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BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
NOVEMBER 20, 2025  

DRAFT MINUTES 

TO:  Al l  Commissioners and Alternates  

FROM:  Lawrence J .  Goldzband, Execut ive Director (415-352-3653; larry.goldzband@bcdc.ca.gov)  

Sierra Peterson, Executive & Commissioner L iaison (415-352-3608; s ierra.peterson@bcdc.ca.gov)  

SUBJECT: Draft Minutes from November 20,  2025 Hybrid Commission Meeting  

1.  Cal l  to Order.  The hybrid meeting was cal led to order by Chair Wasserman at 1:03 

p.m. The meeting was held with a  pr inc ipal  physical  location of 375 Beale Street,  San 

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

Chair Wasserman stated:  Good afternoon, a l l ,  and welcome to today’s once again 

hybrid BCDC commission meeting. My name is  Zack Wasserman, and I  am Chair of the 

Commission. I  want to  thank the Commissioners who are here as well  as those who are 

participating virtual ly.  

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

2.  Roll  Cal l .  Present were:  Chair  Wasserman, Vice Chair E isen,  Commissioners Addiego, 

Dorsey,  Eckerle (represented by Alternate K imball) ,  Eklund, Gauthier,  Gioia,  Gonzalez,  

Gunther,  Hasz,  Hermosil lo,  Kato (represented by Alternate Pemberton),  Lee (represented by 

Alternate Kishimoto),  Moulton-Peters (represented by Alternate Cox),  Ramos, Randolph,  

Showalter (represented by Alternate Lefkovits) ,  Tam (represented by Alternate Gilmore) and 

VACANT (represented by Alternate Nelson).  Cather ine Stefani,  appointee of the Speaker of 

the Assembly (represented by Alternate Falzon) was also present.  

Ms. Peterson announced that a quorum was present .  

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

Speaker of  the Assembly (Ahn) ,  USACE (Beach),  Department of F inance (Benson),  U.S.  

Environmental  Protect ion Agency (Blake),  Business,  Transportation & Housing (VACANT),  

Solano County (Mashburn)  

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

were not on the agenda.  

(No members of the publ ic addressed the Commission.)  

 Chair Wasserman continued to the Report of the Chair.  
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4.  Report of the Chair.  Chair Wasserman reported on the fol lowing:  

A. Commission Meeting Schedule:  We are going to give you another gif t  of t ime; on 

December 4 we wil l  not have a meeting.  However,  sorry,  we should hold the poss ibi l ity  of 

holding a meeting on December 18 because there are two issues that may arise that  would 

require us to meet and act on that day. I  use the words “may arise” because staff  does not 

truly expect that either wil l  occur,  but they may, so keep it  on your calendars.  Sierra wi l l  

send out quorum notices for the 18th and please respond quickly to her.  We shal l  let  you 

know as soon as we know if  we are canceling the meeting or not.  And unless any of you wish 

to celebrate New Year’s Day here,  we are not having a meeting on New Year’s Day.  

We wil l  have a meeting on January 15,  and we expect that we wi l l  also hold a meeting 

on February 5 .  

B. Rising Sea Level  Working Group:  Despite  the fact that the Commission wi l l  not hold 

a meeting on December 4,  we wil l  hold an important Rising Sea Level Working Group meeting 

that morning. At that meeting we are going to begin talk ing formally about our R ising Sea 

Level Governance Init iat ive,  which the Working Group Members have requested us to 

develop. The purpose of this init iat ive is  to discover the best ways that BCDC can lead the 

Bay Area’s wide variety of interests ,  governments,  and other stakeholders to manage our Bay 

and shorel ine successful ly  in a region as the Bay rises.  

As I  noted, this is  at  a very prel iminary stage. It  fol lows many discussions that we 

have had. And to some extent,  I  certainly have advocated in the past that we are not ready 

to take on the governance issue head on because we need more information, we need to see 

what the results of SB 72 and the individual Adaptation to Rising Sea Level Plans wi l l  be.  

However,  given that change takes a  long t ime, we think it  i s  appropriate that we now start  

talking about i t .  We certainly have not predetermined what the changes can be or should be. 

We wil l  d iscuss a wide variety of these changes.  They wil l  obviously include increased 

cooperative arrangements,  perhaps better use of the authority we have, as wel l  as exploring 

much more speci f ica l ly  what addit ional authority we may need.  

C. Environmental  Just ice Working Group:  The Commission’s Environmental  Just ice 

Working Group held a very informative discussion this morning with representatives of 

Caltrans,  MTC, and their contractors on the framework to determine how to gauge the 

environmental  just ice implications of the Richmond-San Rafael  Br idge Pi lot Project that this 

Commission approved a few months ago. The Commission is  requiring,  as you have heard 

before,  that Caltrans and MTC come back to the Commission in the spring to receive 
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approval for its  framework;  and this was the f irst  publ ic  discussion with representat ives  of 

the Commission, a lthough staff  have certainly been in discussions regarding that draft  

framework.  

I  would l ike Commissioner Gioia,  who attended the meeting and who cares very deeply  

about this issue, to give us a recap on the discussion this morning.  

Commissioner Gioia  reported the fol lowing:  Thank you. There was,  I  thought,  a very 

productive meeting of  the Environmental  Justice Working Group of the Commission. A couple 

of us who are not actual  members of the Working Group as Commissioners did partic ipate,  

however.  It  was the f i rst  discussion about the methodology and how to proceed with what I  

think wil l  be a very important EJ analys is  about the Br idge.  

We received a presentation from the UC Berkeley Transportat ion Sustainabil ity  

Research Institute. Caltrans,  Bay Area Tol l  Authority were there. The update was real ly  on 

the draft  methodology being prepared for the EJ analysis  that is  required by our permit.  

In addit ion, there was discussion about who the stakeholders should be. Very good 

input from the EJ Advisors,  the public and Commissioners on that issue, and feedback about 

the methodology. I  wil l  not go into what the specif ics of that were.  

But the direction that was provided today wi l l  come back to the next EJ Working 

Group in January. So i f  any of you wish to participate in that you wil l  hear any changes to 

the methodology and stakeholder group and process at the January EJ Working Group. So,  

again,  important and appreciate everybody’s part icipation.  

In addit ion, there was also a brief update on the Toxic Tours presentation by BCDC EJ 

Advisor Anthony Khali l .  That was actually  a Toxic Tour that occurred along the Richmond 

shorel ine. And there were, I  bel ieve, 20 to 30 BCDC staff  at  that Toxic Tour including two 

Commissioners,  Commissioner Ahn and I .  So,  we are looking forward to other Toxic Tours.  

The next one is  planned in the f irst  hal f  of next year in South San Francisco, so i t  wil l  

be convenient for those San Francisco West  Bay folks to attend. And maybe you folks here 

can give input into other toxic tours that can occur around the Bay Area and real ly  

appreciate the leadership of community and EJ Advisors on that .  

So those were the two items, productive,  and look forward to the next meeting. Thank 

you. 

D. Melting Glaciers :  Chair Wasserman continued: I  want to talk br iefly  about melt ing 

glac iers.  There have been a few recent art ic les,  not per se on recent events,  but on some 

events that have not been noted part icular ly well .  One actual ly  goes back to 2022 when the 
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Hektoria Glacier,  I  am sure you are al l  fami l iar with it ,  in Antarctica,  melted approximately 

50 percent in the space of two months.  Not 100 percent sure why.  It  is  a  relat ively small  

glac ier,  147 miles or so,  but it  demonstrates  that while we are working as di l igently as we 

can on how to adapt,  the glaciers continue to melt.  

And a bit  more recently than that,  this past  August there was a glacier that melted in 

the Himalayas.  The New York Times  headline was,  the death of  a g lacier is  a problem. The 

dying of a glac ier is  a real  threat.  That glacier f looded a small  town, Thame, in the 

Himalayas.  

That kind of melt ing is  happening al l  the t ime as we speak,  as we work,  as we wait.  

And one of the reasons I  think this is  important for us to keep in mind is  that  as we work on 

the governance issues to address the gaps and f issures in what we are doing,  which takes a 

lot of t ime -  i f  you want to talk to Larry about it ,  he can tel l  you. I  am frequently impatient 

and I  do need to be re ined in and recognize that our government processes and our public  

processes necessar i ly  take t ime. The glac iers ain’t  wait ing for us.  So,  I  wi l l  cont inue the 

reporting from the colder parts of the world,  which are unfortunately gett ing ever warmer.  

E.  Ex Parte Disclosures:  And that brings us to the ex parte disclosures.  If  any 

Commissioner wishes to make an ex parte disclosure on an adjudicatory matter that they 

have not already made a written report,  reminding you that you need to make a written 

report.  Now is the t ime to do so,  doing it  briefly.  Are there any ex parte disc losures? I  see 

none.  

F.  Next Meeting:  Again,  we wil l  not have a meeting on December 4.  We may have a 

meeting on December 18, keep reserving it .  

That brings us to the Report of the Executive Director.  

5.  Report of the Executive Director.  Executive Director Goldzband reported:  Thank you, 

Chair Wasserman.  

 Perhaps you are watching Ken Burns’  marvelous History of the American Revolution 

on PBS this week, as I  am. I  assume that the f inal  instal lment wi l l  cover the First  Treaty of 

Paris,  which was signed in 1783 and s ignaled the end of the American Revolut ionary War.  

That the American rebels won the war init iated a huge shi ft  in world geopol it ics whose 

ramifications we feel  today.  

And on this date 32 years later,  November 20, 1815, a second major shift  occurred.  On 

that day several  major  European powers signed the Second Treaty of Paris.  This  treaty 

off ic ia l ly  marked their  v ictory over France in the Napoleonic Wars and laid the groundwork 
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for a new geopolit ical  framework for Europe that lasted more or less unt i l  the F irst  World 

War.  

However,  l ike the American Revolutionary War,  Br itain’s and her al l ies’  v ictory over 

France was hardly predictable.  Indeed, a tr iumph by Napoleon in his return from exi le on the 

Is land of E lba would have created a vastly  di fferent future;  and it  almost happened. As the 

Duke of Well ington was fond of saying about the result  of the f inal  decisive confrontation, 

the Battle of Waterloo “was a near-run thing.”  

