from about 


10 years ago.  But these are also developments that are coming to  BCDC in 2024, with 


underground parking and with front doors r ight next to the Bay without any setback.  


And so,  these are not just  issues that we faced 10 years ago.  These are issues we 


face today.  And it  is  important for al l  of  us to work together so that BCDC has the 


authorit ies to create resi l ience beyond its  important miss ion of publ ic  access.  


So,  we are interested in land use.  We want any project ,  whether i t  is  public  


infrastructure or private development,  to function for its  l i fespan.   That is  real ly  


what this is  about.   Can it  funct ion for its  intended l i fespan based on our changing 


cl imate? 


We are creating policy guidance.  We already created one re lated to private 
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development that was approved by the OneShorel ine Board last  year and next year 


we are focused on public infrastructure.  So  that is  things l ike pump stations.  You 


see a picture here of a  pump station on a sunny day,  no rain,  across from a pr ivate 


development.  


And of course,  you see the effects that we have seen in other parts of the Bay 


Area as well  where on sunny days there is  quite a bit  of water.   This picture at 


Highway 380, this is  west of Highway 101.  It  is  about a mile upstream in San Bruno 


Creek and this is  again with no rain.  


Of course,  this  is  Highway 101.  The publ ic access tra i ls  a lso have substant ial  


resi l iency issues.  


And then here is  a picture of a PG&E tower that won't  have to worry about its  


No Trespassing s ign much longer.  


So,  we are creat ing a public infrastructure guidance in 2024 or 2025 and 


working with BCDC staff  on both of those efforts,  which is  super helpful.  


As part of this planning guidance, we have what we cal l  a Map of Future 


Condit ions.   This shows the whole County.   Basical ly,  we look at the effects of sea 


level  r ise,  water coming over the edge of our shorel ine,  but a lso groundwater r ise.    


That is  an emerging f ield.   Data is  improving on that quite a bit  as t ime goes 


by.  There is  a lot  of work being done on that in at  UC Berkeley.  One of our fe l lows, a 


Stanford PhD student,  is  special iz ing in groundwater,  and we are trying to f ine tune 


our understanding of the effects of groundwater in  the shorel ine area.  


Zeroing in  on the area I  am going to talk  a l i tt le bit  about in a few minutes.   


This is  San Francisco International Airport .   Just  south of there is  the city of Mil lbrae 
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and just south of there is  the c ity of Burl ingame.  This area is  impacted.  What you 


see in blue green, the FEMA flood zone.   Then in that area plus is  the yel low area, 


which is  our  Sea Level  Rise Overlay District .   And then beyond that  is  groundwater.   


So,  groundwater actually  goes farther inland than the effects of anticipated sea level  


r ise.  


Chair Wasserman interjected:   I  need to stop you for one quick moment for a 


procedural  action.  We have lost our quorum, not your fault ,  and we are going to 


move to a committee of the whole and proceed that way to receive your very 


important information.  Thank you.  


Mr. Materman cont inued:  I  wi l l  not lose a beat and go to a wrap-up of our 


other pr iorit ies.  


Wanted to say,  we were created as a long-term resi l iency agency.   That was 


the intent in 2015, 2016, et  cetera,  al l  the way through our legislat ion signed by the 


governor in 2019. 


What quick ly became apparent in the fa l l  of  2021 to al l  of  us,  as well  as the 


winter of 2022-23 is  the atmospheric r ivers that we see, and we at OneShoreline 


believe are fueled by cl imate change.  That is  an impact of c l imate change now.   


It  was not suff ic ient for us to just  focus on thinking about long-term resi l ience 


when the greatest impact of cl imate is  happening today.  So,  we al l  spent a lot of 


t ime alert ing people to and reducing the impacts of extreme storms.  Many of those 


impacts are exacerbated by high t ides,  as you know.  In a low-lying area, l ike the Bay 


shorel ine of San Mateo County,  that is  a huge issue where we have storm surge and 


extreme t ides coincident with a big storm and that is  what creates the problems.  
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We do not have a long-term stable source of  funding.  That is  a high pr iority 


for us as well .  


And then f inal ly  projects,  and this wi l l  transit ion to zeroing in on this Mi l lbrae-


Burl ingame shorel ine.  But this is  a snapshot  of the 53 miles of San Mateo County 


shorel ine.  We have 12 cit ies impacted by the Bay, 11 that touch the Bay.  Within 


those 53 miles and 12 cit ies,  there are 10 dist inct efforts that are looking at long-


term resi l ience on our  shorel ine.  They range from early,  ear ly planning to completed 


construct ion.  


