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DRAFT MINUTES 

TO:  Al l  Commissioners and Alternates  

FROM:  Lawrence J. Goldzband, Executive Director (415-352-3653; larry.goldzband@bcdc.ca.gov) 
Sierra Peterson, Executive & Commissioner Liaison (415-352-3608; sierra.peterson@bcdc.ca.gov) 

SUBJECT: Draft Minutes of Apri l  16,  2026 Hybrid Commission Meeting  

1.  Cal l  to Order.  The hybrid meeting was cal led to order by Chair Wasserman at 1:02 
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 commenced: Good afternoon, al l ,  and welcome to a very interest ing 
and real ly  long hybrid BCDC Commission meeting. My name is  Zack Wasserman, and I  am the 
Chair of the Commission. I  want to thank the Commissioners who are here at Metro Center 
for attending in person as wel l  as those who are partic ipat ing 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, 
Ahn, VACANT (represented by Alternate Ambuehl),  Dorsey,  Eckerle (represented by 
Alternate Kimball) ,  Eklund, Gioia,  Gunther (represented by Alternate Hacker),  Hermosil lo,  
Lee (represented by Alternate K ishimoto),  Moulton-Peters (represented by Alternate Cox),  
VACANT (represented by Alternate Nelson),  Ramos, Randolph, Showalter,  Tam (represented 
by Alternate Gilmore),  and Taylor.  Legis lat ive Appointees Jesse Arreguin,  appointee of the 
Senate Rules Committee (represented by Alternate Zepeda, who jo ined after Rol l  Cal l) ,  and 
Cather ine Stefani,  appointee of the Speaker of the Assembly (represented by Alternate 
Falzon) were a lso present.  

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

U.S.  Environmental  Protection Agency (Blake),  State Lands Commission (Dumlao),  San Mateo 
County (Gauthier),  Association of Bay Area Governments (Gonzalez),  Governor (Hasz) ,  
Solano County (Mashburn)  
3.  Public  Comment Period.  Chair Wasserman cal led for public  comment on subjects that 
were not on the agenda.  

Dan Clarke commented: I  have talked about this before.  It  is  a harbor renovation in 
the North Shore of San Francisco. It  is  a routine amendment to a permit that has been 
amended many t imes;  but i t  is  real ly  not routine because there’s some issues about it .  It  is  
located in Gashouse Cove. 

The challenge for this  renovation is  to balance chemical  storage,  which is  go ing to be 
necessary because the area has a lot of chemicals,  with benef icia l  use of the space, which I  
bel ieve is  real ly  BCDC’s concern.  

The visual  that is  in front of you is,  I  think,  something that wi l l  help us understand 
where the issues are. We wil l  not deal with the issues at this t ime, but I  want you to 
understand where they are.  
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So,  the visuals just  s imply show that  they have broken Gashouse Cove into a North 
and a South section. The chemicals are down below in the sediment,  and the benefic ial  use 
is  of the water on the top. The two visuals,  they are temperature charts,  but you can look at 
them as real ly  three-dimensional,  physical  real it ies .  They have dimensions,  they have 
locations if  you just spread them out.  Gashouse Cove is  relatively  squarish because it  is  man 
made.  

But that is  what I  am real ly  here to give to you today, which is  just  that there is  an 
area where there is  controversy.  I t  is  centered where the visual  shows you -  in red there is  a 
block of that area that  is  current ly under the sediment and that is  the area where I  hope 
you wil l  focus on that.  

You need more information. We are not going to deal with that today. I  am working 
with staff.  Thank you very much for your t ime. 

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

a.  Commission Meeting Schedule:  I  want  to start  by talking about our schedule for 
the next month or  so. We wil l  have two meetings in June. The June 4 meeting,  the off ic ial  
meeting wi l l  be short,  to be fol lowed by a working workshop on benefic ial  reuse;  and we 
wil l  have a meeting at  the end of June. In July we wil l  not meet on July 2,  but  we wil l  meet 
on July 16 and on the f irst  Thursday in August before a short summer recess.  

New Commissioner:  I  am happy to recognize  Alexis Strauss Hacker to our 
Commission. Ms. Hacker worked for the US EPA for some 40 years,  inc luding a period as  the 
Acting Regional Administrator,  and she is  now an Alternate to BCDC Commissioner Andy 
Gunther representing the Regional Water Quali ty Control  Board. Would you l ike to 
introduce yourself?  

Commissioner Hacker spoke:  I  think you have said it  al l .  I  am delighted to join you al l  
today. Thank you. And thank you to Sierra Peterson for helping to make my brief 
appearance as Commissioner Gunther’s Alternate so easy.  

I  am serving a lso as a Governor’s Appointee on the Cal ifornia Board of Environmental  
Safety,  which oversees the Department of Toxic Substances Control,  and which hears permit 
appeals,  among other things,  for hazardous waste faci l it ies statewide. So,  I  serve as the 
Vice Chair  of that board, and I  serve as  the Vice Chair  of the Water Board and I  enjoy both 
roles very much. Thank you.  

Chair Wasserman cont inued: And you are f i l l ing a very important chair and 
responsibi l ity .  Andy is  one of our major sc ience interpreters and contributors .  

Commissioner Hacker stated:  I  have known him since high school,  so we go back a 
way. 

c.  Sediment and Benefic ial  Reuse Working Group Recap:  Chair Wasserman 
continued: In the absence of Commissioner Gunther,  I  would l ike to ask Commissioner 
Showalter to give a short recap of the Sediment and Benefic ial  Reuse Commissioner Working 
Group meeting that was held last  week.  

Commissioner Showalter reported the fol lowing:  Thank you very much. Yes,  the 
Sediment and Beneficial  Reuse Commissioner Working Group met last  Tuesday to discuss  
the Sediment for Wetland Adaptat ion Project.  Staff  overviewed the Bay’s history of wetland 
loss and the region’s need to maximize beneficia l  reuse of dredge sediment and upland soi l  
to adapt wet lands to r is ing sea levels.  
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Since staff  presented their early Bay Plan Amendment concepts to the Working Group 
last  November,  they have been ref ining these concepts and developing draft  policy 
language. Staff  shared the key policy concepts at  this meeting and took comments from us 
and is  going back to write them up, and then we wil l  be ta lking about them and giving 
comments during the workshop that our Chair just  mentioned in June.  

Also,  for everyone interested, the presentat ions and meeting recordings are on 
BCDC’s website.  It  is  under the Advisory Working Group List  i f  you need to f ind out where to 
f ind it .  

And the other thing I  would l ike to say about this is ,  unl ike many other working 
groups I  have been part of over my t ime on BCDC, this one has had an incredibly loyal  
fol lowing of more than 30 people who have come to every meeting.  So that represents an 
incredible amount  of public  interest in this subject.  And I  just  want to share that with you 
because I  think it  is  important for us to know that this is  something that not just  we care 
about,  but many people in the sc ienti f ic  community and the dredge community and the 
restoration community also care about.  Thank you.  

d. Environmental  Just ice Working Group Recap:  Chair Wasserman announced: Now I  
would l ike to ask Commissioner Ahn to report on the Environmental  Justice Working Group 
that met a couple of weeks ago.  

Commissioner Ahn reported:  On March 19, the Environmental  Just ice Commissioner 
Working Group did two items, a br iefing on BCDC’s addendum to the Cal ifornia Natural  
Resources Agency’s Tr ibal  Consultat ion Policy.  So,  staff  presented on BCDC’s new tribal  
consultation addendum, which contains BCDC-speci f ic  t r ibal  consultat ion practices that  
bui ld on the CNRA’s policy and support BCDC’s mission.  

The second item was guidance on environmental  just ice and social  equity polic ies and 
meaningful  engagement for BCDC permitt ing staff.  So,  we had a staff  brief ing as wel l  as  
broader discussion on guidance for our permit analysts .  And the internal resource provided 
now suggests non-mandatory guidance on how permit analysts can determine whether an 
applicant has met the minimum requirements in the framework that we have set as ide.  

So,  both items Commissioners and EJ Advisors were very engaged and expressed their 
support.  They are meant to be overal l  useful  and hopeful ly  guide our equity and tribal  
policy on var ious projects and plans  in the future,  and they complete two strategic 
prior it ies that we have under the BCDC Strategic Plan. With that I  conclude my report.  
Thank you, Chair Wasserman.  

e. Bay Area Regional  Collaborative:  Chair Wasserman added: The only other thing 
that I  want to report on briefly  is  the status  of BARC, the Bay Area Regional Collaborat ive. 
As most of you know, that is  an independent state agency created by the state legislature to 
ensure cooperation amongst the primary regional agencies  in The Bay Area.  Its  membership 
consists of representatives of BCDC, MTC, ABAG and the Air Quali ty District .  

The efforts of BARC have been paused by executive decision of  Andy Fremier,  the 
Executive Director of MTC, without review by the BARC Board.  

There is  an Executive Committee that has been formed consist ing of the Chairs  of the 
four agencies.  In recent years,  the BARC meetings have included participat ion by 
representatives of other regional agencies that are not formal members of BARC, including 
Caltrans and the Cal i fornia Coastal  Conservancy and the Bay Area Water Quality District .  
Certainly,  a long with other interested part ies but those agencies  in a not-true membership 
but nonetheless in a fair ly  formal way.  
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The decision to pause has been made without signif icant public  input.  It  has been 
made primari ly  on the basis of the Executive Directors of MTC and to a lesser degree the Air 
District  not truly seeing the value of BARC; and there are lots of reasons for that that I  am 
not going to go into now. 

Plus,  the very real  s ituation that funds are very t ight for a l l  of  these agencies.  
Primary funding for BARC has been coming from MTC with partic ipation by the Air  D istr ict  
with some contribut ion from BCDC.  

The Execut ive Committee consist ing of  the four chairs and the executive directors 
wil l  meet next week. I  envision a ful l  BARC meeting occurring in May to discuss the issue.  

The discussions are going to primari ly  focus on whether or not we need more 
cohesive regional activ ity and whether we need more support for true regionalism and 
regional approaches in the Bay Area.  

For those of you who have l istened to me over the last  number of  years you probably 
wil l  not be surprised that I  think we need to do much more for regional ism than we are 
doing. And despite that each of our member agencies in BARC are regional ent it ies in and of 
themselves,  they tend to stay within their focus.  We need a broader focus for any number 
of reasons.  

I  wil l  continue to update you. I  assure you there wil l  be more publ ic discuss ion of this 
issue. I  cannot assure you what the result  wi l l  be.  

Commissioner Eklund chimed in:  I  just  wanted to say thank you very much for 
mentioning this .  I  have been concerned about this;  and a lso,  we have not been consulted. 
The ABAG Execut ive Board has not been consulted at a l l .  This is  a  shock that Andy has made 
that decision;  and I  wi l l  be talking to him about that and raising this at  the next  ABAG 
Executive Board for discuss ion. Because we truly need to col laborate between the four 
regional agencies.  

Chair Wasserman added: And beyond the four.  
Commissioner Eklund agreed: And beyond the four,  absolutely .  And I  thought we 

were doing a great start  by having the four meet together.  So,  I  am real ly  disappointed,  but 
I  just  real ly  compliment you very much for making it  public  so that folks l ike me can know 
where the decis ion is ,  the prel iminary decision, and I  wi l l  be having a conversation with 
Andy.  

Chair Wasserman stated:  I  was taught as a young man to speak truth to power and I  
continue to bel ieve that it  is  important.  

Commissioner Eklund agreed: Absolutely .  
f.  Next Meeting:  Our next meeting is  on May 7,  and we expect to consider the 

fol lowing issues:  
• A publ ic hearing and vote on init iat ing a Bay Plan Amendment regarding Bay 

sediment and its  beneficia l  reuse;  
• A publ ic hearing and vote on Caltrans’  Tolay Creek Bridge Project on Highway 

37;  and,  
• Three brief ings.  

o  A progress report on the RSAP,  
o  A br iefing on Save the Bay’s Local  Flood Resi l ience Snapshots Program, 
o  And an update on the BCDC/MTC/ABAG Rising Sea Level Funding and 

Investment Strategy.  



5 

BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
APRIL 16, 2026   

Ex Parte Disclosures:  That brings us to ex parte disclosures.  If  any Commissioner has  
not made a report in writ ing about a communication that has occurred outside of a public 
BCDC meeting concerning an adjudicatory manner now is  the t ime to do that.  You st i l l  need 
to make your written report.  Does any Commissioner wish to make a report?  

(No ex parte reports  were made.)  
5.  Report of the Executive Director.  Executive Director Goldzband reported:  Thank you, 
Chair Wasserman.  

On Apri l  16,  1962, 64 years ago today, the media landscape in the United States  was 
fundamentally  a ltered when CBS chose Walter Cronkite to anchor its  dai ly  national 
newscast .  Cronkite was one of Murrow’s Boys,  having started his CBS career in  the 1940s.  
Surprisingly for those of us who remember his stature,  Cronkite’s ratings tra i led NBC’s 
“Hunt ley-Br inkley Report” for the f i rst  few years.  But,  by the late 1960s Cronkite was the 
undisputed singular most important newscaster and electronic journalist  in the United 
States.  

“Uncle Walter,”  as he was known, wi l l  a lways be remembered for his announcement 
of the death of President Kennedy, of his  reporting from Vietnam in 1968, essent ial ly  not 
being able to describe the f i rst  moon landing a year later,  and anchoring numerous polit ical  
conventions.  

The spl intering of America’s sources of news may portend that we never again wil l  
have such a journalist ic  icon. Cronkite spent almost twenty years in the anchor chair before 
retir ing during Pres ident Reagan’s f i rst  term.  

With regard to staff ing,  I  am pleased to report that we wil l  be hir ing Celida Moran to 
f i l l  the third chair of our Admin Team, the posit ion that has been empty since Kat Ri ley was 
promoted to the Long Range Planning Team.  

Cel ida is  a Vik ing,  having earned her undergraduate degree in Environmental  Sc ience 
at Western Washington University in Bell ingham, mainly due to its  commitment to 
sustainabi l ity.  She has  worked both at  The Bay Club and at Point Blue, and we look forward 
to her becoming part of the BCDC team. 

I  also want to let  you know that for the third consecutive year the Trump 
Administrat ion is  proposing to el iminate NOAA’s Coastal  Zone Management Grants Program. 
You wil l  remember that we have based our budgets during the past couple of years on the 
assumption that we wi l l  not receive such funding. You may also remember that such funding 
has found its  way into  the f inal  federal  budget each of those past two years due to 
congress ional intervention, mainly from our al l ies in the Mid-Atlantic and Gulf  states.  But,  
because we are conservative budgeters here at BCDC, we shal l  continue to assume no 
federal  funding for the next federal  f iscal  year whi le ensuring that our budget is  both 
balanced and forward looking.  

On the other hand, we have good news from the world of dredging funding.  When 
you approved the four-year dredging schedule for the San Francisco District  of the Corps of 
Engineers in January,  we noted that it  was l ikely that the State Coastal  Conservancy would 
provide major funding to the Corps to increase benef icia l  reuse. That has occurred, 
combined with funding from the federal  EPA total ing around $13 mil l ion.  

The Coastal  Conservancy’s separate advocacy also has resulted in an addit ional $16.3 
mil l ion of construction general  funds for direct placement of sediment at Bay Area 
wetlands.  
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And funding for the Hamilton Wetlands Expansion Project also has been sent to the 
Conservancy from the Pentagon, which makes it  a tr ifecta.  

This weekend Chair Wasserman approved an emergency permit  request from Alcatraz 
City Cruises.  The cruise company uses a large primary f loat at  Alcatraz to connect the ferry 
to the is land, and it  is  designed to be held by f ive permanent pi les .  When the company 
disconnected the permanent f loat for rout ine maintenance and replaced it  with a temporary 
f loat,  two of the pi les were damaged. So,  BCDC has granted the company an emergency 
permit to strengthen the three remaining pi les,  and we soon wil l  receive a routine permit 
amendment to f ix  the entire structure. In the meanwhile ,  they have reattached the pr imary 
f loat but are l imit ing access to it .  

I  wil l  end with two pieces of good news and a reminder.  
First ,  and I  know this wil l  make Mayor Cox happy, we are tremendously pleased that 

the Richardson Bay Regional Agency announced a few weeks ago that the last  i l legal ly-
anchored boat in Richardson Bay’s Eelgrass Protection Zone had c leared out .   

Eighteen months ago, there were 25 boats in the zone, most required the RBRA to 
pursue a great deal of  legal  wrangl ing to get  them to leave, both by consent and 
impoundment. So,  that’s awesome news. Now, only two vessels remain in the Bay’s large,  
designated anchorage area and the RBRA expects that both wil l  be gone by mid-October as 
required by our enforcement agreement.  

We want to thank the RBRA for its  persistence and our Enforcement and Compl iance 
Team for being a smart col laborator and keeping tabs on the progress.  

Second, I  have emailed to each of you a l i st  of the marvelous events that wi l l  take 
place next week during San Francisco Cl imate Week. 

On Monday, I  wil l  be on a panel at  the K lamath with the Bay Area Counci l ,  Bay 
Planning Coal it ion, the Port of Redwood City,  and others discuss ing permitt ing reform 
among other issues.  

Also on Monday, BCDC wil l  host a res i l ient publ ic  access walk ing tour from Mission 
Rock down to Crane Cove Park.  

And we wil l  be sponsoring two separate events in our building here on Tuesday 
afternoon, one that  includes a reception, by  the way.  

There is  a long l ist  of other very interesting events al l  week. Please check your emai l  
and let  us know if  you did not receive it .  

Final ly,  I  am bereft.  Because I  was not present at  our last  meeting you did not hear 
my annual admonishment that you must f i le your FPPC Form 700 Financial  Disclosure on 
t ime. 

Of course,  that Apri l  1st  f i l ing deadl ine has come and gone and as expected, some of 
you have not complied. I  strongly urge you to get those forms in and get them in quick ly.  
When you meet again in three weeks,  I  wil l  be waving the l ist  of non-compliant 
Commissioners and Alternates and providing it  to the Chair.  Consider yourselves warned. 

With that,  Chair Wasserman, I  am happy to answer any questions.  
Chair Wasserman asked: Are there any quest ions for our Execut ive Director? 
Commissioner Eklund chimed in:  I  do not have a quest ion, but I  did f i le onl ine,  so 

hopefully  you have it .  I f  you could confirm that you have it ,  that  would be great .  Thank you.  
6.  Consent Calendar  

a) Approval  of Minutes for the March 5,  2026 Meeting 
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b)  Recommended Enforcement Decision including Proposed Stipulated Cease 
and Desist and Civi l  Penalty Order CCD2026.001.00,  to resolve Enforcement 
Case ER2023.063.03. 

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

by Vice Chair Eisen.  
VOTE:  The motion carried with a vote of 19-0-0 with Commissioners Addiego, Ahn, 

Ambuehl,  Cox,  Dorsey,  Eklund, Gioia,  Gi lmore, Hacker,  Hermosil lo,  Kimball ,  Kishimoto, 
Nelson, Ramos, Randolph, Showalter,  Taylor ,  Vice Chair Eisen and Chair Wasserman voting,  
“YES”,  no “NO” votes,  and no “ABSTAIN” votes.  
7.  Commission Consideration of Administrative Matters.  Chair Wasserman asked if  
there were any questions for Regulatory Director Harr iet Ross regarding the Administrat ive 
L ist ing.  

(No members of the publ ic addressed the Commission.)  
(No questions were posed to Ms. Ross.)  

8.  Commission Consideration and Possible Vote on Bay Plan Amendment No. 1-25,  a 
Cartographic Update to San Francisco Bay Plan Maps.  Chair Wasserman announced:  That 
brings us to Item 8, proposed Bay Plan Amendment No. 1-25 to make cartographic updates 
to the San Francisco Bay Plan Maps.  

You may remember that we had a public  hearing in February on this issue. There was 
a l ively discussion including issues such as where vista points may or may not exist.  I  do 
want to emphasize that the changes that are before us are designed simply to improve 
clarity,  accuracy and ADA access ibi l ity  within the context of the exist ing Bay Plan Maps.  
They do not change those maps.  

I  want to remind the Commission that the maps are not des igned to replace our old 
Rand McNal ly dr iv ing maps. These are not maps used to get your way around the Bay. They 
are maps used to look at jur isdict ional issues and related issues.   

Again,  i f  people wish to,  in the future we can revisi t  the vista point issue that is  not 
real ly  before us this afternoon. So,  I  hope that this wi l l  not be a lengthy discuss ion. We al l  
get attached to maps. It  is  a human characterist ic ,  so I  understand that.  

Our Geographic Information Systems Lead Todd Hallenbeck wi l l  lead off  the 
presentation.  

Geographic Information Systems Lead Hallenbeck addressed attendees:  Thank you, 
Chair Wasserman. Good afternoon, Commissioners.  Todd Hallenbeck,  your GIS Specia l ist  
Lead.  

September 18, 2025 the Commission voted to init iate the Bay Plan Amendment to 
revise and update the maps at the end of  the Bay Plan. This amendment was l imited. It  is  
for cartographic purposes only and wil l  not result  in any policy changes to the Bay Plan.  We 
held a hearing on the amendment on February 19, you were mailed out a Prel iminary F inal  
Staff  Recommendation on Apri l  3  and wil l  possibly hold a vote today to adopt the 
resolution.  
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During my presentation today I  wil l  be reminding the Commission about the goals for 
this Amendment,  prov iding some addit ional background on the maps and their uses,  
highl ighting some of the exist ing issues that  this Amendment attempts to resolve,  and 
discussing how we address the Commission comments that we received at the publ ic 
hearing,  and f inal ly,  providing our  updated Staff  Recommendation. 

So,  this has  been a very interest ing process.  We did not ant icipate this level  of 
interest from the Commission on updating these maps, s ince they have a fa ir ly  l imited 
purpose and discrete use in BCDC’s work but I  real ly  do love when our mapping work gets 
this much attention and think that the comments have real ly  improved the maps.  

The goal of this amendment is  to improve the maps to help us better communicate 
and c lar ify Bay Plan policies .  

Since these maps have not received a  signi f icant update in a while  we envisioned that 
this process was going to be a quick f ix  to help them bring it  up to better cartographic 
standards,  make them ADA access ible and easier to use.  

We are updat ing the data sources  to better reflect current  shorel ine condit ions and 
developing the maps so that they are actually  easier to update internal ly  on our end in the 
future.  

It  is  important to note that the cartographic updates being proposed wil l  not modify 
the Bay Plan Map policies or Priority Use Area boundaries.  This is  important s ince any 
substant ial  change to those Map pol icies  or Priority Use Areas would require a much more 
signif icant  process.   

So,  I  want to make sure the Commission understands that what you have today are 
the f inal  versions of the maps that can be adopted and for making further changes there 
would be a restart  to the process.  

So,  the San Francisco Bay Plan inc ludes seven static maps that serve as a screening 
tool to help the publ ic ,  project applicants and local  governments and other stakeholders  
understand BCDC’s polic ies for specif ic  locat ions around the Bay.  

The Bay Plan Maps serve three pr imary funct ions described in the San Francisco Bay 
Plan Part V,  The Plan Maps, so we can talk about what these do and what they do not do. 

So,  number one, they i l lustrate the geographic-speci f ic  Bay Plan policies .  We wil l  go 
through how this is  formatted in the maps in a minute. But the Bay Plan pol icies l isted 
opposite each corresponding map are enforceable polic ies.  For example,  Plan Map 1,  Map 
Policy 1 Rat Rock -  Preserve is land;  no development.  