Today you wil l  hear a brief descript ion of BCDC’s budget posit ion later this afternoon, 

and for the f irst  t ime i t  is  just  about al l  good news.  

That being said,  we do have one new hir ing success to note.  Alyssa Plese has accepted 

our offer to serve in a  new posit ion as BCDC’s Public Affa irs Special ist  start ing on January 5.  

Alyssa wil l  report to Rylan Gervase, our Director of Legislat ive and External Affairs,  and wil l  

give BCDC more capacity for public  outreach, media re lations,  and science communication.  

Alyssa is  now a Shorel ine Development Analyst  in BCDC’s Regulatory Division, where she 

worked on waterfront projects around the Bay and has supported efforts to enhance public 

access and c l imate res i l ience. She brings  a strong background in community engagement and 

public communications to the posit ion and we are excited to have her help strengthen 

collaboration between the Commission and Bay Area communities .  

Dredging season cont inues apace, and our Sediment Management Group in our 

Permitt ing Unit  has issued almost 40-episode approvals so far and more are coming. In 

addit ion, the staff  acted swift ly  to amend the Corps of Engineers ’  Dredging Plan when asked, 

and we quickly issued approvals to al low for urgent dredging to remove high spots at  the 

Richmond Outer Harbor near Chevron Long Wharf and the Oakland entrance and inner 

harbors that were impeding safe navigat ion.  Fortunately,  we were able to do so without the 

need for emergency action and the Corps is  continuing i ts  Dredging Program. I  should note 

that you wi l l  hear much more about the Corps’  upcoming Dredging Program in January.  

Next Monday I  wil l  have the opportunity to be with senior CNRA staff  members and 

others on a s ite vis it  to Highway 37. We wil l  be concentrating on how the combinat ion of  

CNRA, Cal ifornia Fish and Wildl ife ,  BCDC, the Regional Water Board, Caltrans,  and MTC have 

worked together to put together a near-term solution to make Highway 37 work much 

better.  Caltrans has started working with our Bay Resources Permitt ing Group on the portion 

of the Highway 37 f ix  including the Tolay Creek Bridge. We expect that you wi l l  ho ld a public  

hearing to discuss and vote on the Caltrans applicat ion in March.  
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We are a bit  short-handed in the off ice this week because our Regional Shorel ine 

Adaptation Plan Team is v is it ing the c it ies of  Alameda and San Mateo and the county of 

Solano this week to begin their respective shorel ine resi l ience consultation processes.  We 

think that it  is  important that as many of these consultation meet ings occur in-person, which 

is  why BCDC staff  wil l  be dr iv ing around the Bay Area to meet on-s ite with c ity and county 

representatives to help them begin their SB 272 and RSAP required planning programs.  

And this is  happening less than a year after the Commission approved the RSAP 

process.  When we get a bit  further down the planning and consultation road we wil l  notify 

Commissioners and keep you abreast of their progress.  

Final ly,  in early 2026 Sierra plans  to rol l  out a new Commissioner Calendar and 

improve the logist ics  surrounding al l  of  BCDC’s public  meetings.  You wil l  be privy to an 

exclus ive Commission Calendar with a l l  of  the information you wil l  need in a one-stop shop, 

and you wil l  receive specif ic  Out look invitat ions and calendar holds for the various public 

meetings.  More information to come on that.  We certainly hope that you wi l l  provide us with 

your feedback as this new program rol ls  out  so that we can continually  improve it .  

Thank you very much, Chair Wasserman, I  am happy to answer any questions.  

Chair Wasserman asked: Are there any quest ions for the Execut ive Director? 

Seeing none, I  am going to backtrack just  a l itt le and recognize Commissioner Gunther 

to talk about  the Sediment Working Group meeting,  which was a couple weeks ago.  

Commissioner Gunther spoke:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Before I  do that,  I  just  want 

to note for everybody an extraordinary event that is  current ly underway, which is  that 

Chinook salmon have migrated up the Alameda Creek Flood Control  Channel ,  through Ni les 

Canyon, and into the Sunol Val ley for the f irst  t ime in probably 75 years.  This is  a product of 

over 30 years of work removing barriers to migration, and i t  is  just  a wonderful  example of 

what we can accomplish when we keep at it .  

With regards to the Working Group on Sediment and Benef icia l  Reuse, I  have noted in 

the past that I  think our efforts have much in common with those who bui lt  the foundat ions 

of the great cathedrals in Europe. The architects and builders of the cathedrals had a vis ion 

of what they wanted to create.  They knew they would not l ive to see it ,  but they were 

confident that their great publ ic works would provide meaning,  protection and joy for future 

generat ions. We have a mult i -generational v is ion as well ,  which is  trying to construct a l iv ing 

edge for the Bay that wil l  protect future Bay Area res idents from ris ing seas,  while a lso 

providing recreat ional  opportunit ies,  enhancing wildl i fe habitat and improving water quali ty.  
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The Working Group has been engaged with a  committed group of over 30 

stakeholders,  as the staff  has implemented the Sediment for Wetlands Adaptat ion Plan or 

Program or SWAP for short.  The f i rst  phase of the SWAP was to develop and present our  

scient if ic  understanding of sediment in the estuar ine ecosystem, both the natural  

accumulation and eros ion of sediments,  and also how we have a ltered these dynamics 

through our past and present activ it ies.   

This has been accompl ished, and this summary is  avai lable on the SWAP website as a 

three-page document entit led Sediment 101 ,  and I  encourage you al l  to take a look at it .  

Among other f indings is  that  the Bay’s wetlands provide many benefits to our region, 

and these can be enhanced through the beneficia l  reuse of sediment.  

Our Working Group met on November 3 to begin the second phase of the project  in 

which we wil l  explore if  amendments to the Bay Plan could faci l itate increased benef icia l  

reuse of dredge sediment and excavated upland so i ls  for  wetlands restoration and sea level  

r ise adaptation in our region.  

At this past meeting the staff  presented draft  policy concepts and the Working Group 

Commissioners,  the stakeholders who were participating,  and other members of the public 

gave feedback and ins ights.  The staff  is  now working to refine these concepts and begin 

draft ing potentia l  amendment language.  

The staff  is  going to continue outreach this fal l  and winter,  and the Working Group 

wil l  hold meetings in early 2026 to review the amendment proposals,  with a goal to formally 

init iate a Bay Plan Amendment in the spring of 2026. If  members of the Commission or the 

public are interested in participat ing in this early phase of policy development please reach 

out to Rachel Cohen of the Commission staff .  

As we al l  know, sea level  r ise in the Bay Area is  now unstoppable through the 22nd 

century. The only question being now how fast this r ise occurs .  Every t ime I  hear reports l ike 

the Chairman just gave us of quick ly melt ing glaciers it  means that this r ise could happen 

faster than we thought.   

Given this legacy,  I  hope that we are al l  going to continue to invest our t ime and 

resources to a lter our policies and our commercial  practices to enhance the beneficial  reuse 

of sediment excavated soi l .  I f  we do so,  we can add vital  shorel ine resi l ience to our legacy of 

r is ing seas.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me know if  you have any questions.  

Chair Wasserman asked: Are there any quest ions? Seeing none we wil l  move on to 

Item 6, the Consent Calendar.  
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6.  Consent Calendar  

a) Approval  of Minutes for the October 16,  2025 Meeting 

Chair Wasserman reviewed the items on the Consent Calendar and cal led for public  

comment. 

(No members of the publ ic addressed the Commission.)  

Chair Wasserman asked for a motion and a second to adopt the Consent Calendar.  

MOTION:  Commissioner Eklund moved approval of the Consent Calendar,  seconded by 

Commissioner Cox.  

VOTE:  The motion carried with a vote of 20-0-0 with Commissioners Addiego, Cox,  

Dorsey,  Eklund, Gauthier,  Gioia,  Gi lmore, Gonzalez,  Gunther,  Hasz,  Hermosil lo,  K imbal l ,  

Kishimoto, Lefkovitz,  Nelson, Pemberton, Ramos, Randolph, Vice Chair Eisen and Chair 

Wasserman voting,  “YES”,  no “NO” votes,  and no “ABSTAIN” votes.  

7.  Consideration of Administrative Matters.  Chair Wasserman continued: That brings us 

to Item 7, L ist ing of Administrative Matters.  We are going to hear from Harr iet Ross because 

she has a correct ion to the Administrative L ist.  

Regulatory Director Harriet Ross stated:  I  just  wanted to note that  the Administrative 

L ist ing for the Alameda County Flood Control  and Water Conservat ion Distr ict  has been 

withdrawn by staff.  Staff  does anticipate rel ist ing the project and issuing the permit when 

the appl ication is  f i led complete,  sometime next year.  

Chair Wasserman asked: With that are there any comments on the Administrative 

L ist ing?  

(No members of the publ ic addressed the Commission.)  

(No questions were posed to Ms. Ross.)  

8.  Public  Hearing on Proposed Amendments  to Permitting Regulat ions.  Chair Wasserman 

announced: That brings us to Item 8, a public  hear ing on proposed amendments to BCDC’s 

permitt ing regulations.  

The Commission was briefed about these proposed amendments in May and again in 

September. We are c losing in on the end of the publ ic comment period for the amendments 

and this hear ing is  an opportunity for the public to provide input.  We do not plan to vote on 

this package today. Staff  wi l l  evaluate the information provided during the ent ire public  

comment period and provide the Commission with the recommendation package early next 

year.  

Assistant Regulatory Director for C l imate Adaptation Ethan Lavine wil l  give an 
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introduction.  

Assistant Regulatory Director for C l imate Adaptation Lavine addressed attendees:  

Thank you, Chair Wasserman, and good afternoon, Commissioners.  I  am Ethan Lavine. We 

also have Mark Zeppetel lo,  BCDC’s former general  counsel,  now ret ired, who is  working on 

this package as a  retired annuitant ,  with us today.  