Completed construct ion has been in Foster City,  and that was a project real ly  


focused on the current FEMA floodplain.   Our work at OneShorel ine is  to al ign as 


much as possible a l l  of  these efforts that you see in different colors throughout the 


shorel ine so that they are substantia l  and that they complement one another.  


Zeroing in  on one aspect of our shorel ine,  San Francisco Airport .   Of course,  a 


major important faci l i ty,  very large, and they also have a project .   They cal l  it  their  


Shorel ine Protection Program.  You see in yel low the outl ine there.    


What is  interesting to me is  when the Airport was developed, not surpris ingly,  


the creeks were rerouted around the Airport.   The impacts of that  are partia l ly  shown 


in the pictures that we see of the areas around the Airport.   On the right,  that is  


Colma Creek during a King T ide and then below that is  the city of San Bruno during a 


storm and high t ide,  and then the city of Mi l lbrae with the f looding seen.  This is  al l  


areas west of Highway 101 along the creeks.   Then to the south of there it  is  real ly  


just  a shorel ine shot of the city of Bur l ingame.   


Our job with these dashed l ines and arrows in green extending north from the 
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Airport and south from the Airport is  to leverage the work of San Francisco Airport to 


create greater protect ion to the north and south within San Mateo County.  


It  is  important to talk about what our object ives are.  Our objective is  real ly  


one objective and that  is  c l imate resi l ience for areas with exist ing or potentia l  


development.  You see here a picture dur ing a high t ide but not extreme t ide of a 


walkway alongside a hotel  in Burl ingame.  


So,  resi l ience for development,  res i l ience for trai ls.   There is  Bay Trai ls  here in 


this area l ike there are in many areas,  most areas thankful ly,  of San Francisco Bay.  


But those trai ls,  even where they exist,  may not be terr ibly attractive or may not be 


resi l ient to cl imate change.   


And so,  our project is  also about creat ing resi l ience for public  access,  and then 


resi l ience for habitat .  


These are a lso images from this part  of the shorel ine.  It  is  not so much in my 


mind about just  bui lding habitat for today, i t  is  about what can we bui ld today that  is  


not going to be washed away when the Bay expands in 10 years,  15 years,  20 years.   


It  is  about resi l ience for development,  public  access and habitat .  


We have a project that is  in large part at  this moment funded by the state of 


Cal i fornia.   That is  to look at the shorel ine of Mil lbrae, which is  just  next to SFO, and 


then Burl ingame, with the potent ial  to extend it  to the city of San Mateo.   


The fundamental  alternatives of this project  are shorel ine and creek f lood 


protection.  We have s ix creeks or channels that f low into San Francisco Bay.  You can 


see the purple l ines that extend outward from the Bay here.  This project looks l ike a 


very tradit ional approach of bui lding a levee or wall  on the shorel ine and then 
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bui lding,  in this case walls,  not so much levees,  along these creeks.   I  wil l  talk about 


some of those constraints in a second.  


The other opt ion is  we stay away from working in the creeks because of land 


rights concerns,  r ipar ian issues,  concerns about environment,  and cost;  and working 


with Highway 101, which is  very compl icated when al l  these creeks  go under Highway 


101 and f lood the highway today.  Instead,  we put t ide gates and pump stations on 


the mouths of these creeks.   That has opportunit ies and constraints l ike a l l  of  these 


and so we could talk about that.  


The third fundamental  alternative is  to put some sort of a wave brake 


offshore.  This has been done in San Francisco Bay.  It  is  essentia l ly  putting a 


hardened structure that you put  some habitat on top of.   You put these out in the 


Bay,  and they break the waves.  That reduces the wave height  and wave energy,  


which al lows for  a s l ightly smal ler shorel ine protection.  But  at  the end of the day,  


you st i l l  need the shorel ine protection if  you are talk ing about sea level  r ise,  because 


you are trying to address the water level  at  some point.  


