
   
        

          
 

   
 

 
 

  

    
      
 

    
 

 
  

   
    

    
   

  
    
    

   
  

    

    
  

  
  

    
    

   

     
 

   
 

  
 

 
  

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 

April 29, 2026 

TO: Design Review Board Members 

FROM: Lawrence J. Goldzband, Executive Director (415-352-3653; larry.goldzband@bcdc.ca.gov) 
Ashley Tomerlin, Sr. Bay Dev. Design Analyst (415-352-3657; ashley.tomerlin@bcdc.ca.gov) 

SUBJECT: Draft Summary of April 6, 2026, BCDC Design Review Board Meeting 

1. Call to Order and Meeting Procedure Review. Design Review Board (DRB) Chair Jacinta 
McCann called the hybrid meeting to order on Zoom, at approximately 5:00 p.m. 

a. DRB Board Members. Chair Jacinta McCann, Vice Chair Gary Strang, Patricia 
Fonseca, Kristen Hall, Tom Leader, and Stefan Pellegrini attended in person. 

b. BCDC Staff. Ashley Tomerlin, Yuri Jewett, Ben Dorfman, Julie Garren, and Rowan 
Yelton attended in person. 

c. The project teams. 
(1) Port of San Francisco (Port): David Beaupre and Patrick Foster 
(2) East Harbor/Marina Green: Monica Scott, San Francisco Recreation and Parks 

Department (RPD); Paula Gill, Integral Consulting; Brenda McConathy, PG&E; and 
Veronica Rivera, Field Operations. 

2. Staff Update. The Board Secretary noted the following items: 

a. Form 700 filing deadline was Wednesday, April 1. 
b. DRB Recruitment. We will be starting the recruitment process for new DRB members 

and alternates, aiming for two rounds this year. Over summer, we hope to appoint 
another coastal engineer, a landscape architect, and urban designer/architect. 

c. 2025 Public Access and Permitting in Review. 
d. The next meeting will be May 11 and a second review of the Berkeley Ferry Pier. 

3. Public Comment for Items Not on the Agenda. There was no public comment. 

4. Briefing Near and Long-Term Projects at Fisherman’s Wharf. The briefing will present 
several near- and long-term projects at various stages of design and construction within 
Fisherman’s Wharf at the Port of San Francisco. This area resides along the 
northernmost reach of the Port of San Francisco’s 7.5-mile-long waterfront and is 
bounded by Pier 39 and the Hyde Street Pier. Staff will also provide an overview of the 
San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan (SFWSAP), a collaborative policy document 
between BCDC and the Port of San Francisco, and how it relates to the new 
development in the area. In 2025, BCDC approved an amendment to the SFWSAP 
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updating allowable redevelopment scenarios at Fisherman’s Wharf to align with 
neighboring Northeastern Waterfront policies. 

a. Staff Presentation. Ben Dorfman provided a staff introduction to the planning efforts 
and upcoming projects. 

b. Board Clarifying Questions following Presentations. 

(1) Jacinta McCann noted that the two agencies have been working together for a 
long time and asked that beyond the planning and policy phase, what are the 
steps required to identify a development project. Port staff responded that 

c. Project Presentation. David Beaupre, Port of San Francisco, provided an overview of 

d. 

(1) Gary Strang requested clarification regarding visitation and economic recovery for 
the area. Port staff stated the area is recovering with approximately 14.1 million 

Maritime department states that the industry tends to be cyclical with waves of 
highs and lows. He noted that some of the improvements needed to assist the 
industry, such as a larger and improved ice machine and repairs to the pier apron 
for example, should help the commercial fishing industry remain viable. 

(3) Gary Strang asked if fish processing on Pier 45 is being phased out in favor of 
other uses. Port staff stated that no, Pier 45 is comprised of four sheds and the 
Fisherman’s Wharf Revitalized project is taking a portion of one shed and is 
considering integrating the needs of the fishing industry into the program and 
celebrating this use. He stated that without fishing there is no Fisherman’s Wharf, 
noting the Special Area Plan and Bay Plan also protect commercial fishing areas 
and uses in Fisherman’s Wharf specifically. 

typically development projects come through the Request for Proposal (RFP) 
process, and occasionally sole source projects are considered. The process is 
outlined in the San Francisco Waterfront Plan, but typically BCDC is informed 
ahead of time to flag issues for RFPs and projects are presented to the DRB when 
ready. The BCDC San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan, the Port of San 
Francisco Waterfront Plan and the City’s General Plan are in alignment on that. 

the planning efforts and upcoming projects with a slide presentation. 

Board Clarifying Questions following Presentations. 

visitors pre-COVID and 13.5 million for unique visitors in 2025, not including 
locals. The Port is working toward collecting better numbers, but the generally the 
area is recovering post pandemic and appears to be attracting more locals. 

(2) Gary Strang asked if fishing in the area is still economically viable. Port staff stated 
that the commercial fishing industry is still very much present and active in 
Fisherman’s Wharf and Pier 45, but has experienced seasonal restrictions and 
significant challenges in recent years like the temporary closure of the commercial 
salmon fishery and shortening of the Dungeness crab fishing season. The 

(4) Gary Strang asked if the use restriction makes redevelopment or intensification 
difficult or if it is strictly cost. Port staff stated that there are restricted uses for 
development. Residential or general office uses in the wharf area are not allowed, 
but retail, public serving, and other uses that support the maritime industry are 
being explored but many of them are expensive to build over the water. 
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(5) Tom Leader requested clarification for the prognosis of Fisherman’s Grotto since 
Alioto’s is gone. He would like to understand what the market says about the 
restaurant/food and beverage industry, and if there is a new alignment in forces 
and scale to be considered. Port staff confirmed that Fisherman’s Grotto is 
currently vacant and the Port is working to re-tenant a small portion of it. The 
market wants a more fast casual experience; there is less desire for larger 
restaurants to host families and big celebrations. Additionally, the tenant 
improvement costs on top of not having time to amortize the cost of the 
substructure repair makes this area challenging. The restaurants at this location 
were not built independently, they share the same structure on different piles and 
are all tied together. The Port decided to look at the entire area comprehensively 
to address seismic and sea level rise resilience challenges to inform development 
of a commercial program. They noted that by removing the Alioto’s building, they 
reduced the weight and load on the pier, which should help improve the lifespan 
of the overall structure and slightly reduce the seismic threat. 

(6) Tom Leader observed that smaller scale is what works better here. Port staff 
confirmed that brokers advised that the four large vacant restaurants are difficult 
to re-tenant, while the smaller ones have been filled 

(7) Kristen Hall noted that the holistic view and change in local demographic is 
interesting and asked for additional context regarding the percentage of the Port 
managed slips represented at this location. Is it a majority or a fraction for 
example. Port staff clarified that the majority of slips here are commercial fishing 
slips. The inner lagoon hosts approximately 60 commercial vessels and the outer 
lagoon has about 40. Hyde Street Harbor has approximately 50-60 slips. So the 
inner lagoon is approximately one third of the Port’s commercial fishing berths. 
Other areas of the waterfront have recreational slips including South Beach 
marina which has approximately 460 recreational slips and Pier 39 is a tenant with 
approximately 350. 