We are here today to receive publ ic comments on a proposed rulemaking action to 

amend certain sections of the Commission’s permitt ing rules ,  which are found in the 

Cal i fornia Code of Regulat ions.  Since we are working through the state’s process for 

rulemaking,  this public  comment operates a  l itt le dif ferent ly than the normal publ ic 

comment section you are used to seeing a long with any other item on your agenda. So 

before we get started I  just  want to give some background for what we are accompl ishing 

today.  

I  wil l  just  start  by reminding you what this effort  is  al l  about and where we are in the 

process.  

We last  briefed the Commission on the proposed amendments on September 4 .  In the 

t ime since, from September 27 through today, those amendments have been up on our 

website for the public  to review and to comment upon -  more than 45 days as  required by 

the state’s process.  

I  wil l  not go into the proposed rules in depth since the point of today’s hearing is  to 

hear from members of from members of the public .  But to summarize the package, they 

cover three main categories,  which are streamlining and improving the regionwide Permit 

Program, reducing burdens for stra ightforward and routine activ it ies,  and making other 

targeted updates  to clarify and improve permitt ing rules.  

We are continuing to accept comments through tomorrow afternoon, November 21 at 

5:00 p.m. In addit ion to accepting written comments,  we have elected to hold today’s 

hearing to a l low for members of the public who wish to comment on the proposal  in-person 

or online to do so today.  

If  the Commission has  quest ions for us,  the staff,  we are happy to answer those. 

However,  I  want to c larify for Commissioners  that the point of today is  not for the 

Commission or staff  to respond to comments from the public .  Rather,  under the state’s 

procedures for rulemaking, staff  are going to take al l  of  those comments received at this 

hearing,  along with any and al l  written comments that we received during the comment 

period,  and consider and prepare responses to those comments in writ ing.  The response to 
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al l  comments wil l  then be made avai lable to the publ ic and the Commission, and wil l  help to 

inform the Commission’s decision making when it  considers whether to adopt the rulemaking 

package.  

For members of the publ ic,  i f  there’s any in person today, i f  you brought written 

comments to submit during the hearing please give those to me. And i f  you are only 

commenting here in person or onl ine by voice that’s f ine too. This  hearing is  being recorded 

so we wil l  capture al l  your comments.  The transcript of the hear ing wi l l  be made part of the 

rulemaking f i le .  

So with that I  am going to hand i t  back to you, Chair Wasserman, to get us started.  

Chair Wasserman cont inued: With that I  wi l l  open the publ ic hearing.  Do 

Commissioners have any clar ifying quest ions? 

Seeing none, we wil l  now open the agenda for public comment. 

Katie Haldeman commented: Hi,  everyone. Katie Haldeman, I  am a Project Director on 

the Accelerating Restoration Program at the nonprof it  organizat ion Sustainable 

Conservation, and we appreciate the opportunity to comment today on the proposed 

amendments to your permitt ing regulations.  We also thank staff  for their  substantia l  effort  

to clarify and streamline the regulations and for al l  the work that has gone into the effort  to 

date.  

So just a  l itt le background on our organization. We have been working in Cal ifornia for 

more than 20 years to  increase the pace and scale of habitat restoration and related cl imate 

resi l ience projects .  A signif icant  focus of our work has been creating separate,  more 

eff ic ient,  permitt ing pathways for restoration projects to expedite  regulatory processes 

without compromising environmental  protections. And to date,  s ignif icant progress has been 

made by other state and federal  agencies to create those separate pathways,  and that a lso 

include large scale and mult iple benef it  restoration projects that support cl imate resi l ience.  

Although we have several  recommendat ions for staff  and the Commission to consider,  

the detai ls  of which can be found in the public comment letter  we submitted, our highest 

prior ity recommendation is  that the Commission and staff  reconsider the inc lus ion of the 

previous staff  proposal  to cover restoration projects up to 1,000 acres in  s ize with 

administrat ive permits.  And if  that recommendat ion is  accepted, that any potent ial ly  

confl ict ing language might be removed from the section that c lar if ies what types of  projects 

qualify  for  administrat ive permit i f  needed, just  so it  is  extra clear .  

And then we are happy to provide more information on other  eff ic ient restoration 
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permitt ing work for the Commission anytime, just  let  us know. Thanks again.  

Rigel  Robinson commented: Good afternoon,  Chair Wasserman, Members of the 

Commission and staff.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment today and for your 

tremendous work on this permitt ing reform effort.  This is  Rigel  Robinson here on behalf  of 

the Bay Area Counci l  and our more than 370 member companies.  

We want to express  our strong appreciat ion for the direct ion of this rulemaking and 

chal lenge the process to go even further.  Permitt ing reform is  hav ing a bit  of a moment r ight 

now, and we are very glad to see BCDC leading the way. These reforms closely al ign with the 

recommendations of the Assembly Select Committee on Permitt ing Reform reports ,  which we 

were proud to help develop.  

With bi l l ions of dollars in adaptation needs and tens of thousands of residents,  jobs 

and crit ical  infrastructure at r isk,  every minute of permitt ing delay makes our adaptat ion 

habitat,  housing and economic goals more expensive and in some cases less achievable.  So,  

you have our strong support for efforts to increase c lar ity,  predictabi l ity  and speed in the 

permitt ing system. 

At the same t ime, we hope this process wil l  be as ambitious as the moment demands, 

so we want to highl ight two themes that are especia l ly  important to our members.  

First ,  we bel ieve there was a major missed opportunity in removing the proposal  that 

would have al lowed habitat  restorat ion projects up to 1,000 acres  to qual ify  as  minor 

improvements,  as you just heard from another speaker.  This change alone could have 

signif icant ly accelerated the large scale marsh and habitat restoration projects that every 

scient if ic  and regional  plan is  cal l ing for .  We urge the Commission to revisit  this concept  in 

future rulemaking and potentia l ly  consider even higher acreage thresholds and broader 

el ig ibi l ity  to include shorel ine adaptat ion and f lood protect ion projects as well .  

And secondly,  we are strongly support ive of the proposed de minimis activ it ies 

categories that would not require a permit .  Building on that logic ,  we encourage the 

Commission to explore similar streamlining for publ icly  benef icia l  projects that involve very 

minor amounts of f i l l .  Small  scale improvements that require t iny quantit ies of f i l l  should 

not tr igger lengthy permitt ing.  

We believe that by establishing objective,  extremely small  f i l l  thresholds,  or more 

narrowly defining f i l l  for low-impact,  publ ic-benef it  projects,  we can maintain environmental  

protections whi le freeing staff  t ime to focus on complex projects that truly warrant review. 

And if  doing so requires legislat ive action rather than administrative rulemaking,  we would 
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welcome the opportunity to work together on devis ing a thoughtful  path forward.  

We have more technical  questions as wel l  around views and shift ing jurisdict ion that 

we wil l  elaborate on in our written communication. You wi l l  see that in a letter from our 

team when the comment per iod closes.   

Your staff  have been incredibly helpful  in clarifying the intent behind various language 

changes,  and we look forward to cont inuing to engage in the conversation.  

This rulemaking is  a real ly  big step.  We applaud the work behind i t  and also hope that  

it  marks the beginning of a broader modernization that empowers the region to build the 

cl imate res i l ience, habitat restoration, housing and public amenit ies our communit ies need. 

Thank you.  

Chair Wasserman acknowledged: Thank you very much.  

Do Commissioners have any questions for staff?  

Commissioner Nelson chimed in:  Just two questions about some of the comments we 

just heard about de minimis activ it ies and the 1,000-acre threshold. I  have commented at 

least once in the past about that 1,000-acre threshold and I  am not going to argue against it  

in the abstract because there might be some circumstances under which a 1,000-acre 

threshold is  completely appropriate.  

But there are other activ it ies that would affect far less than 1,000 acres that clearly 

should require a permit.  I  just  invite the staff  to talk both about the de minimis comment we 

just heard and about the 1,000-acre threshold and about whether there might be a way to 

refine that 1,000-acre threshold and clar ify whether there may be some circumstances where 

that threshold is  appropriate and others where it  is  not.  

Mr. Lavine responded:  Thank you for the question, Commissioner Nelson. In terms of 

the several  comments about a proposal  to al low more habitat  projects,  pr inc ipal ly  habitat 

restoration,  enhancement creation projects up to 1,000 acres being handled through our 

administrat ive processes,  administrative permits.  

So just for to remind folks,  that is  a concept  that we proposed to the Commission or 

introduced to the Commission in,  I  bel ieve, May or June of this year.  It  was presented 

alongside the other pieces that are now presented in the package that is  up for public  

comment. We received a number of comments,  which helped us to come to a conclusion that 

we needed to take a c loser look at the design of that package.  

We at the staff  level  are st i l l  very much supportive of this general  concept of 

increasing the number of habitat projects that do benefit  from an administrat ive process,  so 
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we have been taking the t ime to continue to  shop around this proposal  to other 

stakeholders,  principal ly  environmental  groups and those involved in doing restoration 

projects to make sure that we are designing a rule that that gets as close as possible to what 

folks think wi l l  work and help advance the goal of streamlining these projects .  So that is  my 

response to that.  

In terms of the question about de minimis or,  sorry,  very smal l  scale amounts of f i l l ,  I  

think that is  what you were referr ing to from the second measure. That is  something that  I  

bel ieve that we would l ike to look at the comment when we receive it  and spend a l itt le  t ime 

analyzing that and respond along with the rest of the comments.  I  am not sure that we are 

prepared to real ly  go much further today.  

Commissioner Eklund was recognized:  I  am kind of cur ious about the process as this 

goes forward. Once the public comment period is  ended and then they present or they 

develop a l ist  of a l l  the comments with the proposed changes. Are we going to have an 

opportunity to look at  that before the hear ing?  

Mr. Lavine answered: Yes,  that is  great question. From here the staff  is  going to 

review the public comments and those public comments may lead us to consider rev isions to 

what we presented. There is  a very good chance of that.  Depending on how far those 

reversions go is  going to impact the t iming.  