Number two, the maps provide Commission advisory notes and suggest ions.  These 
are comments inc luding suggestions for further study, c lar if ication of pol icy and alternative 
proposals.  And they appear as plan map notes or Commission suggestions preceding the 
corresponding map and these comments are  not enforceable polic ies of the Commission.  

Lastly,  the Maps i l lustrate the Commission-designated Pr iority Use Areas.  These PUAs 
are shorel ine areas designated by the Commission pursuant to the McAteer-Petris  Act for 
specif ic  water-related uses including airports,  ports,  water-related industry,  and waterfront 
parks and beach and wildl ife .  

And that is  real ly  what they are used for.  These maps are not at  the scale or detai l  to 
describe the Commission’s legal  jur isdict ion.  

They are not to be used to dr ive around the Bay as Chair  Wasserman said.  They are 
not a Rand McNally Road At las or Google Maps, for other members  of our Commission.  



9 

BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
APRIL 16, 2026   

They are intended to show al l  the shorel ine condit ions,  recreational opportunit ies,  or 
projects a long the Bay. 

So,  here are how each of those three primary funct ions is  displayed in the maps.  This 
is  a graphic showing amended Map 1 highlighting the Bay Plan Map policies .  They are l isted 
opposite of the map and numbered on the map and in the narrative.  They are symbol ized as 
white numbers ins ide black c irc les.  This is  included in the footer map legend as wel l .  Each 
of these highlighted in red on the graphic.  

For Plan Map 1 there are 14 Bay Plan Map policies and inc lude Policy 9,  for example,  
in the v icinity of the mouth of the Petaluma River,  to “Provide publ ic access to the Bay 
along levees if  in a  manner protective of sensit ive wildl ife.”  These are enforceable polic ies 
of the Bay Plan.  

This graphic shows the amended Map 1 highlight ing Commission suggestions.  They 
are l isted opposite of the map and lettered. On the map and in the narrative they are 
symbolized as black letters inside white c irc les.  This is  inc luded in the footer map legend as 
well .  Not al l  P lan Maps have Commission suggest ions,  but for Plan Map 1 there are four 
Commission suggest ions that include, for  example,  Commission suggest ion D near Sears 
Point “Possible use of North Point property s ite as a possible restoration project s ite us ing 
dredge materia l .”  These are not enforceable  polic ies of the Bay Plan.  

Lastly,  this graphic  shows amended Map 1 highl ighting the Prior ity Use Area 
numbers,  names and designations.  They are l isted opposite of the map and numbered. 
These numbers are assigned in Resolution 16 and are sequent ial  across al l  the Plan Maps. 
This means the numbering does not start  over for each map, as with pol icies or suggestions. 
On the map and in the narrative they are symbolized as black numbers,  sometimes fol lowed 
by letters,  inside white halos not circ les.  This is  included in the footer map legend as well .  

The inc lusion of the Priority Use Area number and name in the section is  intended to 
help users  connect these maps to the Commission’s Resolut ion 16 and the off ic ial  boundary 
descriptions included there. The designations l isted here also help users interpret the map 
where there might be confusion or hard-to-read symbology.  

For Plan Map 1 there are nine Prior ity Use Areas mapped and inc lude 15A Petaluma 
Marsh, for example.  

As I  have noted,  the Plan Maps have a l imited purpose. In practice they are used as 
an init ial  screening tool for our staff  and project applicants .  When an application for a 
project comes to BCDC it  wil l  include plans and photographs and BCDC staff  wil l  review the 
Bay Plan Maps to determine whether there are any re levant Bay Plan Prior ity Use Areas or 
the project involves any map pol icies or suggestions.  

Similarly,  project appl icants  may use the Maps for the same purpose.  
And other users l ike local  governments and the publ ic can use the Bay Plan Maps to 

quick ly understand what polic ies may apply to a particular locat ion, but general ly  use the 
Maps less frequent ly.  

But the Bay Plan Maps are just  a start ing point.  BCDC staff  also use much more 
powerful  online tools to make decisions in an appl ication process.  

So,  these tools include the publ icly  avai lable Priority Use Area web mapping 
applicat ion where users can zoom to a part icular location and get detai led information 
about the Priority Use Area, inc luding the re levant Bay Plan policies,  l inks to Resolution 16 
boundary descr iptions and even amendment history.  
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BCDC staff  also now have access to other internal tools that map BCDC’s various 
jurisdict ion types us ing the best avai lable sc ience.  

In addit ion to these specif ic  tools,  our  GIS Program has been launched over a dozen 
different tools and data sets aimed at helping our staff  and our stakeholders make more 
informed decis ions about development around the Bay. These include things l ike the 
Community Vulnerabi l ity  and Community-Based Organizat ion Directory Tool,  the Eelgrass 
Assessment Tool,  RSAP Atlas,  Shorel ine Adaptation Project  Map, T idal  Datums app, and the 
Bay Shoreline Flood Explorer,  to name a few. You can access al l  of  these tools in the maps 
and data page on our website.  

Commissioner Kishimoto had a great question in the public hear ing related to,  why 
do we continue to publish these paper maps at al l  when we have these onl ine resources? 
And it  is  a good point and a great question. These Bay Plan Maps are an old school way for 
us to convey some of the information that is  required in the Bay Plan. But we are planning 
to review how we can modernize the Bay Plan to work with these other tools in the coming 
years.  In the meantime, we wanted to do this update to f ix  these static maps and bring 
them up to our current standard.  

So,  whi le this Bay Plan Amendment is  not changing any policy,  Bay  Plan Amendments 
are how the Commission can modify,  add or delete Prior ity Use Areas,  MAP policies or 
things l ike scenic drives and v istas .  

These Bay Plan Amendments can be init iated based on a Commission recommendation 
as well  as through projects seeking a permit .  

Some recent examples  of map-related Bay Plan Amendments include the 
comprehensive updates made to our Recreation pol icies and our Waterfront Park and Beach 
Priority Use Areas in 2006. 

Permit applicant-driven examples were the modif icat ion of the Waterfront Park,  
Beach Prior ity Use Area at India Bas in,  and the removal and subsequent  re-addit ion of the 
Port Priority Use Area Designation at Howard Terminal.  

So,  I  want to highlight  a few of the cartographic  issues this amendment wil l  address.  
Example A shows symbology that is  unclear.  Here scenic drives and waterfront parks 

and beach share the same color -  green.  
Example B here shows labels that are obscured by symbology and are not ADA 

compliant .  
Final ly,  s ince the current maps are not in a GIS i t  is  hard for us to  ensure consistency 

with our publ ished GIS data and update them effic iently as we consider future map changes 
with the Bay Plan Amendment process.  

Since this is  a  l imited Bay Plan Amendment,  I  want to highl ight some of the speci f ic  
things being updated.  

Improvements to the accuracy of the maps included updated data sources for our 
base map. This base map includes the general  shorel ine context to orient users but does not 
represent enforceable  policies on the map. So updated data in  this context includes some of 
the recent ly released Baylands Habitat Map from SFEI ,  represent ing the extent of t idal  
marsh and Baylands,  for example. Most importantly,  we wi l l  be updat ing these maps with 
the Priority Use Area GIS data that we published in 2023.  

For improvements to legibi l ity  and clarity we are updat ing the symbology for the 
Priority Use Areas for colorbl ind users,  adding labels for a l l  the Pr iority Use Areas 
increasing the font s ize.  
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Many of these improvements al low us to better comply with the accessibi l ity  
requirements re lated to contrast and readabil ity.  

It  is  important to c lar i fy that this Bay Plan Amendment does not include changes to 
the Priority Use Area boundaries and associated Bay Plan Map Policy suggest ions or notes 
or any other substant ial  changes to the categories of regional resources mapped.  

On February 19 we held the public  hear ing to share the draft  Maps. Whi le we 
received no public  comments there was an active Commission discussion that resulted in 
several  changes to the drafts that we would l ike to share today.  

At the hearing the Commission had questions and comments around the purpose and 
funct ion of the maps,  Priority Use Area Designat ion process,  map symbology and 
accessibi l ity,  s ignif icance of v ista points and considerat ions for labeling and data sources.  

To help c lar ify the function of the Maps we included language in the Maps sect ion 
introduction that  describes the l imitations on mapping our BCDC jurisdict ion and inc luded 
instructions on the maps themselves for users to refer to those preceding pages to read the 
specif ic  map polic ies,  suggestions or Priority  Use Area names and designat ions.  

To improve the clar ity  of the Priority Use Area boundaries,  reduced the transparency 
of those and switched to using a hatching symbology for the Wildl i fe Priority Use Area. The 
use of the hatching for the Wildl ife Prior ity Use Area primari ly  a l lows for users to better 
understand the shorel ine condit ions underly ing these Prior ity Use Areas,  such as the 
presence of  t idal  marsh or Bay waters.  

To further improve the accessibi l ity  of the Maps for the visual ly  impaired we 
reviewed and improved the color contrast between Priority Use Area classes and our base 
map - features l ike Bay waters.  While not al l  elements meet a 3:1 color contrast ratio based 
on the colors a lone, for those elements that do not meet that contrast requirement we used 
other strategies l ike the inc lusion of icons,  the hatching symbology that I  just  ment ioned, 
and other patterns in the map symbols .  

There was a lot of discussion about  the vista  points and scenic drives in the Staff  
Report.  We included more background on their genesis in the or iginal  1969 Bay Plan 
Supplement and talked about how they f it  into the larger  context  of our Bay Plan pol icies 
that ensure staff  evaluate al l  v isual  access to the Bay for projects,  regardless of their  
designat ion as vista points.  In the maps themselves we did reduce the size of the vista 
points .  

Commissioners asked us about our choices for label ing. We made some small  
improvements to the placement of labels l ike city names, removed other nonessentia l  labels 
that were included such as dredge material  placement locations,  and some of the remaining 
non-jur isdict ional landmarks.  

The maps primari ly  focus on labeling the waterways of s igni f icance, bridges,  
highways and some rural  roads,  Pr iority Use Areas,  the map polic ies themselves,  
Commission suggest ions and landmarks that  are specif ic  to BCDC’s  jurisdict ion.  

Lastly,  we updated the data source for freight ra i ls ,  and discussed the decision to not 
include the Bay Trai l ,  largely due to the frequently changing nature of that resource and the 
overal l  intended use of the Bay Plan.  

So,  we think the Commissioner comments substantial ly  improved the clarity and 
purpose of the Maps.  

We wil l  run through two map examples to just  point out a  few of these changes.  
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This map example shows the ful l  Bay Plan layout that you wi l l  see in the Bay Plan 
itself ,  inc luding the re levant preceding pages that l ist  the specif ic  polic ies,  suggestions and 
Priority Use Area names. The major changes to highl ight  here inc lude the hatching that is  
used for the Wildl ife Priority Use Area symbology. You can also see a change to the 
placement of the City of Novato label c loser  to the Bay,  and the size of the vista points have 
been reduced. And f inal ly,  the updated data source for freight rai l  includes this fre ight rai l  
l ine a l ignment operated by SMART.  

Here is  another amended map example,  this  t ime Amended P lan Map 7 South Bay. 
Here you can see the reduced transparency applied to the Waterfront Park,  Beach Prior i ty 
Use Area. You can see the improved color contrast for Airport Priority Use Areas.  And 
f inal ly,  we added text at  the bottom in the footer legend to instruct users to rev iew those 
specif ic  plan pol icies,  suggestions and Prior i ty Use Areas as they are referencing and using 
these maps.  

So,  the Init ial  Brief  Descript ive Notice and Staff  Report indicated a possible hearing 
date on November 20. However,  based on Commission feedback and the t ime needed to  
make updates,  the public hear ing was rescheduled for February 19, and the f inal  Staff  
Recommendation was mailed on Apri l  3 .  

We have released a draft  Environmental  Assessment for the Amendment,  which is  
required by our regulations.  This cartographic update is  not a project subject to CEQA 
because it  does not have the potential  for e ither direct or indirect foreseeable indirect 
physical  change to the environment.  

Since this is  a  map change, the McAteer-Petris  Act states it  can be approved by a 
majority vote,  whereas most Bay Plan Amendments require 18 votes or two-thirds of the 
Commission for approval.  

After the vote,  BCDC wil l  submit the Amendment to the state Office for 
Administrat ive Law, which reviews our process to ensure we fol lowed our regulations.  

When that is  approved it  wi l l  become effect ive and we wil l  proceed with pr inting 
physical  copies of the Bay Plan, updat ing our interactive online tools,  and distr ibuting these 
resources to the Commissioners.  

We wil l  a lso submit the Amendment to NOAA to have it  cert if ied as part  of our 
Coastal  Management Program so it  can inform our federal  consistency review.  

So,  that is  the end of  my presentat ion, and I  am happy to answer any questions.  
Chair Wasserman acknowledged: Thank you, Todd.  
Do Commissioners have any clarify ing questions? 

Commissioner Randolph was recognized:  Quick question on the vista points,  back to 
the vista points .  When you say reduce the size does that mean reduce the icon or reduce 
the number?  

Mr. Hallenbeck answered: The icon size,  so their v isual  s ignif icance in the maps.  
Commissioner Eklund commented: First  of a l l  I  wanted to thank you very much for 

making the change of where the c ity is .  
Another thought,  MTC has in their maps the Bay Trai l  that goes around. Is  there an 

opportunity to poss ibly include the Bay Trai l  in these maps as well ,  or is  it  already there? 
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Mr. Hallenbeck expla ined:  That was raised at the hearing.  We discussed the 
opportunity to potent ial ly  include it .  For reasons that inc luded the frequently updated 
nature of that  resource, other places where you might f ind more updated information 
online,  we decided that that,  and addit ional ly,  there are signif icant stretches of Pr iority Use 
Areas that would otherwise be maybe obscured by the placement and al ignment of the Bay 
Trai l .  And so given the purpose of the Maps, the changing nature of the data,  we decided 
that that was not a resource that we wanted to inc lude in the Maps at this t ime.  

Long Range Planning Manager Buehmann chimed in:  This is  Erik,  Long Range Planning 
Manager.  Todd’s team is also working on public access,  l ike creating better mapping tools 
for our required publ ic access areas.  So that  is  something that we have been looking at to 
do with online mapping over the next ,  you know, it  is  something we are working towards. 

Commissioner Eklund asked: So,  then, Erik,  the Bay Trai l  could be included in that 
one? 

Mr. Buehmann replied:  Yes,  Bay Trai l  i s  often a required publ ic access amenity 
required by our permits,  r ight? I t  is  a  program, obviously,  by MTC and ABAG. But yes,  we 
would probably be inc luding large portions of the Bay Trai l  segments in there. And then, 
because it  changes so often, i f  a new project  comes along and they bui ld new Bay Trai l  
segments,  it  would be easier to update and be more accurate.  

Commissioner Eklund acknowledged: Yes,  because ABAG real ly  was the init iator to try 
to get the Bay Trai l  more public .  Anyway, I  just  thought that it  might be helpful  at  some 
point in the future to have it  included as part  of this mapping because ideal ly  the whole  Bay 
Trai ls ’  whole concept was so that people could walk around the Bay. Obviously,  you are not 
going to do it  in one day,  or several  days.  But we st i l l  do not have that goal  yet because 
there’s st i l l  lots of gaps.  

So,  by having the Trai l  mapped on maps that  people use then it  might encourage 
more people to push to try to complete that  Trai l  around the Bay.  

Mr. Hallenbeck responded: Understood. And I  think we are going to be working 
closely with MTC to ensure that the way that we are incorporat ing Bay Trai l  in addit ion to 
the authorized public access that BCDC is  authorized in the resources we are working to 
develop wil l  provide some great opportunit ies,  I  think,  to highlight those gaps in the 
exist ing Trai l .  

Commissioner Eklund stated:  That would be awesome, real ly.  Thank you so very 
much.  

Chair Wasserman noted:  I  do not see any hands on the screen.  Sierra,  do we have any 
public comment? 

(No members of the publ ic addressed the Commission.)  
Chair Wasserman cont inued: Any f inal  quest ions from Commissioners? Going once, 

going twice.  
I  would ask for the Staff  Recommendation.  
Mr. Hallenbeck read the fol lowing into the record:  The staff  recommends that the 

Commission adopt Resolution No. 2026.01 that would:  
• Amend the San Francisco Bay Plan:  Part  V – The Plan Maps. This amendment is  

for cartographic purposes only and wil l  not result  in any policy changes to the 
Bay Plan.  
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• Approve minor changes inc luding cartographic edits,  data source updates,  and 
other corrections as needed.  

• Make necessary f indings that this amendment to the San Francisco Bay Plan 
conforms to al l  applicable f indings and declarations of pol ic ies in the McAteer-
Petris  Act .  

• Make necessary f indings regarding the Environmental  Assessment.  
Chair Wasserman cont inued: Before we take the motion, we wil l  now close the publ ic 

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

Commissioner Showalter.  The motion carried by a voice vote with no abstentions or  
opposit ion.  

MOTION: Commissioner Cox moved to adopt the Staff  Recommendation, seconded by 
Commissioner Randolph.  

Chair Wasserman explained:  This motion requires a s imple majority vote because it  is  
not considered to be a  policy change to the Plan. Federal  representatives are permitted to 
vote on this.  

VOTE:  The motion carried with a vote of 19-0-0 with Commissioners Addiego, Ahn, 
Ambuehl,  Cox,  Dorsey,  Eklund, Gioia,  Gi lmore, Hacker,  Hermosil lo,  Kimball ,  Kishimoto, 
Nelson, Ramos, Randolph, Showalter,  Taylor ,  Vice Chair Eisen and Chair Wasserman voting,  
“YES”,  no “NO” votes,  and no “ABSTAIN” votes.  
9.  Contract for Software Licenses and Implementation Services.  Chair Wasserman 
stated:  That brings us to Item 9, a contract for software l icenses and implementat ion 
services to create and establ ish a database platform to support our permitt ing,  compl iance, 
enforcement and planning programs. Ethan Lavine, Assistant Regulatory Director for Cl imate 
Adaptation, wil l  start  the discussion.  

Assistant Regulatory Director for C l imate Adaptation Lavine addressed attendees:  
Thank you. Good afternoon, Chair Wasserman and Commissioners.  This presentation is  a 
continuation of the presentation you heard back in February from Regulatory Director 
Harr iet Lai  Ross about  BCDC’s work to f ind a  technology platform to support our work. 
Today we wil l  update you on the progress we are making in our ongoing effort  to modernize 
BCDC’s technology by selecting and purchasing a software platform that wil l  support our 
regulatory and planning programs.  

The headline for today’s presentation is  that staff  has completed an evaluation of 
products and is  recommending the selection of Salesforce for this platform.   

Staff  has gone through the init ial  stages of comparing offers from dif ferent suppl iers 
under a leveraged purchase agreement avai lable to us as a state agency that al lows us to 
purchase software and implementation services at competit ive rates.  

And we are here today recommending the Commission proceed with a f irm cal led 
StackNexus as the supplier  for the Salesforce platform and to provide implementation 
services over the next  year.  

I  wil l  start  by recapping what Harriet walked through last  t ime.  
The reason and need for the project ,  which was art iculated back when we did the 

program assessment to look at BCDC’s Permitt ing Program in 2024, is  that our current 
systems are outdated,  ineff ic ient and they do not work well  together.  This causes 
unnecessary t ime and effort  for our  staff,  who spend valuable t ime searching for 
information that  could instead go towards deeper work to analyze projects,  t rack violations,  
and work with communities on adaptation challenges.  



15 

BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
APRIL 16, 2026   

And another aspect of  the problem is that appl icants and the publ ic are a lso subject 
to unnecessary taxes on their t ime and effort  in that they have no way to apply for permits 
online,  search our permit database, or track  the status of applicat ions,  a l leged violat ions,  or 
local  plan development under the RSAP.  

As Harriet walked through last  t ime, our program assessment identif ied that we need 
a modern platform that supports al l  of  our work across permitt ing,  planning,  compliance 
and enforcement.  

And that would inc lude great improvements for applicants who would have the abil ity  
to make easy online submiss ion of applicat ions and other mater ia ls  and also track in real  
t ime what is  going on with their applicat ions at BCDC.  

For the public who would have far more transparency to the information avai lable 
about our  agency’s work.  

And to the staff,  who would have an integrated system where information is  
central ized and searchable and where we can manage a project through its  ful l  l i fe cycle  in 
the same platform, even across teams.  

To accomplish this,  the program assessment  recommended that  l ike many of our 
partner agencies have done in recent  years,  we purchase access to  a commercial ly  avai lable 
software platform to support these functions.  Many platforms exist  out there today for 
agencies l ike BCDC that offer the types of funct ions out l ined here.  

So,  around the t ime that the program assessment was wrapping up in 2024 we began 
init ial  steps to pave the way for the project that we are here to talk to you about today. 
Harr iet walked through these steps last  t ime, so I  wil l  just  brief ly  capture what she walked 
through, and I  wi l l  out l ine our progress since February.  

So,  going back to the beginning,  BCDC coordinated with the state’s Department of 
Technology,  who has oversight over purchasing and investing in software platforms, and 
won their approval to move forward with the project.  

We worked to obtain funding for the project  which was approved by the Legislature 
last  year.  

We formed a project team to represent the different BCDC programs which wi l l  need 
to contribute to its  development,  and which wil l  be its  end users .  

We contracted for project management support with the Cal ifornia  Department of 
Technology,  who has been providing us with the help of  two consultants s ince November of 
last  year.  

And with the help of our CDT consultants,  we ident if ied the requirements and 
business needs for our business units so that we could ensure that  the product that we 
ult imately purchased met our needs.  

And we conducted market research, which compared different platforms. This is  
shown at the bottom of the l ist ,  but this step has  actually  been in progress since the init ial  
stages going back to around July 2024. It  has inc luded research on the platform options,  
vendor demonstrations,  interviews with staff  at  other regulatory agencies on the systems 
that they use,  and ult imately a structured scoring evaluat ion of the top platforms we were 
considering.  

BCDC staff  identi f ied Salesforce as the best platform for this project,  and in late 
March we put out a Request for  Offers from suppliers under the State Software Licensing 
Program, which is  a leveraged purchase agreement that a l lows state agencies l ike BCDC to 
obtain software at competit ive rates.  
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After evaluation of the responses BCDC scored a f i rm cal led StackNexus the highest 
and we are here today to seek the Commission’s approval before moving ahead to purchase 
the software and StackNexus’  service in helping us gett ing it  up and running.  

We are recommending Salesforce and its  Public  Sector Solutions P latform because it  
meets the business needs we have ident if ied. We had several  100 of these requirements  
actually  identi f ied but  at  a very high level.  I t  wil l  provide a  one-stop-shop online platform 
for applicants ,  the public and al l  of  BCDC’s constituents,  with much better customer service 
than we can provide today.  

It  wil l  also accelerate the appl ication review and management of  cases for planning,  
enforcement and compliance, to help the staff  do its  work with greater eff ic iency ,  and open 
up new possibi l it ies for tracking,  report ing and col laboration.  

A highlight for Salesforce is  its  f lex ibi l ity  to expand and change over t ime to reflect 
the evolving nature of  BCDC’s program, as well  as its  readiness to incorporate new tools,  
including the capacity for increased use of AI features going forward i f  we choose to do so. 