(8) Kristen Hall noted that in listening to the public comment on water-oriented 
public access, it sounds like the overall Port scenario is that commercial vessels 
are favored here versus recreational vessels. Port staff stated that there is both 
commercial and recreation, but it is not necessarily something the Port wants to 
encourage and promote. The size difference between commercial and 
recreational vessels is significant which affects visibility and life and public safety. 

(9) Kristen Hall observed that the next agenda item contemplates the loss of the fuel 
dock at Gashouse Cove. She asked if the fuel dock could be relocated in this area 
or if the fuel dock at Gashouse Cove is removed, how it will affect the commercial 
fishing fleet. Port staff stated that the Port has an existing fuel dock at the end of 
Hyde Street, but due to a pipeline leak, it is currently offline and they hope to 
bring it back in operation this year. The Hyde Street Pier fuel dock is diesel only 
but the Port is in conversation with San Francisco RPD for a new fuel dock and 
exploring adding gasoline to support harbors around the area. 

(10) Kristen Hall asked for clarification for the areas at risk for lateral spread, and if 
this is due to soil conditions, the seawall, or both. She also inquired where the 
improvements are planned to occur. Port staff confirmed that it is both the soil 
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and the condition of the seawall. The area along Jefferson Street has a newer 
seawall and is at less risk, but the areas where no upgrade has occurred are at a 
much higher risk. The upgrades are planned to occur along the perimeter of the 
inner lagoon and the public access areas since this is where people go. 

(11) Kristen Hall asked for clarification for the parking areas that are shown in the 
illustrative plan, noting that transitioning the parking area near Boudins for a 
plaza is a nice improvement for public access and visitor experience, but asked 
how parking for the area will be addressed for the project. Port staff confirmed 
that parking is always a concern, and that reserving parking for the fishing and 
maritime fleet is most important and the Port has been working with that group. 
Port staff noted that fish processing happens early in the morning and is typically 
done by 9am. The industry needs around the clock access to parking but it is 
seasonal. Tourism also needs around-the-clock parking, and the Port is working 
with SFMTA to manage both as part of the plan. 

(12) Patricia Fonseca requested clarification for the near-term projects and the 
anticipated life span given that they are meant to be implemented quickly. She 
asked how they might evolve over time and into the long term. Port staff stated 
that it varies slightly but the investment for the interim use projects such as the 
plaza are scheduled for approximately five years before the larger investments on 
the structure need to occur. 

(13) Patricia Fonseca noted that from earlier comments it sounds like there is an 
interest to increase local users at the site. She asked about the goal of the area in 
general as it addresses market changes. Port staff stated it is a little bit of 
everything and that one lesson learned from the Waterfront Planning process is 
that the public perceives Fisherman’s Wharf to only feature Pier 39 or Ghirardelli 
Square and not include the inner harbor area. The popularity of Fisherman’s 
Wharf stemmed from the ability to watch and experience the fishing industry and 
maritime activity, this is true for most of the waterfront, the public wants to know 
and experience what happens in the water. 

(14) Stefan Pellegrini inquired about the change in visitor profile for the area, 
specifically regarding mode splits. He asked how people are getting to this area 
and if this information will be included in the next phase of study. Port staff stated 
that they have been working with SFMTA to improve the mode split and recently 
learned that Fisherman’s Wharf is the top destination for the Lime scooter system 
in San Francisco. The mobility split is leaning toward improving on transit, and 
they are looking at last mile improvements. They are also working with SFMTA on 
the area’s bike network, including the Bay Trail as well as F line realignment, and 
possible periodic closure of Jefferson Street in partnership with the Community 
Benefit District. 

(15) Stefan Pellegrini requested clarification for the next phase related to sea level 
rise resiliency and long-term improvements, specifically if elevation of the public 
realm will be required to meet the mid-century sea level rise condition, for 
example. Port staff confirmed that they will be studying that and at the very least 
the plan will be to elevate the edge as the line of defense. There already has been 
some study through the Port’s resilience program, but more is underway with the 
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goal that there is a gradual transition and hoping to share ideas at a future 
meeting. 

(16) Jacinta McCann stated that she appreciates the effort for prioritizing the working 
waterfront and the nature of the fishing industry at this location. She added that 
while people do enjoy observing the working waterfront, there has always been 
an interest in viewing the sea lions. She asked if this is still the case and how ] they 
managed within the design framework. Port staff confirmed that the sea lions 
remain at Pier 39 in significant numbers and they always design with the sea lions 
in mind in relation to dock improvements and repairs. 

(17) Jacinta McCann asked for clarification regarding measuring success of the 
projects, and if the data is being used to identify visitors and mode splits, for 
example. She asked if this is collected by the Port or a third party. Port staff noted 
that the CBD and Pier 39 provide access to the data and SFMTA has data that is 
primarily picked up through cellphones to track numbers. 

(18) Jacinta McCann noted the need for accurate data over the five-year period so 
that the Port can determine if these projects are effective, emphasizing the 
importance to see if these spaces are truly working. She also noted that getting to 
Fisherman’s Wharf appears to be a sequence that extends beyond what is being 
shown this evening. She asked if there is a broader analysis being completed to 
help inform things like tenancy and temporary uses, something to help articulate 
the journey that is made to get to this area. Port staff stated that to address the 
broader work, the Port has initiated a temporary public art installation as part of a 
larger City art project and has installed 14 pieces along the waterfront to date 
with another 10 still to be installed. The goal is to create a waterfront walk and 
continue to add other interest along the way including restaurants, Bay Trail and 
open space. Beyond Fisherman’s Wharf there is work related to the downtown 
coastal resilience program area between Broadway and Harrison and the South 
Beach coastal resilience program from Harrison to Townsend. There is also a 
SFMTA grant funding the Embarcadero Connectivity Plan, which will study how 
streets feed into Embarcadero roadway and how the Port will operate during 
construction for all of these projects. 

(19) Jacinta McCann asked how the CBD initiatives and the Port’s initiatives coalesce 
and how they maintain effective working relationships. Port staff responded that 
they have a strong partnership with the CBD and worked with them immediately 
following the pandemic to increase visitation with temporary installations such as 
sidewalk stenciling and pergolas and working toward managing the illegal vending 
in the area. They also worked on hosting pier parties twice a month to bring 
people to the area. CBD funds the landside programming and the Port provides 
assistance for the waterside. 

e. Public Comment: 

(1) Bruce Stone – Stated he would like to understand why the fuel dock at Hyde 
Street Pier is not included in the plan. If the fuel dock does address the need for 
diesel, it still does not provide gasoline which is needed for smaller boats. He 
would like to see the fuel dock at Hyde Street Pier included with this project. 
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(2) Thomas Paul Pier – Stated that while he is the Chair of the Board for the California 
Division of Boating and Waterways Commission, for this public comment he is 
speaking as a resident and citizen of San Francisco. His family was disappointed to 
learn of the deconstruction of Alioto’s restaurant and the temporary plaza that 
would replace this iconic institution. 