So,  i f  they are not substantial  or,  I  do not remember the exact term of art,  substantia l  

or substant ive,  they do not real ly  change the meaning of what we put forward,  then we wil l  

s imply respond to the comments and bring the package back to the Commission to vote.  If  

they are more substantive we may need to continue the public  comment period.  It  wi l l  be for 

a shorter amount of t ime; it  is  15 days.  But we might re issue these and have another public  

comment period on them. 

After that we wil l  bring it  back to the Commission with a ful l  staff  report and analys is  

to vote on. If  the Commission adopt it  we wi l l  send it  to the State’s Office of Administrative 

Law where they wi l l  do a review to make sure that it  conforms with the state’s rules under 

the Administrative Procedures  Act .  Once that is  approved then it  would get  publ ished in the 

in the Register.  

Commissioner Eklund acknowledged: I  appreciate that explanation. 

Executive Director Goldzband interjected:  If  I  can interrupt.  When the staff  br ings 

back the f inal  package for your review it  wil l  have included in it ,  in  the record, the public  

comments and the responses to the publ ic comments so that wil l  be part of what you wil l  
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get,  yes.  

Commissioner Eklund continued: My curiosity,  though, is  that is  there an opportunity 

for us to be engaged a l itt le bit  earl ier before the “f inal  package.”  Because if  there are some 

substant ive comments that may urge us to look just  a l itt le bit  more to try to streamline 

some of the permitt ing aspect of it .  There are some issues that we might want to say,  yes,  

we need to advance that.  So I  would l ike us  to have an opportunity to look at those public 

comments and provide some feedback to staff  as to whether or not we might want to go 

further,  even though staff  may not be comfortable with it  as much. 

When I  was at EPA and we did a lot of regulatory changes to the regulations nat ional ly  

as well  as local ly,  there was a lot of discussion that we had before the f inal  package was 

brought back. I  was k ind of hoping that we might get an earl ier bite at  the apple.  Is  that  

possible?  

Mr. Lavine repl ied:  I  think we should consider that comment and how to respond. I  do 

not want to promise something that we cannot deliver  because we are working within a  

very --  

Commissioner Eklund interjected:  Short  t ime frame.  

Mr. Lavine continued: --  well ,  a short t ime frame, but a lso a very structured 

environment that the state has  created around rulemaking. It  may be possible that we could 

release or share with Commissioners the public comments we receive without having f i rst  

put forward our responses to them. That would al low us to get them out in front of you 

much ear l ier .  I  think that is  something we could very eas i ly  do when the public comment 

period ends tomorrow. Maybe put them in your package for the next hearing or  share them 

with you some other way. We wil l  look into  how to do that.  

I  do want to be very clear,  though. I f  some of those comments do lead the staff  to 

propose more substantial  changes we wi l l  end up doing another comment period on it  and 

we wil l  a lso be tel l ing you about that.  So,  those might be two answers that would be 

somewhat satisfactory.  

Commissioner Eklund replied:  I  appreciate the opportunity for us to actual ly  have a 

look at them. Because who knows, maybe there are some ideas that we might want to 

suggest.  Thank you.  

Mr. Zeppetel lo chimed in:  Could I  comment? 

Chair Wasserman responded: Of course.  

Mr. Zeppetel lo added:  Just in response to that question, just  a couple of thoughts.  
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Certainly,  i f  any Commissioners have comments or questions on specif ic  text or after you 

have an opportunity to look at the comments,  you could reach out  to Ethan or me and we 

could certainly clari fy or respond to questions.  Also,  i t  is  possible if  the Chair and the 

Executive Director would l ike to have another agenda item where we present the response to 

comments before the Commission considers  voting.  

But two l imitat ions are,  the changes have to be within the scope of the Not ice of 

Proposed Rulemaking.  For example,  at  this point it  i s  too late in this package to revisit  the 

habitat restoration issue because that is  not  within the scope. We can do f ine tuning and 

edit ing to what is  before you. But if  we do recirculate it  in response to comments and make 

changes and we bring it  back for a vote,  you of course,  can ask for  changes at that t ime. But 

if  changes are made at that hearing we would have to recirculate it  again and br ing it  back a 

subsequent t ime.  

So,  I  guess I  would just urge that if  there are areas where Commissioners have 

quest ions or comments then now or in the next weeks while we are preparing a  response to 

comment would be a good t ime to engage or  to bring it  back for another hearing for 

Commissioner comments.  Thank you.  

Chair Wasserman added: I  would add that for better or worse,  and not to distress staff  

too much, this  is  an ongoing process.  As we know, these have been in process for a 

s ignif icant  amount of t ime and I  think we certainly want to get the ones that do have broad 

support and are clearly needed moving forward. It  does not mean we cannot do more later.  

In addit ion, we are going to have the 1,000-acre issue come back to us,  because 

indeed it  was deemed by staff  and by the Commission that that did need more study. So  it  is  

an ongoing process ,  this is  not a one bite at  the apple.  

I  would entertain a motion to close the public  hearing.  

MOTION: Commissioner Cox moved to close the publ ic hearing,  seconded by 

Commissioner Gonzalez.  The motion carr ied by aff irmation with no abstentions or 

opposit ion.  

Chair Wasserman cont inued: Thank you, Ethan, for that presentation. We wil l  

obviously hear more about this the next t ime this comes before us.  

9.  Briefing BCDC Budget.  Chair Wasserman announced: That brings us to Item 9, the 

ever-excit ing presentation on the BCDC budgets.  

Budget Off icer Wi l l iamson addressed the Commission:  Hi,  my name is  Sean 

Wil l iamson. I  am the Budget  Off icer for BCDC.  
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The f inancia l  s ituation with the state,  as we know, has been very challenging in the 

past year and remains  so this year .  BCDC has,  unfortunately,  not been immune to those 

chal lenges.  

We are going to go over last  year’s budget,  an overview of this year’s budget.  We are 

going to speak about some of the changes in  the Budget Act language, and an overal l  v iew of 

the external funders that BCDC receives from the state and the feds.  

This was BCDC’s budget last  year.  There were two different dri l ls  that reduced our 

amount of funding last  year.  These numbers  already reflect those reduct ions.  

Structural ly,  it  is  not substantial ly  dif ferent  from what you might have seen in past 

years.  General  Fund obviously makes up the core of our budget and Greenhouse Gas 

Reduct ion Funds,  and external funders of the Reimbursements that are also s ignif icant 

contributors .  And then we also have access to the Bay Fi l l  Cleanup and Abatement Fund that 

BCDC administers.  In particular,  I  want to f lag the General  Fund at $8.6 mil l ion and the Bay 

Fi l l  fund at $400,000. Those wil l  change dramatical ly  in the fol lowing year.  

In ‘24-25 we had mult iple things happening. There were two dr i l l s  at  the outset of the 

f iscal  year,  one of which was a Vacancy Sweep that happened statewide, the other of which 

was what is  cal led a Government Eff ic iency Reduct ion Dri l l .  

In the Vacancy Sweep we lost three posit ions,  an Environmental  Scientist,  an 

Associate Governmental  Program Analyst  and a Coastal  Program Analyst  I .  In part icular,  the 

Environmental  Sc ient ist  was part of the f irst  year of the SB 272 rol lout.  We had three 

posit ions that we received from SB 272, a Senior Environmental  Sc ientist,  an Attorney, and 

then this ES at the t ime that this dri l l  was done, which would have been in August,  was st i l l  

vacant at  the t ime, so unfortunately it  got caught up in that dr i l l .  

The further Government Eff ic iency Reduction reduced mostly General  Fund but a lso 

small  amounts of the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund and the Bay Fi l l  Cleanup and 

Abatement Fund.  

These reductions are what is  considered basel ine reductions,  meaning that it  did not 

just  impact last  budget cycle but every future budget cycle afterwards.  So,  these cuts that 

happened in 2024 also carry forward into the basel ine budget amounts in 2025.  

So,  BCDC’s response to these cuts .  In total  they amount to $979,000, nearly a mi l l ion 

dollars.  We suspended hir ing,  travel  and tra ining for about s ix  months to accrue the required 

savings.  Our target was about a mil l ion dol lars.  

Unfortunately,  these things are easier to shut down than they are  to start  up.  
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Speci f ica l ly,  hir ing takes a long t ime to ramp up. As a  result ,  by the t ime we got to the end 

of the f iscal  year not only had we saved the required $979,000, but we also had a $1 mil l ion 

surplus that we were looking at what to do with,  r ight? So, we wil l  come back to that a bit  

later.  

Addit ionally,  we were receiving a lot of external funding,  specif ica l ly  from state 

agreements but also some federal  funds that were contribut ing to our overal l  budget .  In  

particular,  there was an Ocean Protection Counci l  grant that ended last  year where the f inal  

payout was roughly $600,000. While our budgeted amount of reimbursement authority was 

$2,073,000, as you can see on row four,  we actually  wound up recovering considerably more 

than that .  

However,  just  because we recovered it  d id not mean that we could spend it  because 

we did not have authority from the legis lature to spend that.  So,  between the dri l ls  and 

these extra cost recoveries from our grants,  we had roughly $1.6 mil l ion at the end of the 

year that we did not have access to.  So,  I  wi l l  address that in a l itt le bit .  

Executive Director Goldzband interjected:  Sean, can I  break in for a second because I  

want to give just  one more bit  of context.  

The governor proposes the budget in January.  The legis lature starts looking at the 

budget when it  wants to,  which is  usually  around February/March.  Negotiat ions that are  real  

do not real ly  begin unti l  June. Al l  we knew was that at  some point dur ing those f irst  s ix  

months we were going to get cut under the governor’s budget by about 8 percent in real  

dollars,  and we were going to lose some number of posit ions.  

Now usually  you would have heard what Sean just told you last  October after the end 

of the f iscal  year a year ago.  Not last  October,  a year ago. It  d id not happen.  And that is  

because nothing was sett led unti l  the end of  the f iscal  year that  ended last  June. You see, 

because the way the system worked is  that Sean did not get the actual  numbers to actually  

cut unti l ,  and tel l  me i f  I  am wrong, Sean, in June, i f  not actual ly  a l itt le afterward, because 

of al l  the negotiations.  