Salesforce is  a lready in use at more than 25 state agencies .  StackNexus,  who would 
be our implementat ion provider,  has been involved at gett ing similar setups in place at 
CalOES, the Governor’s off ice for Emergency Services,  DTSC,the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control ,  Caltrans and a  number of other state agencies.  

The cost of implementing the system along with the service fees for the Salesforce 
platform in the f i rst  year wil l  be a combined $315,877. 

Going forward, we wil l  need to pay for the software on an annual basis  through the 
state’s Software Licensing Program, and at the current projected rate of usage that would 
be around $100,000 annually .  

So,  with this the staff  recommends the Commission authorize the Executive Director 
to enter into this contract,  extend it  for up to an addit ional 12 months at the Executive 
Director’s discret ion, and to amend the contract as necessary,  inc luding revis ing the 
amount,  so long as the amendment does not involve substantia l  changes to the scope of 
work. That concludes the presentat ion.  

Chair Wasserman acknowledged: Thank you.  
(No members of the publ ic addressed the Commission.)  
Chair Wasserman asked: Do Commissioners have any quest ions on this item? 
Vice Chair  Eisen commented: In terms of the costs,  I  imagine that there are savings in 

costs that are obtained by using a system l ike this;  maybe not easi ly  quanti f iable .  But do 
you have a sense of whether there are going to be actual  cost sav ings on the other  side of 
this software? 

Mr. Lavine repl ied:  Yes,  I  think it  is  very di ff icult  to quanti fy.  But the idea is  that it  
would provide a lot of  benef its to the staff  that we do not currently have. There’s a lot  of 
hours reduced as  we scramble to f ind information. There’s  a lot  of benef its we can provide 
with this new system that we simply were not able to provide before. So,  I  do not have a  
dollar  amount for you,  but that is  that  is  exactly the idea.  

Commissioner Gi lmore was recognized:  I  have a quest ion about the ongoing software 
costs.  The roughly $100,000 going forward I  assume is  s imply for the software l icense or  
l icenses.  How are we handling upgrades or i f  there are software problems? Is  that 
something we are going to handle in-house or through the State Department of Technology,  
or how does ongoing maintenance work? Thank you.  
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Mr. Lavine answered: Yes,  that is  a great question. There’s a lot  of decis ions implicit  
that get at  issues you raised. You are correct that the cost is  for the various l icenses that 
we would need to use Salesforce.  

One of the reasons that it  was recommended to BCDC by the Department of Finance 
to choose a commercial ly  avai lable software platform is because they provide an ongoing 
up-and-running system and there is  the abi l ity  to get support from them if  there’s any 
problems with the system. 

One of the reasons that BCDC l iked Salesforce,  in part ,  was because it  provides what 
they cal l  a low code, no code solution in that the simple functions that we do need to 
perform here at BCDC we can do largely without much ongoing IT support.  

But in addit ion to that ,  I  know that our administrative staff  has actually  shaped some 
of its  decisions about the functions that the new IT person, which wil l  be hopeful ly  start ing 
very soon, wil l  be play ing on the team to actually  help us support the system. 

So, it  is  kind of working at mult iple levels .  We do not expect the system to be as 
vulnerable to downtime as it  would be with a custom system. We have support from 
Salesforce. If  we ever need advanced support,  there is  the abi l ity  to choose from a r ich 
ecosystem of vendors who support Salesforce software;  and we wi l l  be having this 
addit ional capacity at  the BCDC staff  level  with our  with our new IT person.  

Chair Wasserman observed: I  do not see any other Commissioner questions.  Ethan, 
wil l  you present the Staff  Recommendat ion.  

Mr. Lavine read the fo l lowing into the record:  Yes.  The recommendation of the staff  
is  that  the Commission authorize the Execut ive Director to enter into the contract as well  as 
to extend it  for an addit ional 12 months at the Execut ive Director 's  discret ion, and to 
amend the contract as  necessary ,  including revising the amount,  so long as the amendment 
does not involve substantia l  changes to the scope of work.  

MOTION: Commissioner Eklund moved to adopt the Staff  Recommendat ion, seconded 
by Commissioner Cox.  

VOTE:  The motion carried with a vote of 19-0-0 with Commissioners Addiego, Ahn, 
Ambuehl,  Cox,  Dorsey,  Eklund, Gioia,  Gi lmore, Hacker,  Hermosil lo,  Kimball ,  Kishimoto, 
Nelson, Ramos, Randolph, Showalter,  Taylor ,  Vice Chair Eisen and Chair Wasserman voting,  
“YES”,  no “NO” votes,  and no “ABSTAIN” votes.  

Chair Wasserman acknowledged: Thank you al l  for this  effort,  moving us ever so 
slowly into the 21st Century.  

Executive Director Goldzband added: May I  just  say,  I  real ly  want to thank Ethan who 
has led this,  I  am going to cal l  it  a f ight because it  has been a f ight  in a lot  of ways. Not 
with CDT or anything,  just  gett ing us to this point .  

I  also want to make sure that a lthough Stephen Benson is  not on the cal l  who 
represents the Department of Finance,  we want to thank the State  Department of F inance. 
Because we worked with them two years ago to change our legislat ion, to change the 
McAteer-Petris  Act,  which enabled us to get  their permiss ion to use Bay Fi l l  and Abatement 
funds to pay for this.  Because this wil l  no doubt help our ent ire regulatory,  permitt ing and 
Enforcement as  well  as Planning divis ions so  it  works for everybody, and we would not have 
been able to do that without the assent of the Department of Finance.  

Chair Wasserman cont inued: And just to echo that this has been a struggle.  I  am not 
sure I  would use the word f ight,  but certainly a struggle.  When I  became Chair  14 years ago 
this was part of an array of gett ing us out of  the l itt le boxes of permits by which we were 
ruled.  
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Executive Director Goldzband noted:  And just so you know, Chair Wasserman, we had 
a vis itor last  Wednesday, Krist ine Zortman from the port of Redwood City.  We went  out to 
lunch to discuss a few things,  and she had not been in our off ice.  

Whenever anybody is  in our off ice for the f i rst  t ime I  always take them to the f i le 
room, because we st i l l  have a gaj i l l ion paper f i les in there.  And I  always walk them toward 
the side of the room where we have paper card catalogs st i l l .  Not  that we real ly  have to use 
them, but they remind us of where we certainly have been.  
10. Public  Hearing and Possible Vote on the Prel iminary Benchmarks Proposed by the 
Cal ifornia Department of Transportation for the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Performance 
Thresholds and Alternatives Analysis  as Required by BCDC Permit No. 1997.001.06.  Chair 
Wasserman announced: That brings us to item 10, a public  hearing and poss ible vote on the 
prel iminary benchmarks proposed by the Cal ifornia Department of  Transportation for the 
Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Performance Thresholds and Alternatives Analysis  as required 
by BCDC Permit Number 1997.001.06. 

This is  not a publ ic  hearing despite what I  just  said.  There has been a l itt le internal  
debate and sl ight  miscommunication of what  needs a  publ ic  hearing and what  does not .  This 
does not.  So,  we wil l  now consider this vote on the proposed metrics.  

We voted last  year,  as  you wil l  remember,  to require Caltrans to describe to the 
Commission Caltrans’  plans to measure the impact of ending the 24/7 use of the third lane 
on the upper deck of the Bridge for bicycle and pedestr ian access.  

Having said that,  this is  a review of the metr ics,  not a  review of the decision.  We are 
not rel it igat ing,  reviewing the basic policy decision which may happen in the future when 
we reach the end of the pi lot program, but that day is  not this day. 

Shorel ine Development Program Manager Katharine Pan wil l  open the agenda item. 
Shorel ine Development Program Manager Pan addressed attendees:  Good afternoon, 

Chair Wasserman and Commissioners.  I  am Kathar ine Pan, your Shorel ine Development 
Program Manager here at BCDC, and I  wil l  be providing the Staff  Report for the Richmond-
San Rafael  Bridge, prel iminary benchmarks  for the Performance Thresholds and Alternatives 
Analysis .  

This i tem involves an early del iverable required by the Commission when it  approved 
Amendment No. 06 to BCDC Permit 1997.001 last  August for the modif ications to the 
Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Pi lot Project .  You were mailed a copy of the proposed metr ics 
and benchmarks and the Staff  Recommendat ion for this i tem on Apri l  3.  

I  am going to give you a br ief introduction before handing it  off  to  the project team 
to present it  in more detai l .  The team inc ludes Caltrans,  the Permittee, and their partner in 
this project,  the Bay Area Toll  Authority or BATA for short.  

As a reminder,  on August 7,  2025, the Commission approved Amendment No. 06 to 
BCDC Permit Number 1997.001, for the Richmond San Rafael  Br idge. The Amendment 
included a three-year extension and modification of a pi lot to test  a mult iuse public access 
path in the shoulder of the westbound upper deck of the Bridge.  

The approved modif ications included a change in the avai labi l ity  of the path, which 
had been open ful l  t ime since November 16, 2019, to a part-t ime schedule.  

The new schedule involves converting the path to an emergency shoulder from 
Sunday evening through Thursday afternoon by removing the concrete barrier protecting 
the path;  and then reopening the path Thursday afternoon through Sunday evening by 
replac ing the barrier .  On days the path is  c losed, Caltrans must provide a free shutt le 
service for cycl ists and pedestrians to help them cross the Bridge.  
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The purpose of the modif ied schedule is  for  Caltrans and BATA to test the potentia l  
operations of the Westbound Improvement Project,  which proposes a similar schedule 
where the upper deck would be configured for a part -t ime HOV lane from Sunday evening 
through Thursday afternoon and a publ ic  path from Thursday afternoon through Sunday 
evening.  

The modif ied pi lot is  part  of the planning environmental  phase of the Westbound 
Improvement Project development which is  ongoing.  

At the end of the modif ied pi lot,  Caltrans is  required to seek another permit 
amendment that includes a long-term publ ic  access proposal  for the Bridge, which may 
involve a version of  the Westbound Improvement Project with a part-t ime path,  a version of 
the previously pi loted ful l-t ime path,  or another alternative conf iguration. Whatever they 
ult imately propose is  expected to be grounded in the f indings from the pi lot .  

Caltrans and BATA began implementation of the modif ied pi lot and shutt le service on 
October 27, 2025. 

As part of the Commission’s approval,  the permit requires Caltrans to complete a 
number of analyses during the pi lot period. These include the fol lowing:  

1.  Updates to the original  pi lot project evaluat ion that was presented for 
Amendment No. 06,  covering traff ic  condit ions,  traff ic  and path user safety,  
maintenance impacts and path usership.  

2.  A Performance Thresholds and Alternatives Analysis  that a l lows us to measure 
the signi f icance of any observed changes in operations that are actual ly  
attributable to the path, and we wi l l  be talk ing about this one today.  

3.  An Environmental  Just ice Analysis  of the potential  EJ and socia l  equity impacts 
of providing the path long term. And the Commission just  approved the 
methodology for this analys is  on March 5.  

4.  The development of conceptual designs for  what the public access  faci l it ies 
should look l ike long term to provide for user safety,  comfort and 
convenience.  

5.  Analysis  and planning for the structural  strengthening that wil l  be required to 
accommodate the movable barr ier and any other components of the long-term 
public access faci l ity.  

These analyses wi l l  be completed and submitted to the Commission by December,  31,  
2028. 

Now to give you a sense of what a l l  these analyses wil l  be used for.  At the end of the 
pi lot period Caltrans wil l  return to the Commission with another amendment request that 
wil l  include some form of long-term public access proposal  for the Bridge. Here are some 
general  descriptions of what those proposals might inc lude.  

First ,  i f  Caltrans and BATA choose to move forward with the Westbound Improvement 
Project,  they may propose a part-t ime path with a bicycle and pedestrian shuttle s imilar  to 
the current modif ied pi lot.  

Or if  the Westbound Improvement Project does not move forward, the public access 
may involve a ful l-t ime path similar to the orig inal  pi lot.  

Or if  the Westbound Improvement Project does not move forward, and if  the pi lot 
ident if ies s ignif icant safety or use confl icts associated with a ful l - t ime path,  an alternat ive 
public access proposal  that maximizes access consistent with the project must be proposed.  
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There may be some other potential  outcomes possible fol lowing the pi lot period, but 
these should give you an idea of what is  l ike ly.  

So,  let’s  come back to the Performance Thresholds and Alternatives Analysis ,  which is  
the focus of today’s item. During the Commission’s considerat ion of Amendment No. 06 
there were some concerns expressed by the public that the pathway was signi f icantly 
impacting Bridge usage, such that ful l -t ime or even part-t ime operations of the path would 
not be poss ible.  

While the original  pi lot evaluat ion did f ind some evidence that certain performance 
metrics had worsened during the or ig inal  pi lot period, speci f ica l ly  peak hourly f lows and 
travel  t ime rel iabi l ity,  the evaluation did not provide f indings that  showed whether or not 
these changes were actual ly  s igni f icant enough to warrant alterations to or removal of the 
path,  particularly in l ight of the benefits  provided by the path.  

At the t ime no signif icant thresholds or performance criter ia were presented that 
indicated that  any change was too much or unacceptable at the regional level .  Therefore,  
the permit amendment required that Caltrans complete a Performance Thresholds and 
Alternatives Analysis  meeting the fol lowing criteria.  

First ,  it  must be developed with involvement from relevant stakeholders.  
Second, it  should establish performance thresholds that can be used to measure the 

signif icance of any observed changes in the Bridge operations that  result  from the 
implementation of the path. And it  has to take into account public  access benefits in 
developing those thresholds.  

Third,  it  has to consider and meaningful ly  compare the effects and performance of 
different alternatives for publ ic  access.  

And fourth,  it  must adequately consider the f indings of the EJ Analysis  being 
conducted for this project.  

In addit ion, during the public hear ing and vote for Amendment No.  06 the 
Commission was concerned that there were st i l l  several  gaps in information after the 
original  pi lot.  So,  to avoid repeat ing the s ituation at the end of the modif ied pi lot,  the 
Commission voted to include a requirement that Caltrans return by May 7 of this year to  
present prel iminary benchmarks for the Performance Thresholds Analysis .  

Now for the purposes of this discuss ion the terms benchmark and threshold refer to 
different concepts and are defined as fol lows.  

A benchmark is  a reference point that can be used to contextual ize  data. It  is  not a 
statement of whether or not a condit ion is  acceptable or requires change.  

For example,  a benchmark for traff ic  volumes on the Br idge can be the number of 
vehicles crossing the Bridge per hour in 2018. This number may help us to understand both 
the basel ine of how the Bridge funct ioned before the pi lot was implemented and provide a 
frame of reference for  any observed increase or decrease during the pi lot.  What it  does not 
do is  tel l  us whether  or not a g iven increase or decrease is  s ignif icant enough to warrant  a 
change in the project .  

A performance threshold or threshold is  a point at  which a signif icant change in 
performance occurs that warrants a change in the project;  where a  condit ion goes from 
being acceptable to unacceptable.  Thresholds should be based on community values and 
prior it ies,  state and local  planning and pol icies,  and empir ical  evidence of cause and effect.  
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For example,  a threshold for traff ic  volumes on the Br idge would tel l  us that if  
volumes consistently drop below a certain number of vehicles per hour,  then Caltrans 
should implement a so lution because at that  hypothetical  level  congest ion begins to affect  
the function of connected fac i l it ies.  So,  something l ike that .  

Caltrans’  prel iminary benchmarks were included as Attachment A of the Staff  
Recommendation. I  also have a printout of the summary table here if  anybody would l ike a 
physical  copy of that .  The benchmarks were prepared by Caltrans staff  in consultation with 
BCDC staff.  

BCDC staff  shared an early draft  of the benchmarks with a smal l  number of 
Commissioners who volunteered to review the draft  and provide further direction to staff.  
These volunteers include Commissioners Gunther,  Randolph, Showalter and Wasserman. 
Staff  shared key points from these discussions with Caltrans’  for incorporat ion into their 
f inal  draft .  

While the Commission did not specify cr iteria for the approval of the benchmarks,  
statements made by the Commissioners dur ing the vote clear ly indicated a desire to 
understand the approach to data col lect ion and interpretation for  the modif ied pi lot,  
including which metrics wil l  be used and which benchmarks wi l l  be used to contextual ize 
the f indings.  

Addit ionally,  the Commission recognized that at  this stage of the modif ied pi lot the 
benchmarks are intended to be prel iminary and that they may need to be adjusted or 
expanded over the course of the pi lot as more information is  col lected.  

The Commission should review the proposed prel iminary benchmarks to determine if  
they provide a suff ic ient basis for data col lection and evaluat ion to al low for the meaningful  
development of the required Performance Thresholds and Alternatives Analysis ,  with the 
understanding that  they may evolve over the course of the project.  

At this t ime, I  would l ike to introduce Joe Rouse, Chief of the Office of Highway 
Operations for Caltrans District  4 to present the thresholds for your considerat ion.  

Mr. Rouse addressed the Commission:  Good afternoon, Chair Wasserman and 
Commissioners.  Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you today about our proposed 
benchmarks for evaluating this modif ied pi lot on the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge. So,  as 
Kathar ine ment ioned, my name is  Joe Rouse.  I  am the Chief of the Office of Highway 
Operations for Caltrans District  4 Bay Area here in Oakland. I  have been with the 
Department for about 27 years,  and the bulk  of my career has been spent in doing 
transportation system management and operations,  so evaluating projects such as these for 
their impacts on the state highway system. And as the name implies,  my off ice is  
responsible for evaluating projects  l ike this al l  across the Bay Area for their  impacts on the 
operation of the state  highway system. 

So, I  am not going to belabor too much these points here because Kathar ine a lready 
touched on a lot of this.  But  just  to recap.  

So,  this orig inal  pi lot was developed by BATA and Caltrans and it  was intended for 
two purposes,  r ight .  To reduce congestion in the corr idor and also to improve bicycle and 
pedestr ian access.  And so,  on the upper deck we converted that emergency shoulder to a 
10-foot bicycle pedestrian path separated by a movable barrier to  provide that pedestr ian 
access.  There were a lso trai l  connections provided at either end of the Br idge, r ight.  



22 

BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
APRIL 16, 2026   

This experiment was real ly  intended to see what works and understand tradeoffs as 
we try to make this very highly constrained Bridge more mult imodal.  These changes as you 
see were implemented in November 2019 and were evaluated for  four years .  The one point I  
do want to make here,  and you wil l  hear  me refer to this several  t imes in this presentation 
is  the Partners for Advanced Transportat ion Technology or PATH at  UC Berkeley conducted 
an analys is  of that original  pi lot and they issued a couple of reports summarizing their 
f indings.  So,  you wi l l  hear me refer to that report a lot  through the next few s l ides here. 

Under the modif ied pi lot,  as has already been shared, the operation of the upper 
deck has changed. The barr ier-separated pathway is  in place start ing Thursdays at 2:00 p.m. 
through 11:00 p.m. Sunday evening.  

Outside of that t ime that barr ier is  moved back against  the Bridge rai l  to provide a 
10-foot-wide emergency shoulder.  The purpose of this shoulder is  to provide a space for 
vehicles to go in the event of an emergency or if  their  vehicle becomes disabled.  Our 
maintenance crews also use this space to conduct their  act iv it ies .  The shoulder  also 
provides space for f i rst  responders to bypass stopped traff ic  and access an inc ident on the 
Bridge.  

And so,  during the t ime the pathway is  not in operat ion, as was noted, a free shuttle 
operates,  I  bel ieve it  i s  from 6:00 in the morning to 8:00 o’clock at night to shuttle bicyc les 
and pedestrians across the Br idge, and that service is  being operated by BATA.  

So,  let  me dive into what we are proposing to measure under this  modif ied pi lot.  
Caltrans and BATA have ident if ied seven dif ferent items that we want to track.  The majority 
of these items wi l l  focus on the impacts of the pathway and shoulder on Bridge operations 
for both vehicles and bicycl ists,  and we also  plan to review the impacts on roadway safety.  
And we wil l  go over these items in greater detai l  in the next few s l ides.  

I  just  wanted to note that in developing these benchmarks we careful ly  reviewed 
what was evaluated in the orig inal  pi lot,  so we rel ied heavi ly  on that PATH Report  to see 
what was measured and to determine some of our base numbers.  And our thought was 
real ly  to try to maintain consistency with the analyses that were done during that pi lot.   

And as has been mentioned already I  real ly  want to emphasize that these are 
prel iminary benchmarks.  We are c lear ly open to hear ing what you al l  have to say in terms of 
what we are proposing here and making adjustments as  the case may be. Al l  r ight,  so let’s  
dive into this .  

The f irst  item we propose to track is  the peak hour traff ic  volumes on the Br idge on 
weekdays. The intent here is  real ly  to see what effect  the shoulder or lack thereof may have 
on the number of vehicles that  are able to cross the Br idge during peak hours.  

The benchmark that you see here was taken from that PATH Report on the original  
pi lot.  It  i s  an average of what was observed in terms of traff ic  volumes during the morning 
peak per iod dur ing both the original  pi lot and the pre-pi lot condit ions.  And per  the PATH 
Report,  that peak per iod general ly  extends from about 6:00 in the morning to 9:00 in the 
morning.  

I  do want to note that  Caltrans tradit ionally  uses only peak hour volumes to 
determine the need for roadway capacity.  And so,  while hourly data could be provided, 
Caltrans believes that focusing on peak hour performance is  real ly  the most appropriate 
approach for doing this analysis .  That peak hour analysis  real ly  al lows us to take the most 
conservative look at how this pi lot is  affect ing Bridge operations.  
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The second item we propose to evaluate is  the amount of t ime it  takes to drive 
westbound I -580 between the I -580 spl it  in Albany up to the tol l  p laza or  just  s l ightly past 
the tol l  plaza.  This stretch of roadway is  about six  and a  half  miles long.  This metric is  real ly  
intended to evaluate how much a shoulder or bike path impacts the amount of t ime it  takes 
to drive this segment. This wi l l  be done by comparing the modif ied pi lot to the original  pi lot 
and pre-pi lot condit ions.  

The benchmarks that you see here were a lso taken from that PATH Report .  They are  
an average of what  was observed during both the original  pi lot and pre-pi lot condit ions.  
And per the PATH Report the peak periods,  s imilar to what was in  the previous sl ide,  are 
6:00 to 9:00 a.m. on weekdays,  but on weekends we are seeing that t ime block shift  to be 
from between more from 11:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.  

The travel  t ime on the Bridge approach is  being measured separately from the travel  
t ime on the Br idge to al low for further analysis  of other factors that may affect  travel  
t imes.  

So,  the next  item we propose to monitor is  the amount of t ime it  takes to drive 
across the Bridge itsel f .  This would be measured from just start ing past the tol l  p laza down 
to the western touchdown right there at the offramp to San Quent in.  The Br idge itse lf  i s  
about f ive and a half  miles long.  

This metric ,  s imi lar to  the other,  is  intended to evaluate how much the shoulder or 
bike path impacts the amount of t ime it  takes to drive the Bridge. This wi l l  be done by 
comparing the modif ied pi lot data that  we saw to the orig inal  pi lot and pre-pi lot condit ions.  

So,  again,  the benchmarks here also taken from the PATH Report.  They are an 
average of what was observed during both the orig inal  pi lot and the pre-pi lot condit ions.  
And again the peak periods across the Bridge are fair ly  s imilar  to what we see on that I -580 
corridor approaching the Bridge.  