The following written public comment is included at the end of this summary: 

• Nicola Szibbo, MTC/ABAG Bay Trail 
• Erin Pang, Save the Bay. 

f. Board Comments. The Board made the following closing observations: 

Chair McCann thanked the public for their comments and agreed that the Bay Trail is 
a critical connection and noted that a diagram was not included in the meeting 
materials. She asked that Staff and the Port work together to ensure the connection is 
provided. She further asked for clarification on the identified Bay Trail gap. Port staff 
stated the Bay Trail gap was initially identified on Jefferson between Taylor and 
Leavenworth in 2005, and the Port needs to revisit the Bay Trail connection in this 
area. BCDC staff clarified that the 2024 Bay Trail Gap Closure Implementation Plan 
from MTC identifies the segment starting at Pier 45, from Taylor Street to Jefferson 
Street to Aquatic Park as a Bay Trail Gap improvement project. Chair McCann 
emphasized that she would like to see the Port work with Staff to address the Bay 
Trail gap as an action item as it is a very important connection for this part of the city. 

5. San Francisco Marina Improvement & Remediation Project Second Review. The 
proposed Marina Improvement and Remediation Project is located at the San Francisco 
Marina and Marina Green on the northern waterfront of the City, west of Fort Mason. 
The project will implement renovations and remediation work to the West and East 
Harbors of the marina. Remediation activities will take place in the East Harbor. Both in-
water and landside public access improvements are proposed, including Bay Trail, 
pedestrian walkways and viewing areas, recreation improvements to Marina Green 
Triangle, vehicular circulation, and renovation of the restroom. 

a. Staff Presentation. Rowan Yelton provided a staff introduction to the project site and 
context. 

b. Board Clarifying Questions following Presentations. 

(1) Jacinta McCann asked if comments from the last review had been used to guide 
the application process and changes to the project. Staff stated they had. 

c. Project Presentation. Monica Scott, San Francisco RPD, and Veronica Rivera, Field 
Operations, provided an overview of the San Francisco Marina Improvement and 
Remediation Project with a slide presentation. The team presented the updated 
project components including waterside and landside improvements. 

d. Board Clarifying Questions following Presentations. 

(1) Stefan Pellegrini requested clarification for the background of uses in the shallow 
water basin, noting that it’s available for human powered boating activities but 
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not for swimming and asking if this is due to the outfall. The project team stated 
that the shallow water basin has never been promoted for swimming, but they 
recognize that it is an existing use. The project focuses on improvements to serve 
small watercraft. 

(2) Stefan Pellegrini requested further discussion on the size of the dock and how it 
accommodates the proposed uses. He asked what can be accommodated in that 
space. The project team stated that the marina’s slip mix between the East and 
West Harbors ranges from 25 feet to 100 feet. The East Harbor has historically 
had berths in the 30-35-foot range and that is the berth size in this marina. The 
project team noted that demand for smaller slips has diminished and smaller 
boats are now typically trailered. They stated the slip mix was informed by 
market research and the project components funded by RPD come from marina 
revenue, so it needs to be economically viable. The project team stated the 
visitor dock can accommodate the Sea Scouts, noting the fee is based on linear 
foot, not a flat fee. The project team also stated the Sea Scouts are currently 
based less than a mile away in Aquatic Park. A building for Sea Scouts was never 
contemplated as part of this project, the budget is constrained by the 
settlements, and RPD is not allowed to construct facilities for an exclusive user 
group but RPD has encouraged the Sea Scouts to work with the Harbormaster. 
The project team also noted there was a request to expand the dredge area to 
accommodate motorized and deeper draft boats in the East Harbor. 

(3) Noting there is heavy use in this area by many different groups and the adjacency 
to Fort Mason with opportunity for spill over, Stefan Pellegrini asked how this 
new version of the waterfront will accommodate the intense needs of the user 
groups and how that relates to adjacent public uses and the overlap of user 
groups. The project team stated the main focus of the upland area design has 
been to accommodate the different site users. They sought to diversify the uses 
along the waterfront. They received many requests for volleyball courts and 
additional picnic tables, and the perimeter gardens are included to buffer and 
frame those experiences. In the Shoreline Band, the orchestration of the 
program is based on context. The Marina Grove is designed to be a protected 
and relaxed space, out of the way and avoiding potential conflict with users of 
the community dock. The nature exploration terrace is a second space for users 
to experience the waterfront. The incorporation of wayfinding signage and 
lighting is meant to enhance the connections to Fort Mason and improve flow 
between the two sites. The addition of interpretive signage for site history and 
incorporating historic elements will also strengthen those connections. 

(4) Patricia Fonseca asked if the eastern shoreline shifted in the updated 2026 plan. 
The project team confirmed they pulled back the shoreline to accommodate a 
higher top of slope for the riprap and to retain the amount of proposed planting. 
The 2:1 slope minimizes the amount of fill while remaining structurally sound. 

(5) Patricia Fonseca requested further discussion on the history of the north parking 
spaces, the decision to continue with the current layout, and whether there are 
changes to the parking count. The project team stated the modification to this 
area is the addition of a stormwater garden band but confirmed the rest remains 
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the same. They also noted there is a new electrical substation that is positioned 
to align with the existing restrooms to minimize view impacts. The project team 
stated the community requested to maintain as much of the parking as possible. 
They explored shifting the parking closer to Marina Blvd and away from the shore 
but neighbors were not supportive of that change. 

(6) Patricia Fonseca asked how much bike parking is proposed and the other options 
for accessing the shoreline. She asked if there are strategic locations for bike 
parking and bike share. The project team stated the Fort Mason entry has a bike 
rental vendor and bike parking is located at all entrances and near the restroom. 

(7) Kristen Hall asked if the depth of the East Harbor basin allows for navigation and 
if RPD anticipates it will silt up over time. The project team stated the basin is at 
elevation +5 feet at low water and +8 feet during high tide. They stated East 
Harbor has slower sediment accretion rate than West Harbor and they expect 
that to decrease further with the addition of the breakwater. With anticipated 
sea level rise, they expect the basin to remain usable for life of the project. 

(8) Kristen Hall observed that she recognizes the hesitation toward swimming and 
asked if it related to outfall. The project team stated the proximity to the marina 
and active maritime uses is the issue, stating the outfall is not RPD's concern 
because the waterboard would monitor water quality. 

(9) Kristen Hall asked if a beach was contemplated, observing that many small craft 
users prefer beaches to docks. The project team stated they explored a beach 
concept but the amount of Bay fill would result in changes to the permitting with 
the Army Corp, noting construction would be challenging from that perspective 
and they were unable to anticipate required mitigation. They also observed that 
the placement of sand could be installed initially but would require 
replenishment that would be difficult with the restrictions on boat depth. The 
project team explained further that the shallow water basin is comprised of soft 
mud and the installation and maintenance of a beach was generally considered 
infeasible from the geotechnical perspective. 

(10) Kristen Hall asked how the visitor dock would operate: if it’s fee based. 
The project team stated it would be operated with paid reservations and people 
would need to call ahead similar to other guest docks. 

(11) Kristen Hall requested clarification between the visitor dock and 
community dock and if the visitor dock is publicly accessible. The project team 
stated small craft would use the community dock and that a gate would separate 
the community dock from the visitor dock. RPD also proposes to put a landside 
gate for community and visitor dock to close access during dangerous conditions 
or in park closure hours. 

(12) Kristen Hall asked if public use of the community dock would be reduced 
if there was a recreational operator. The project team stated there may be an 
operator in the future, but the community dock will remain a community dock. 