So,  we have spent about a l itt le over X number of months trying to  reconci le 

everything,  which is  why the whole $1.6 mi l l ion comment that Sean just made is  such a 

wacky thing,  r ight? So, we are trying to recover from that.  And so what you wil l  end up 

seeing over the next year or two is  surpluses that BCDC wil l  be able to carry over and that 

we are using,  but it  is  because of  the wackiness of the previous f iscal  year.  Sean, did I  get 

that r ight? 
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Mr. Wil l iamson agreed: In general,  yes.  

Executive Director Goldzband acknowledged:  Good. There you go.  

Mr. Wil l iamson cont inued: So,  the Jan 10 budget I  would have known what the 

targeted reductions were, but  there were many discussions st i l l  happening in Apri l  and May 

and June about what would actual ly  make it  or not make it  into the f inal  governor’s budget.  

We had an idea of what target we were hitt ing for our savings,  but it  was not confirmed unti l  

June, s ix  months later .  

In 2025 what I  want to  highl ight for you here is  again the General  Fund and Bay Fi l l .  

The Federal  Trust Fund, Reimbursements and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund are basical ly  

stable from where they were the last  year.  But you can see General  Fund at 10.7 mil l ion is  

substant ial ly  higher than where it  was last  year,  at  8.6 mi l l ion.  And l ikewise,  Bay Fi l l  at  

903,000 is  more than double where it  was the previous year at  403,000. The reasons for  that 

are the second year of  the SB 272 rol lout inc luded seven new posit ions and funding to go 

with it .  So that is  the source of this addit ion in the General  Fund.  

For Bay F i l l ,  as BCDC is  the only administrator and user of the Fund, this addit ional 

request of  authority was t ied to the regulatory permitt ing database that is  in development 

currently.  So,  $500,000 of that is  one-time funding for the database. We st i l l  intend to use 

the remaining $400,000 for staff  t ime, as we would in any other f iscal  year .  

So,  that is  the source of this sudden jump in our funding in ‘25. These are only ‘25 

appropriations. Only part  of the new appropriations for this year.  None of this is  reflected in 

the surplus that we ta lked about for ’24.  

In response to the challenges that we faced in ’24,  BCDC asked for  and was approved 

for a reappropriation of the General  Fund ‘24 budget surplus,  so that was $1 mil l ion. 

Because the $600,000 that was from external funders was part of our reimbursement 

authority and usually  has a matching amount of expenditure authority to go with i t ,  so we 

are okay to col lect more than the re imbursement authority,  but we st i l l  need approval f rom 

the legislature if  we want to spend it  al l .  So,  there is  a budget revision that we processed at 

the beginning of this year through Finance that al lowed us to spend that addit ional 

$600,000. So,  that $1.6 mil l ion that might have otherwise been lost at  the end of last  year,  

we can now spend this year in  addit ion to a l l  the funding that we just saw in ’25.  

There is  one other small  change in that BCDC had language already in the Budget Act 

that a l lowed for cash loans of up to $600,000. The amount is  just  coincidental,  it  does not 

have anything to do with this .  Finance ra ised that cei l ing to $1.5 mil l ion. General ly,  that 
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cash loan is  for emergencies,  but it  was discussed that the $600,000 threshold was just not 

enough for the amounts of external funding that BCDC was receiving and 1.5 mil l ion was 

more suitable to the amount of money that we received.  

So,  as Year 2 of the SB 272 rol lout continues,  we got seven new posit ions.  That brings 

the total  amount of the permanent posit ions  to 58 after the vacancy sweep from the 

previous year.  

We also ant icipate that in Year 3 start ing in July of ’26,  there wi l l  be f ive addit ional 

permanent posit ions as a result  of SB 272, and that would complete the posit ion rol lout  for 

that legis lat ive item. 

To date,  federal  funding coming to BCDC through the Coastal  Commission have not 

been received but they are in progress,  I  guess.  Nothing has been canceled.  

The Coastal  Commission has s igned an agreement with NOAA for the receipt of those 

funds,  and they are draft ing an interagency agreement between the Coastal  Commission and 

BCDC to pass through $390,000. We anticipate that even though it  is  start ing four or f ive 

months later ,  we can st i l l  bi l l  quite a bit  of staff  t ime to that award. And NOAA has said that 

unl ike previous agreements where we had 12 to 18 months to spend the money, they are 

looking at 24 months for this part icular year because of  the delay.  

However,  none of BCDC’s staff  are contingent on the NOAA funds,  nor are any of its  

mission goals.  Basical ly,  meaning that if  the federal  funds were suspended immediately  

somehow, BCDC could continue with its  current staff ing level ,  with its  current goals,  and 

there would be no cuts of any sort .  Obviously,  i f  we had another $390,000 it  is  more that we 

could achieve, but there would be no reduct ions for BCDC if  we did not have those federal  

funds.  

Final ly,  as a result  of mult iple labor agreements,  most bargaining units received a 3 

percent salary increase. But the state offset  the cost of that increase by taking f ive hours of 

unpaid personal leave per month from staff .  This results in a somewhat reduced capacity  for 

BCDC, but an increase for t ime off  for BCDC employees.  

Executive Director Goldzband added: Let me jump in now l ike I  did before and just 

provide a l itt le bit  more context.  

The cash loan situation. For  a number of years,  BCDC ran on very much a shoestring.  

Heck,  we st i l l  run on a  shoestring as far as I  am concerned. And because a signi f icant 

percentage of the dol lars that BCDC uses come from grants or contracts,  those dol lars are 

always in arrears .  It  does not matter what you do, you never get the money back the same 
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day you actual ly  charge. The way the system works is  you end up paying the people who are 

charging,  whomever,  out of General  Fund, and then you re imburse the General  Fund out of 

the dollars you get back from the contracts and the grants.  

Well ,  that then puts you in month 9 through 12 in a somewhat precarious posit ion, 

hoping that you are gett ing back the dol lars  to replenish the General  Fund. And the last  

thing you want to do, of course,  is  go into a defic iency mode. So,  therefore you have what is  

essentia l ly  a l ine of credit  with the Department of Finance proving to them that somebody 

owes you those dollars.  The contracts have been approved. It  could be a state agency l ike 

the Coastal  Conservancy,  although they are great now in terms of paying,  or OPC, they have 

been great.  Or maybe it  is  a local  government or a regional government or whatever.  And so 

that is  where the need for a cash loan can come from. We are a l i tt le bit  beyond that,  and 

Finance has changed the way it  i s  working.  

Second, we have zeroed out expected NOAA funding for this f iscal  year,  and we ain’t  

putting it  back in unti l  I  am convinced that there wil l  be NOAA funding. So,  i f  we do get the 

dollars that we expect  to get this  t ime, that is  sort  of found money.  

Even if  we were not to get it ,  we would st i l l  fulf i l l  our obligation to NOAA on the 

Assessment Strategy. We wil l  cont inue to be ful ly  accredited NOAA partners  because the 

state of Cal ifornia,  unl ike a number of states  and territor ies,  provides funding for their  

coastal  zone management agencies .  There are states in which the states use only federal  

dollars for their  coastal  zone management purposes,  and those states are going to be in a 

world of hurt i f  indeed the NOAA base operations funding does not actual ly  happen again.  

Go ahead, Sean.  

Mr. Wil l iamson cont inued: So,  that is  the high- level  picture. Now we are going to dri l l  

down a l itt le bit  into some of the individual funds.  So here I  have got the General  Fund 

broken out by staff  t ime, Labor Expenses and Operating Costs,  over two years.  You can see 

the increase, which has been marginal .  It  has not been skyrocketing from one year to the 

next,  about 14 percent over two years.  Operating Expenses have been considerably higher.  

Mostly the reason why these two numbers diverge is  because a lot of the SB 272 

funding that went  into  the General  Fund displaced funds that we would use for other  things,  

basical ly .  We reduced the amount of General  Fund we were using for staff  so that we could 

use it  in other places.  We antic ipate that this trend wil l  continue through ‘26 as we have an 

addit ional f ive posit ions staff ing,  plus contracting dol lars  and operating expenses that are 

bui lt  into that too that that should increase over t ime. 
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For the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund,  it  has been re latively stable.  We did have the 

Government Eff ic iency reduct ion cut of about $116,000, but for the most part  it  is  

unchanged from year to year.  You have got minor adjustments  each fa l l  that s l ightly adjust 

these. Sometimes they go down, sometimes they go up, but for the most part  funding has 

been stable.  

Executive Director Goldzband chimed in:  Let me talk about Greenhouse Gas Reduct ion 

Fund for just  a second. Those of you who read the newspapers,  and you al l  do,  wi l l  know that 

now is  Cap and Invest.  Not Cap and Trade anymore, Cap and Invest .  

So,  you are wondering,  why the heck does BCDC get any Cap and Invest because we do 

not have projects? Well ,  unti l  2019, BCDC received no funding from the state for its  planning 

program. Zero. It  was entirely done through grants and contracts .  

We were able to change that in 2019 with work with the Department of Finance. It  

only took a few years to get it ,  but we got it .  And they bas ical ly  sa id,  we wi l l  give you $1.9 

mil l ion or $1.8 mi l l ion out of GGRF. And Steve Goldbeck and I  looked at them and said,  are 

you crazy? What are we going to do? We do not do greenhouse gasses.  And they said,  do not 

worry about it .  So,  we do not worry about it .  

But what  we do is  we use the money specif ical ly  on issues regarding r is ing sea level  

and on the planning side,  which is  a lot  of what they do, of course. And on the regulatory 

side,  every permit analyst  has to deal with r is ing sea level ,  so we also apportion those 

dollars to the regulatory side as well .  The state total ly  agrees with how this is  done. But I  

just  wanted to,  in case there were eyes ra ised because you know enough about Cap and 

Invest,  this is  how we use our Cap and Invest GGRF dollars.  

Mr. Wil l iamson cont inued: And on a monthly basis we report our expenditures to the 

Cal i fornia Air  Resources Board, who administers this fund, under the programs that they 

have laid out for us .  So,  they are aware of how and when we are spending the funds and 

reporting on that to the state.  