The last  item that we plan to track when it  comes to Bridge operat ions is  the impact 
of incidents on the Bridge. This benchmark is  real ly  intended to al low comparison to the 
original  pi lot and pre-pi lot  condit ions to show whether and how much the shoulder or bike 
path impacts the amount of t ime an incident adds to travel  t imes across the Bridge and the 
corridor.  Now, when we talk about incident ,  the term means it  is  a dist inct event such as a 
crash, a f ire,  shooting,  hazardous material  spi l l ,  d isabled vehic le,  or any other natural  or 
human-made disaster that impacts travel  across the Br idge.  

This benchmark of 90 minutes that you see here is  a statewide standard that was 
establ ished between Caltrans and the Cal ifornia Highway Patrol  back in 2003. And that 90 
minutes is  measured as the t ime taken from when Caltrans is  f i rst  notif ied of an incident  to 
the clearance of that incident from the traveled way. In other words,  by the t ime it  is  
moved out of the traff ic  lanes. These incidents wil l  be analyzed to f ind out not only how 
long i t  takes for traff ic  f low to return to normal condit ions,  but  also how often the 
incidents are negat ively impacting traff ic  f low. 

Al l  r ight,  so let  me touch on the one i tem that we are going to be using to analyze 
safety,  and that metric is  crash rates.  This  metric al lows comparison to the original  pi lot 
and pre-pi lot condit ions to show whether the physical  presence of  the path or shoulder 
contributes to an increase or decrease in the frequency of crashes.  A crash, according to  
Caltrans,  we define that as a col l is ion between objects,  typical ly  of one vehic le to another 
or against an obstacle .  
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We do not have a recommended benchmark for this  at  this t ime, and the reason why 
is  our intent is  to use the crash rate that was observed during the original  pi lot.  But we 
show this as TBD because the crash data that we currently have avai lable is  only through 
the end of 2024. It  typical ly  takes a l itt le bit  of t ime for us to col lect that crash data and 
compile it  and get it  into our system. We expect to have that data through the end of the 
original  pi lot,  so October 27 of 2025. We expect to have that data avai lable to us by the end 
of this calendar year and so we would have a benchmark establ ished sometime around that 
point .  

I  do want to note that  there wil l  be an analysis  of this data.  We wi l l  be checking to 
see if  there is  a statist ical ly  s igni f icant impact compared to what we saw during the pi lot 
condit ions,  the original  pi lot condit ions.  

I  would also note that  I  know that  there have been some questions about how crash 
rates are calculated, and there is  a fa ir ly  detai led descript ion for you in the attachments  to 
the Staff  Report.  And we can certainly answer any questions on that if  people do have those 
st i l l .  

The last  two metrics have to do with the operation of the mult iuse pathway itsel f .  
The f irst  metric that you see here,  the impact of schedule changes on weekday cycl ists,  is  
real ly  intended to guide understanding on whether those us ing cycl ing as an a lternative to 
driv ing during the week are shift ing transportation modes due to the new schedule of the 
operation of the bike path during this modif ied pi lot.  

This benchmark is  also  to be determined based on the number of cycl ists using the 
Bridge on weekdays during the original  pi lot,  in combinat ion with results of surveys 
conducted as part  of the Environmental  Just ice Analysis  and ongoing evaluat ion of the 
shutt le service.  

So,  we do obviously have f igures and numbers from when the bike path was in 
operation during the original  pi lot and we are going to use that as  well  as some of these 
other analyses and stakeholder interactions to determine what would be a benchmark for 
evaluating this under this modif ied condit ion.  

I  also want to note that we are only focusing on cycl ists because the data from the 
original  pi lot indicated relat ively low levels of pedestr ian traff ic .  And so,  our focus real ly  is  
more on just how many cycl ists are us ing this faci l ity  s ince they do seem to be the more 
predominant mode on this pathway.  

The last  metr ic that we have here is  the weekend path usage. And this metric  is  
primari ly  intended to guide understanding on whether those who are us ing the Bridge as a 
means of recreat ion during the week in the past under the or ig inal  pi lot condit ions may 
have shifted their use of the Bridge to the weekends as a result  of the changes in the 
schedule and the operation of the path.  

This metric  can also continue to help evaluate whether or not there are trends such 
as increas ing use of the path over t ime, growing awareness of the path, growing interest in 
cycl ing,  walking or jogging in general.  And so,  it  can also serve as  an evaluation of the 
effectiveness of those improvements that were made as part of the original  pi lot connecting 
the Bridge to the local  bicycle and pedestrian network on both the Marin and Contra Costa 
County sides.  

While the path is  only  going to be in operation on Thursday from 2:00 p.m. and al l  
day on Fridays,  this proposal,  this  benchmark,  is  real ly  only going to be comparing to 
Saturdays and Sundays under the orig inal  pi lot.  We are not looking to inc lude Thursday and 
Friday as part of this evaluation. And we are doing that in order to provide a more direct 
comparison between the data that was col lected in that PATH Report versus now. 
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The benchmarks that you see here currently  serve as placeholders  and they are based 
on the data taken from that PATH Report.  And just as with the other metrics ,  we do intend 
to probably come up with some more refined benchmarks based on further observations,  
the surveys conducted as part  of the environmental  just ice process ,  and other stakeholder 
engagement.  

And again,  as with the previous metr ic,  our focus is  a lmost again exclus ively on 
bicycl ists as pedestrians do tend to be a fa ir ly,  fair ly  smal l  concentration of the folks that 
we were seeing us ing the pathway during the original  pi lot.  

The last  s l ide I  have for you here is  a summary of the metrics and data sources .  And 
again,  you have a larger version of this document in the Staff  Report.  

I  do want to just  briefly  spell  out the acronyms that you see l isted here.  
PeMS is  the Caltrans Performance Measurement System. This system extracts data 

from our traff ic  monitoring system infrastructure that we have on the highways,  usually  in-
pavement inductive loops that are embedded into the pavement. That information is  taken 
to provide us with information on traff ic  patterns such as speeds and travel  t imes.  

The other resource that you see l isted here is  INRIX.  INRIX is  a commercial ly  avai lable 
transportation analytics service that provides information on traff ic  patterns,  much l ike  
PeMS, but INRIX uses  data from connected vehicles and mobile devices.  

TASAS is  the Traff ic  and Accident  Surveil lance and Analysis  System. That is  a Caltrans 
database and data processing system that  contains data for col l is ions on the state highway 
system. 

Al l  of this data that we are referring to here can be rel iably obtained within a  
reasonable t ime frame, so we do not expect there to be any real  chal lenges in  being able to 
extract this data and start  to use it  for our analys is.  The only exception is  going to be that 
crash rate data that I  was talking to you about earl ier because TASAS does not yet contain 
al l  of  the crash data from most of 2025 I  guess it  would be, s ince we know that that is  when 
the orig inal  pi lot came to an end.  

Al l  r ight.  With that I  thank you for the opportunity to present,  and we are hoping 
that the information in this presentat ion wi l l  g ive you some confidence that you can 
approve the staff  recommendations.  And with that ,  we are happy to answer your quest ions.  
I  am joined by a few of my other managers and col leagues here from Caltrans and we wi l l  do 
our best to help answer any questions you might have. Thank you. 

Chair Wasserman cont inued: Thank you. Clar ifying questions from Commissioners? 
And again,  just  to review, this is  where we are trying to clarify the data,  not necessari ly  
commenting on changes or where we are going. We wil l  do this,  then we wil l  go to publ ic  
speakers ,  and then we wil l  come back to the Commission.  

Commissioner Showalter spoke:  I  think these are clarify ing.  Anyway, I  want to thank 
you for going through this exerc ise.  I  think that this is  much c learer from my point of v iew 
than it  was when we saw it  the f irst  t ime and I  appreciate that so thank you for doing that.  

I  did wonder about measuring the incident  clearance t ime. Do you study how the 
length of the inc ident impacts the length of travel  t ime across the Bridge? Are you able to 
do that?  

Mr. Rouse responded: So,  that is  where the 90 minutes comes into  play.  We want to 
make sure that these incidents are cleared off  of the roadway within 90 minutes so that i t  
does not add to the addit ional travel  t ime. So,  that is  where that 90 minute threshold 
comes from. 
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Commissioner Showalter added: But hopefully  a lot  of them are much less than that.  
Mr. Rouse repl ied:  I  would certainly hope so. 
Commissioner Showalter continued: Yes.  I  would think some of them are l ike 5 

minutes or something.  
Mr. Rouse explained:  Right,  r ight .  A lot of it  is  going to depend on where it  is  located 

relative to where our responders are based,  r ight.  How long it  is  going to take them to get 
across the Bridge to get to that incident,  r ight.  So,  i f  shoulder is  in place they could be able 
to use that shoulder to access the incident.  If  the shoulder is  not in place they wi l l  have to 
work through traff ic  to get there and that wil l  definite ly probably make some type of a 
difference in terms of the incident response t ime. But how much that is ,  we do not know, 
that is  why we want to measure this.  

Commissioner Showalter stated:  Okay. I  think that is  an important thing is  what real ly  
does the use of the shoulder do to the clearance t ime. Not just  does it  keep i t  below 90 
minutes,  but what does it  do to the congest ion. That is  the point.  

Then another c lar ifying question I  have is  on sl ides 6 and 7 you refer to peak rates.  
On one sl ide it  says Benchmarks,  Weekday, 25-minute peak. And then on the next s l ide it  
says Benchmarks,  Weekday, 7-minute peak. What’s the difference there? 

Mr. Rouse repl ied:  So,  the 25-minute benchmark is  for the stretch of I-580 from the 
spl it  in Albany,  the I-580 spl it ,  up to the tol l  plaza.  The 7 minutes is  to actually  drive across 
the Bridge. We are measuring them separately.  

Commissioner Showalter acknowledged: That makes perfect sense.  
Mr. Rouse stated:  What our observation has  been, i f  I  may add, Commissioner,  is  that 

the tol l  plaza has general ly  served as a l itt le bit  of a bottleneck,  and so that 25 minute peak 
is  ref lective of that bottleneck at the tol l  plaza.  

Commissioner Showalter continued: Okay. I  just  probably was not l istening careful ly  
enough, you probably said that .  

Then another thing I  wondered about is  the composit ion of the cycl ists and whether 
we are talking,  say you have 250 people  on a weekend.  Of that 250 people are 200 of them 
the same people that were there the weekend before and the weekend before that? Or do 
they represent a di fferent swath of the populat ion that is  using this faci l ity? And I  
wondered, is  there any way for you to tel l  that? Or,  for instance, commuters.  Is  there a way 
for you to track real ly  how many people are commuters on a regular basis,  versus maybe 
use it  a couple t imes a  year? 

Mr. Rouse answered: I  unfortunately do not have the answers to that question. I  
would have to defer to Francois from UC Berkeley PATH who conducted the init ial  study. I  
bel ieve he might be able to elaborate a l itt le bit  more on what data was col lected about  the 
bicycl ists .  I  bel ieve there was a survey that was done in some cases,  but I  think he could 
speak to that.  

Commissioner Showalter continued: Well  anyway, the reason I  am getting to that is  I  
think that in the long run we want to encourage people to r ide their bikes,  r ight,  because it  
reduces greenhouse gas emissions.  So,  I  am wondering if  that information would be 
valuable going forward and f iguring out  how to design our programs to increase the number 
of cycl ists .  So,  that is  what I  had in mind when I  was wondering about that .  You do not 
real ly  necessari ly  have to answer that r ight  now, but that is  what I  was thinking about.  

Mr. Rouse acknowledged: Your comment is  duly noted, Commissioner,  thank you.  
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Commissioner Cox commented: And again,  thank you for a real ly  thorough 
presentation. I  wanted to fol low on f irst  with Commissioner Showalter’s  inquiry about 90 
minutes.  Because we are measuring the overal l  impact on traff ic  t imes,  I  think having a  90-
minute benchmark when many crashes are resolved in 60 minutes or 30 minutes,  and not 
measuring the impact of those lesser duration crashes,  may not provide us with a l l  of  the 
necessary metr ics.   

So,  is  there a reason? I  understand that that  is  the standard, but that standard has a 
different purpose. Our purpose here is  to measure the impact of removing bicyc le access to 
the third lane from Thursday through Sunday. And so,  I  think that using 90 minutes as the 
threshold may not provide us with ful l  information about traff ic  delays.  Does that make 
sense, my inquiry?  

Ms. Pan chimed in:  I f  I  might just  real ly  quickly.  So,  one quick clari f ication is  that 
there is  not current ly a third lane on the Br idge, I  think you are referring to the shoulder.  

Commissioner Cox clar if ied:  Talking about the shoulder that is  used as the breakdown 
lane, essent ial ly.  

Ms. Pan explained:  So,  just  to mention again,  there is  l ike a difference between 
benchmark and threshold in  the way that we are us ing it  here. So,  Caltrans and UC Berkeley 
are going to cont inue,  as I  understand it ,  col lecting al l  the data that they can and then 
providing that ,  along with the benchmarks for stakeholders and the Commission to work 
with.  

And so,  the idea is  not  that the benchmark wil l  become the threshold. That could 
happen, but  that is  not necessari ly  the case.  I  think what we wil l  be doing is  actually  
working with Caltrans to f igure out what a reasonable threshold is  in terms of what is  the 
impact,  l ike what is  a condit ion that is  changing. But the benchmark of 90 minutes,  because 
we know that that is  a  statewide standard, g ives us a l itt le bit  of context.  So,  it  is  not 
cutt ing anything off  there. The data wil l  st i l l  be col lected. Francois can correct me i f  I  am 
wrong, or you can correct me if  I  am wrong,  but that is  how I  have been understanding i t .  

Commissioner Cox explained:  I  real ly  was referencing benchmark,  because a 
benchmark is  used to contextual ize the data presented. And in this case,  I  think a delay of 
30 minutes is  an important benchmark because of the impact on commuters.  When someone 
has a typical  commute t ime of 25 minutes with no traff ic,  but has to leave their house 90 
minutes early in order  to account for possible accidents and ensure that they are to work on 
t ime, I  think a 30 minute delay has context in terms of considering it  as  a benchmark as  
opposed to a threshold. That is  what I  was asking if  you could give consideration to.  

Next,  crash rates as a safety metric.  I  was wondering about whether you also might 
consider us ing enforcement records regarding misuse of the shoulder and/or speeding.  

I  have previously shared that I  used to be a much more frequent user but I  st i l l  use 
the Richmond Br idge regularly to commute to cl ient off ices .  There are so many near-misses 
in terms of someone z ipping along in the shoulder to pass because it  is  sometimes, even 
when that red X is  there people st i l l  use it .  And so,  I  am wondering if  you might consider.  I  
personally  think there is  not enough enforcement on the Richmond Bridge. But aside from 
that I  am wondering if  you might use enforcement records as another measure of safety .  

Mr. Singh f ielded this quest ion:  Good afternoon, Commissioners.  My name is  Inder 
Preet Singh,  I  am the Deputy Division Chief in the Division of  Traff ic  Operations at Caltrans.  
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I  just  wanted to lay out why we are looking at this metric,  the crash rate to begin 
with. It  is  our standard metric how we essentia l ly  look at i f  a faci l ity  needs any safety 
improvements.  And this is  consistent how it  is  being used, even in the previous analys is  that 
has been done here. We wil l  use it  to inform us or educate us if  real ly  the presence of the 
path is  having a negat ive impact.  

So far what was seen during the evaluat ion that was completed in 2024, there was no 
direct correlat ion. Although during peak per iods there were deviat ions which warranted 
that we should look into it  further,  that is  exactly what we are doing now. Just analyzing. 
But we do not know if  it  is  going to be statist ical ly  s igni f icant or not.  

Now in terms of enforcement. That is  again going back to how we analyze as a  
standard metric.  We look at road user  safety using the crash data. We can certainly work 
with our partner CHP to see if  that  information would also help,  again,  educate. We are 
open to that .  But it  would be more t ied to incident response or incident  clearance or the 
things that are happening, not necessari ly  directly in the lane of road user safety metric  
that we typical ly  use. But we can certainly explore that.  

Commissioner Cox acknowledged: Great .  Just an ask.  Not a demand, just  an ask,  
would that be helpful  perhaps. Okay, I  had two more quick ones.  

You asked how to measure impact of schedule changes,  and you mentioned shuttle 
usage. But I  am wondering,  some of the complaints I  have seen onl ine have to do with 
inadequate. The shutt le only takes two bicycles,  or that was what  I  read. I  do not know how 
many bicycles the shuttle accommodates.  Is  that an adequate metric? If  indeed the shuttle 
is  ful l ,  how do you know whether there are adequate shutt les to accommodate the would-
be usage of bicycl ists who are not able to r ide Monday through Thursday, to commute 
Monday through Thursday? 

Mr. Man repl ied to Commissioner Cox:  I  am David Man. I  am the Section Director of 
Bay Area Tol l  Authority.  We are working with Caltrans to operate the shuttle,  and I  think 
thank you for that question about our free shuttle that we provide dur ing the weekdays.  

I  do want to highl ight that our shuttles can accommodate more than two bikes.  
Depending on the types of bikes it  could be six,  it  could be eight .  I  also want to highlight 
that we have been in close contact with key bicycle community members to get feedback on 
what types of bikes to  accommodate. So,  I  think we have made a lot of changes to our 
shutt le.  

And I  think I  want to highlight that it  is  a pi lot,  so it  is  go ing to continue to evolve. 
We are currently looking at how the shutt le is  being used and how many riders.  And as far 
as my understanding is  that we have had suff ic ient capacity dur ing the commute period for 
the riders .  

Commissioner Cox asked: So,  you are able  to measure whether bicycl ists are being 
turned away? 

Mr. Man repl ied:  Correct.  We do try to count how many bicyc l ists  are us ing every tr ip 
across the Bay during that period, that is  correct,  and we hope to provide more information 
as we collect it .  

Commissioner Cox stated:  Well ,  that is  great news that  you are not turning bicycl ists 
away, I  love hearing that.  

And last  question had to do with only measuring Saturday and Sunday and not Friday.  
Sausal ito has adopted a four-day work week for many of its  workers.  So,  I  am wondering if  
you might consider not including Fridays because people,  recreational users for example 
who have a four-day work week, might shift  their  recreat ional use not just  to Saturday and 
Sunday, but also to Fr iday. So,  have you given that some thought? 
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Mr. Rouse answered: We did talk about this  a l itt le bit .  Again as  I  mentioned in my 
presentation,  the PATH Report speci f ica l ly  cal ls  out  Saturday and Sunday usage versus the 
weekdays,  and so I  think if  we wanted to do a true apples to apples comparison I  think we 
would need to work with the folks at  PATH to see if  we could get a  better breakdown of  that 
data from the orig inal  pi lot for that comparison. That to me is  the only barrier that I  see to 
being able to do that.  But I  personally  do not think it  i s  insurmountable,  but we would have 
to talk with the folks  at  PATH just to conf irm if  that is  something that we can do.  

Commissioner Cox continued: Yes.  And again,  this is  just  real ly  questions regarding 
the benchmarks and thresholds that you have selected and inquir ing whether there are 
further data gathering opportunit ies that could be helpful .  

Mr. Rouse stated:  Certainly ,  that is  why we are here.  We are definitely open to 
hearing what you al l  have to say and making adjustments as the case may be and so I  
appreciate the comments.  

Ms. Pan noted:  I  do want to note Francois left  a comment online just  to say data is  
col lected for each weekday separately and then aggregated. So,  I  do not know, Francois,  i f  
you want to explain a l itt le bit ,  add a l itt le bit  more context to that? 

Dr.  Dion commented: Basical ly,  the way that  we have been doing the data is  again,  to 
be as discrete as poss ible.  So,  it  is  col lected for each weekday separately.  And then when 
we do the analysis  then the focus on Saturday/Sunday was s imply because the volumes on 
the Bridge were much higher on those two days than they were on the other days.  But we 
have al l  the data from the day that the Br idge opens. Again,  it  is  col lected for each 
weekday. So,  i f  we wanted to look at Friday we could go back with the data and then see if  
there’s any change there.  

Commissioner Gioia  had questions:  My question real ly  goes to how we are going to 
sort  out the impacts of the forward project,  which is  both removing the tol l  lanes and 
extending the HOV lane. So,  those are going to have, as was presented at our last  meeting,  
benef its.  Those are going to reduce congest ion and move traff ic  across that area quicker.  
So,  in looking at some of this data,  not al l  -  but some of this,  how are we going to 
different iate this new amended project -  improved changes,  f rom changes from that other 
project? And wouldn’t  we have to col lect some baseline data after  the forward project is  
completed to get a basel ine on some of the data? Because otherwise it  i s  sort  of apples and 
oranges comparison.  

So,  this is  real ly  to Caltrans or BCDC staff,  r ight .  Because there were major benefits .  
This is  going to be the f irst  Bridge to remove the tol l  booths and then the extension of the 
HOV lane. So,  those are going to impact some of this data in a  pretty signif icant way.  

Mr. Rouse responded: Thank you for the comment. I  wi l l  just  note that in the Staff  
Report,  I  did not include it  here in the presentation, but in the Staff  Report we do f lag 
several  of these benchmarks as poss ibly needing to be reevaluated, particularly after the 
Open Road Toll ing Project is  implemented,  because of the impacts that they wi l l  have on 
the performance of the corridor as a whole.  So,  we do have those f lagged, and we would 
definitely want to evaluate both before and after those changes just  to see how much of  an 
impact is  real ly  due to the ORT implementation versus the presence of the pathway itse l f .  

Commissioner Gioia  continued: Are we going to have enough t ime to col lect some of 
that benchmark data on this?  
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Mr. Rouse repl ied:  Yes.  I  am being told that we wil l  because of the schedule in terms 
of when the ORT is  going to be implemented. 

Commissioner Gioia  requested information:  Tel l  us  that schedule. As someone who 
l ives in Richmond near that Bridge I  get asked a lot.  What is  the schedule? When that  wil l  
start.  Both the HOV lane extension and the tol l  booth removal.  

Mr. Rouse deferred to  a col league: To answer that quest ion I  am going to turn it  over 
to our Project Manager for the ORT project .  

Mr. Omran responded: Hello.  This is  Muthanna Omran. I  am Regional Project 
Manager;  I  work on the Toll  Bridge Program for Caltrans.  

The answer to that question is ,  it  i s  a very good question. We started the pi lot 
extension last  August and the actual  construction of the ORT project started in November,  i f  
I  remember correctly .  But the removal of the tol l  booths is  not unti l  probably next January,  
i f  I  guess r ight .  We have a project schedule,  but it  is  being looked at,  re- looked at.  That wil l  
nest this ORT construction squarely in  the middle of the three-year period that we have for 
the pi lot extension. That wil l  a l low us to study the before and after the implementation of 
the ORT.  

Commissioner Gioia  asked:  So,  when is  the HOV lane going to happen? It  was not 
clear.  I  thought al l  this  was start ing this summer. That was what we were told before.  

Mr. Omran answered: Summer of 2027. 
Commissioner Gioia  continued: That is  the extension of the HOV lane? 
Mr. Omran stated:  Correct.  
Commissioner Gioia  asked:  Then you are start ing the removal of the tol l  plaza at the 

end of the year?  
Mr. Omran answered: I  think so. There is  a l i tt le recal ibration.  
Commissioner Gioia  added: You are replacing the word delay with “recal ibration”. 