(13) Tom Leader stated that in the previous site plan, the volleyball courts 
were less impactful observing the fall zones around the courts are larger in the 
updated plan. The project team confirmed the new plan reflects separated fall 
zones and maximized planting buffer between the courts and Marina Blvd. 
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(14) Gary Strang asked if court layout was evaluated for wind impacts. The 
project team stated that the site was analyzed by volleyball organizations, and 
this location was identified as more desirable than the current locations. 

(15) Gary Strang requested the area of lawn. The project team stated the lawn 
is 20,000 SF. 

(16) Gary Strang requested clarification on the parking program and whether 
it maintains current capacity and the division of permit versus public. The project 
team stated they are losing a few stalls near the south entry due to keeping an 
existing tree. They noted with removal of the docks in the shallow water basin, 
there is less marina demand and a shift to increase the public stalls. 

(17) Jacinta McCann asked how this project timeline progresses relative to the 
fuel dock. The project team stated RPD is meeting with the Port, Fire and Police 
Departments, and the Mayor's Office to identify a fuel dock location, 
emphasizing that this is a multi-agency priority. They don't expect there to be 
downtime for fueling for emergency vessels, noting that while they anticipate the 
fuel dock going offline in June, there are other existing diesel options along the 
waterfront. The project team stated they’re optimistic for a solution for 
recreational boating needs by the time East Harbor fuel dock is closed. 

(18) Jacinta McCann observed that while it is helpful to hear the possibilities 
for the Sea Scouts described, noting opportunity to pay to use the visitor dock 
and that they can use the community dock depending on the draft depth of their 
vessels, the Sea Scouts seem to be looking for a built facility to replace the 
Aquatic Park facility. The project team stated that National Park Service has no 
intention of severing the lease agreement with the Sea Scouts and are expanding 
the storage options at that location. They reiterated that RPD cannot build a new 
structure for a single organization’s exclusive use. 

(19) Jacinta McCann asked if there is a management or reservation plan for 
the volleyball courts or if it will be first come, first serve. The project team stated 
that RPD manages one other sand volleyball court at Mission Bay and it is 
available for informal use, but noted that if popularity increases, they could 
eventually have reservations similar to soccer fields. 

(20) Jacinta McCann requested the width of the Bay Trail as it follows the East 
Basin. The project team stated it is proposed to stay at the existing 12 feet 
because of the redundancy with the nearby Marina Blvd. bike path. 

e. Public Comment: 

(1) Bruce Stone observed the reorientation of slips better suits marina berth holders 
and the removal of the wave attenuator is also desirable. He emphasized there is 
still opportunity for a community boating facility that could be used by Sea 
Scouts, BAADS, yacht clubs, and community education. He observed there are 
opportunities for corporate sponsors to fund this project and noted that the 
Treasure Island facility is inoperable and unavailable for youth education. The 
community center was designed by a naval architect and is a platform that 
reaches into the shallow water basin. He suggested the project team should shift 
focus from volleyball and other peripheral programs and that the money should 
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be spent on opportunities for small boat recreation. He also noted that 
swimming in the marina is prohibited because of the electrical field in the water 
and emphasized that swimming in the marina should not be encouraged. 

(2) Bill Clarke, West Harbor slip holder, stated that while some aspects of the project 
design have improved, others have not. He notes that the shallow water basin 
was previously better integrated with the upland improvements but has 
devolved to become a cordoned pond surrounded by rip rap. The beach at the 
southern side was removed which diminishes the allure of wanting to recreate 
there. The cove is now isolated with access via a single access gate connecting to 
the community dock. He observed that beach entry is preferred for launching 
nonmotorized boats and the proposed dock is less desirable than the nearby 
Aquatic Park. RPD agreed to less remediation and the omission of dredging in the 
basin demonstrates the planned obsolescence of the site. He recommends that a 
compromise for remediating less should be that RPD dredge and maintain a 
usable depth to prevent the site becoming a liability. He observed that by moving 
the fuel dock to West Harbor, the intrusion of commercial activity would diminish 
the character of that marina, and the ensuing traffic will cause congestion in the 
narrow channel, adversely affecting sailboats and youth sailing craft that will find 
it impassable. He recommends keeping the fuel dock at East Harbor. He also 
encouraged the project to demonstrate the efficacy of the proposed breakwater 
for the shoaling problem at the mouth of the harbor, recommending the team 
pursue the previous sand pit option. He asks BCDC to require RPD to post a bond 
against potential project failure to indemnify taxpayers, noting that for the 2010 
harbor project, RPD elected to install suboptimal floats that are deteriorating, 
creating a water quality issue in the West Harbor. 

(3) Dick Robinson, slip holder and member of the harbor tenants association, 
expressed support for the project and would like BCDC to move this project 
forward. He observed that as much design that could be done has been done and 
noting there are questions that are difficult to resolve ahead of time like silting in 
at the entrance. He stated we must do something with the harbor to ensure its 
continued availability noting that everyday more sand comes in and docks 
disintegrate further. He observed that without the proposed improvements, no 
one can use the harbor. He noted that as an enterprise zone where revenue pays 
for maintenance, when non marine related improvements are introduced, the 
ability for the marina to maintain financial viability is diminished. 

(4) Stephen Street, resident, showed an image of the current view north from 
Marina Blvd and stated that anything done to the site needs to respect that view. 
He observed that new features need to add to the site, not diminish it and that 
he doesn’t believe that volleyball on the Marina Triangle meets that 
requirement, suggesting there is a better alternative location. He observed that 
previous comments about wind at the site are valid, noting it blows continuously 
during the summer. He observed that if volleyball was located at Little Marina 
Green, they would be protected by the tree wind break and served by restrooms. 

(5) Matt Fowler, slip holder at East Harbor. A lot of the project priorities focus on the 
landside, not the waterside and boaters’ perspective. He urges the Board to 
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review the letter from Ed Tavasieff included in the Public Comments. He notes 
that Gas House Cove is a unique location in the City; it's a protected cove on a 
very windy side of the Bay and should be preserved. There have been many 
questions of whether the shallow water recreation basin is attractive to kayaks 
and swimmers, but we need to ask if it is attractive to slip holders and boaters. 
Those berths were remote and hard to get to. The flow of people coming and 
going to those slips matters. He emphasized the significance of viability of 
marina, noting that removing the current slip mix is done at the detriment of 
new and small boaters. Gas House Cove has been a place that allows people new 
to boating a way to get started. 

(6) Thomas Pier, swimmer at Aquatic Park and boat owner in Sausalito. He observed 
the removal of the many slips with this project. He noted that Aquatic Park is 
approximately 200 yards away and has all the desirable facilities for launching 
nonmotorized boats, that the conversion of East Harbor to a small boat basin is a 
red herring. The removal of the fuel dock will significantly impact the boating 
community. He stated no swimming will take place in the shallow water area. He 
emphasized that no one on the Board has commented on the Safeway project to 
build 850 units across the street observing that the increase in residents will put 
further strain on this waterfront area and that should be considered. 

(7) Maggie Hallanan, mariner and teacher, stated she learned to be a mariner in this 
location, noting East Harbor was envisioned as an accessible place to start 
boating, explaining that in the 1960s, the State wanted to build an economically 
accessible place for people to get out onto the water. She noted that the PGE 
agreement identifies increasing water recreation as part of this project but 
observed the project is removing 30 percent of the slips meant to serve the 
smaller less expensive slips. She stated that there was an active boat lift but that 
at a 2024 meeting, RPD staff commented that there are no small boats in San 
Francisco so there is no need to keep the boat lift. She observed this is the only 
public boat lift in the City. Finally, she recently observed a Coast Guard rescue of 
a windsurfer where they were brought into the dock that the harbormaster says 
is not used for emergency response. She requested an ad hoc group be formed 
for project oversight. 