For Bay F i l l ,  this  one looks a l itt le bit  dif ferent from the other  funds in that s ince we 

are the fund administrator it  is  showing the balance of the Fund. We also have actual  

Revenues and Expenditures for ‘23 and for ’24. And then for ’25,  those are projected 

Revenues and Expenditures.   

Typical ly,  we have a very conservative projection of our revenues,  which is  this 

$261,000 in ’25. That was the same projection we had in the previous two years,  we just  

actually  generated much more revenue than that projection. So,  it  would not be unexpected, 
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I  guess,  i s  how I  would put it ,  i f  we col lected more revenue than that shows.  

The Expenditures on the other hand, as  you can see, are up dramatical ly  from this 

year compared to last  year or the year before.  That is  ent irely due to the permitt ing 

database that I  ment ioned before. So,  $500,000 of that $830,000 is  due to the regulatory 

management database that is  current ly being developed. That is  a one-time cost,  so we 

antic ipate that in ‘26 the Expenditures  wil l  look more l ike they did in ’24.  

Executive Director Goldzband added: Again,  I  wil l  jump in.  You wi l l  hear about the 

database in January or  February . Harriet ’s  fo lks,  Ethan left ,  who is  not hear ing this,  but he 

knows it  is  going to happen, wil l  g ive a br iefing on the fact that BCDC for the f irst  t ime, is  

actually  able to invest dollars into that k ind of database and system which you as local  

elected off ic ia ls  see every day when you wander down to your planning or permitt ing 

department and can tel l  exactly what is  going on. And I  think maybe we should a lso bring 

down a card catalog when that happens just to show people that they st i l l  exist .  Yes,  they 

do.  

You wil l  remember that the Bay Fi l l  Cleanup and Abatement Fund is  funded through 

the work of Greg’s folks in Legal,  in Compliance and Enforcement,  so we try to be very 

conservative with how much they wi l l  bring in.   

As Greg wil l  tel l  you, or as Isabel wil l  te l l  you, the f irst  rule of enforcement is  get it  

f ixed more than get the money. And we do not have the abil ity,  l ike the Cal ifornia Coastal  

Commission, to levy f ines of upwards of $1 mil l ion dollars and the l ike.  But we are pretty 

conservative. Greg works with Sean and the gang to make sure that we keep ourselves in  the 

blue. Thanks.  

Mr. Wil l iamson cont inued: Speaking of revenue generat ion, our Legal  Team, 

Enforcement and Compliance, this is  the last  eight  years of f ines col lected that go into Bay 

Fi l l .  Part icular ly,  I  want to highlight ‘23 and ‘24 where in ‘23 it  was near ly $580,000, in ‘24 is  

$400,000. 

In ‘24 the Legal Enforcement and Compliance teams were understaffed that entire 

year as a result  of the hir ing freeze that I  mentioned earl ier.  Despite being understaffed, 

their col lections were exceedingly high.  

For the f irst  t ime in well  over a year it  looks  l ike Enforcement and Compliance may be 

completely staffed up by the end of this calendar year.   

We antic ipate that the f ines col lected and the enforcement act ions that are going 

forward wi l l  be representative of the staff’s  abi l ity  to punch above their weight .  They are 
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doing a phenomenal amount of work with very few staff  on hand.  

Final ly,  we have Reimbursements.  This reflects grant awards that are usual ly  coming 

from other state agencies,  but in some cases direct ly from the federal  government.  They can 

also come from local  government entit ies,  jo int power authorit ies ,  even private entit ies,  

although that is  less common. 

Our basel ine Reimbursement authority is  $2,073,000 this year.  I t  was the same in ‘24 

and the same in ’23. These are actual  numbers that were col lected those years .  So,  this  is  

the $600,000 that I  was referencing before that we col lected above this basel ine.  So,  we did 

not have access to that in ’24. It  took the budget revision this year  before we could actually  

start  spending that money that was above the basel ine authority .  

We antic ipate that our reimbursement levels this year wil l  be in the same Zip Code, I  

guess,  the same levels ,  around $2 mil l ion for  reimbursements col lected. Some of that wil l  be 

delayed because of the delays from the federal  government where some of the federal  

dollars was being passed through to the state agencies.  So,  we may see it ,  but it  may be not 

unti l  the fourth quarter of this  year.  There may be some money that gets rol led over into ‘26 

instead. But there has  not been a substantia l  decrease in the amount of external funding for 

BCDC.  

One thing to highl ight  is  back in  ‘22 both the Ocean Protection Counci l  and the State 

Coastal  Conservancy had made substant ial  awards to BCDC for the development of the RSAP 

Program; and the Ocean Protection Council  award concluded in March of last  year.  The SCC 

award continues for another two years,  I  think. And we are doing our best to be responsible 

stewards of that money and make it  last  as long as possible.  

Final ly,  these are permit fees which do not go to BCDC directly,  they go to the state’s 

General  Fund.  

Over the past 10 years ,  this f irst  column is  how much was col lected. Occasionally  we 

have to refund some of those fees.  The rightmost column is  the net of those col lect ions.  So,  

over 10 years we have col lected about $12 mil l ion that has gone back to the state’s General  

Fund.  

That concludes my presentation. I f  you have any questions,  please let  me know. 

Chair Wasserman asked: Any quest ions?  

Commissioner Nelson was recognized:  Just a  very open-ended question. The LAO came 

out with a f iscal  projection looking ahead that projected a larger deficit  next year,  17.7 

bi l l ion,  and potent ial ly  a defic it  twice that s ize in the fol lowing f iscal  year.  That is  
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reasonably terr ifying. I  just  wanted to ask you to tel l  us  what you can about what we should 

expect,  what  we should plan for,  looking ahead at the next f iscal  year and maybe the next 

two. 

Mr. Wil l iamson answered: Well ,  a lot  of it  is  undecided so I  wil l  just  say that at  the 

moment there are no dri l ls  that have been introduced from Finance for further reductions.  

We do not know what the administration’s plans are to meet that gap yet,  they have not 

disc losed that to us.  

At the moment,  our funding for ‘26 and beyond, up to f ive years,  is  unchanged after 

the reductions from the past  year.  There is  nothing that I  could share that would not be 

considered confidential .  There is  nothing,  as far as I  know, that is  in development that would 

impact our current outlook. Whether they introduce something in the future I  could not  

speak to.  

Executive Director Goldzband chimed in:  Yes.  I  think what Sean said at the beginning 

is  real ly,  real ly  important.  Finance has not told us anything yet.  They usual ly  do not,  but at  

least you can usually  get a hint,  and there are no hints avai lable at  this point .  

I  wil l  be at the CNRA Directors meeting the f irst  two days of December. At each one of 

those meetings  the Department of Finance Director comes in and talks about what is  going 

on, and you leave knowing less than what you did coming in,  and that is  the way the 

Department of F inance works.  

So,  I  think the most important thing I  can tel l  you is  that what Sean and our HR Team, 

which has been certainly in f lux but has been doing a great  job, is  hir ing people fast .  You 

want to make sure that we are us ing the dollars that we have as  quickly as possible because 

we are concerned that  there may well  be,  for al l  we know, another  vacancy sweep or 

whatever.  And we want to make sure that we are in as good and as sol id a posit ion as 

possible.  

And I  wi l l  tel l  you that  with the surplus that we have, we have a lready started making 

plans and we have already started basical ly  hir ing some l imited-term people because we are 

not going to hire them permanently because that surplus ain’t  going to be permanent and we 

want to make sure that we stay in a conservative posit ion.  Sean and I  are very much, very 

much simpatico in that,  to make sure that we can r ide out whatever may or may not come. 

Commissioner Nelson continued: I  real ize that there is  only so much you can tel l  us 

looking forward, but I  appreciate the thoughts.  

Chair Wasserman asked: Do we have any comments from the publ ic? 
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(No members of the publ ic addressed the Commission.)  

Chair Wasserman announced: Thank you very much. That concludes this matter.  

10. Briefing Recap on Legislative Matters.  Chair  Wasserman stated:  That brings us to Item 

10, a briefing on legislat ive issues.  

We wil l  now hear from our Director of Legislat ive and External Affairs Rylan Gervase 

who wil l  provide us with a review of the last  legis lat ive session as well  as what we can 

expect.  

Director of Legis lat ive  and External Affa irs Gervase presented the fol lowing:  Thank 

you, Mr. Chair .  Good afternoon, Commissioners.  It  i s  great to see so many of you here in 

person today.  

I  am going to take you on a bit  of a journey through what was a very eventful  year of 

lawmaking and polit icking,  as wel l  as share my insights on what we can expect  for 2026.  Of 

course,  i f  any of you have insights of your own to share,  please feel  free to do so,  we would 

love to share some intel l igence.  

At the moment,  we are in a bit  of a lu l l  on the legislat ive calendar.  Congress is  back 

from recess as of last  week, ending the federal  government shutdown after a record 43 days.  

The Cal ifornia State Legislature is  st i l l  in recess and wil l  convene on January 5.  

In Cal i fornia this year almost 3,000 bi l ls  were introduced. Of these, 1,000 were 

chaptered into law. Another 1,000 are pending as two-year bi l ls ,  and the remaining 1,000 

have crossed the Legis lat ive Rainbow Bridge.  

I  just  want to say that  BCDC’s legis lat ive analysis  effort  was definitely team effort.  I  

am not going to say we analyzed a l l  3,000 bi l ls ,  but I  do particularly want to thank our Chair ,  

our Execut ive Director,  as well  as Commissioner Nelson, for spending a lot of t ime helping 

me develop posit ions for the legis lat ion we did take posit ions on.  And I  want to thank our 

staff,  part icular ly Erik Buehmann, Ethan Lavine and Michael Ng who spent quite a few hours 

this year  analyz ing legislat ion and helping me better understand exactly how it  affects BCDC 

and what the impl ications were for our work.  

So,  without further ado, what did the legislature accompl ish this year? I  wanted to 

highl ight three things.  

The f irst  being the deal on the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Fund. As Larry 

noted, the deal extends Cap and Trade Program, now rebranded as Cap and Invest ,  to 2045, 

which was definitely a  huge l i ft  and accompl ishment.  