That is  okay. Because it  is  a delay because it  real ly  was going to be this summer, and I  guess 
that is  a nice way to say it ,  that it  is  a recal ibration.  

Commissioner Kishimoto had quest ions:  I  have some questions.  I  do not know if  they 
wil l  be,  it  is  more context for interpret ing the data that we are going to be getting or the 
data i tself .  But,  they have to do with just  going back to the or iginal  Commission polic ies 
about reducing the pressure to f i l l  the Bay with bridges and roadway projects.  And as you 
know the long-term regional goal  of going towards transit-or iented and walk/bike-fr iendly 
transportation versus car-oriented transportation, okay.  

So,  one question is,  general ly  at  the state level  the state has shifted from LOS Level 
of Service and congest ion measures  to more total  miles traveled. And I  do not know how 
you would measure it ,  but is  there any way of doing that? And maybe one data point might 
be how much land use is  changed on both s ides of the Bridge. That would give us some 
context for any traff ic  volume changes we would see as well .  I f  there wil l  be signif icant land 
use on those sides.  

And I  suppose another  related question would be, I  think it  was last  year we talked 
about the bike network,  just  having. Some of it  was just  very recently completed and maybe 
some of it  was about to be completed. But at  least somewhere in the Staff  Report  i f  not as a 
measure is  the status of the build-out  of the cycl ing network on both sides  of the Bridge. 

And I  had the same question about the forward project so that was good.  
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Yes.  Those are my major ones. It  is  real ly  the quest ion of does adding a car lane, is  
that inducing just  more traff ic  and more car-oriented development? That is  k ind of the 
quest ion in the back of my mind.  

Mr. Rouse repl ied:  So,  the Westbound Improvement Project,  which would put that 
third lane on the Br idge, wil l  include a VMT analys is.  That is  part  of our standard analys is  
for those types of projects.  

As far  as the development of the bicycle network,  I  would have to  defer to our 
partners at  MTC and others who are more responsible for developing and identify ing those 
networks.  Caltrans is  the owner-operator of the state highway system. We focus on the bike 
access for the state highway system, and so our focus has been exclus ively on what is  
happening on the 580 corridor with this bike-pedestrian path.  

Commissioner Kishimoto continued: And then about land use changes on both sides?  
Mr. Rouse responded: Same thing again,  I  would have to defer to MTC as the regional 

transportation planning authority for this region, which would help govern some of the land 
use questions and discussions.  

Commissioner Kishimoto had a question for  BCDC staff:  Okay. And can I  ask our BCDC 
staff  whether that would be at least included in the Staff  Report?  

Ms. Pan stated:  I  think if  you would l ike it  to be inc luded in the Staff  Report  we can 
include an analysis  in the Staff  Report of some kind. I  think it  is  the Commission’s 
prerogat ive to request  it .  

Commissioner Zepeda was recognized:  I  want to ask a l it t le bit  of a clar ifying 
quest ion. It  is  an emai l  that I  received from a constituent,  I  am not sure i f  everybody else 
received it .  And I  think you kind of answered it ,  but I  just  want to make sure in case this 
person is  l istening. It  i s  in regards to the metrics for what are we consider ing as for road 
safety.   

It  reads,  are we considering breakdowns, f lat  t ires,  running out of fuel ,  et  cetera,  as 
part  of that? They mentioned the metric  evaluat ion of impact of incidents on travel  t imes 
includes al l  incidents defined as dist inct event affect ing the traveled way such as a crash, 
f ire,  shooting,  hazardous materia l  spi l l ,  d isabled vehic le.  So,  I  think a f lat  t i re or running 
out of fuel  would be considered as a disabled vehic le? 

Mr. Rouse answered: Yes.  
Commissioner Zepeda acknowledged: Yes?  
Mr. Rouse repl ied:  Yes.  
Commissioner Zepeda continued: Perfect .  They just sent that  email ,  so I  needed to 

ask that question, that was a clarify ing question.  
My other quest ion as well ,  just  to kind of back up my col leagues here to try to get 

that data for Thursday and Friday because I  think it  i s  going to be very important .  Those are 
potentia l ly  two commuting days.  When we were having the conversation several  months 
ago, many months ago, we were trying to f igure out how many people are using it .  And 
those would potential ly  al low us to get  a g l impse of commuting versus not and how do we 
have that conversation? 

I  am the counci l  member for that distr ict  where that Bridge sits  in Richmond, so my 
constituents there are  al l  affected by the traff ic ,  and al l  are affected by the pollution 
coming from that  Bridge. So,  it  is  very important that we try to have that conversat ion and 
try to f igure out who are we catering to,  especia l ly  when we talk about environmental  
just ice.  
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As we are col lecting data are we able to a lso col lect benchmarking data on the 
eastbound s ide?  

From what I  understand a long t ime ago there was some consideration about whether 
to put the bike lane above or below and it  was above because it  was easier access.  There’s 
connectivity on both s ides of the Br idge. On the lower lane there is  not connect ivity,  it  wil l  
be a lot more costly to put a bike lane down below.  

But I  do not know i f  there is  any data being gathered down below.  If  there was ever a 
conversation to look at that again to see if  there is  more impact of vehicles on the upper 
level,  the lower level.  Up above, you have more beaut iful  v iews to  look at  so maybe there’s 
more crashes.  You are speeding because it  i s  nicer .  You have the top down. Down below you 
are l ike,  oh, it  is  sad, I  want to go home, nobody is  looking anywhere. Just try ing to f igure 
out,  is  there a better opportunity down below to put a bike lane than up above? 

Mr. Rouse stated:  I  think actually  the permit  that we have is  for the operation of the 
bike path on the upper deck. As I  understand it ,  there was no request as part of the permit 
to evaluate any change in where the bike path is  placed.  

My history with this project is  not quite as extensive as some others,  but my 
understanding is  that the issues in the eastbound direct ion had been mostly related to 
traff ic  congestion and opening up the shoulder down there was the intent to try to improve 
congestion in that direction. So,  we have not been asked to look at that and at this point we 
had no plans to look at that.  

Commissioner Zepeda continued: Thank you.  Again,  the reason being,  i f  we are 
looking to reconsider the bike lanes again,  opening them up ful l  t ime or keeping them 
where they may be. And I  understand. And maybe I  was the only one that asked back then, 
but I  was told that bike lanes down below could not potential ly  f i t  because there was no 
connectivity .  It  would be a lot more expensive to put in  the landing on each side.  

The comment that I  made at the t ime was that when the backing happens on the 
upper level,  it  is  directly impacting residents that l ive r ight next to the Bridge. So,  it  is  
impacting them right at  their  front door.  On the Marin side you have a lot more green space 
before anybody is  more affected by it .  So,  i f  there were to be any more backups due to the 
bike lane, it  is  just  a different conversation on how and who we are impacting if  it  is  on the 
upper level  or on the lower level.  So,  just  a  quest ion. If  we do not have any data down 
below, we are not able to get it ,  then we are not able to .  Just wanted to make sure that we 
ask that .  

And then, do we have any data on crashes? Do we collect any crash data based on 
speed and also based on traff ic? So,  the more traff ic,  the more crashes,  the less traff ic ,  
fewer crashes. Trying to just  f igure out i f  the lanes,  i f  we only have two lanes dur ing the 
weekends and there’s a lot  more traff ic,  are people crashing more because even though 
they are going slower they are not looking at each other,  there’s bumper to bumper 
crashes. I f  they are going faster ,  there’s less  crashes.  I  do not know if  there is  any data on 
that.  

Mr. Rouse explained:  I t  is  a general ly  accepted traff ic  engineering principle that 
when there is  more congest ion there is  more potentia l  for rear end col l is ions,  those types 
of crashes. Our crash rates,  that is  where i t  is  my understanding that several  of the 
Commissioners had dif f iculty trying to understand the mil l ion vehicle miles traveled f igures 
that we were original ly  putting in as part  of the crash rate data that we were looking to use 
as a benchmark. But that,  we use that .  
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I  wil l  just  try to summarize this as easi ly  as I  can and I  may need to rely on Inder 
Preet to add some clarif ication if  there is  any further need for that.  But we try to 
standardize how we analyze crash rates across the ent ire state highway system. Cause real ly  
does not play a factor into that .  We just look at how the roadway is  performing from a 
safety perspect ive compared to other types of s imilar roadways.  We take volumes into 
account by us ing that mil l ion vehicle mi les traveled metric .  Again,  he can probably 
elaborate a l itt le bit  better than I  could. But  we do try to do a standardized approach when 
we look at crash data.  I  do not know if  I  am answering your question, but  if  you need more 
further clari f icat ion we can certainly work through that.  

Mr. Singh spoke:  Again,  Inder Preet Singh, Deputy Division Chief in Caltrans Traff ic  
Operations. So,  essent ial ly,  I  guess,  the response to your question is,  we do normalize.  So,  
when you said,  l ike,  hey,  higher traff ic  do we notice higher crashes,  lower traff ic  lower 
amount of crashes. It  depends how you define high and low, r ight .  

Of course,  during COVID period when traff ic  dropped, the volumes dropped, then 
there was drop in the number of crashes. But if  you take that period out,  as was noted in 
the previous evaluation report as well ,  there was no stat ist ica l  d ifference between pre-pi lot 
and post-pi lot or dur ing original  pi lot in terms of the col l is ion rates.  There was a dif ference, 
maybe some, but it  was not stat ist ical ly  s ignif icant ,  so we did not  real ly  observe anything to 
that effect.  

Now having said that,  dur ing the peak hours we did observe that  potential ly  having 
the path there may, when the path was in place,  potent ial ly  we were having more crashes.  
But again,  even at that t ime, it  was not considered stat ist ica l ly  s ignif icant to say presence 
of the path is  causing more col l is ions.  It  was not concluded even back then.  

Now what we want to study is  to see and aff irmatively al ign one way or the other 
what is  happening out  there. Do we see an increase, a stat ist ical ly  s ignif icant increase? And 
if  we do, then we go dive into what you said.  What are some of the causes of these crashes? 
Are we notic ing more rear end, s ide swipes,  hitt ing the objects,  which is  the vast majority 
of these crashes that were happening on the Bridge. So,  we start  delving into that  once we 
notice,  l ike you go start  here and you start  digging deeper if  you see a pattern.  But if  you 
do not see a pattern then we are not going to rule that the path is  leading to one way or the 
other,  so to speak.  

Vice Chair  Eisen chimed in:  Something you just said plays into the quest ion that I  
had,  which I  think is  basical ly  a quest ion about correlat ion versus  causat ion.  And what we 
are trying to f igure out is,  does the presence of the path cause s lower traff ic,  s lower 
volumes, more crashes,  et  cetera. But it  is  not real ly  clear to me. For example,  you are now 
going to be measuring the t ime it  takes  to approach the Bridge versus what it  took to 
approach the Br idge back when the path was there.  But how do we know, once you know 
those numbers,  that the presence of the path is  what is  causing whatever change you see? 
That is  the piece. I  can see that there might  be a corre lation, but I  am not real ly  sure where 
you get from that to causat ion.  

Mr. Rouse deferred to  Mr. Dion:  The suggest ion was we defer to Francois .  I  think that 
is  an excel lent question. I  do understand what you are a iming for.  Francois,  I  do not know if  
you want to elaborate on any of this,  i f  you have an answer here on this.  

Dr.  Dion explained:  Yes,  I  can. Causation is  sometimes a l itt le bit  diff icult  to 
establ ish,  but we try to do the best we can with the data we have. We do know from the 
work that has been conducted so far,  for  instance, that with the path present,  for instance, 
traff ic  moves a l itt le bit  more to the left  lane on the Br idge, and we know that there is  no 
real ly  impact on speed.  
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And so,  the main idea with respect to traff ic  f irst  is  to measure whether the path 
dur ing peak hour constrained traff ic.  And we suspect  it  might to some level  and that is  what 
we want to test with moving the barr ier during the week.  

But as for the inc idents,  this is  a  l itt le bit  more chal lenging because, again,  is  what 
exactly caused an incidence and there could be mult iple factors .  Speeding could be an 
effect,  but then i f  speeding is  there it  may not be related to the path itse lf ,  it  might just  be 
the dr iver.  Side swipe we can think,  okay,  maybe because of the path and people changing 
more lanes because they want to get away from the wall ,  then there might be.  So,  these 
elements are real ly  dif f icult  to establish,  but  we try to do the best we can with the data we 
have and see i f  we can f ind a pattern.  Obviously,  a lot  of it  depends a lso on the detai ls  of 
the crash reports that  we get.  

Mr. Rouse added: Yes,  that is  what I  was going to note,  is  that a lot  of that 
information you would have to delve into the crash reports themselves.  

Vice Chair  Eisen continued: Well ,  that is  my concern because when we talked about 
this way back when there were di fferences,  but i t  was hard to real ly  know whether  that was 
attributable to the bike path. I  can see that you would have to develop a theory. Well ,  i f  
there is  a bike path and people are moving over,  and therefore if  they are moving over,  they 
are more l ikely to bump into somebody, et  cetera. But what is  the theory as to why the 
approach to the Bridge could be affected by  the bike path?  

Dr.  Dion answered: The theory there is,  again,  i f  the bike path reduced the capacity 
of the Bridge, it  means you have fewer cars being able to pass.  And I  think we did estimate 
that in the ful l-t ime configurat ions you could lose maybe 600 to 700 vehicles not able to get 
on the Br idge during the t ime per iods.  And these essent ial ly  would translate into longer 
queues. You have longer queue and you tend also to have incidents  in the queue. Usually  
rear end. People do not pay attent ion and then they rear end someone. Or they change 
lanes more often because they see a  queue and they are trying to stay in the lane that they 
think wil l  get them to the Bridge the fastest.  So,  they are k ind of related. So,  that is  why 
when we look at the statist ics,  we look at the approach and the Br idge separately  and try to 
see if  a change on the Bridge is  affect ing a change on the approach.  

Vice Chair  Eisen asked: So,  does that mean that when we are looking at the number 
of incidents and the number of crashes we are looking at incidents  and crashes in the 
approach to the Bridge as well  as on the Bridge?  

Mr. Rouse repl ied:  No,  our plan is  to just  look at the crash data on the Bridge itsel f .  
Dr.  Dion added: Yes,  in detai ls .  That is  what  we are planning on doing.  
Vice Chair  Eisen acknowledged: Okay. Wel l ,  I  am just hoping a l l  of  this data col lection 

wil l  actually  lead us to answers that we can understand. But  thank you for that answer.  
Chair Wasserman commented: I  do not see any other hands. I  want  to go back to this 

issue that Cesar raised in particular ,  and it  has come up a couple of t imes. Where in your 
categories of impacts specif ica l ly  do what I  would cal l  non-crash stops,  so it  i s  running out 
of gas,  engine fai lure,  f lats,  where there may be no Caltrans or CHP interact ion, i t  may just 
be the tow truck coming in and f ix ing it .  Where do those get reflected in the benchmarks? 

Mr. Rouse stated:  It  would be as part of that  incident data that we are col lect ing. The 
incident c learance t ime. 

Chair Wasserman acknowledged: Okay. Then I  am going to go back to Commissioner 
Cox’s question. Assume for a moment,  run out of gas.  Gets  taken care of relat ively quick ly.  
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You simply have got to get the tow truck there,  put  the gas in,  car goes. I  do not know how 
long that takes.  It  obviously depends on how long to contact  the tow truck and so forth. But 
a reasonable guess is  30 minutes.  That counts as an incident,  yes?  

Mr. Rouse agreed: Yes.  
Chair Wasserman asked: Okay. But it  does not count in going over  the 90-minute 

clearance.  
Mr. Rouse stated:  It  wil l  be cleared sooner than 90 minutes.  
Chair Wasserman cont inued: Right .  So,  am I  r ight that those are sort  of two dif ferent 

benchmarks.  One is  number of incidents ,  the other is  more than 90 minutes where there is  a 
more serious problem. And if  not,  what is  the relevance of the 90 minutes?  

Mr. Rouse repl ied:  No,  I  understand your question. Our focus is  real ly  on how long it  
takes to clear the incidents .  

Chair Wasserman added: Regardless of how long it  takes.  
Mr. Rouse answered: Not necessari ly  the number of inc idents.  
Chair Wasserman cont inued: I  do not understand how you can dist inguish those two. 

I  mean, I  obviously know how you dist inguish,  one is  length of  t ime, the number is  
incidents.  

Mr. Rouse pursued clarif ication:  I  just  want to make sure that I  am understanding. It  
sounds to me l ike several  of you are interested in knowing about the number of incidents 
that are occurr ing on the Bridge.  

Chair Wasserman answered: Yes.  
Mr. Rouse noted:  Okay, I  am seeing heads nod, okay.  
Chair Wasserman stated:  I  think that is  a fair  take.  
Mr. Singh spoke:  So,  Chair Wasserman, we are going to col lect that data as well .  As a 

matter of fact,  we are already col lect ing it .  Looking at what incidents are happening today 
through our TMC. There is  addit ional data that we are col lecting. And how many minutes is  
it  taking for  us to c lear it  out? So, both of them would talk to each other.  I t  wil l  not be just 
90 minutes and we are done.  

Chair Wasserman verif ied:  So,  you are col lecting the data.  
Mr. Singh responded: Yes,  we are.  
Chair Wasserman asked: Now, in terms of the benchmarks,  are you considering that 

issue? 
Mr. Singh replied:  It  would be. That is  why you do not have thresholds yet.  This is  a 

prel iminary benchmark,  r ight? Ninety minutes is  the standard. When we do the thresholds 
up or down, that is  when that information would play in.  And not only that,  it  wi l l  play on 
how when we have the shoulder,  the emergency lane or the c learance lane, are we seeing 
much lower t imes then, as against when we have a bike path? So, al l  of  i t  wil l  play in  
together.  But that is  the information we do not have today. But that wil l  def inite ly come in.  

Chair Wasserman acknowledged: That wi l l  get f igured in.  
Mr. Singh re iterated:  Yes.  
Chair Wasserman asked: Thank you.  
Do we have public comment? 
Warren Wel ls  gave public comment:  Hi,  Chair Wasserman, Members of Commission. 

This is  Warren Wel ls  with the Marin County  Bicycle Coalit ion. Just  a few comments and 
quest ions.  
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Commissioner Gioia  brought up a question that I  also have. Namely,  how wil l  the 
benef its be disaggregated between the original  pi lot,  which concluded in October ’25,  and 
between there and the tol l  plaza removal,  and then from post-removal to the end of the 
updated pi lot.  This is  something I  brought up mult iple t imes during earl ier discussions of 
this effort,  where I  fear that benefits of the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Forward Project 
may be attributed to the removal of pathway, both by this Commission and the general  
public .  And so,  it  is  my understanding that the only data that would be useful  for evaluation 
of the orig inal,  updated pi lot would be that col lected between October ‘25 and January ’27. 

On coll is ions,  an area where I  see a  shortcoming is  the Staff  Report cites that it  wil l  
evaluate the number and frequency of col l is ions but  omits severity .  If  removal of the 
pathway reduces the frequency of col l is ions but increases their severity,  potent ial ly  due to 
higher off -peak speeds,  that should not be v iewed as a success.  Severity needs to be 
evaluated. It  was looked at in the past study. It  should be looked at in this study as well .  

On travel  t ime I  recommend basing the travel  t ime benchmark on posted rather than 
observed speeds. Speed is  not an unalloyed good. I f  removal of the pathway led to everyone 
driving 120 miles per hour you would see people crossing the Br idge in two minutes,  but 
that would be bad.  

The proposed off -peak threshold is  4 minutes,  implying an average speed of 63 miles 
per hour,  or 8 miles per hour over the posted speed l imit .  I  recommend 4.3 minutes,  which 
would be a driver traveling the posted speed l imit  of 55 miles  per  hour between the to l l  
plaza and the touchdown in Marin.  

On incident clearance.  I  was told by one of the consultants who worked in the 
original  mult ipath study that a recommendation was given to CHP, regrettably never 
adopted, that off icers could respond to incidents us ing the mult iuse path via smal ler 
vehicles that were in fact purchased for this goal.  This would have al lowed gas and repair 
equipment to be brought to a stranded motorist.  Had this  been done it  is  l ikely that many 
hours of commuter t ime would have been saved and the benchmark for this threshold would 
have been di fferent,  but alas.  

A couple of quick other things.  To address Commissioner Eklund’s concerns,  the 
shutt le capacity is  adequate for the number of people who use, who the shuttle works for.  
However,  the lack  of f ixed schedule means that users,  of which I  am one, need to add a 25-
minute buffer to any tr ip s ince you do not know whether a shuttle  wil l  be wait ing for you or 
one wil l  have just left .  There is  a real  t ime tracker but unfortunately it  has been down al l  
day today, which I  heard from one of our  members who was wait ing there because 
apparent ly there was also a problem with the trai ler.  

Just one other note,  this was k ind of brought up earl ier.  The benchmark looks at the 
number of users,  but does not evaluate the pathway users ,  cycl ists,  but  does not evaluate 
types of users,  namely people with recumbents or tra i lers who may not be accommodated 
by the exist ing shutt le  configuration. Thank you so much and real ly  appreciate your t ime. 

Bruce Beyaert gave public comment:  Hel lo.  My name is  Bruce Beyaert.  I  am the chair  
of TRAC, the Trai ls  for  Richmond Action Committee. This discussion today has been real ly  
helpful  to me. Coming into the meeting I  was puzzl ing why the Caltrans proposal  measures 
the clearance t ime, the 90 minutes discussed, for a l l  incidents,  crashes,  disabled vehicles,  
et  cetera. But as far as the number of inc idents on the Bridge is  looking only at  crashes.  
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And the discussion of causat ion versus corre lation real ly  c lar if ied that for me. The 
only plausible ,  conceivable effect of the tra i l  versus shoulder on incidents is  for crashes,  
whether it  is  a  tra i l-shoulder or a tra i l  does not affect the number of people running out  of 
gas or f lat  t i res or any of those things.  So,  it  makes a lot of sense to me. I  understand now 
why Caltrans is  only looking at the number of crashes,  not the number of incidents .  That 
makes a great deal  of sense.  

On the other hand, they are looking at clearance t ime for a l l  inc idents,  including 
crashes and disabled vehicles ,  because potentia l ly  the presence or absence of a shoulder 
could affect c learance t ime. So,  I  wanted to thank Caltrans and the Commission for this 
discussion that  real ly  clari f ied that in my mind, thank you.  

Chair Wasserman asked: Comments by Commissioners?  
So, I  wi l l  jump into the breach. I  would ask you to be very thoughtful  and careful .  I  

am not implying that you are not,  but when you come back to us about this difference 
between causation and correlation.  

We heard both in writ ing and in oral  testimony a great deal about  people concerned 
about congestion on the Bridge. Absolutely a very serious concern, not only for those 
people but for Cesar’s  constituents as well .  

There is  the natural  tendency as you are dr iv ing in that congested traff ic  and you see 
this pathway that could be a lane, whether for traff ic  or for emergency services,  that does 
not appear to be heavily  used, to attr ibute that as the cause. That  does not make it  so.  

I  appreciate,  I  real ly  do appreciate that some of this data is  diff icult  not only to 
gather but also to interpret .  But as you are doing that please continually  step back and say,  
where does it  stand between this causation and correlat ion. So that when we are at the end 
of this next pi lot study we real ly  can very sol idly say,  as sol idly as possible,  science is  not 
perfect,  I  recognize that.  That yes,  there is  not only correlat ion but sol id scient if ic  basis for 
the bel ief  in causat ion. Obviously,  i f  there is  no dif ference in congestion well  then it  is  
pretty easy to say no, the pi lot Pi late did not work,  let’s  go back. I  just  ask you to keep 
doing that and not to get lost  in the weeds of the data.  