The fourth one is  an offshore barrier with doors as well  as  a pump station and 


shorel ine enhancement for access and for habitat .   The sense is  that now, today, i f  


this  were put in,  these doors would bas ical ly  remain open at a l l  t imes except for 


dur ing an atmospheric  r iver when you need the capacity offshore to col lect that 


water to reduce f looding onshore.  So that would be a few t imes a year and then also 


dur ing King Tides on, whatever,  four days  a year.   So,  the doors would be closed for 


those half-dozen days a year.   Otherwise,  they would remain open to al low for 


r iparian creek f low and t idal  action.  
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As sea level  r ises ,  the doors would be closed more.  What our engineers 


estimate is  that after a foot and a half  of sea level  r ise from today, the doors would 


be closed a total  of one hour per day,  basical ly  30 minutes at each high t ide.  After 


three feet of sea level  r ise,  they would be closed about six  hours a  day.  They would 


be closed more and more as t ime goes on.   Whenever we reach a foot and a hal f  of 


sea level  r ise,  that is  what the scenario would be.  But for today,  we can also provide 


the protect ion against  al lowing dur ing the storms the creeks to f low into the Bay.  


So,  those are our options.  We look at the constraints in the area and the 


number one is  that this area is  heavi ly  urbanized.  You see here a picture of a 


bui lding in Burl ingame right alongside the Bay shorel ine.  Not a lot of room to build 


protection for this area unless you go into the Bay, r ight,  or you take out the 


bui lding.  So,  those are your fundamental  options if  you have this .   And this is  not 


just  at  this s ite,  so it  i s  a concern.  


And then this is  on a creek channel where you see the building on one side,  


the parking on the other,  and ut i l i t ies,  and so we have constrained creek channels as 


well .  


Other constraints.   Our goal is  to get people  out of the FEMA floodplain,  in 


part because it  means it  is  a cert i f iable project that wi l l  last.   In  part,  of course,  


because of  the f inancial  benefits  for the property owners in the area.   


This is  just  adjacent to San Francisco Airport,  which has a lot of concerns 


about birds,  not surpr isingly .   Building habitats that attract f ly ing birds is  something 


that they have expressed a great concern about.  


Something I  wanted to  highl ight is  we do not  have a lot of room here.  
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Basical ly,  the areas that you see in pink are the only areas that either do not involve 


private tak ing or going into the Bay.   Those are the only areas  that we have for 


actually  bui lding resi l ience.   


We have a concern that as the Bay shorel ine is  developed, or the creeks are 


developed in the shorel ine area, that those projects that are  being current ly 


approved by the c it ies  and by regulatory agencies are l imit ing our abil ity  to do 


natural  solutions,  to do resi l ience, period.  But including natural  solutions into those 


projects.   It  makes it  more diff icult  as the buildings get developed closer and closer 


to the Bay l ike you see in that picture on the left.  


We are left  with two alternat ives that we are currently analyzing.  One is  


onshore fundamental ly  and one is  offshore fundamental ly.   Our status r ight now on 


this project is  we put out a Notice of Preparation, got a lot  of comments.   They were 


very robust comments,  mostly on our offshore idea.  We are taking those comments 


and we have learned from them quite a bit  and we are beginning an analysis;  it  is  


cal led the LEDPA analysis,  which is  required by both the Corps and the Water Board, 


and that is  to f ind the least environmentally  damaging practicable alternative.  We 


are also this month hir ing an outreach consultant to enhance our outreach efforts .   


After a l l  of  that,  and meeting with regulatory agencies,  in fact,  next week.  After al l  


of  that we wil l  begin the environmental  process.  


We are at our early days on this .   It  is  an important project,  and it  is  one that 


has gotten a lot of attention.  BCDC staff  have asked me to speak on it  and I  am 


happy to do so,  because it  just  presents al l  of  us with a lot of questions about what is  


this place going to look l ike i f  we are real ly  serious about becoming res i l ient .   We in 
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San Mateo County are  serious about becoming res i l ient and that poses a lot of 


opportunit ies and a lot of constraints .   So,  with that I  thank you and I  am happy to 


answer quest ions.  


Chair Wasserman acknowledged and asked:  Thank you very much.  


How many public speakers do we have? 


Ms. Peterson replied:   Currently four,  Chair Wasserman.  


Chair Wasserman cont inued:  Al l  r ight.   I  am going to,  as I  did in the last  item, 


give the Commissioners the opportunity to ask questions and then we wil l  turn to the 


public .  