As a part of that deal the legislature also increased the amount of  permits that are 



26 

BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES  
NOVEMBER 20, 2025  

going to be avai lable for oi l  dr i l l ing in Cal ifornia.  So,  you might ask yourself ,  why exactly are 

we doing that? Aren’t  we supposed to be reducing carbon emiss ions in l ine with the state’s 

cl imate goals? My response to that  would be one word, “affordabil ity”,  which is  something 

we are going to hear a  lot more of in this presentation and the year to come. 

As GGRF is  successful ly  implemented, the cost of business for oi l  producers  natural ly  

goes up. Really,  what that port ion of the deal was a l l  about was keeping Cal ifornia ’s 

remaining oi l  ref iner ies in business.  With the Benicia as wel l  as the LA refineries  that are 

slated to c lose,  the administration is  expect ing price shocks at the pump that consumers are 

natural ly  going to respond to.  

Interest ingly,  a lso as part of that deal,  there is  also going to be more discret ionary 

funding avai lable in GGRF, which has not been a typical  practice.  I  think in 2026 we can 

expect some further budget  plays to decide who gets that and what they are going to spend 

that on.  

 The next two are al l  about CEQA. As I  covered in my previous legislat ive report,  this 

summer the legislature and the governor got to a deal  that made some massive changes to 

CEQA. Yes,  this did inc lude an exemption for  inf i l l  housing development that I  covered in my 

last  brief ing.  But it  also created more new exemptions for things l ike chi ldcare centers,  

health cl inics,  food banks,  farm worker housing,  broadband infrastructure,  wi ldf ire 

prevention efforts ,  water infrastructure,  public  parks and trai ls ,  and most controversial ly,  

advanced manufactur ing.  

Under the deal,  high-tech manufacturing plants are now going to be able to be built  in 

industr ial  zones without any CEQA review. As you can imagine, many people in the 

legis lature are concerned about the effects this might have on pol lution, particularly in 

cit ies a long the Bay Area. You might a lso be asking yourself  why exactly the legislature did 

not address these concerns in the f i rst  place when this deal was reached,  and that has 

everything to do with the process of  how it  went down.  

The governor made the budget cont ingent on adopting the CEQA proposal,  and as a 

matter of fact the deal was only reached a few days before the budget deadline.  That meant 

that essentia l ly  the legislature had to vote,  was compelled to vote on the CEQA proposal ,  

because without  it  they would not be paid if  the budget did not pass by the deadline.  

The senate this summer after the passing did advance a f ix  that was supported by 

labor,  by environmentalists ,  that would have required CEQA rev iew for advanced 

manufactur ing within 300 feet of a community or a school.  Unfortunately,  this ended up 
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going nowhere. But real ly  this non-deal sets  us up for further legislat ive f ights in 2026 over 

this issue, so we can expect to see that as a large issue that  wil l  come before the legislature 

this summer, no doubt,  through a Budget Act.  

So,  what else can we look forward to in the new year?  

I  think the biggest influence on the dynamic is  going to be the gubernatorial  elect ion.  

To quote our Executive Director,  next year’s  lame decks session is  going to be wacky. What I  

think he meant by that was there is  going to  be a last-minute push from the administration 

to secure their legacy with tra i ler bi l ls  or other legis lat ion. And the legis lature is  also going 

to be making a last-minute push to secure the passage of bi l ls  that are going to be perhaps 

uncertain to pass  under a new administrat ion.  

So needless to say,  the environment is  going to be ripe for last -minute deals with 

probably minimal chance for public  scrut iny . 

Based on the candidate pool for who is  running for off ice,  we can probably expect a 

governor that is  going to come from Southern Cal ifornia,  so that wil l  be a bit  of a sea change 

for us with Governor Newsom hail ing from San Francisco.  

But regardless of who is  governor,  who is  going to be elected in the legis lature,  the 

key buzzword is  going to be “affordabi l ity”.  I f  you have been watching polit ical  ads,  i f  you 

have been l istening to  f loor speeches,  it  is  basical ly  mentioned in almost every one, and it  is  

going to dr ive a lot of the policymaking at the Capitol  in 2026, as in fact it  has in 2025. 

Secondly,  as Sean’s excel lent presentation mentioned, there is  going to be a great 

deal of budget uncertainty in 2026.  

As Commissioner Nelson mentioned,  the LAO is  projecting a lmost a $18 bi l l ion defic it  

next year,  and $35 bi l l ion the year  after .  Key factors that they have ident if ied for that are 

the fact that Cal i fornia’s revenue growth, which is  happening, is  l ikely to be offset by 

constitut ional spending requirements.  Under Prop 98 we need to set aside a certain 

percentage of the budget for schools;  and it  is  also going to be offset by debt service. 

Borrowing costs,  AKA interest rates,  as well  as tari ffs,  are expected to remain high.  

And f inal ly,  the LAO basical ly  came out in the report and says that  the stock market,  

which is  a huge driver of Cal i fornia’s budget,  well ,  basical ly  said it  is  kind of in a bubble 

being driven by AI .  So please do not take anything I  say in  this presentation as f inancial  

advice,  but they are cal l ing that we are not l ikely to meet the continued growth of the stock 

market over the next few years.  

As Sean mentioned, essentia l ly,  we are going to see if  the administration agrees with 
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that in the January 10 budget.  We are going to see if  the Department of Finance agrees with 

that as well .  And potentia l ly  before that ,  depending on what communicat ions they put out to 

agencies in the t ime ahead. Either way, it  is  going to be four consecutive years of budget  

problems for Cal ifornia.  

And I  think what the most chi l l ing part of the LAO report is ,  is  that they say that we 

have already used the easy tools to f ix  the budget.  We have already tapped into the Rainy 

Day Fund. We have already done things l ike vacancy sweeps. So most l ikely,  i f  we do hit  

massive budget deficits,  the implications are  going to be pretty gr im for state agencies.  We 

are going to be looking at claw backs.  Again,  that is  al l  speculation. We real ly  cannot say 

what the approach the administrat ion is  going to take i f  that comes to pass.  

So,  legislat ive leadership.  The big change in 2026 is  that Senator McGuire,  who 

represents Marin County,  among many others,  is  out as the Senate Leader President Pro 

Tem. He is  terming out.  As part  of that deal ,  he is  going to be replaced by Monique Limón, 

who hai ls  from Santa Barbara.  She is  a former Chair of the Senate Natural  Resources 

Committee. She is  def initely considered an environmentalist ,  which I  think wil l  be most l ikely 

a continuat ion of the dynamic that we have seen in years past where the Senate has been 

somewhat of a moderating influence on the pro-development Assembly.  So,  I  would expect 

that dynamic under Senator L imón to continue, although we wi l l  stay tuned and see exactly 

what that means for the future.  

And then f inal ly,  in 2026 I  wanted to highl ight that the Chamber of Commerce has 

announced that they are going to seek to put a proposit ion on the bal lot that is  going to 

l imit  CEQA reviews to 365 days.  And also,  perhaps even more importantly ,  require  courts  to 

rule on CEQA lawsuits within 270 days.  The thinking is  that this is  probably eas i ly  go ing to 

get the s ignatures required for the bal lot.  It  is  going to be opposed heavi ly  by enviros,  but 

most l ikely we wil l  see this on the bal lot in the midterms.  

What is  interesting is  that this is  going to set up the opportunity for the legislature to 

come in and put an alternative proposal  on the bal lot,  perhaps as part of a deal with the 

Chamber of Commerce. So def initely we are going to have to keep an eye out and see what 

dealmaking there is  going to be in summer 2026. Whether the Chamber withdraws their 

proposal  in favor of a compromise with the legislature,  or whether  they just go ahead with 

what they do having to qual ify.  

And then, what are the key topics going to be for BCDC in the new year? 

As our Chair noted, and I  definitely do not want to spoi l  the December 4 Rising Sea 
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Level Working Group discussions,  but the question of governance chal lenges impeding 

adaptation is  going to be a key topic for us in 2026. We are expect ing to have extensive 

conversations with stakeholders during that year.  And staff  are working on our presentat ion 

For the Working Group coming up next month. I  highly recommend everybody tune into  that 

for more information on that .  

Secondly,  permitt ing reform is  going to be a big topic .  The legislature is  st i l l  looking 

to squeeze al l  the juice they possibly can out of the regulatory process,  cutt ing red tape.  We 

have heard about several  members who are looking into doing legislat ion specif ic  to 

permitt ing,  speeding up permitt ing t imelines for cl imate change projects.  

So as a result ,  BCDC staff  including myself,  Executive Director Goldzband and 

Regulatory Director Ross,  are going to be ta lking to our Bay Area delegation in December and 

January to do some education as wel l  as offer our counsel and support.  

And then f inal ly,  the building code freeze, which I  mentioned in my last  brief ing as 

being law is  a lso going to be a big topic for us.  

If  you recal l ,  as a part  of that summer deal which inc luded the CEQA changes,  local  

bui lding codes are going to be frozen for the next s ix  years.  It  d id not exempt any changes 

that might be made for sea level  r ise adaptation, and that was a key part of what we are 

doing with the RSAP, encouraging those local  code changes to be made.  

We did push for a f ix  towards the end of session, which it  seemed l ike various 

legis lators were receptive to,  however,  that did not end up going through for various 

reasons. But BCDC is  going to cont inue educating members on some of these unintended 

consequences of this new law, as members concentrate on a solut ion.  

And then f inal ly  I  just  wanted to wrap up on federal  af fairs.  

Prop 50 passed with sol id margins ear l ier this month. That is  going to reorder 

Cal i fornia’s congress ional distr icts for the 2026 midterms. The result  of that,  the Cal ifornia 

Republicans are l ikely to lose f ive seats in the midterm. Only Young Kim down in Orange 

County actual ly  ended up getting a district  that was more Republican than she started with.  

I  wil l  say,  though, that  for the Bay Area the impact on the seats here is  going to be 

fair ly  l imited. The most interest ing,  perhaps,  consequences of that is  that  there is  now a 

distr ict  that includes Sonoma as well  as northeastern Cal ifornia.  That is  sett ing up a batt le 

for Congressman LaMalfa who is  going to be running against it  looks l ike Senator McGuire. 