Commissioner Gioia  was recognized:  I  just  want to make sure,  and I  raised i t  in my 
quest ion, that Caltrans,  whenever they implement their recal ibrated date for their  tol l  p laza 
HOV Project,  that we are able to get good baseline data and real ly  understand and sort  out 
the impacts of different projects on these results .  So,  I  just  want to make sure there.  

Commissioner Hacker commented: I  bel ieve Commissioner Gunther,  who could not be 
here today, shares the comments that Commissioner Gioia had art iculated about how might 
we as the other projects with regard to the HOV lane and the tol l  plaza get  underway. How 
might a year thereafter or sometime yet further thereafter ,  how might you be able to 
rel iably look at the data and be able to dif ferentiate . I  just  wanted to say that in the t ime 
that he and I  spent preparing for this,  that was one of his concerns.  

And it  seems that one could take a snapshot before the removal of the tol l  plaza at 
the end of this calendar year and say,  what  has the data shown us  for 2026 before we 
launch into 2027. Without any momentous conclus ions one could draw boundaries around 
the 2026 data. Thank you. 

Commissioner Cox spoke:  In l istening to the remainder of the questions and some of 
the comments another  possible metric occurred to me which is  use,  just  overal l  usage. 
Because fo lks who commute or who use the Richmond Bridge and are aware of the 
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chal lenges in commute t imes due to absence of the third lane in event of breakdowns were 
disincentivized, perhaps,  to use the Richmond Bridge. And so,  I  am wondering i f  s imply 
measuring overal l  r idership,  overal l  drivership i f  you wil l  during the period of the pi lot 
might be a useful  metric.  Just to see if  there has been any increase in those us ing,  those 
driving over the Bridge now that Monday through Thursday this third lane is  now available 
to handle any breakdowns, et  cetera. Again,  thank you for al l  of  the effort  put into 
establ ishing these metrics.  

Chair Wasserman cal led for the Staff  Recommendation:  Katharine,  Staff  
Recommendation, please.  

Ms. Pan read the fol lowing into the record:  Staff  recommends the fol lowing draft  
resolution:  For purposes of satis fying the requirements within Special  Condit ion I I .D.5.d(1) 
of BCDC Permit No. 1997.001.06, the Commission approves the proposed prel iminary 
benchmarks for the Performance Thresholds and Alternatives Analysis.  

Commissioner Cox asked: May I  amend that motion to say,  with the proviso that the 
comments provided today are factored into account as f inal  benchmarks are establ ished.  

Chair Wasserman acknowledged: That is  the motion, Commissioner  Cox has made it .  
It  is  not an amendment,  that is  the motion.  

MOTION: Commissioner Cox moved to adopt the Staff  Recommendation, with the 
proviso that the comments provided today are factored into account as f inal  benchmarks 
are established, seconded by Commissioner Showalter .  

VOTE:  The motion carried with a vote of 16-0-2 with Commissioners Addiego, Ahn, 
Cox,  Dorsey,  Eklund, Gioia,  Gi lmore, Hacker,  Kimball ,  Kishimoto, Nelson, Randolph, 
Showalter ,  Taylor,  Vice Chair Eisen and Chair Wasserman voting,  “YES”,  no “NO” votes,  and 
Commissioners Ambuehl and Ramos voting,  “ABSTAIN”.  

Chair Wasserman: Thank you for a l l  of  your work.  
11. Briefing on Bay Sand Mining,  Overview of Commission Process,  and Studies.  Chair 
Wasserman stated:  That br ings us to Item 11, which is  a br iefing on sand mining and an 
overview of our Commission process and studies regarding sand mining activ it ies in San 
Francisco Bay,  including what has been learned and what is  st i l l  unknown.  

The staff  br iefing wil l  be fol lowed by short presentat ions from the representatives of 
Martin Marietta and L ind Marine to provide the Commission with their perspective on the 
sand mining that they have been doing and propose to do, and a second short br iefing by  
San Francisco Baykeeper.  

This is  a brief ing on a pre-application process where we envis ion a  ful l  permit 
applicat ion in spring or summer of this year.  

Baykeeper asked to be included for a  presentation when the agenda was f i rst  
published and staff  agreed, consistent with the way they have done in other circumstances 
of s ignif icant potent ia l  controversy.  

And again,  we are not making a  decision today. This is  not a public  hearing.  It  is  a 
brief ing to hear information. And we have done simi lar things for Highway 37, Howard 
Terminal and others .  We ask Commissioners today to be careful  not to make statements 
about their decis ion because we are not making a decision today. Obviously,  you may ask 
quest ions when we get to that point of v iew. 

Before we begin the staff  presentation, I  am going to recognize Commissioner 
Showalter who chairs the Committee Working Group which has been studying this for some 
t ime. 
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Commissioner Showalter reported the fol lowing:  Yes,  hi  everybody. I  wanted to bring 
up a couple of things to make sure that we were al l  aware of them and I  appreciate what 
Chair Wasserman said about this being a br iefing.  

Our Working Group got started in July of 2024, we had three meetings in  succession 
in about two months,  and then we had three more meetings and there was about s ix  months 
between each of those meetings.  This was not l ike the Benefic ial  Reuse Group. It  was a 
much smaller group but thank you to everybody who took part .  I  think it  was more l ike 10 
to 20 people taking part in the meetings.  

 But anyway, I  wanted to share that at  the subgroup meetings we had presentations 
about the science. It  was our understanding that our task  was to real ly  get conversant with 
the science and the state of it  in this subject,  which is  actually  pretty complicated, so that 
we could help with the communication of that to the rest of the Commission.  

Most of the presentations were by our own Brenda Goeden. She did a very good job 
of bringing a tremendous amount of information together.  We also had a presentation by a 
scient ist  from SFEI .  In most of these meetings the miners provided public comment. They 
were al lowed to give a  presentation in two of the six  meetings.  

We did not ever have a presentation by Baykeeper,  so I  was a l itt le surprised when I  
saw this  today because I  thought this was a brief ing on what had just been before the Sand 
Mining Working Group and it  is  a l itt le more than that .  So,  we are having this presentation 
from the Baykeeper as  well  and I  just  wanted to share with you that this  is  new to the Sand 
Mining Working Group as well  as al l  the Commissioners.  I  think as has been mentioned, i t  is  
a example of BCDC real ly  bending over backwards to be transparent and welcoming to 
interested stakeholders.  

I  would also just  l ike to share that this is  complicated and you may want to go, and 
then again,  you may never want to hear  about it  again,  I  don’t  know. But you may very well  
want to go and look at  some of these presentations.  And i f  you go on the website under 
Commission, under Advisory Boards you wil l  f ind that they are al l  l isted with the agenda 
and you can watch, you can go through and l isten, or you can just look at the presentations.  
And I  wanted to share that that information is  avai lable.  And with that.  

Executive Director Goldzband chimed in:  Thank you, Commissioner Showalter ,  that  
was real ly  lovely and we appreciate that as  staff  about what you said about the Working 
Group. And we appreciate the fact that you and Commissioner Nelson and Commissioner  
Gunther were steadfast in how you dealt  with it .  

We wil l  make sure and I  am going to ask Sierra who is  there,  to make sure that as 
part of the agenda or wherever we can do, we highlight  where those materials  are on the 
website itself .  So,  we wil l  do that in some way, shape or form as a  result  of  this discussion. 
And so,  I  just  want to make sure you know that we wil l  do that.  

Chair Wasserman announced: Brenda Goeden of our staff  who manages our Sediment 
Program wil l  start  off.  

Sediment Program Manager Goeden presented the fol lowing:  Thank you, Chair 
Wasserman and Commissioners.  I  am pleased to present today a briefing on the sand mining 
activ it ies ,  the recent studies that were completed, the process that brought us to this 
point,  and f inal ly  where we are today.  It  i s  important to note,  as has been said,  that this is  
only a brief ing. There is  nothing to vote on, no decis ion to be made. 
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After my presentat ion, Erika Guerra from Martin Marietta and Bi l l  Butler from Lind 
Marine wi l l  give a brief presentation on their perspectives,  fol lowed by Ben Eichenberg 
from Baykeeper.  Once the presentat ions are  concluded,  publ ic comments are made, we wil l  
have t ime for a discussion.  

As you are aware, mining in San Francisco Bay takes place in two general  areas,  the 
Central  Bay and Suisun Bay.  

Mining in Central  Bay is  authorized on four State Lands leases,  in nine parcels,  over 
2,601 acres shown on the right,  and includes mining of coarse-grained sand for concrete,  
and f iner grained sand for f i l l  purposes in construction. It  is  important to note that mining 
does not occur in the parcel  in Raccoon Strait ,  northwest of Angel Is land.  

In Suisun there is  one State Lands lease with two parcels and one private lease with 
mining authorized, over 1,363 acres,  including mining of f ine grain sand for f i l l  purpose.  It  
is  important to note that mining on Middle Ground Shoal on the left  in the map is  l imited to 
areas deep enough to mine. L ind Marine mines exclus ively on Middle Ground Shoal;  and 
Suisun Associates,  a joint venture between Martin Marietta and L ind Marine, mine on 
Suisun Channel.  

The mining equipment  used by Martin Marietta in Central  Bay consists of a barge, a 
drag head, a suct ion pump with f ish screens instal led on the water  intake pipes,  but not on 
the drag head itsel f .  The drag head screen prevents rocks and debris f rom entering the 
head.  

L ind Marine’s equipment,  which is  s imi lar to Martin Marietta’s equipment,  only 
operates in Suisun. Rather than using a drag head to suction sand into the barge they use a 
pipe dredge head. It  is  inserted into the sand, water jet  s lurr ies the sand and the sand is  
removed via the pipe.  It  has  a f ish screen mounted on the water intake pipe to prevent 
entrainment.  

Now we wil l  give a brief mining history .  Sand mining in San Francisco Bay has 
occurred for almost a century via several  small  mining companies that began as far back as 
the 1930s. 

Prior to 2012 the State Lands Commission staff  issued Negative Declarat ions and 
Mitigated Negative Declarat ions under CEQA for individual 10-year  leases.  

Once leases were approved, the regulatory agencies issued permits for the leases.  
BCDC pr imari ly  issued administrat ive permits with fair ly  modest amounts of sand for 

mining.  
In the mid to late 1990s Hanson Aggregates,  now Martin Marietta,  acquired several  

lease areas,  consol idating the mining act iv it ies in Central  Bay. Mining continued under 
these consol idated leases for several  years .  

In 2004 the United States Geological  Survey issued a report Shift ing Shoals and 
Shattered Rocks ,  which for the f irst  t ime described and showed the effects of human 
activ it ies on subtidal  habitats in the Central  Bay,  including mining activ it ies .  This report  
included images of areas where cont inued mining had removed sand bedforms that had 
never been seen before. 

In the same t ime frame the State Lands Commission and BCDC investigated reports 
that mining was occurring off  the lease areas and other issues.  This resulted in an 
enforcement case with signi f icant f ines,  as well  as a requirement to track when mining was 
occurring and where i t  was occurr ing and reporting it  to the Commission. This  is  the f i rst  
t ime that surveys were able to be shown where mining was actually  happening.  This is  an 
important step in understanding how staff  was beginning to see the di fferences in mining 
activ it ies and their potentia l  effects on the Bay bottom. 
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So,  between 2010 and 2012 the State Lands leases had expired and new leases were 
requested.  

For the f irst  t ime State Lands Commission staff  completed an Environmental  Impact 
Report for sand mining activ it ies.  They examined the potent ial  impacts of mining 2.2 mil l ion 
cubic yards of sand from the Bay.  

They incorporated mit igat ion and minimization measures and found signif icant 
impacts to l isted smelt,  air  quality,  and cl imate change issues.  

But authorized mining under a Statement of Overriding Considerations.  
Baykeeper chal lenged them in court for the issues associated with public t rust  and 

impacts to l isted species,  but the State Lands Commission prevailed.  
The graph here shows the mining from the 1970s through 2014 as reported by the 

mining companies to BCDC. The Red Box captures  the basel ine that State Lands Commission 
used in evaluat ing CEQA the f ive years preceding the Notice of Preparat ion. The red dotted 
l ine shows the level  of  mining that State Lands authorized in 2012.  

Once the Commission staff  received applicat ions,  it  reviewed the CEQA findings but 
did addit ional analysis .  Staff  used the volume mined over the last  10 years,  shown in the 
yel low box. Working with the miners ,  they agreed to recommend to the Commission 1.426 
mil l ion cubic yards of mining annual ly ,  with the f lex ibi l ity  of a peak year mining when the 
market demanded more sand. This peak year  mining was al lowed so long as the sand that 
could have prev iously been mined in years prior had not been mined, thus creating a 
permitted surplus of avai lable sand.  

It  is  important to note that beginning in 2008 there was an economic recession that 
may have affected the construct ion industry .  

It  is  a lso important to note that this graph does not capture sand imported from 
areas outs ide of the Bay including quarries and that imported from Brit ish Columbia.  Staff  
took this addit ional  information into consideration.  

In 2015 staff  provided the Commission with a recommendation that reduced the 
amount of mining authorized by the State Lands for a total  of 22 mil l ion cubic yards to 14 
mil l ion cubic yards over 10 years.  In that recommendation staff  included requirements to 
study water qual ity along with the Water Board, impacts to the benthic community along 
with NOAA Fisheries ,  and the sand transport system and budget to help us better 
understand the sand system.  

Staff  also recommended f ish screens to reduce entrainment of f ish and the removal 
of Bay f i l l  as mit igat ion for loss of benthic habitat .  

During the publ ic hear ing and discussion, the Commission raised many issues and 
quest ions about the sand system. The Commission’s quest ions are l isted here. I  am not 
going to read them to you now because we are going to run through each one and what we 
found out in just  a bit .  

Because information about the sand system and the potentia l  impacts of mining was 
lacking the Commission required the mining companies to provide $1.2 mil l ion in funds for 
studies to help address these questions. The Commission then issued permits with the 
understanding that  next t ime the mining applications came before the Commission, staff  
and the industry would have better information and some of these quest ions would be 
answered.  
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Fast forward a  few years.  Once suff ic ient funding was provided, staff  and the 
Conservancy assembled a Sand Technical  Advisory Committee made up of agencies and 
interested parties inc luding the Coastal  Commission and Baykeeper,  who ref ined the 
management quest ions.  

Staff  also brought together f ive scient ists with expertise in sediment transport ,  
oceanography, hydrology,  engineering and modeling.  This Independent  Science Panel 
assisted staff  in the draft ing of requests for studies and selecting the researchers.  

Once the researchers were chosen, they spent the next two-plus years studying the 
issues and completed a l iterature review, a sediment and sand budget,  sources of sand and 
its  age, modeled the sand transport in the system, and considered how mining was changing 
the system. 

Fast forward another  couple of years.  The studies were f inished and reviewed by the 
Independent Science Panel.  Each research team drafted a f inal  study report and key f indings 
of their  research. The Independent Science Panel drafted a f indings report .  This report 
synthesized the research papers and provided f indings at a regional scale and a local  scale,  
as well  as made recommendations for future considerations.  

With this report in hand and the studies to back up the information, staff  then 
worked with a dedicated group of Commissioners in the Sand Studies Commissioners 
Working Group.  

This Working Group had seven public meetings with Independent Science Panel 
members and the researchers who presented their f indings to the group. At  these meetings 
the miners were afforded the opportunity to share their perspect ive on each of the 
presentations and the research.  

With the history and the process behind us,  I  wil l  now turn to the Commissioner’s 
quest ions with what  we have learned.  

The f irst  question the Commission asked is  how much sand is  in the Bay and where is  
it?  

While we were not able to study this quest ion because it  required deep-water 
sediment cores that were just far too expensive to undertake, we did learn through a sand 
budget analys is,  modeling,  and provenance studies,  that only a small  amount of sand is  
entering the Bay from the Delta and the local  tr ibutaries .  We also learned that more sand is  
being mined than is  entering the Bay.  

The next quest ion the Commission asked is  where is  sand located in the Bay? 
It  is  found in the deeper parts of the Bay,  in areas of t idal  exchange, strong currents 

and water f low with enough energy to move sand in bedforms. From the most recent 
analys is  of the Bay bottom, less than 20% of the Bay bottom is composed of sand. The 
remaining part of  the Bay,  over 80%, is  mud and c lay.  

From the map you see sand in Suisun is  shown in pink. The Central  Bay sands are 
shown in blue. The study made an even more important f inding,  which is  that  sand in Suisun 
Bay is  disconnected and separate from the sand that is  in Central  Bay.  

The Commission asked if  sand is  re l ic? Meaning, is  it  old.  Or is  sand in transport?  
After extensive analys is  and dating of sand grains,  the researchers from the 

Univers ity of Texas at Austin determined that the Bay sand is  re l ic .  There is  no new sand 
entering the Bay. The sand in the Bay and outer coast was la id down long before the end of 
the last  Ice Age when the Bay was only a r iver.  The Bay sand is  from the Jurass ic and 
Cretaceous period between 145 and 199 mil l ion years ago. The red arrows on the right of 
the diagram depict  the t ime of sand deposit ion in the earth’s history.  The yel low arrow on 
the left  shows the approximate t iming of the end of the last  Ice Age when the river became 
the Bay.  
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Then, what is  the impact of mining rel ic  sand? And the related question of,  i f  you are 
digging a big hole wil l  the sand be refi l led if  the system floods? This quest ion is  a bit  more 
complicated to answer and I  wi l l  do so to the best of my abi l ity  in a few sl ides.  

The pr imary answer is  that when mining rel ic  sand in most places ,  a hole develops as 
mining cont inues. The Bay general ly  does not f i l l  these holes back in.  An example of this is  
shown in the red mined areas  in the Suisun lease area shown on the sl ide.  

We analyzed the changes in the Central  Bay bottom result ing from mining every f ive 
years beginning in 2004, and the mined areas are primari ly  gett ing deeper.  

I  Suisun we started this analysis  later,  but  the results have shown basical ly  the same 
thing. Mined areas  are gett ing deeper.  

The next part  of the question has to do with the second part of the quest ion, what is  
the impact of mining sand in transport? I  wil l  provide two examples.  

The researchers  examined s ix areas that  were regular ly mined in Central  Bay and two 
areas mined in Suisun Bay. The f irst  example at Point Knox Shoal off  of Angel Is land shows 
active mining between 2008 and 2019. As you can see by the black  l ines,  mining occurs 
repeatedly in this area. The researchers found that after 2014 with the rate of mining that 
was occurr ing the area continued to deepen with l itt le sand f i l l ing in the mined areas.  This 
trend continues in the 2023 bathymetric survey. This t rend was consistent across most of 
the mined areas.  

Another example is  an area adjacent to the Presidio where there is  s ignif icant sand 
transport along the shorel ine. In this case we are looking at the small  c irc le in the lower 
part of the analysis.  The mined areas are a lso shown in black. In Area 6 the rate of mining 
occurring there was lower in the same t imeframe, and the sand was replenishing at a 
greater extent.  You can also see that the mining did not occur in 2019 and sand waves were 
re-formed.  

So,  the answer here is  -  it  depends. Things to consider are the location, the amount 
of mining,  the rate of mining,  a long with the sand transport rate and pathway.  

Fol lowing this l ine of thinking,  the Commission asked if  mined sand, sand in 
transport,  was affect ing beaches and t ides?  

Unfortunately,  we did not have the resources to answer this quest ion, either in the 
basic science or funding to do so,  and whether or not mining is  actual ly  having effects on 
beaches.  

What we were able to do is  conf irm sand transport pathways and they were further 
refined from earl ier studies in 2013. This map shows the current understanding of sand 
transport pathways.  

The provenance work or f ingerprinting of sand sources found addit ional s ignif icant 
information. The sand in Suisun is  dif ferent from sand in other areas.  It  comes from the 
Central  Coast Range.  

Ocean beach sand, North and South Central  Bay sand are the same source. And the 
South Ocean Beach sand and North Central  Beach sand are dist inctly dif ferently sourced. So,  
we can think about these areas and their connections more specif ical ly  as we analyze sand 
mining and their impacts.  

So,  then we get to the bigger quest ion that you al l  asked, which science can point to,  
but i t  is  inf luenced by societal  considerations.  What is  sustainable volume of mining? What 
is  substantia l  deplet ion? 
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We know that there are basical ly  two layers of sand. An act ive layer of sand that is  
on top and in motion. The amount of active sand is  not the same in al l  locations.  

Underneath the active  layer is  sand in storage. It  forms the base of the Bay bottom. 
The majority of the sand that is  being mined is  sand in storage because these areas 

are not being replenished or only being part ial ly  replenished. They continue to deepen over 
t ime and in some areas these holes are start ing to widen.  

When mining is  occurr ing in areas of active transport,  we do not know where it  was 
going or what the effects of taking it  out of transport are .  

In both situat ions,  the mining causes a loss of bedform, sand wave shoals and ripples,  
and this has effects on habitat structure in these areas.  

There are a few more studies that were completed but separately from the physical  
process studies.  Water quality impacts of the Bay were evaluated.  

The wastewater from the mining barges did not contain contaminants as expected, as 
sand general ly  does not attract nor retain contaminants.  

The sediment plume was also examined for turbidity and suspended sediment.  This 
part  of the study found that the mining discharge water increases turbidity and suspended 
sediment. But this  effect continues only dur ing the mining event and once it  is  complete the 
turbidity dissipates.  The size,  concentrat ion and extent of the plume is  dif ferent in each 
event due to the dynamic nature of the Bay.  Increased turbidity can affect f ish and wildl i fe 
through changes in vis ibi l ity,  respiration and predation.  

Another study examined the quest ion of,  what are the impacts  to benthic l i fe?  
In this case two studies were completed.  One is  part  of the CEQA document in 2019 

and one in 2015 that  was completed in 2018. 
The most recent study compared an area before and after a s ingle mining event at 

the one-year mark. The study was designed to determine i f  the mining area recovered after 
mining. It  found that within one year the benthic  community did recover but it  was 
somewhat dif ferent in  composit ion.  

The f igure on the left  shows the 2015 study designed in mined areas or treatment.  
While we assume repeated mining in the same area continually  removes the benthic 
community,  we do not  know whether any recovery recurs when mining cont inues 
continuously .  

The f igure on the right shows the mined areas for one year of mining.  The gray l ines 
are individual mining events,  and you can see those in each of the ringed areas.  

What has not been studied is  the effect of repeated mining events  in the same 
location and its  effect  of this regular sand removal on the bottom-dwell ing community.  In 
addit ion, we do not know the effect of loss of bottom-dwell ing organisms on wildl i fe that 
depends on them for food including f ish,  seabirds and marine mammals,  or the effect of loss 
of sand wave shoals and r ipple habitats .  

So,  where are we now? With al l  that information you may be thinking,  what do we 
do? 

The State Lands staff  has completed a Supplemental  EIR.  They did a supplemental  
review because they determined there has been no substantial  change in the environment 
since the 2012 EIR. As  part of this effort  addit ional modeling and a  reanalysis  of the benthic 
data occurred. The CEQA review found no signi f icant impacts from the proposed mining.  
This is  based on the concept that the previous EIR analyzed 2.2 mi l l ion cubic yards of 
mining,  and the current request is  for 1.7 mil l ion cubic yards of  mining annually .  