Commissioner Nelson inquired:   Just one quick quest ion.  One of your earl ier 


graphics showed that you were looking at the potentia l  for walls  a long some of the 


creeks that lead out to the Bay between 101 and the Bay.   Your discussion at the end 


showed that you had apparent ly screened those out.   I  am just hoping you can help 


me understand why you made that decision.  


Mr. Materman answered:  Yes.   Under our sea level  r ise assumptions,  we 


would have to go al l  the way up to the Caltrain tracks,  so it  is  beyond Highway 101.  


The combination of a l l  of  that work,  which is  costly and has environmental  impacts,  


al l  of  the land rights that would be needed to be acquired as part of that;  because a 


lot of those properties,  they do not just  end at the edge of the parking lot,  they go 


into the centerl ine of the creek.  So,  al l  of  the land r ights that would have to be 


involved in bui lding that.    


Also,  as I  mentioned, the complicat ions of integrating that with Highway 101 


at s ix  different crossings just  made i t  infeas ible to us.   The tradeoff for al l  of  that is  
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the t ide gate and pump station approach at the creek mouths.  There may be ways to 


l imit  that s l ightly,  but  fundamentally  that is  the alternat ive.  


Commissioner Nelson continued:  So,  the shorel ine-based alternat ive that you 


were looking at includes those t ide gates and pump stat ions.  


Mr. Materman agreed:  That’s r ight,  that’s r ight,  exactly.  


Commissioner Gunther stated:   Len, thanks so much for this .   It  is  real ly  great 


to see somebody putting penci l  and paper to,  okay,  so what do we actually  do?   


I  wanted to ask you, f i rst  of al l ,  when we had our South Bay Shorel ine 


Conference in 2017 and created a map just by asking people,  are  you thinking about 


something,  are you think about something? There were lots of holes.   There was a 


project and then there was no project and then there was another  project.    


You presented us,  obviously,  they are at very different stages these things,  but 


now everybody that has got shorel ine in  San Mateo County is  thinking about this 


issue col lectively .   Congratulations,  that is  a great ,  that is  a real ly,  real ly  great 


achievement.   


I  also wanted, warm to my heart as a Water  Board member,  to hear you talk ing 


about,  thinking about groundwater.   And I  assume you are in communicat ion with the 


staff  at  the Water  Board on this issue.  That is  going to be a challenge no matter 


what alternat ive you select.  


And then last ly,  obviously,  you are going to eventual ly  get into the dollars and 


cents of al l  this .   Unless I  missed it ,  and sorry,  there has been a lot coming at us 


today.  You did not seem to have an alternative in which some kind of retreat is  


mixed in with everything else.   That is ,  the assumption is  every bui lding that is  there 
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is  going to be protected.  


Mr. Materman asked:  Do you want me to address that?  I  would be happy to.  


Commissioner Gunther repl ied:   I  would l ike  to hear because I  know that is  an 


alternative that is  bandied about.   But of course,  every place is  go ing to be a l itt le 


different .   But I  just  wondered if  that was thought of at  al l  and then how that  


compares to the idea of areas gett ing wet bringing more birds  near the Airport.   I  d id 


not know if  that was part of the thinking.  


Mr. Materman responded:  I f  I  could comment on the retreat question because 


it  is  an important one that we hear often.  There are real ly  two parts of my response 


to that.    


One is  we have put out this planning pol icy guidance that I  discussed about 


land use polic ies that we recommend that ci t ies adopt,  and the county adopts,  and 


many cit ies have.  As Mayor Colson mentioned, Burl ingame has taken the lead on 


that,  the f i rst  one in our county to do that and in the area in general.    


That planning policy guidance cal ls  for setbacks from the shorel ine.  It  i s  not a 


wholesale retreat of a  community or a neighborhood, but it  is  retreat from water to 


enable us to do resi l ience measures,  including natural  features within those 


resi l ience measures,  rather than just a wal l .   That is  part  one of my answer.  


Part  two is,  in very specif ic  areas of the county do we have land use authority.   


We do not real ly  have land use authority;  we have land rights in certain areas.   And 


none of those areas are on the shorel ine except for creek mouths in two locations.  


As long as these projects are,  and I  am not picking on this area at al l ,  I  am 


talking about Bay Area wide.   As long as these projects that build bui ldings r ight 
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along the shorel ine are being approved by environmental  regulatory agencies,  and as 


long as they are being approved by local  governments,  c it ies and counties,  our job is  


not to say that project  you approved last  year or the one you are consider ing in 2024 


has to move.   