The following written public comment is included at the end of this summary: 

• Ed Tavasieff, East Harbor berth holder 
• Bruce Stone, berth holder and President, SF Marina Harbor Association 
• Dane Ross, Marina Blvd resident 
• Natalie Marine Street, Marina Blvd resident 

f. Board Discussion. The Board discussed the project focusing on the following 
objectives and questions: 

1) The seven objectives for public access are: 
i. Make public access PUBLIC. 

ii. Make public access USABLE. 
iii. Provide, maintain, and enhance VISUAL ACCESS to the Bay and shoreline. 

DRB MEETING SUMMARY 
April 6, 2026 Page 11 



 

   
   

 
 

  
  
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

  
  

  
  

 
 

 
  

  
  

  
 

 
  

   
 

 
  

 

    

 
  

    
 

 
 

    
  

 
 

 
  

iv. Maintain and enhance the VISUAL QUALITY of the Bay, shoreline, and 
adjacent developments. 

v. Provide CONNECTIONS to and CONTINUITY along the shoreline. 
vi. Take advantage of the BAY SETTING. 

vii. Ensure that public access is COMPATIBLE WITH WILDLIFE through siting, 
design, and management strategies 

2) Staff questions: 
i. Would the proposed project concept provide adequate, usable, and attractive 

public access that maximizes the public’s use and enjoyment of the area? 
a. Would the proposed concepts encourage diverse activities and create a 

“sense of place,” which is unique, enjoyable, and inviting to the public? 
b. Are the program areas distributed and designed to meet and balance the 

needs of the public? Are there any additional considerations to making 
the waterfront an inviting space for the public to enjoy? 

c. Is the shallow-water recreation basin attractive to swimmers and 
kayakers, considering the location of the Laguna Street Outfall, the active 
adjacent marina, the possibility of large waves and the proximity to 
similar recreation at Aquatic Park? 

d. Given the Bay Plan states “parking areas should be located away from the 
shoreline,” is the parking area configuration responsive to site needs and 
constraints and designed in such a way to minimize the perceived 
presence of vehicles on site? 

e. Have nature-based shoreline features like the planted rip-rap and tidal 
garden been incorporated to the greatest extent practicable? 

ii. Are the connections to and through the public access spaces adequate and 
appropriate to maximize the public’s use and enjoyment of the site? 

iii. Are there adequate support facilities proposed for the water-oriented uses, 
including parking, vehicular circulation, restrooms, and equipment storage 
for launching and landing hand-powered watercraft? 

iv. Does the project design adequately address resilience and future adaptation 
for sea level rise? 

g. Summary of Key Issues and Board Comments 

Waterside 
(1) The Board expressed an understanding that there are limited opportunities along 

the San Francisco waterfront for boater-oriented recreation, particularly that is 
available to a more economically diverse community, and the use pressure on this 
site. The Board emphasized that making boating and water recreation more 
affordable to the broader community is a regional benefit. 

(2) Stefan Pellegrini observed that the general public’s access for boating and water 
recreation is extremely limited in the city, with even fewer opportunities for 
children, and emphasized that the equity and waterside piece is critical to the 
project. He expressed support for increasing the availability of youth education in 
water recreation and stated that outfitters are critical to supporting recreation 
opportunities to those who don't own a boat or maintain a berth. He observed 
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that nearby Crissy Field is highly exposed which limits water access opportunities 
along the northern waterfront. She suggested that the dingy dock may be more 
appropriate for vessels that rely on wind rather than having it limited to non-
motorized small boats. 

(4) Kristen Hall questioned the location of the outfitter being across the parking lot 
and how it relates to operations and usability of the community dock. 

(5) Tom Leader questioned the adequacy of the community dock and the depiction of 
anticipated use of the shallow water basin, stating the community boating facility 
is much more compelling. 

(6) Gary Strang also agreed that the dinghy deck should be pursued and encouraged 
the project team and staff to evaluate all the technical comments presented 
tonight related to marina infrastructure. 

(7) Stefan Pellegrini stated that if future access to East Harbor will be constrained by 
the current project, then potential future programming or projects should be 
contemplated now so the current project does not preclude those opportunities. 

Landside Programming 
(1) The Board universally identified views from and through this space to the water as 

significant to the site’s identity. 
a. Stefan Pellegrini observed that as a user, you are presented with expansive 

views and the experience is that you are exposed to the elements. He 
commended the project team on the introduction of native species but 
observed it is a change in the landscape that changes those views and the 
current experience. He questioned whether the sense of place and openness 
and the relationship of the water would be maintained with the proposed 
planting. He suggested that some of the new iterations create a more 
suburban condition and questioned the efficacy at this site. He commended 

that this project’s objectives are more about the recreation communities than the 
needs of the neighborhood and questioned the balance of slips with the public 
dock and if the public dock meets the needs for the community. 

(3) Kristen Hall stated that waterside access requires facilities: it needs slips, fuel 
docks, and rinsing infrastructure. She commended the team on continuing to 
explore options for the fuel dock. She observed that the project design seems to 
have been guided more by the remediation plan noting that from public 
comment, it seems there's a mismatch of how people use this space and the 
proposed project. She observed it is best to launch small crafts from beaches, but 

the project team on reopening the breakwater pedestrian access. 
b. Tom Leader emphasized the significance of maintaining views through the site 

and suggested breaking the design down into smaller rooms. 
c. Gary Strang observed that people come to this site to be near the water. 
d. Jacinta McCann stated that keeping this site as open as possible is important 

to maintaining views to the water, noting that many people park along the 
northern edge and watch the water from their cars. She acknowledged a need 
to balance out all the competing interests. 

(2) Many of the Board members observed that it is unclear what the identity of this 
space is intended to be, noting there are many current and proposed informal and 
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formal uses. They identified it as a jewel along the San Francisco waterfront and 
expressed a desire to see it as a more aspirational destination. They recognize that 
the space is not Marina Green, and stated there should be an identity that is 
formally different from Marina Green, that in the grand scheme of things, the use 
and intensity of the triangle is different but that the triangle could be used more 
equitably. One Board member expressed concern that the design is trying to do 
too much and would benefit from a big idea or clear approach to guide it. 

(3) The Board was divided on the proposed volleyball courts in the Triangle but 
acknowledged that the programming is supported by the engagement efforts. 
Some members felt that volleyball is driving too much of the design and the site 
could do with fewer courts and a greater mix of uses. They observed that 
volleyball courts would likely have better wind protection on the west side of 
Marina Green. Other Board members expressed that volleyball is a vibrant well-
organized community and believe this space is under programmed in relation to 
the rest of Marina Green and would benefit from drawing specific user groups. 
One Board member stated that if volleyball is the central program, then the 
design should fully commit and make it a more formal solution, but the space 
remains unresolved and unclear if it’s an active or a passive park. 
a. Jacinta McCann suggested that the collocation of volleyball courts with the 

exercise pavilion make something more of the space than is currently there, 
observing both could be draws to passive spectators, encouraging them to 
come into the space. She suggested exploring grading in the lawn area to 
create a conceptual upland beach. She observed more articulated grading 
could facilitate views without dramatically altering the current scheme. 