45 

BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
APRIL 16, 2026   

In February of 2026, State Lands issued new 10-year leases.  The miners had 
requested a t ime extension to the current permits due to the need to complete permitt ing 
now that CEQA has concluded.  

The Commission staff  has had three pre-applicat ion meetings with the miners  to 
date,  and we wi l l  have one more, and then the miners wil l  submit their  applications for 
review. We expect to bring the mining appl ications to you in late 2026 or early 2027 
depending on how quickly the other agencies act.  

To tee up the next conversation, this graph shows the cumulat ive mining that has 
occurred from 1974 through the f irst  quarter of 2026. The X-ax is goes up to 2 mil l ion cubic 
yards and the Y-axis is  years.  The gold box shows the amount of sand that has been mined 
from the Bay over the past 10 years,  with a maximum of just  under 1 mil l ion cubic yards  and 
an average of about 700,000 cubic yards.  

Staff  ant icipates that the three applicants together wi l l  request a  total  of 1.426 
mil l ion cubic yards annually,  or 14.26 mil l ion over 10 years.  And l ikely requests include 
peak mining of 1.7 mil l ion cubic yards for periods of high demand.  

This graph shows the cumulat ive mining that has occurred only in Central  Bay from 
1974 through 2026. Note here the scale has  changed. The X-axis now goes up to 1.6 mil l ion. 
The gold box shows the amount of sand mining that has occurred from Central  Bay over the 
past 10 years,  with a maximum of 800,000 cubic  yards.  

Staff  ant icipates the appl ications in Central  Bay wil l  request a total  of 1.41 mil l ion 
cubic yards,  or 14 mil l ion cubic yards over 10 years,  with peak mining of approximately 1 .4.  

This graph shows the cumulat ive mining that has occurred in Suisun Bay for the same 
period,  combining Suisun Bay Channel mining and Middle Ground Shoal mining. But the 
scale has again changed. The X-axis now goes up to 1 mil l ion cubic yards.  The gold box 
shows the amount of sand that has been mined from Suisun Bay over the past 10 years,  with 
a maximum of approximately 200,000 cubic yards.  

The staff  ant icipates that the total  appl icat ions for Suisun Bay wil l  be 285,000 cubic 
yards per year,  with a peak year abi l ity  of 355,000 cubic yards for high demand.  

With that,  Commissioners,  I  conclude my presentation. I  wil l  now introduce to you 
Bi l l  Butler of L ind Marine and Erika Guerra of Martin Marietta  to make the next 
presentation.  

Ms. Guerra addressed the Commission:  Good afternoon,  Chair Wasserman, 
Commissioners.  My name is  Erika Guerra,  and I  am the Environmental  Land Director for 
Martin Marietta in Cal ifornia.  Joining me today are Bi l l  But ler with L ind Marine and Aaron 
Holloway, who is  a Senior Marit ime and Coastal  Engineer for GHD.  

Sand mining takes place within several  des ignated l ist  areas as Brenda descr ibed.  
Mr. But ler cont inued: After mining in those lease areas,  barges del iver sand to 

marine terminals that are shown here around the Bay. Bay sands are an important local  
source of materials  for local  projects .  Bay sand mining eff ic iently provides these local  
materials  by barge to these locations close to where the sand is  ult imately used. Each barge 
removes about 140 truck tr ips off  the road.  These terminals are small  working waterfront 
sites with l imited space and minimal stockpi les.  So,  sand mining in the Bay is  done 
effectively on a  just- in-t ime basis ,  meaning the sand is  mined only  in response to an 
immediate market demand.  
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Ms. Guerra cont inued:  Bay sand is  a foundat ional mater ial  in concrete,  asphalt ,  and 
other construction needs. These needs are  not going away. They are accelerating. We are 
entering a new construction cyc le after  a decade of recovery from the Great Recession, then 
a pandemic and a temporary slowdown due to interest rates.  

Housing is  expected to rebound in 2027 and beyond.  The state has  projected roughly 
$180 bi l l ion in construction investment over the next decade. Cal ifornia’s  housing mandate 
requires every city and county to plan for its  fair  share of housing through the Regional 
Housing Needs al locat ion process.  

The current cyc le alone is  intended to fac i l itate approximately 2.5 mil l ion new homes 
by 2031. That is  not aspirational,  that is  state law. That means more concrete,  more 
asphalt,  more shorel ine protection and sea level  r ise projects that  uti l ize sand.  

Mr. But ler cont inued: So,  the question is  not  whether sand wil l  be used, it  wil l  be.  
The question is  whether it  can be sourced local ly  with lower emiss ions and greater 
oversight;  or imported at far higher environmental  and economic costs.  

For that reason, it  i s  crit ica l  that the Commission avoid reducing the al lowable 
mining volumes. Permitted mining volumes are not extraction targets that the companies 
try to hit .  They are planning tools that provide a measurement level  for determining 
environmental  effects ,  while ensuring that the region can respond to construct ion demand 
that is  dependent on economic cycles,  the housing mandates and at t imes,  urgent needs l ike 
disaster rel ief  and cl imate resi l ience. Indeed, the fact that we have not mined the ful l  
permitted volumes over the past several  years underscores the direct connect ion to market 
demand.  

Ms. Guerra cont inued:  In the aftermath of earthquakes,  wildf ires or infrastructure 
fai lures,  the abi l ity  to rebuild quickly depends on having materials  avai lable local ly .  A 
permitted, rel iable supply of sand is  not just  an economic asset,  i t  is  a public  safety 
necessity .  

Mr. But ler cont inued: The sand mined from the Bay serves portions of al l  nine Bay 
Area counties .  It  is  used where i t  can be del ivered most cost effectively and with the least 
environmental  footpr int from overland transport.  Bay sand is  not exported outs ide the Bay 
Area.  

Ms. Guerra cont inued:  So,  what are the alternatives?  
Alternatives include trucking materials  from the Central  Val ley or importing by ship 

from Canada or from Brit ish Columbia,  specif ica l ly,  as Brenda mentioned.  
If  al lowable volumes of Bay sand are art if ic ial ly  constrained,  the l ikely result  is  not 

less sand use but a shi ft  to these imported materials  with s ignif icantly higher transportation 
emissions,  cost and economic uncertainty from fuel pr ices and tar iffs .  Every ton of sand 
imported from inland or foreign sources adds fuel  consumption, congest ion and emiss ions 
at a scale that directly  undermines the state’s cl imate polic ies.  In contrast,  local  supply is  
one of the simplest and most immediate ways to reduce the carbon footprint  of 
construct ion.  

Mr. But ler cont inued: So,  the abil ity  to extract Bay sand has been extensively studied 
over several  rounds of  permitt ing,  mult iple CEQA reviews and the courts,  and al l  of  these at 
the ful l  permitted volumes in place now. We can re ly on a highly regulated, local ly  sourced 
material  that reduces emissions,  supports housing and strengthens resi l ience,  conducted in 
an environmental ly  safe manner.  
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Aaron Holloway with GHD wil l  now address the recent sand transport studies that 
Brenda talked about that have been completed. The other aspects ,  such as benthic habitat,  
biological  resources and water  quali ty wil l  be ful ly  addressed when we actually  submit our 
permit appl icat ion we antic ipate in May. Aaron.  

Mr. Holloway spoke:  I  would l ike to start  with a couple of high- level  takeaways from 
the recent sand studies.  

Number one, San Francisco Bay is  not a ful ly  connected sand transport system, as 
Brenda described. Delta-der ived sand is  no longer a s ignif icant source of sand to the Bay or 
outer coast.  Central  Bay and Suisun Bay are comprised of rel ic  sand from different sources.  

Number two, mining has a negligible effect on sand transport pathways between the 
Bay and outer coast .  This was modeled extensively for the 2012 EIR,  again as part of the 
sand studies,  and again,  most recently for the Supplemental  EIR. These studies have 
consistently shown that bed e levation changes attr ibutable to mining are negligible,  even 
just outs ide the Golden Gate.  

The sand budget found that the amount of sand leaving the Bay through the Golden 
Gate is  effectively zero, further supporting the f inding that  mining within Central  Bay has a 
negl ig ible effect on sand supply to the outer  coast.  

The rel ic  deposits of sand within Central  Bay and Suisun Bay are vast.  Based on these 
estimates,  the State Lands Commission researchers,  they found the entire 10-year  
permitted volume of mined sand is  roughly 1% of the sand stored in those embayment’s .  

I  would l ike to focus a  l itt le more on the exchange of sand at the Golden Gate Br idge. 
This was a key topic area in the last  round of permits and was again a focus area in these 
studies.  

A key objective of the sand budget  was to evaluate the movement of sand at the 
boundary between the Central  Bay and the outer coast .  The amount of sand moving through 
this boundary is  referred to as f lux and is  dif f icult  to estimate.  To overcome this dif f iculty 
the sand budget quant if ied inputs,  outputs and bed elevat ion changes within the Bay such 
that the only remaining unknown was the f lux at the Golden Gate.  This a l lowed them to 
solve for the f lux,  and they concluded that the net exchange of sand between the Central  
Bay and outer coast was very small ,  effectively zero, considering the uncertainties.  

So,  although large amounts of sand f low in each direction through the Golden Gate 
Bridge, the amount of sand is  roughly in balance with one another,  so the amount going in 
is  roughly equal to the amount going out .  Thus,  the net  exchange is  zero and Central  Bay is  
not a s igni f icant source of sand for the outer coast.   

Considering the uncertainty involved in estimating bed e levation changes,  it  is  also 
possible that the ocean is  a source of sand for the Bay,  which would explain the signi f icant 
accretion observed at  beaches nearest this boundary.  

The sand budget a lso omitted a key variable,  which is  the size of this re l ic  pool of 
sand. The sand budget  focused on active sand transport ,  so the inf lows, the outf lows and 
the change in bed e levation at the surface of  the Bay f loor.  So,  the conclus ions from the 
sand budget  can only be viewed re lative to those active transport  volumes.  

What the sand budget  does not account for is  the vast quant ity of  sand in rel ic  
storage below the Bay f loor.  This enormous volume of sand is  important to character ize 
when evaluating signi f icance and sustainabil ity  of mining activ it ies .  
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So,  there is  information avai lable to provide an order of magnitude estimate for the 
rel ic  sand volume.  

Studies from the San Francisco International  Airport Development Program collected 
borings in the Central  Bay and performed geophysical  scanning of the rel ic  deposits .  The 
depth of mining activ i t ies and bedform heights also inform sand depths within and adjacent 
to leased areas.  The State Lands Commission experts estimated over a bi l l ion cubic yards of 
sand ex ist  in these embayment’s a lone. Roughly 13% of this sand is  located within the lease 
areas and at depths that can be mined. The volume of sand mined over a 10-year per iod at 
the permitted volumes would total  about 1%, the small  black sl iver,  of this total  amount of 
sand.  

So,  in conclusion, there has been a lot of work,  a lot  of focus areas.  The overal l  
takeaways are largely consistent with the pr ior permitt ing efforts .  The effects of  mining are 
local ized. Independent modeling and observations consistently show no measurable effect 
beyond these areas,  even under conservative and worst-case mining scenarios.  Most mining 
occurs in rel ic,  deep-sand deposits,  and the permitted mining volumes represent a smal l  
fraction of what is  avai lable.  Thank you.  

Ms. Goeden continued: Thank you to the mining industry.  I  am going to introduce Ben 
Eichenberg from Baykeeper to speak to you next.  

Mr. Eichenberg presented the fol lowing:  Hi  there. I  am Ben E ichenberg,  Senior 
Attorney with San Francisco Baykeeper.  I  real ly  appreciate the opportunity to present 
today. I  wil l  t ry to be brief .  I  know it  i s  late in the day, and I  think there has been a lot of 
information that  you have already gotten. I  think these s l ides speak for themselves.  I  wil l  
try to go through them pretty quickly and just g ive a broad overview, but  you wil l  have 
them available for reference later on.  

I  am here on behalf  of  San Francisco Baykeeper and our 5,000-plus members and 
supporters who al l  care deeply about San Francisco Bay and the communities around it .  

Our sc ientists have determined that sand mining is  one of the biggest threats  to the 
Bay,  in l ine with oi l  spi l ls ,  harmful algal  blooms, cutt ing off  of  freshwater f lows, industrial  
pol lut ion and nutrient  pollution. So that is  why we continue to advocate and put our energy 
into this issue and making sure that any sort  of resource extraction is  done in a sustainable 
way. 

BCDC had signif icant concerns during the 2013, 2015 mining approval process,  as I  
think you heard, especial ly  regarding whether or not the mining activ ity represents the 
extraction of sand that is  being continually  supplied or whether it  is  rel ic  and is  not 
replenished. So,  I  think that is  a good thing to keep in mind going forward.  

As you have heard, BCDC has unique authority over San Francisco Bay. Obviously,  you 
know that.  

We feel  that BCDC must exercise this authority and should not be relying on State 
Lands,  which has a dif ferent miss ion. You are not bound to what  State Lands has approved, 
and it  can insert addit ional requirements,  as  you did before,  under that authority.  So,  the 
Bay Plan requires protection of Bay resources inc luding the sand that we are talking about 
here that is  needed for ecological  funct ion and sea level  r ise res i l ience.  

There is  new science s ince 2012, as you have heard signi f icant new science, and it  
has been a real ly  interesting journey to see where the sand comes from and how it  moves 
around, and I  think there’s st i l l  s ignif icant information gaps as well .  
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BCDC required al l  of  these studies because you were concerned that the sand that 
was being mined was not being replenished.  And the studies conf irmed that the mining is  at  
unsustainable rates of  rel ic  sand, and that the pool of sand is  common with the sand 
outside the Golden Gate. So,  it  is  reasonable  to assume that there wil l  be a reduct ion in 
those outer sand volumes if  you are reducing the sand inside. That sand transports,  moves 
back and forth,  between the two areas.  And if  you are making just  reasonable assumptions 
on the information we have, that connection should lead to the idea that maybe there’s  
going to be impacts to  other areas  if  you take the sand out of one area.  And so far ,  there 
has not been any proof that there is  no connection.  

The data from this graph is  found in the State Lands record. Here you can see that 
the actual  mining is  below, well  below the authorized rate approved by BCDC and far ,  far 
below the l imit  approved by State Lands. So,  we would l ike BCDC to consider moving 
forward sett ing the l imit  at  what was actually  mined rather than almost double that,  which 
is  where State Lands has set it .  

There is  no evidence that we need more. So,  based on these basel ines and what the 
market has,  as we have heard about the market and what it  requires,  there should not be 
too much hurt for the economy or the industry itself .  So,  we feel  this is  an appropriate ly 
cautious approach to use these as basel ines.  

You have done al l  the science, you asked for  al l  the science based on these extraction 
levels,  and what we know about the Bay and what we know about  sand transport is  based 
on the mining that  has  occurred. So,  this is  what we know, and this is  where we should base 
any permits going forward. And anything more than that should be based on more research 
where we real ly  adequately understand whether there are going to be impacts to beaches.  
And I  think as you heard, we do not real ly  know that yet.  

The EIR from State Lands analyzed a reduced alternat ive that was the actual  average 
mined, and that would be a good result  based on the science. They did not adopt that 
alternative. But there is  already an analys is  of those impacts  so we can look at that and 
know what volumes have been actual ly  mined and that is  where we think it  should be set.  

In this graph, .45 is  the estimate of what is  coming in from tributaries and then 
sloshing back in and out through the Gate. The point here is  that the sand mining takes out 
way more than that.  So,  it  is  the green plus gray equals the blue and then the red is  what is  
mined.  

I  just  wanted to mention f ish populat ions.  F ish populations are now at record lows. 
We have a lot of marine mammals and a lot of f ish and cr itters that are us ing this area,  
especia l ly  through these transport pathways.  We have heard how unique the Estuary is,  a 
mixture of fresh and saltwater,  and you get a lot more species through there.  And it  is  
particularly in this area right where water comes in and out through the Golden Gate.  

And we have seen a lot more gray whales.  But we also know now that nearly hal f  of 
the gray whales that  die in the Bay die from ship str ikes.  There was a real ly  recent New York 
Times  art ic le which I  recommend, that sa id that 18% of the gray whales that enter the Bay 
end up dying here,  and half  of those die from ship strikes.   

We know that whales and other sensit ive species activ i ty is  increasing in the mining 
areas and transport pathways.  The Faral lon Inst itute has pointed out this in their 
comments,  which I  also urge you to review.  
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Sand mining occurs  in these very areas  where al l  of  this ecological  activ ity is  
increasing in recent years.  So,  that impl ies that the threat of ship strikes,  sand mining is  
more ships,  more activ ity,  you are going to have more impacts,  and that real ly  needs to be 
taken into account but was not real ly  taken into account in the EIR that State Lands put  
together.  

I  think what we are ta lking about here is  erosion, that erosion is  accelerating.  We 
know there is  a common pool of sand in the Bay and at the San Francisco Bar,  and we also 
know that the San Francisco Bar supplies sand to Ocean Beach. San Francisco is,  as you 
know, spending enormous amounts of money to replenish sand on Ocean Beach, and mining 
risks exacerbat ing these problems by taking sand away from that  transport pathway.  

Here we are looking at the mining pits and permanent bed loss,  which this  table 
shows the sc ience on how much is  lost  in the individual  leases.  

In 1 through 4 up here you see that you get s ignif icant  depletion and no recovery,  
while with 5 and 6 you do get some recovery. But overal l ,  you only get half  of the sand back 
in the pits created by the sand mining. But that is  only what is  coming in from the sides,  
that is  not new sand.  

I  think our overal l  point is  that the State Lands Commission EIR did not adequately 
address this new science, so BCDC is  going to need to be looking at it  itsel f .  

The information gaps that need to be f i l led.  
You need to address the removal of an irreplaceable and f inite resource.  
You have to address the information gap about how much sand there is  in the shared 

pool between the Bay and the Bar and what impacts mining has on that pool .  
You have to f igure out  a reasonable baseline that represents actual  condit ions,  and 

you have to evaluate actual  avai lable sand in the lease areas.  
I  have covered the takeaways. This s l ide shows what needs to be done moving 

forward.  
First ,  you should require a BCDC-speci f ic  CEQA review. According to the ISP,  a 

reduct ion in sand transport from Bay to ocean has the potential  to affect coastal  beaches.  
This remains the most important information gap facing us,  and that information gap should 
be f i l led before addit ional levels of  sand are taken out of the Bay.  

Number two, we should reduce permitted volumes to no more than the reduced 
project a lternative. You required reduced amounts in 2015 and addit ional studies ,  you can 
do so again.  

Number three, any permit should be condit ioned on completion of al l  of  the 
Independent Science Panels recommended monitoring and studies.  According to the ISP,  the 
studies we have that we have done already did not tel l  us what the physical  effects of sand 
mining were at permitted level.  So,  we have to know that before we al low a whole bunch 
more extraction. And the Coastal  Commission also supports this in  their  comment letter ,  
which I  urge you to review. 

And then four,  you should require further study of the impacts  to beaches,  shoals 
and the f lux at the Golden Gate.  

And f ive,  you should reduce permitted volumes in areas where currently proposed 
amounts exceed avai lable sand.  

Thank you very much. I  wil l  st ick around and be avai lable for quest ions.  
Ms. Goeden noted:  That is  a l l  of  the presentations so public comment,  I  bel ieve, is  

next.  
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Chair Wasserman announced: I  am going to go to Commissioners’  quest ions.  
Commissioner Cox spoke:  I  was curious what  the status of Baykeeper’s lawsuit  

against the Cal ifornia State Lands Commission is  over al leging that they are re lying on faulty 
data and al lowing increased mining that threatens var ious habitats? 

General  Counsel Scharff  chimed in:  The status is  that Baykeeper sued on the EIR;  that 
is  real ly  going to become a court decision. As far as I  am concerned, we view the EIR as 
correct unti l  the court  says no.  

Commissioner Cox asked: And are we undertaking our own analysis  or we are not?  
Mr. Scharff  stated:  We are not taking an environmental  analysis  l ike that.  We take a 

staff  analysis,  which is  very different than an EIR analysis .  
Commissioner Cox acknowledged: Okay, and then I  had a quest ion for staff .  There 

was a comment regarding turbidity and you mentioned one thing,  but I  wanted to know i f  
you agree that turbidity also results in reduced photosynthesis,  reduced oxygen, c logged 
gi l ls ,  hinders predators’  abi l ity  to f ind prey,  disrupts the food chain? 

Ms. Goeden stated:  My understanding is  a l l  of  that is  correct.  
Commissioner Eklund was recognized:  Thank you very much. Do you know other 

estuar ies in Cal ifornia  that a lso al low mining of the bay for sand? 
Ms. Goeden answered: There used to be sand mining that took place on the beach, 

actually,  in Monterey County,  and that took place for many, many years.  That was shut  
down a few years ago.  To the best of my knowledge, there is  not another place in Cal i fornia 
that a l lows aquat ic sand mining at this t ime. 

Commissioner Eklund asked: And what about up in Washington or Oregon? 
Ms. Goeden repl ied:  I  do not bel ieve Washington or Oregon either.  The sand that 

comes down from Brit ish Columbia is  quarried sand off  of Orcas Is land, but it  is  glac ier 
sand.  

Commissioner Nelson commented: Brenda, a  couple of quest ions for you. Baykeeper 
talked about impacts and potential  impacts to f ish species .  Potent ial  impacts to Delta smelt  
are a particular concern because that species in part icular is  at  r isk of extinct ion;  but 
impacts to the other struggl ing species,  Chinook salmon, green sturgeon, are obviously a 
real  issue as well .  Can you talk more about the environmental  analysis  conclusions and 
staff’s  conclusions about those impacts and the effect iveness of mit igation to address them. 

Ms. Goeden repl ied:  Sure. So,  in the State Lands Commission Supplemental  EIS/EIR 
they init ia l ly  found in the draft  document that there was signif icant impacts to longfin and 
Delta smelt.  But when they completed the f inal  E IR,  Supplemental  EIR,  they reduced that  
impact to less-than- s igni f icant with minimization and mit igat ion measures.  My 
understanding that  those are Primari ly  the f ish screens which reduce or el iminate 
entrainment of larger f ish,  but it  does not reduce or el iminate entrainment of larval  f ish or 
eggs,  as well  as the plankton that they feed on.  

And the other impact ,  I  should also have said that for Delta smelt  they are primari ly  
located in the Suisun area. Longfin smelt  are located throughout the Bay. And the spawning 
takes place up in the Suisun area for Delta smelt.  The other minimizat ion measure that the 
State Lands staff  inc luded was reducing the mining volumes dur ing the spawning months up 
in Suisun. With that they determined that there were not s ignif icant impacts,  as I  
understand it .  
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Commissioner Nelson continued: That is  reducing the volume. In other cases,  there 
are construction windows where we just do not do construction during certain windows 
because of  the sensit iv ity of f ish species.  In this case it  means there is  less dredging but  
st i l l  dredging during those windows, r ight?  

Ms. Goeden agreed: Yes.  So,  navigation dredging has environmental  work windows 
that are pr imari ly  fol lowed. But there are t imes when navigat ion dredging mitigates for  
dredging outside those work windows and there are pretty strict  construct ion windows 
where that in-water construct ion does not occur during those t imes. 