Our job is  to say,  how do we take the context of our environment,  not just  on 


these development projects,  on SFO as an entity.   How do we take the context of the 


environment,  small  e,  that we inherit ,  and turn that into the most  resi l ient 


environment that we can? 


So, I  am not an advocate,  and I  am not talking about me personal ly.   I  am just 


saying organizational ly  I  am not an advocate for large-scale retreat because that is  


not where our community,  our  governments  are.  And bodies l ike BCDC and the Water 


Board and other bodies,  they are not at  a place to compel that .   And I  think that 


should change, personally.   But unt i l  that does,  my job is  to take the most vulnerable 


county and make it  the most resi l ient county.  That is  a l l  I  can do.  


Commissioner Gunther continued:  Well ,  I  real ly  appreciate that.   I  am not,  in 


asking this quest ion, suggesting that retreat  is  actual ly  the preferred alternat ive.   


However,  people say there is  going to be e ither managed retreat or chaotic 


retreat,  or there is  going to be more hardening of the shore in the Bay Area l ike you 


are talk ing about.    


And then I  think this wil l  come out a l itt le,  these alternat ives wil l  become 


clari f ied once we start  talking about how much these things cost and who is  going to 


pay for them and then what are other cheaper alternatives.   And that wil l  a lso be 


inf luenced by our sea level  r ise projections changing over the next few years.   But I  
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real ly,  I  just  real ly  appreciate  the way you guys are thinking about this.  


Dave, is  there an analogous publ ic inst itution anywhere else?  The way that 


you guys went  and had the legis lat ion rewritten.  I  do not know of anyone else in the 


Bay Area.  


Commissioner Pine answered:  I  do not think so.  We spent the better part  of 


f ive years putting this  together.  


Commissioner Gunther continued:  This is  an approach of national s igni f icance 


I  would think.  I  know you guys do not spend t ime thinking about yourself  that way, 


but the integrated way that you are doing this on both shorel ines.   I  mean, you are 


only talking about  the Bay shorel ine now.  Is  something that I  think worth just  


remembering that you guys are on the cutting edge of what is  going to have to 


happen.  


Chair Wasserman stated:   A couple of comments,  one quest ion.  Terrif ic,  i s  the 


major comment.  I  know there is  a lot,  a lot,  a lot  of work to do and a lot of 


problems.  What you have done over the f ive years and beyond is  terrif ic.   I  am sorry,  


let  me ask my question f i rst.  


Your state legis lat ion that created you or structured it  to create you with the 


approval of the local  agencies does give you specif ica l ly  taxing powers.   Am I  correct 


in assuming that those taxing powers under the authority given st i l l  requires a two-


thirds vote.  


Mr. Materman repl ied:   I  wil l  just  say our voting thresholds are the same as 


any other public  entity.  


Commissioner Pine added:  I  would add that  we made sure that the legis lat ion 
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provided us with a l l  the tools,  revenue rais ing tools that are avai lable.    


OneShoreline did spend a tremendous amount of t ime looking at a  potentia l  


parcel  tax combined with f ire,  a combined f i re and sea level  r ise funding measure, 


and the support just  was not there.  


Chair Wasserman cont inued:  One of the issues that I  know has been talked 


about in the past ,  I  do not know if  there is  any current discuss ion about it ,  is  


changing the law for f lood control  districts to make them more l ike the uti l it ies in 


imposing fees,  which do not require two-thirds,  do require a majority.   As we are 


looking at our f inancing the future issues,  that is  one of the vehic les I  think we want 


to look at.  


Mr. Materman stated:   I f  I  may comment on that extremely brief ly.   There is  a 


measure on the November 2024 ballot to lower the threshold for bonding from two-


thirds to 55 percent.   Right now, that lower authority or that lower threshold rests 


with school districts,  but not with c l imate resi l ience projects or housing projects.   


The legislat ion in November,  just  for the general  publ ic  and others who may not be 


aware, or anyone not aware, is  to lower that for those types of projects.  


One of the things that  we are wait ing on to think about,  do we go to the voters 


in our county,  is  what happens this November in regard to that and other measures.  


Chair Wasserman acknowledged:  That makes absolute sense.  


Commissioner Pine added:  Our funding, s imply put,  i s  half  funded by the 


county and half  funded by the cit ies.   Each of the 20 cit ies puts in  a very modest 


amount,  but they al l  contribute towards the operation.  