(4) The Board stated that whatever use the space is designed for, it is essential to 
ensure users are comfortable with the level of exposure. 

Landside Circulation 
(1) Board members observed that as you arrive at the site from Fort Mason, it is the 

gateway to the whole Marina Green and the plaza feels like it should be a more 
celebrated entry point, but the proposed design feels like a small, discovered 
space. As a gateway to Marina Green, the project is not achieving what it could. 
a. Jacinta McCann responded, observing that there is a narrow historic access 

point in the wall that is a limiting factor, noting that at the last review, it was 
requested to make this space more of a gateway. She observed that the 
concept has evolved, and it seems like they've enhanced the area. 

(2) Kristen Hall emphasized the importance of visual connections and accessible 
wayfinding as someone moves through the parking lot to the shore. As the Bay 
Trail diverges from the Marina Blvd. sidewalk, it’s necessary to have highly visible 
ways to identify how to get through the space to the waterfront. 

(3) Gary Strang noted that the Bay Plan states parking should be sited away from the 
shoreline. He understands that boaters want nearby parking but observed when 
cars are parked right at the edge, it's a striking experience. He questioned the 
reason behind siting parking so close to the shoreline and whether the parking 
spaces facing north into the East Harbor marina could shift about twenty feet to 
the south to provide a greater planting buffer. He noted it could expand the 
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stormwater treatment area, reducing the need for subsurface retaining walls and 
better integrate with the shoreline planting scheme, making it more substantial. 
b. Stefan Pellegrini stated he appreciated the site constraints and need for 

proposed facilities but suggested there is sufficient space to shift parking and 
improve the shoreline experience while maintaining a usable triangle that 
meets user needs. 

Shoreline Protection 
(1) Stefan Pellegrini questioned the limited application of the shoreline edge planting 

noting that there’s a benefit to walking along the water’s edge in an environment 

currently. 
(3) Gary Strang commended the project team, stating the strategies for the planted 

shoreline edge are some of the best brought before the Board. He stated that 

Chair Summary: 

explored including how it could be phased in the future, noting the landside 
should be adaptable to accommodate future opportunities and needs. In the 
meantime, the project should also explore enlarging the community dock or other 
recreational boating facilities in the shallow water basin. 

(4) The Board suggested looking at parking needs and determining the minimum 
essential to have the marina function effectively. They observed parking on the 
shoreline is an appropriate use here but suggested if it can be decreased, it would 
be a great benefit to continue the shoreline planting strategy along the north side. 

that’s nice to be in and that the northern reach of the East Harbor feels in need of 
further investment. He observed that if the northern parking area shifted south, 
or could be designed to shift south at a later date, you could achieve that 
naturalized shoreline without needing substantial redevelopment. He encouraged 
the project team to explore phasing the project, stating creating more of the 
planted edge condition would be beneficial. 

(2) Patricia Fonseca expressed that there is a thoughtful approach to the design and 
elevations needed for long-term use of this area. She appreciates the 
incorporation of nature-based solutions and introducing nature where it is not 

expanding the vegetation is positive and hopes it is implementable. 

(1) The Board commended the project’s treatment of the riprap with the introduction 
of tidal pools and native planting palette, as well as the inclusion of the 
community dock, reduction of lawn area, and introduction of signage. 

(2) The Board stated the fueling dock needs a resolution, noting its significance for 
recreation. They stated the project should not move forward until that is resolved. 

(3) The Board uniformly requests that the Community Boating Center be sincerely 

(5) The Board emphasized that views to the north and to the water are defining 
features of this site. 

(6) The Board encouraged big thinking: identifying the essence of this space- whether 
maximum active programming, formal gateway to Marina Green, or marina uses – 
and fully commit to the identified objective. 

(7) The Board emphasized the site’s connection to Fort Mason and underscored the 
importance of making that transition as effective as possible. 
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(8) The Board stated they want the project to move forward. 

h. Response by the project team: 

RPD staff noted that the public attending this meeting represent a subsection of the 
public and stated they have incorporated feedback from disparate users for this 
treasured waterfront. She stated that this project is constrained by budget and 
timing, it is led by the Water Board and emphasized they have tried many different 
alternatives since this project was initiated in 2001. 

RPD staff stated she likes the approach of designing now to accommodate a future 
opportunity but emphasized the need to move forward with the current project, 
stating any changes will incur significant impacts. She stated the cost estimate for the 
Community Boating Center was $20 million a few years ago and noted the 
community dock can be expanded to the south. 

She stated they are trying to celebrate the shoreline edge to the water basin and 
noted the pedestrian access on the breakwater will be an amazing experience. She 
noted the other opportunities for recreation along the shoreline, observing the Yacht 
clubs have youth sailing programs and the nature exploration terrace will provide an 
opportunity for play. The Little Marina Green is not within the project area and RPD 
is not making any changes to the west. 

In response to the recommendation to shift the parking south, she states that would 
cost money and would conflict with the existing restrooms and likely result in 
removal of a line of parking. The costs would then cut budget for other 
improvements. RPD staff also stated that a key finding from community engagement 
was that people want to maintain the number of parking spaces. 

6. Adjournment. Tom Leader motioned to adjourn. Gary Strang seconded the motion. 
Meeting concluded at 9:56 p.m. 
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April 3, 2026 

BCDC Design Review Board 

375 Beale Street, Suite 510 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

Subject: Comments on the Near- and Long-Term Projects at Fisherman’s Wharf 

Dear BCDC Design Review Board, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Near- and Long-Term Projects at Fisherman’s Wharf. 

I’m writing on behalf of Save The Bay to express the importance of closing the Bay Trail gap in this 

project area. Save The Bay’s mission is to protect the San Francisco Bay for people and wildlife, and our 

vision for the Bay includes a complete, accessible, and climate-resilient Bay Trail around the entire Bay. 

The Fisherman’s Wharf project area includes a high-priority gap in the Bay Trail; it is ranked as the 14th 

most important out of 146 gaps in the entire Bay Area and the fourth most important in San Francisco. 

The Bay Trail gap runs along Jefferson Street from Hyde Street to Taylor Street and then along Taylor 

Street to the beginning of Pier 45. Currently, there is no protected bicycle access along this route, and 

the project materials do not address this gap. 

Closing this Bay Trail gap is consistent with SFMTA’s Biking and Rolling Plan (2025) which expresses the 

intention to partner with the Fisherman’s Wharf Community Benefit District and the Port of San 

Francisco to upgrade Jefferson Street into a flexible event space and bikeway. In 2013, the Jefferson 

Streetscape Improvement Project widened sidewalks and installed new lighting, seating, and bike 

parking here. At the time, there was strong community support for a proposal to restrict private vehicles 

along this stretch of Jefferson Street to protect pedestrians and cyclists. We hope such an approach will 

be considered in the Port’s plans for this busy and oftentimes chaotic area. 

We believe that closing this Bay Trail gap and enhancing bicycle access to Fisherman’s Wharf is crucial 

for the success of this district. As a major attraction of the Bay Area waterfront, it’s important that there 

are safe and accessible recreation and active transportation routes connecting communities to the 

shoreline and the planned amenity upgrades at Fisherman’s Wharf. 