Since now he is  terming out he is  going to try to move on to Congress.  That is  going to be a 

very diff icult  distr ict  for Congressman LaMalfa to retain so that wil l  be an interesting race to 
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watch.  

Antioch and Pittsburgh. Those were previously lumped into a distr ict  with a lot of 

other cit ies in  the East Bay. Those are now being spl it  off  into another congressional district  

with cit ies in the Central  Val ley .  That is  most l ikely going to be Congressman Josh Harder 

versus a Republ ican to  be determined. It  is  going be a lot eas ier for him to retain than his 

previous district  has been.  

But al l  of  this is  st i l l  sort ing out.  I  think there is  a lot  more to come, and we wi l l  see 

how this ends up actually  changing the Bay Area delegat ion as well  as our Cal ifornia 

congress ional delegat ion.  

So,  I  a lso want to ta lk a l itt le bit  about  the shutdown. It  is  a bit  of old news now that 

it  is  over.  But we did see f irsthand some of the impacts on our agency,  which I  wanted to 

make sure to br ing up to the Commission for  your information.  

Probably the biggest impact was many of our federal  partner agencies,  including 

NOAA, the Corps,  as well  as US F ish and Wildl ife,  fur loughed their permitt ing staff .  This 

actually  led to some permitt ing delays for various projects .  Basical ly  wait ing on the federal  

permitt ing s ide because their staff  were no longer at work ended up pushing back t imel ines 

on some projects around the Bay.  

I  also wanted to mention that there were some much less v is ible delays.  Delays in 

coastal  research as well  as data that is  being col lected.  

I  think a great example of that is  some of the t ide stat ions in the Bay,  and these also 

exist  in the Delta,  went down during the shutdown. These are stations that provide 

information on t ides.  They are cr it ica l  for ships to navigate in the Bay as well  as the Delta.  

Malfunctions are not exactly uncommon, but because of the shutdown, the repairs ended up 

being delayed. And also due to funding issues those repairs to those t ide stat ions have been 

pushed out to July.  So,  as a result  of  al l  this,  in the meantime, ships navigating through the 

Bay are not going to necessari ly  be gett ing a l l  the data they need to safely do so. So,  that is  

something for our Oil  Spi l l  Response Team to keep an eye on.  

Third,  the Coastal  States Organization Conference is  going to be occurr ing in March. 

BCDC wil l  send a delegation to that a long with the Cal ifornia Coastal  Commission and the 

State Coastal  Conservancy. We wi l l  be speaking to members about the importance of the 

Coastal  Zone Management Act and urging them to maintain funding for coastal  resi l ience.  

I  also wanted to touch base, I  know Sean did it  in his presentat ion,  but a lso on our 

NOAA funds. Over the past 10 months we have seen challenges to them. Bas ical ly  because of 
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the way the federal  administration is  proceeding, they have been subject to a lot  of 

uncertainty,  to delays,  even rescissions that have been proposed, although to date they have 

not been carr ied out .  At BCDC, as mentioned, these funds go to sea level  r ise planning 

around the Bay.  

Overal l ,  nationwide coastal  management grants are about $82 mil l ion this year.  And 

that is  actually  pretty astonishing because in 2002 they were $69 mil l ion. So,  in the past two 

decades they have only grown by $10 mil l ion. So nationwide I  bel ieve the Coastal  States  

Organization has identif ied we need actually  about $334 mil l ion for the future year.  

But because of the federal  environment being the way it  i s ,  we have considered it  a 

success that we have been able to keep the funding f lat .  Although as Larry noted, we are 

assuming we are gett ing $0 from NOAA next  year,  which would be down for about $400,000. 

So,  this is  something we are def inite ly keeping an eye on, and we wil l  be talk ing to folks  in 

DC about.  

So,  on that  hopeful  note I  wil l  turn it  over to  the Commission for questions and 

feedback.  

Chair Wasserman chimed in:  I  have a question or two. Remind me please, for the AB 

130 and SB 131 l imitat ions on CEQA challenges and building permit  changes in particular,  

were there any except ions for wi ldfire?  

Mr. Gervase repl ied:  There was an exemption for wi ldf ire and home hardening. There 

was also an exemption for emergency situations.  But i t  is  not clear if  something l ike sea 

level  r ise would actual ly  reach the bar of meeting that .  

Chair Wasserman noted:  A slow-moving emergency probably wi l l  not qual ify.  It  i s  

probably too early,  but has there been any further discussion that  you know of on potential  

changes affecting sea level  r ise?  

Mr. Gervase stated:  Yes.  I .  We have discussed it  with the Natural  Resources Agency. I  

know there has been discussion in the legis lature and I  think people over there were looking 

at taking some action towards the end of summer. But I  think because of var ious issues,  the 

GGRF deal tak ing up so much t ime and oxygen, they ended up punting it  to basical ly  2026. 

So,  I  know it  is  st i l l  on the radar and we def initely want to keep it  there.  

Chair Wasserman asked: And who do you see as our a l l ies in  that f ight? Or campaign 

let’s  say.  

Mr. Gervase repl ied:  I  think it  i s  interesting,  because the bui lding code freeze in 

particular,  I  know that  was a product of something the Assembly Speaker wanted. So,  the 
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quest ion is  how can we, I  guess,  make the case to the Speaker as well  as the other movers 

and shakers over there? I  think we have to talk to our own Bay Area delegates and let  them 

know how this is  go ing to be affecting the coastl ine over the next  s ix  years .  I  think they are 

real ly  our natural  a l l ies to do the advocacy for us as we educate them in December and 

January and February.  

Chair Wasserman cont inued his quest ioning:  And how about in  Southern Cal ifornia?  

Mr. Gervase answered: In Southern California,  I  think probably also the coastal  

members there,  a lthough that ’s a l itt le bit  outside of my expertise.  But it  is  def inite ly 

something I  think we should be ta lking to the Coastal  Commission about and seeing what 

they have to think about it .  

Chair Wasserman acknowledged: Thank you. Questions for Ryan? 

Commissioner Nelson chimed in:  Thanks,  Rylan. Really,  real ly  helpful  presentation, 

you covered an awful lot  of ground. A couple of comments and one quest ion.  

One comment is  about  the transit ion from McGuire,  Pro Tem McGuire,  to Pro Tem 

Limón. I  think the fact  that L imón is  not just  environmental ly  oriented but a coastal  member,  

means that that transit ion is  going to st i l l  be good news for us,  particularly in terms of our 

work on sea level  r ise.  Obviously,  we want to spend t ime talking with her off ice,  but that’s 

encouraging.  

Second, I  have looked over the Chamber Init iat ive. And maybe it  is  a l itt le too early 

for us to know because we do not know how the permitt ing debate is  going to play out in the 

coming year.  But there is  a bubble in the stock market,  there is  a permit reform bubble in 

the legislature,  and I  think we need to keep an eye on it  to make sure we understand where. 

And there are many permit reform proposals that have nothing to do with us,  but there may 

be permit reform proposals that real ly  have impacts on our abil ity  to get the information we 

need in order to do our regulatory job and our planning job. And there may be changes that 

have impacts on appl icants .  And I  think we need to keep an eye out on both of those.  Those 

are two comments,  one quest ion.  

Tradit ionally,  even when budgets are t ight,  bond money seems to be reasonably 

accessible because that money is  not coming out of the General  Fund, it  is  long-term 

borrowing. But when the treasurer sel ls  bonds and the legislature appropriates bond funds,  

it  does create debt  payment. So that has potentia l  impl icat ions,  particular ly for us for sea 

level  r ise adaptation projects.  So,  I  hope you can ta lk for a moment about the pressure that 

is  going to be on bond funding this year and what it  might mean for sea level  r ise adaptation 
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investments in the coming year or two.  

Mr. Gervase responded: Thank you, Commissioner Nelson, I  think that is  a real ly  great 

quest ion. I  think especial ly  i f  we are seeing a $16 bi l l ion defic it  and potent ial ly  future 

defic its  next year,  the pressure on bond funding is  going to be pretty extreme just to f i l l  the 

need for ex ist ing programs. I  do not know exactly how that wil l  shake out,  of course,  but I  

think that is  probably where the most pressure is  going to come from is,  should we be 

spending this on new cl imate change investments or are we going to simply use Prop 4 to 

backf i l l  a lot  of our ex ist ing programs, which are probably going to be looking at cuts 

otherwise. So,  I  think that is  def initely something that is  going to be probably top of mind 

for the legis lat ive leadership as they reconvene and look at the budget .  And def inite ly I  think 

that wil l  be something coming up in budget subcommittee hear ings in March and Apri l .  

Executive Director Goldzband chimed in:  Can I  add to that? And just a bit .  When I  was 

a young man in January of 1991 and my boss was proposing a budget with a General  Fund 

total  of $49 bi l l ion and a defici t  of $14 bi l l ion,  to this date the highest percentage deficit  of 

any budget ever proposed or ever seen in the state of Cal i fornia.  Tom Hayes,  who was our 

Director of the Department of Finance kept warning us,  there is  something you guys do not 

see and that is  payment on the debt.  

If  you take a look at what happened in the budget  last  year,  and Commissioner 

Nelson, I  think I  got this r ight ,  there was downward pressure on spending Proposit ion 4  

dollars.  Indeed, there was a lot of discussion about how much Prop 4 would actual ly  be 

spent.  Some of the environmental  advocates were actually  disappointed by the numbers that 

came out in the f inal  budget in terms of what actually  happened with the c l imate bond. 

I  would argue that i f  you continue to have four years or foresee four years of 

s ignif icant  def icits ,  those people who are concerned about debt payments wil l  become more 

and more vocal  within each administrat ion and there wil l  be more and more pressure to deal 

with that.  That and $3.50 would buy you a cup of coffee at Peet’s.  

Commissioner Nelson acknowledged: Really  appreciate it ,  thanks.  

Chair Wasserman asked: Do we have any comments from the publ ic? 

(No members of the publ ic addressed the Commission.)  

11. Adjournment.  There being no further  business,  the Commission meeting was 

adjourned at 2:48 p.m. 
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