Chair Wasserman stated:   Most of the staff  I  am talking to,  no disrespect,  







101 


 


BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


Harr iet,  are not present for a variety of reasons.  I  think i t  would be useful ,  not 


necessar i ly  at  a Commission hear ing but perhaps in one of our workshop formats,  to 


have a more detai led presentation and interaction.   


And we might want to include Sonoma in that.   Because although they have 


not done what you have done, they have done some interest ing and dif ferent things.   


I  think OneShoreline and Sonoma are the two most progressive in thinking of hol ist ic  


changes within government agencies to address the issues that we are address ing.  I  


thank you very much for the work and the presentat ion.  


We do have publ ic comment.  Sometimes you get wrapped up in your own 


thoughts.   Please cal l  the publ ic speakers.  


Arthur Feinstein was the f irst  speaker:   Chair Wasserman and Commissioners,  


thanks for the opportunity to ta lk on this .  


I  f irst  recommend that  al l  of  you look at this  scient if ic  art ic le published in 


Urban Sustainabi l ity  in 2022.  I  hope staff  can tel l  me whether you can distribute it  to 


al l  of  the Commissioners.   Protection and restoration of coastal  habitat  yield mult iple 


benef its for urban residents as sea levels r ise.   Now this is  2022.   


Many of the sc ientists  working on this,  and there were l ike ten, are local  ones 


working for agencies and for SFEI.   They studied specif ical ly  the San Mateo coast to 


look at what were the problems and what could be the solut ions.   Their conclusion:   


This work adds to the growing body of research from around the world demonstrating 


that nature-based solutions help protect coastl ines and yie ld diverse ecosystem 


services.  


They also recommend,  not recommend it  a lready existed, but they point to 
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OneShoreline as an excellent way of br inging a regional perspect ive to a shorel ine so 


you can address a l l  the issues along that shorel ine.  Very s imilar to what the RSAP 


and the subregional SAP are doing.  


The problem, I  am going to run out of t ime very quick ly,  is  that what Len is  


proposing for the shorel ine,  the off  shorel ine gates,  it  has already been proposed for 


the whole Bay.  You put a gate across the Golden Gate and just stop the water and 


then we do not have to worry about any of this .  


Mr. Materman inter jected:   Not exact ly.  


Mr. Feinstein acknowledged and continued:  Well ,  it  got shot down.  I  am 


similar ly  hoping that this gets shot down because it  proposes the same reason.  Every 


agency that has examined it  has had problems. 


Michael Brownrigg commented:  Thanks very much.  I  am Michael Brownrigg;  I  


am a longt ime counci l  member for the city of Bur l ingame.  I  real ly  just  am here in 


sol idarity for the inquiry,  in gratitude to OneShorel ine and to Supervisor Pine for 


creating it .  


This is ,  as Mayor Colson pointed out,  a v ital  piece of our  own economy.  


Without a healthy shorel ine that al lows businesses and recreat ional use our City 


would be devastated.  So,  this is  a  very serious matter for us,  and we appreciate 


BCDC’s wil l ingness to explore al l  potentia l  options.  


In my view, retreat  is  not an opt ion.  I  think the good news is  back in Par is  in 


2015 we thought the world was on path to a four to f ive degree warming.  Now we 


are down to two and a  half  to three, which is  st i l l  unacceptable,  but we are going in 


the right direction.  







103 


 


BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 


I  have hope that  we wil l ,  as a planet f igure this out ,  but not before a wall  of 


water comes at us and that is  what we need to defend.  I  thank Len for his work and 


his team’s work,  and I  appreciate BCDC and the spir it  of inquiry that you guys are 


adopting towards this work.   


I  think the only thing that is  less sensible than a bad answer is  not doing the 


exploration and research at al l ,  and I  think that is  the Dark Ages versus the 


Enlightenment.  Thank you very much.  I  am done.  I  wil l  g ive you the balance of  my 


t ime. 


Ei leen McLaughlin spoke:   Good afternoon, Chair Wasserman and 


Commissioners.   Thank you for this these few minutes here.  I  am Ei leen McLaughlin 


with Cit izens Committee to Complete the Refuge and have been studying and 


fol lowing the OneShoreline Project in Mi l lbrae and Burl ingame since last  fal l  when it  


was f irst  announced to the publ ic.  