For these reasons, we strongly encourage the project team to engage the community and work with 

SFMTA, the Bay Trail/Active Transportation Team at MTC/ABAG, Save The Bay, and other stakeholders 

to create a vision for closing this Bay Trail gap. Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and we look 

forward to continuing to engage on this important shoreline access project. 

Sincerely, 

David Lewis 

Executive Director 

Save The Bay 

https://www.sfmta.com/media/41812/download?inline
https://sfpublicworks.org/sites/default/files/2025-02/4112-Jefferson%2520Streetscape%2520Factsheet.pdf
https://sfpublicworks.org/sites/default/files/2025-02/4112-Jefferson%2520Streetscape%2520Factsheet.pdf


� Outlook 

Fw: Bay Trail Comments for BCDC April 6 DRB Meeting: Near- and Long-Term Projects at 

Fisherman's Wharf: Fisherman's Wharf Forward 

From Tomerlin, Ashley@BCDC <ashley.tomerlin@bcdc.ca.gov> 

Date Thu 4/2/2026 2:00 PM 

To BCDC Public Comment <publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov> 

Please include this in public comment for item 4: Near- and long-term projects at Fisherman's Wharf. 

Thanks! 

Ashley Tomerlin 

San Francisco Bay Conservation & Development Commission 

Bay Development Design Analyst 

415.352.3657 

Upcoming out of office April 23-27 

From: Nicola Szibbo <nszibbo@bayareametro.gov> 

Sent: Thursday, April 2, 2026 1:32 PM 

To: Dorfman, Benjamin@BCDC <benjamin.dorfman@bcdc.ca.gov>; Tomerlin, Ashley@BCDC 

<ashley.tomerlin@bcdc.ca.gov> 

Cc: Toshi Shepard-Ohta <tshepard-ohta@bayareametro.gov> 

Subject: Bay Trail Comments for BCDC April 6 DRB Meeting: Near- and Long-Term Projects at Fisherman's Wharf: 

Fisherman's Wharf Forward 

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

Ben & Ashley: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments for BCDC's April 6th ORB meeting. 

We are providing the following comments on behalf of the Bay Trail and Active Transportation 
Team at MTC/ABAG for the ORB review of the Near- and Long-Term Projects at Fisherman's 
Wharf specific to the Fisherman's Wharf Forward Project. Please provide copies to the project 
sponsors and the ORB. 

Since the project is at a planning and conceptual design stage, our comments are focused on 
high-level planning and coordination opportunities to create a Bay Trail facility that closely 
meets the Bay Trail vision for a shoreline trail. 

1. High-Priority Bay Trail Gap/Bay Trail Gap Closure Implementation Plan 
(BTGCIP): According to the Bay Trail Gap Closure Implementation Plan (BTGCIP), the 
project site for both Near-and-Long-Term projects contains designated Bay Trail, 
specifically Bay Trail Gap 1005.0, which is currently ranked as a high-priority gap for 
implementation at 14 out of 146 gaps in the entire Bay Trail in the region, and the fourth 
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most important gap in the county for implementation. Of particular concern is the 
connection of existing Bay Trail at Pier 45 from Taylor Street down to Jefferson Street and 
making the connection on Jefferson Street over to Aquatic Park. No mention of Bay Trail 
circulation or Bay Trail public access is mentioned in the Port Exhibits or the staff report. 
Port of San Francisco Exhibit 4 acknowledges the SFMTA green bike network but there is 
a clear gap on the exhibit between Aquatic Park and the planned triangle lot concept and 
enhanced Pier 45, leaving no plan for bicycle access. We request that the project 
sponsors complete the 1005 gap or complete it in coordination and partnership with an 
active transportation implementation agency such as SFMTA. 

2. SFMTA Biking and Rolling Plan (2025), Stakeholder Coordination and Bay Trail 
Connectivity: The SFMTA Biking and Rolling Plan states that SFMTA intends to partner 
with the Fisherman's Wharf CBD and the Port to upgrade Jefferson Street as a flexible 
event space and bikeway. The Port/project sponsor should coordinate with key 
stakeholders such as SFMTA and Bay Trail/Active Transportation Team at MTC/ABAG to 
discuss the opportunities for Bay Trail design and implementation. Coordination meetings 
would ensure that the Bay Trail is comprehensive and maximizes the shoreline 
experience. It would also ensure that any proposed implementation maintains connectivity 
with the overall Bay Trail system between Pier 45 and Aquatic Park. 

3. Public Realm Improvements & Amenities: There are a variety of trail support facilities 
that should also be included to enhance this shoreline area. Please consider the need for 
seating areas, receptacles, drinking fountains and water bottle filling stations, bicycle 
racks and repair stations, public art, specific elements to support fishing, and others as 
needed. These Bay Trail amenities should be delineated on all exhibits. 

4. Pedestrian and Bicycle Priority Zones: The Bay Trail facility should be continuous, 
uninterrupted along the shoreline and separated from vehicular traffic. The circulation plan 
currently details tour bus movements along Little Embarcadero and the Triangle Lot Site 
Concept (Port of San Francisco Exhibit 8) includes a bisecting vehicular access road that 
reaches up to Taylor Street that could potentially interrupt and impede Bay Trail access. 
The Plan should detail how contiguous bicycle-pedestrian circulation is maintained, 
including any permanent or temporary bollards. 

5. Interpretative and Wayfinding Signage: Bay Trail wayfinding signage should be notated 
on all Exhibits. Please see the Bay Trail Design Guidelines & Toolkit 2.0 for more 
information. 

6. Events, Capacity & Width: As the improvements are currently proposed, there will be 
significant events on site that will attract large numbers of people and be in high demand. 
The event spaces and circulation throughout the project site during events should be 
designed and operated in a manner where it complements rather than impacts any 
proposed Bay Trail alignments. While a Bay Trail gap closure along the parameters of the 
Project provides an opportunity to facilitate bicycle and walking to events, it is also critical 
to design any Bay Trail in the area with sufficient capacity to ensure that the Bay Trail will 
be able to accommodate both event attendees and general public access and Bay Trail 
users that are not attending the events. 

The proposed improvements will be a high use and high demand public shoreline and 
trail area. As such, we request that the ORB consider the width needed for the proposed 
Bay Trail considering the level of demand that will be created by the proposed public 
space, retail, museum, special event, visitor center, and beverage garden uses as well 
as expected future levels of use in the area. We request a 20 to 30-foot-wide Bay Trail 
corridor with additional trail width to be considered based on the need for greater 
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with the Fisherman's Wharf CBD and the Port to upgrade Jefferson Street as a flexible 
event space and bikeway. The Port/project sponsor should coordinate with key 
stakeholders such as SFMTA and Bay Trail/Active Transportation Team at MTC/ABAG to 
discuss the opportunities for Bay Trail design and implementation. Coordination meetings 
would ensure that the Bay Trail is comprehensive and maximizes the shoreline 
experience. It would also ensure that any proposed implementation maintains connectivity 
with the overall Bay Trail system between Pier 45 and Aquatic Park. 