Commissioner Nelson continued: Two more quest ions. First,  we are accustomed to 
thinking about managing the Bay from the perspective of sustainabil ity.  This is  an unusual 
c ircumstance because the sand miners are dredging rel ic  sand. As we have learned that sand 
is  not rout inely replaced. We are not replac ing a l l  of  the sand that  is  being dredged. How 
does the McAteer-Petris  Act and our regs handle,  how does it  address the issue of 
sustainabi l ity  with regard to sand dredging? Or should we think about that?  

Ms. Goeden repl ied:  Yes.  The McAteer-Petris  Act and the Bay Plan do not specif ical ly  
speak to sand mining activ it ies ,  so we do not have pol icies speci f ic  to that act iv ity.  We do 
have policies specif ic  to navigat ion dredging because navigat ion dredging is  necessary for 
transport,  mil itary and commerce. 

The McAteer-Petr is  Act talks about extraction of the Bay. Extraction of materia ls  
from the Bay is  something that is  requir ing a permit .  It  a lso looks at minimizing dredging 
activ it ies in the Bay. Mining is  a dredging activ ity.  I t  is  the method that mining occurs .  

And as far as the Bay Plan pol icies ,  the dredging pol icies also a long with the subt idal  
area pol icies ,  seek to minimize dredging act iv it ies in the Bay to reduce impacts to the 
habitat.  Fish and wildl ife pol ic ies seek to minimize impacts to habitat of whatever act iv ity is  
happening around f ish and wildl i fe.  

So,  we would apply mult iple polic ies to this project to get at  the question of whether 
or not the mining is  appropriate but  not specif ica l ly  sustainable.  

Commissioner Nelson continued: Last question. One of the frustrating things about 
what we learned, we learned a lot in the last  decade in terms of science about sand 
transport and dredging in the Bay.  

We did not learn enough about potentia l  impacts on the far s ide of the Golden Gate,  
to bridges and sand bars on the other s ide of the Gate.  And we learned what we learned. I  
would have loved to have learned more. We just did not answer those questions with the 
science that was done in the last  decade.  

I  just  want to make sure,  I  am encouraging the staff  to make sure that staff  i s  talk ing 
with the scientif ic  community about whether and how it  is  poss ible to do a better  job of 
answering those quest ions in the next permit,  so we think about making sure that  we keep 
making progress on that front .  Do not know where the sc ience is  in terms of our abi l ity.  Do 
not know what the cost is .  I  just  want to make sure that staff  i s  looking at that issue and 
thinking about coming back to us with recommendations.  

Ms. Goeden stated:  Yes,  staff  is  definite ly thinking about that .  The scient if ic  studies,  
each one of them inc luded recommendations for future studies to  expand the knowledge. 

But I  also just  want to congratulate the Commissioners and the sand miners and al l  of  
the researchers  because this set of studies was the f irst  ever studies on sand in San 
Francisco Bay.  
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Everything else we know about San Francisco Bay has to do with the t idal  marshes 
and the mud f lats.  We have very l itt le knowledge of sand structures or sand habitat or 
wildl ife that l ives in them. But this  was a f irst  foray,  so it  was my honor to do this work with 
everybody.  

Commissioner Nelson acknowledged: Good point.  Thanks for the reminder.  Thank 
you, Brenda.  

Commissioner Eklund spoke:  My question is  that you said that this  is  real ly  the only 
source of sand,  at  least I  thought I  heard that.  Well ,  I  wi l l  ask the quest ion. Is  this the only 
source of sand in the Bay Area where you are currently dredging or mining? 

Mr. But ler responded:  Thank you, Commissioner Eklund. No, we did not indicate that 
this was the only source of sand in the Bay Area. This  is  a key local  resource of sand in the 
Bay Area. There are other sources,  most of them are now outside.  The alternat ives for sand 
are coming mainly from the Central  Val ley from the Tracy area or  up north in Yuba County. 
And the other source, as Brenda ment ioned as well ,  is  being sourced in from Brit ish 
Columbia.  

There are other kinds of sand. They are manufactured from quarr ies.  That  is  a l itt le 
different .  It  takes a lot  more energy,  et  cetera,  to do that.  So,  we were making the point  
that this is  a local  source of natural  sand that is  part  of the sand resource that comes into 
the Bay.  

Commissioner Eklund clari f ied:  So,  this is  the only local  source.  You are saying that 
you cannot get sand anyplace else local ly .  

Mr. But ler replied:  It  i s  a local  source. There are sand operations,  for example,  in 
Sunol,  the Sunol area.  There are manufactured sands from quarries that are in.  

Commissioner Eklund verif ied:  In the Bay Area.  
Mr. But ler answered: That are in the Bay area as well ,  yes.  This is  an important piece 

of the whole construction materia ls  market .  But most of the natural  sand, i f  you had to 
replace that sand with some from somewhere else,  would have to come from the Central  
Val ley or from Brit ish Columbia.  

Commissioner Eklund stated:  So,  I  used to work for the Army Corps of Engineers.  And 
from what I  understood is  that some of the dredge materia l  that the Army Corps col lects in 
the hopper dredge or in the clamshell  dredges,  that there is  sand also in that mater ial  as 
well .  Have you explored any of that at  al l?  

Mr. But ler replied:  That is  an interesting question. I  think there has been some 
exploration of some parts of that.  For example,  I  think Bullshead Shoal near the Benicia  
Bridge actual ly  was an example of that.  That  has not been pursued as another area. The 
places that we are mining now are the places where the sand is  appropriate for the 
construct ion mater ials  use.  

Commissioner Eklund continued: Right.  But the Army Corps of Engineers does dredge 
the Bay in some parts and then takes it  out past the Faral lon Is lands and then dumps it  out 
there. Anyway. Thank you very much for answering my quest ion.  

Ms. Goeden chimed in:  And I  wil l  just  quick ly add, Commissioner Ecklund.  The Army 
Corps dredges in Suisun Bay, which is  the same sand and same channel that the Suisun 
Channel Lease comes from. The challenge is  there’s a couple of challenges,  and they are 
sort  of bureaucratic ,  logist ica l.  There are leases for sand mining through State Lands. The 
Army Corps dredges sand under federal  navigat ion servitude.  
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Commissioner Eklund agreed: R ight.  
Ms. Goeden noted:  The miners could bid for  a contract from the Army Corps,  to take 

that sand.  
Commissioner Eklund acknowledged: Right.  
Ms. Goeden continued: One of the chal lenges is  that there is  a question of royalt ies,  

and then do they pay royalt ies and get paid for doing the dredging.  Their yards are smaller.  
So,  having the space to take al l  that sand at  once, which is  what the Army Corps requires for 
safe nav igat ion, chal lenges the amount of space they have in their  yards.  And then there 
was one more piece. The way the mining currently occurs.  They stay in one location. They 
pul l  mine from that location. But the Army Corps requires taking of the sand from the whole 
channel to a speci f ic  depth, again for  safe navigat ion.  

So,  it  is  not to say it  could not happen. But we did talk about it  I  think around 2010. I  
have been working on sand since 2002. So,  we did talk about it .  We kind of  got frustrated 
and walked away but we could revisit  that question. But  at  the moment,  the sand that is  
avai lable to the miners is  on the leases.  

Commissioner Eklund acknowledged: Right,  I  understand that.  But  if  in fact this sand 
is  not being replenished and there’s a f in ite  amount left ,  then there’s going to be some 
tough decis ions made.  I  just  wanted to make sure that people knew that there may be some 
alternative options for,  quote,  sand mining.  But it  does not necessari ly  have to come from 
this part icular location. I t  might be the best  kind of  sand you get,  high quality,  pure,  
whatever.  But based on environmental  impact analysis,  we might want to look at other 
options. Anyway.  

So,  thank you very much for answering my questions.  Great presentation from staff ,  
great presentation from the mining company and also Baykeeper.  Really  appreciate a l l  the 
engagement here and look forward to some real  good-hearted discussion about  where we 
go from here. I  am excited about it ,  though, thank you.  

Commissioner Zepeda was recognized:  Quick  quest ion. I  know that  our jurisdict ion is  
the Bay and what happens within the Bay. But is  there any data or  anything showing us the 
impact,  environmental  impact of not dredging the Bay,  and instead just saying we are going 
to import everything. So,  we know that we are going to have more, as they showed in one of 
their  s l ides,  we are going to have a lot more impact on the roads,  we are going to have a lot 
more CO 2. We are kind of between a rock and a hard place because which one is  less worse.  

Ms. Goeden agreed: Yes.  
Commissioner Zepeda asked: But is  there that data there? I  think that should help us 

make a decis ion about  what is .  
Ms. Goeden stated:  I  think that data may be avai lable,  but I  do not know that we 

have it  readi ly  avai lable.  I f  we were to do a no mining at al l .  
Executive Director Goldzband chimed in:  Go ahead, Bi l l ,  I  apologize.  But after Bi l l  I  

want the counsel to ta lk br iefly  about the jurisdict ion and authority issue with regard to 
sand mining and other  options.  

Mr. But ler spoke:  Hi,  Commissioner Zepeda.  Yes,  just  to briefly  touch on that there.  
When we submit our  ful l  applications later there wil l  be accompanying studies that look at 
the alternat ives.  So that would be sand coming from the Central  Val ley,  that would be sand 
coming from imports ,  and that would a lso include an analysis  of emissions associated with 
that.   
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That was done in the last  round of permitt ing as wel l  and I  bel ieve that the studies 
then showed that,  for example,  the amount of greenhouse gas that would be generated 
from importing materials  from both a mixture of land-based and coming from Canada would 
be about  three t imes higher than what it  would be from mining sand from the Bay.  

Other pol lutants are up to 50 t imes higher in that scenario.  But those studies wil l  be 
updated as part of our  upcoming permit appl ication.  

Commissioner Zepeda continued: There are so many pieces to the environmental  
world,  r ight? It  was mentioned, the food chain. What is  that going to do to the food supply 
if  the f ishes cannot eat? What happens there? What is  happening to our air? So,  there are 
so many dif ferent pieces I  am not sure i f  that is  going to a lso br ing some of that just  to have 
a well-rounded environmental  because it  has to include a l it t le bit  of everything,  i f  poss ible.  

Mr. Scharff  chimed in:  I  wanted to respond a l itt le bit  to you on that.  You raise a 
real ly  dif f icult  i ssue in that what are the other factors outside of our jurisdict ion that we 
should consider or not  consider,  and that would be l ike greenhouse gas emiss ions,  for 
instance, what he raises.  

Our view of it ,  and we are st i l l  refining this,  so it  wil l  be in the Staff  Report,  but our 
view of this is ,  you can consider other things in the broad sense of things,  but the 
Commission should not make any decision based on factors beyond BCDC’s jur isdict ion that 
harms Bay resources. The McAteer-Petr is  Act is  focused on Bay resources. You are Bay 
Commissioners.  You need to protect the Bay. That is  real ly  what it  is .  

You can look at these other things and think about it ,  but at  the end of the day your 
charge is  to protect the Bay. So,  i f  you told me that you thought,  hey,  this is  real ly  going to 
be bad for the Bay.  It  is  going to violate the McAteer-Petris  Act in a number of ways.  But  
you think greenhouse gas emiss ions is  so important that you think they should mine, I  
would say that you cannot do. If  that makes sense to you. So,  anyway, we wil l  do a much 
better job of writ ing that up for you,  but that was sort  of the trying to put it  in English for 
you guys at this point.  

Commissioner Zepeda acknowledged: Thank you, and I  appreciate that.  And I  am not 
advocating one way or  the other,  I  am just being my own devi l ’s  advocate.  

Mr. Scharff  stated:  No one needs to advocate for anything,  this is  just  discussion.  
Commissioner Zepeda agreed: Yes,  yes,  so I  am just trying to just  f igure out.  Could a 

case be made to say,  well ,  CO 2 could impact ,  because the environment is  connected, you 
cannot have one without the other.  The impacts wi l l  st i l l  come back to the Bay i f  we are 
having.  

Mr. Scharff  opined: I  think it  is  too attenuated. At the end of the day,  i f  you real ly  
thought that it  was such a severe issue,  greenhouse gas emissions,  and that you had the 
proof,  r ight .  You would have to have clear evidence. Sorry,  c lear evidence. You would then 
come back and say,  for the health and welfare of society we are going to override the 
McAteer-Petris  Act,  which you can do, but it  is  a different standard. And we almost never 
do that .  Maybe Zack could say if  we have ever done it  but  I  do not recal l  us ever doing it  up 
to this point .  

Chair Wasserman noted:  John Gioia is  the historian here,  not me.  
Mr. Scharff  stated:  I  do not recal l  us ever doing it .  So,  that is  the answer.  
Commissioner Kishimoto was recognized:  Well ,  I  am just real ly  beginning to learn 

about this .  The argument was made that this is  a local  source, but  I  st i l l  d id not understand 
what percentage of Bay Area demand is  met by this  source.  
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Ms. Goeden repl ied:  Thank you, Commissioner,  for that question. We did have a 
presentation at the Commissioner Working Group on this ,  and the sand miners estimated 
that 30% of the Bay Area need for sand for the construction industry is  supplied by this 
source.  

Commissioner Kishimoto acknowledged: Okay, great .  I  did just  l i sten to counsel 
talking about we should be focused just on environmental  impact.  But is  it  possible to ask 
how the economics of this works with the sand miners.  Do they pay an impact fee or 
mit igation fee or extraction fee and who does it  go to? 

Ms. Goeden f ielded this question:  Yes,  I  can answer that.  I  cannot tel l  you how much 
off  the top of my head, but the sand miners pay a royalty to the state of Cal ifornia for the 
State Lands Commission because they are the owners of the subtidal  lands under public  
trust,  and so they are the ones who do the leases,  and they get the royalty.  BCDC s imply  
gets a permit fee,  as usual ,  so we do not benefit  from that .  

Mr. Scharff  noted:  And we actually  do not get the permit fee.  
Ms. Goeden acknowledged: Oh, r ight.  
Mr. Scharff  stated:  I  want to say the permit fee goes to the state of Cal ifornia.  So,  

BCDC gets nothing.  
Ms. Goeden agreed: Yes.  We get to do some real ly  interesting sc ience, which is  fun.  
Chair Wasserman added: Different rewards.  
Commissioner Showalter was recognized:  I  thought we were just doing quest ions and 

not comments.  One of  the things I  think that  is  important to think about as  we move 
forward is  when you do mining,  whether the sand is  mined from the Bay or it  is  mined from 
a quarry,  it  is  not real ly  being sustained. It  i s  a geologic resource. It  moves around. It  is  a 
huge resource, but it  i s  a geologic resource. So,  the idea of sustainabil ity  is  a l i tt le different 
with this than it  is .   

So,  when I  think about  it  I  think that we want to think about is  this  mining harmful to 
the ecology? What does it  do to the ecology of the Bay? I  think that is  the question we need 
to ask ourselves.  I  just  wanted to share that because I  have real ly  thought about this a lot.  

And then the other  thing I  wanted to share that I  thought was fasc inat ing and I  real ly  
thank Brenda for leading these studies  is,  when you do these new investigations there’s a 
lot.  You make progress but you do not get to the end of the story.  Particular ly the sand 
budgets.   

The sand budgets were fascinating. But the bottom l ine is ,  we do not real ly  know 
whether there is  on a long-term basis sand going out on a regular basis  to the Bay or coming 
in.  It  is  going out and in and out  and in al l  the t ime. As that was said,  that is  real ly  
interest ing.  

And then the other  thing is,  we do not real ly  know about the impact of the beaches.  
So,  those are two things I  hope we wil l  cont inue investigating.  Because of course we al l  care 
about those things.  

But I  just  wanted to mention, is  tak ing this out,  whether it  is  sustainable or not,  
harmful to our ecology. I  think that is  what  we need to think about.  Thanks.  

Ms. Goeden offered staff  thoughts:  Thank you, Commissioner Showalter.  I  would l ike 
to offer staff ’s  thoughts on this.  I  was able to give a 20-minute presentation on 638-some-
odd pages of sc ience so I  had to pick and choose a l itt le bit .  
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But one of the studies  that I  was unable to real ly  present was the USGS Study from 
2023 and 2025 which shows that overal l ,  and this conf irms the 2013 Study from USGS as 
well ,  is  that because of the human activ ity of continually  removing sand and sediment 
through navigation dredging,  f lood protection reduction and sand mining,  the Bay f loor 
continues to lower in al l  embayments overal l  over t ime. So,  while i t  is  a geological  resource, 
and we are talk ing about a very specif ic  act iv ity here,  there is  a consequence of human 
activ ity to San Francisco Bay.  

And the other side of i t  is  that the ebb-tide delta,  which protects the Bay from 
signif icant  wave energy and storm energy,  has continued to shr ink over the years s ince we 
have been monitoring it .  And one of the reasons why we have seen the shift  in the way the 
sand is  moving is  because the ebb-tide delta  has come close to the mouth of the Bay now, 
and it  has focused the sand in a different direction than it  used to be. And that is  hard 
science. I  am happy to share it  in another presentation.  

Commissioner Showalter added: I  think another part of hard science that is  just  
fascinating is  that the sand from the gold mining era that went through our system for what 
was it ,  a lmost 70 or 80 years.  We f igured out during,  I  think it  was the ‘90s,  that it  had 
probably f in ished.  

Ms. Goeden agreed: That is  true.  
Commissioner Showalter stated:  And so,  these systems are dynamic.  
Ms. Goeden agreed: Yes,  absolutely .  
Chair Wasserman cont inued: Public  speakers ,  publ ic  comment. I  am going to ask them 

to make it ,  let’s  say two minutes.  
Mary Jane Schramm spoke:  Good afternoon, Commissioners.  Mary Jane Schramm for 

the Marin Audubon Society.  Thank you for the chance to comment on reviewing sand mining 
leases in San Francisco Bay. My background includes 20 years with NOAA’s Greater 
Faral lones Nat ional Marine Sanctuary,  and I  serve on the San Francisco Harbor Safety 
Committee’s Marine Mammal Subcommittee, but today I  represent Marin Audubon. I  wil l  
boi l  this  down.  

State Lands Commission analysis  of the SEIR reports the sand removed is  not 
replenished. It  is  hard to accept that there have been no signif icant impacts to habitats  and 
wildl ife .  Mining is  t ransforming the Bay’s physical  and biological  profi le,  so it  is  essential  
these operat ions be evaluated in the context of changing ocean cl imate, sea level  r ise and 
other factors ,  with in-depth study of cumulative stressors to the ecosystem. 

Since the last  SEIR rev ision there have been radical  changes in special  status species’  
use of the Bay. Gray whales r ight now are foraging in the Bay between Treasure Is land, 
Alcatraz and Angel Is land,  mostly on organisms that l ive in the sand.  But SEIR Appendix  G, 
Biological  Resources,  erroneously reports their  incidence is  rare to low. That is  
demonstrably no longer true.  

Also,  the Central  Bay is  now an establ ished feeding ground for endangered humpback 
whales,  and as correct ly noted in Appendix G, their potent ial  to occur is  moderate to high.  
Humpbacks feed throughout the Bay water column most of the year.  

The Bay also supports thousands of sea birds,  Brandt’s  cormorants,  Pigeon Guil lemots 
and others nesting on Alcatraz or migrat ing. Shorebirds suffer habitat loss from altered 
scour and deposit ion patterns.  Sea f loor disturbance, noise and suspended sediments affect 
bait  f ish and benthic organisms that can impact their  survival .  
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Jul ie Thayer commented: Thank you, Commissioners ,  for the opportunity to comment. 
My name is  Jul ie Thayer with Faral lon Institute.  We have conducted ecological  research in 
the Central  Bay for over 30 years.  

The Supplemental  EIR for this  process is  deficient regarding analys is  of wildl ife  
depending on the Central  Bay area, as well  as functioning as a cl imate refuge for outer 
coast marine organisms. The ocean estuary interface is  a highly diverse system with many 
more species and ecological  connect ions than either the outer coast or the inner  Bay 
separately.  Sand mining impacts on wildl i fe at  this important interface should be addressed 
during the permitt ing process.  

So,  wildl i fe usage in the Central  Bay has  increased exponent ial ly,  particularly marine 
birds and mammals in the sand mining lease areas,  and 30-plus species of f ishes and 
invertebrates on which these predators forage. The SEIR does not adequately treat any of 
this,  unfortunately .  I  do not have t ime for detai ls  here due to the two minutes.  

I  would l ike to mention the water  qual ity studies mentioned in the staff  presentation. 
Turbid plumes are continuous during mining,  which can sometimes last  for many hours on 
many subsequent days.  This is  in areas where whales as well  as other organisms t ied to a 
central  place such as seabirds breeding on Alcatraz are attempting to forage.  They do not  
have another option. The turbid plumes inhibit  predator  foraging,  l ikely disrupt ing prey and 
precluding visual  foragers from eating.  

The previous biological  studies were inadequate in both scope and sampl ing design 
and impacts from concentrated mining and space and t ime have not been considered for 
species restricted to these habitats.  Important f ishery species such as Dungeness crab and 
Cali fornia hal ibut uti l i ze this area in higher concentrat ions than anywhere else in the Bay.  

Christ ian Marsh spoke:  Good afternoon. I  wi l l  make this short .  Chr ist ian Marsh. I  am 
a permitt ing and l it igation counsel for the permittees,  and I  have been working on this 
matter for over 15 years.  

I  real ly  just  wanted to  answer a couple of questions that have come up during this 
back and forth,  part icular ly Commissioner Nelson’s quest ions about the impacts on species.  

One of the things that  has not been gone into in a lot of detai l  here are al l  of  the 
other studies that have been conducted of the Bay and al l  the other effects .  We wil l  look 
forward to bringing those to bear.  But just  on the species alone we have biological  opinions 
from NOAA Fisheries,  US Fish and Wildl i fe Service. An essentia l  f ish habitat assessment  
approved by NOAA Fisheries,  an inc idental  take permit from CDFW that shows that impacts 
to smelt  are ful ly  mit igated. Those are just  a fract ion of the analysis  that has been done on 
species.  

I  would also note that  while the sand studies did not address the impacts of sand 
mining beyond the Golden Gate,  the State Lands Commission undertook mult iple rounds of 
modeling,  including most recently as  part of  the 2025, 2026 SEIR process that did look at  
modeling and looked at the ent ire other 20 mil l ion cubic yards,  or  1.7 mil l ion cubic yards,  
and found that it  was impercept ible beyond the Golden Gate. So that has been analyzed and 
those studies are avai lable and we wil l  be submitt ing those.  
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Lastly,  I  would just  say that your Chief  Counsel and I  are going to have a nice debate 
over whether you can consider cl imate change. There are a number of polic ies that deal 
with feasibi l ity.  There are also polic ies that deal with the important publ ic  benef its that  you 
can approve projects that have publ ic benefits.  I  cannot imagine a circumstance where you 
would not consider issues beyond your regulatory authority in analyzing public benef its or 
feasibi l ity,  whether it  is  technological,  economic. You certainly do not have jurisdict ion over 
the economics of these projects,  but you can consider that.  Thank you.  

Chair Wasserman cont inued: Thank you al l  for the work you have done and the 
presentations. We look forward to cont inuing the dia log.  Brenda, do you want to say 
anything? 

Ms. Goeden repl ied:  Thank you, Commissioners,  for your t ime and attention.  
12. Adjournment.  There being no further  business,  the Commission meeting was 
adjourned at 5:08 p.m. 
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