I  want to take and focus on the habitat  issues here,  one that would be affected 


by the barr ier particularly.   They plan a 2.65-mile barrier.    


They want to have, at  one area they have t idal  marsh at one end, which is  


marsh that SFO must protect for the Ridgeway rai ls .   That moves on down southward 


on to beach and broad mud f lats that have waves coming back and forth on them and 


the shorebirds a l l  winter long.  Thousands and thousands use that  thoroughly.   And 


then down further to where the water gets deeper at  the shorel ine,  every single day 


recreational f ishermen or women or chi ldren are out there catching f ish.   


Because the hydrology of t idal  action serves al l  of  those di fferent k inds of 


habitats .   And underneath the waters there is  eel  grass ,  which is  a lso known as 
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something that inhibits and cleans fresh water.    


This is  an area that the project says one of i ts  threats and opportunit ies or  


objectives is  habitat .   But that barrier,  even with al l  its  breaks,  i s  going to completely 


destroy the hydrological  f low of this cove and al l  of  the habitats and wi ldl ife that use 


it  today.  Thank you.  


Gita Dev was recognized:   Good afternoon, Chair Wasserman and 


Commissioners.   I  know it  is  gett ing late.   I  want to thank OneShoreline for a lot  of 


good work that they have done in San Mateo County,  which is  part  of our S ierra 


Club’s Chapter.  


However,  I  have to tel l  you right up front,  that every single agency and also 


the Airport has taken rather vio lent exception to f i l l ing in the Bay with a lagoon.   


And it  is  c lear  to us that while this may seem l ike an easy solut ion, and we 


always appreciate research, but the sc ient if ic  community has weighed in on the side 


of nature and using nature-based solut ions,  which they believe wil l  help not only the 


land but also the Bay and wil l  keep costs down.  


I  do want to point out  that s ince OneShoreline worked on i ts  guidelines,  which 


we were very involved with and which we very much appreciate,  SB 272 has passed,  


which requires al l  c it ies to fol low Bay Adapt’s s ix  goals,  the second of which is  to put 


nature f i rst  whenever possible.    


But that is  because it  recognizes that the Bay itself ,  its  l iv ing shorel ines and its  


ecosystems are as much at r isk with sea level  r ise as the shorel ine and the bui ldings 


and the infrastructure around it .  


Therefore,  to fulf i l l  the obligations of  that law we need BCDC policymakers to 
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make sure that the public ,  the staff  and the consultant teams that work on it  to 


extend the adaptat ion plans,  to include integrating nature into their plans.   Not just  


as vegetation on levees,  but  with some of the other elements that the scientif ic  


community in the paper that Arthur Feinstein mentioned includes.   Thank you.  


Chair Wasserman acknowledged and continued:  Thank you.  That concludes 


our publ ic  speakers.  


Any Commissioner want a f inal  comment on this?  


Commissioner Showalter stated:   Hi,  Len, it  i s  great to see you.  I  want to 


compliment you on this wonderful  agency that you have created.   In particular,  I  am 


delighted to see how you are looking at the protections as a continuum al l  a long the 


shorel ine.   


Because one of the things we learned in Katr ina was that those touch points,  


those connect ion points between projects,  were where things typical ly  broke down.  


And if  that happened, you had a big f lood.  We do not want to do that anymore.  


Having you look at it  a l l  as a system is the best way to avoid that .   I  am real ly  


del ighted to see that  this has gone so well  and so far.  


I  am br inging you greetings from Santa Clara County,  where we are blessed 


with being ringed by o ld salt  ponds that can be restored to marshes.  But I  just  want 


to say that we are del ighted to see that you are working with that .    


And I  as both a BCDC Commissioner,  as the mayor of Mountain View, wil l  do 


whatever I  can to make sure that that connection between your county and my 


county works beauti ful ly.   Even though I  know that the methodologies there wil l  be 


different from time to t ime.  But thanks,  and thanks for this wonderful  work and keep 
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it  up.  Let me know how I  can help.  


Mr. Materman acknowledged:  Thank you.  


Chair Wasserman moved to adjournment:   Thank you very much, Len and 


David.  


11. Adjournment.   Upon motion by Commissioner Showalter,  seconded by 


Commissioner Randolph, the Commission meeting was adjourned at 4:41 p.m. in 


memory of Wil l  Travis.  
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