3. Public Realm Improvements & Amenities: There are a variety of trail support facilities 
that should also be included to enhance this shoreline area. Please consider the need for 
seating areas, receptacles, drinking fountains and water bottle filling stations, bicycle 
racks and repair stations, public art, specific elements to support fishing, and others as 
needed. These Bay Trail amenities should be delineated on all exhibits. 

4. Pedestrian and Bicycle Priority Zones: The Bay Trail facility should be continuous, 
uninterrupted along the shoreline and separated from vehicular traffic. The circulation plan 
currently details tour bus movements along Little Embarcadero and the Triangle Lot Site 
Concept (Port of San Francisco Exhibit 8) includes a bisecting vehicular access road that 
reaches up to Taylor Street that could potentially interrupt and impede Bay Trail access. 
The Plan should detail how contiguous bicycle-pedestrian circulation is maintained, 
including any permanent or temporary bollards. 

5. Interpretative and Wayfinding Signage: Bay Trail wayfinding signage should be notated 
on all Exhibits. Please see the BaY. Trail Design Guidelines & Toolkit 2.0 for more 
information. 

6. Events, Capacity & Width: As the improvements are currently proposed, there will be 
significant events on site that will attract large numbers of people and be in high demand. 
The event spaces and circulation throughout the project site during events should be 
designed and operated in a manner where it complements rather than impacts any 
proposed Bay Trail alignments. While a Bay Trail gap closure along the parameters of the 
Project provides an opportunity to facilitate bicycle and walking to events, it is also critical 
to design any Bay Trail in the area with sufficient capacity to ensure that the Bay Trail will 
be able to accommodate both event attendees and general public access and Bay Trail 
users that are not attending the events. 

The proposed improvements will be a high use and high demand public shoreline and 
trail area. As such, we request that the ORB consider the width needed for the proposed 
Bay Trail considering the level of demand that will be created by the proposed public 
space, retail, museum, special event, visitor center, and beverage garden uses as well 
as expected future levels of use in the area. We request a 20 to 30-foot-wide Bay Trail 
corridor with additional trail width to be considered based on the need for greater 



capacity to accommodate the expected level of use of the Bay Trail in the future. The 
new uses will draw many new users to this shoreline area, and it is necessary to plan for 
this increase. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on this project and look forward to our 
continued partnership with BCDC and the Port of San Francisco in completing a Bay Trail 
system that meets the Bay Trail vision of a shoreline trail as an active transportation and 
recreational opportunity for bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Please let us know if you have any questions regarding our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Nicola Szibbo, MCP, PhD 

Principal Engineer/Program Manager, Active Transportation 
she/her/hers 

Work Cell:415-490-8554 
nszibbo@bayareametro.gov 

BAY AREA METRO � BayAreaMetro.gov 
Association of Bay Area Governments 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Bay Area Metro Center I 375 Beale Street I Suite 800 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

My working hours may not be your working hours. Please don't feel the need to respond outside of your working 

hours. 
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April 2, 2026 

Ms. Ashley Tomerlin, Board Secretary 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission Design Review Board 
375 Beale St., Ste. 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Re: Public Comment Agenda Item San Francisco Marina Improvement & Remediation 
Project, San Francisco; Second Review 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Thank you for soliciting comments from area residents about the plans for the San 
Francisco Improvement & Remediation Project. This stretch of historic shoreline and open 
space is one of our city’s crown jewels, and it is certainly worth taking the time to carefully 
consider any proposed changes. As a resident of the Marina for nearly three decades, I am 
grateful that the city is attending to needed repairs and environmental remediation in this 
area, and I am generally in favor of the plan prepared by Recs and Parks, but I have several 
serious concerns that I would like to bring to the attention of the board. 

Repair Existing Pathways along Water’s Edge of Marina Green 

The report does not seem to contemplate repairing the walkways and edging in the West 
Harbor between Marina Green and the water’s edge. These walkways, part of the historic 
Marina Green promenade, are in desperate need of repairs. (See Figure 1, 2, and 3.) These 
walkways are a center piece of the Marina, frequently used by residents and visitors alike 
and a very popular place to view the sunset, take photos, sit on a bench and chat, et 
cetera. Indeed, residents of the Marina so value this particular space, with its direct, 
unimpeded proximity to the water and views of the Golden Gate Bridge, that they organized 
and fought hard to save it from enclosure with additional boat berths. Perhaps this needed 
repair is so self-evident that it is not obviously called out in the report, but I urge Parks and 
Rec and the Planning Board to talk about this and amend the plan as needed. It seems that 
before adding new things we should make sure that the basic existing infrastructure is in 
top-notch shape. 



 
  Figure 1 



 

 
  

 

Figure 2 



 
  Figure 3 



 

      
 

              
                 

                  
              

          
             

     

               
                 

        

              
           

        
         

            
            

        
              

             
         

         
         

           

 

Recreation Facility Proportions / Installation of Sand Volleyball Courts and Tree 
Plantings. 

I am concerned that about 40 percent of the now wide-open green space of Marina Triangle 
is to be given over to sand volleyball courts and what seem to be trees or high plantings. 
While it is nice that a portion of lawn area will be left on the Marina Triangle, installing 
permanent playing fields on previously open space seems contrary to the goal of this 
project, which is to provide better access to the water and repair and enhance existing 
shoreline facilities. Why do we need these facilities that serve a special interest group at 
the expense of all? 

Moreover, it is very di^icult to tell from the plans circulated to Marina residents how high 
the trees and new plantings will be and if they will impede views of the water from Marina 
Boulevard for motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, and residents. 

The maintenance of open green space for respite is particularly important in this highly 
tra^icked area which, on top of already vibrant casual recreational use, hosts many, many 
events throughout the year and especially on weekends: the Blue Angels, 4th of July 
festivities; a popular Sunday Farmers market; numerous festivals, conferences, 
performances, concerts, and craft fairs at Fort Mason; recreational and youth soccer 
leagues on Marina Green; sailboat races; and most recently Formula One racing 
demonstrations. Future re-zoning plans for the immediate neighborhood contemplate an 
enormous skyscraper at the sight of the current Marina Safeway, bringing thousands of new 
residents to this already very busy area. The establishment of new, permanent recreational 
facilities which will draw in organized league play and volleyball tournaments. Please do 
permanently erase the unique and historic open green space of the Marina Triangle and 
further burden this densely used area with noise and tra^ic for the benefit of a few. (See 
Video Clip 1 of a typical Sunday in the Marina here and Figure 4.) 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1PHrBzpTO6Rv81mPQ77c8J-SpCnDz5u-k/view?usp=sharing


 
  

 

               
         

                 
             

   

Figure 4 

Trash Cans. It is di^icult to tell from the plans circulated to Marina residents where trash 
receptacles will be located. Despite its heavy weekend use, there are very few trash cans in 
this area, and every weekend the can at the corner of Marina and Buchanan is filled to 
overflowing. (See Figure 5) I hope that the new plan will ensure adequate facilities for trash 
disposal and removal. 



 
               Figure 5 Trash Can on Marina and Buchanan on a Typical Sunday. This is minor. 



                  
                

 

 

 

  

 

Thank you for your consideration of my comments and for all that you are doing to make our 
city a great place to live and visit. Please feel free to contact me to discuss. 

Sincerely, 

Natalie Marine-Street 

natalie@streetfamily.com 

mailto:natalie@streetfamily.com
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