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TO:  Al l  Commissioners and Alternates  

 

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

larry .goldzband@bcdc.ca.gov) 
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Sierra Peterson, Executive & Commissioner L iaison (415/352-3608; 

s ierra.peterson@bcdc.ca.gov)  

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Pemberton),  Moulton-Peters,  Peskin (represented by Alternate Stefani) ,  Pine, Ramos, 
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Ranchod (represented by Alternate Nelson),  Randolph and Showalter.  

Ms. Peterson announced that a quorum was present .  

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

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

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

Governor (Eisen),  Alameda County (Tam) 

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

business.  

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

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

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

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

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

same. 

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

subjects that were not  on the agenda.  

No members of the public addressed the Commission.  

Chair Wasserman moved to Approval of the Minutes.   

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

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

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

Commissioner Gunther.  

The motion was approved by a voice vote with no abstent ions.  
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5.  Report of the Chair.   Chair Wasserman reported on the fol lowing:  

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

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

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

of experience doing so. 

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

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

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

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

it .  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Commission where there were some signif icant di fferences between regulated 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I  just  want to acknowledge one main point.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

of the BCDC, bel ieve i t  or not.  

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

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

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

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

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

involved with water.  

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

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

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

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

did not necessari ly  share his v iews.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

interests,  to say the least.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

projects throughout the Bay;  

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

Redwood City;  

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

4.  A Memorandum of Understanding among various state and regional 

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

r is ing sea levels in the Bay Area.  

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

meeting,  a lbeit  v irtual ly.  

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

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

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

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

communication reports? 

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

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

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

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

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

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

chairs that,  wil l  g ive a  brief  report .  

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

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

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

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

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

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

the work that is  occurring.  

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

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

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

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

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

Chair Wasserman asked:  Any quest ions on that?  

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

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

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

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

real ly  a good effort .  

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

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

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

discussion.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

Director is  here to make a report to us.  

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

the fol lowing on behalf  of the Executive Director:  

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

Executive Director did not have one for today. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

to talk about  any if  you have quest ions.  

There were no comments or questions.  

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

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

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

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

matter.  

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

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

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

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

BATA’s del iberations.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

brief ing.  

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

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

hands? 

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

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

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

second, please try not  to be repetit ive.   

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

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

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

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

would ask you not to be repet it ive.  

With that,  take it  away Kathar ine.  

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

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

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

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

Project.  

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

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

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

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

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

who wil l  provide a  status report on the project.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

retrofitt ing of the Bridge.  

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

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

the Bay Trai l  project .    

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the Bridge.   

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

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

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

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

that it  would ensure that it  was provided.   

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

studies and Commission briefings and discussions stemming from that commitment,  

which are further detai led in the staff  report .  

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

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

Bridge that were not part  of the Pi lot.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

of BATA and invite them to provide their status report.  

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

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

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

Director for F ield Operations and Asset Management.  

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

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

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

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

shoulders on the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge.   

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

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

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

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

order to provide accurate f indings and make recommendations.  

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

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

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

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

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

based on the current results and f indings.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

bui ld out.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

upper deck as a travel  lane.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

approaches.  

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

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

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

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

Bay Area 2050 Plan.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

in the city of San Rafael.    

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

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

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

Anderson Drive and connections to the Bay Trai l .  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

COVID period.  

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

be publ ished in a couple of weeks.   

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

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

focused on in my presentation today.  

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

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

deck path.  

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

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

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

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

in the evening.   

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

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

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

fact a shoulder.  

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

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

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

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

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

what more we can learn.  

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

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

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

deck shoulder as a third traff ic  lane.   

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

the scope of this Pi lot  decis ion.   

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

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

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

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

be done.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

corridor has grown considerably.    

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Boulevard in Marin.  

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

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

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

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

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

10:00 a.m. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

people remember.  

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

frankly,  with more questions than answers.   Honestly,  it  is  harder than we would l ike 

probably to correlate incidents and congest ion and we do have a lot of information 

on inc idents and incident rates.    

The Phase I I  f indings suggest that incident rates overal l  are down about 15 to 

20% over the course of the day,  but they are  up about 20 to 30% during the morning 

peak.  That is  of interest to us because the peak is  when inc idents are l ikely to cause 
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the most backup and the most headaches for commuters.  

On the left  of this chart in the blue and red there,  the sl ide shows that the 

increase in incidents,  the incident rates has gone up in the morning,  it  is  largely in 

col l is ions that are rearends or  s ideswipes.  Those are the most common types of 

incidents so that is  perhaps not surpris ing.  

On the r ight in the green and orange, the data shows that the increase in 

incidents are mostly the kind of incidents where there is  no reported injury ,  as 

opposed to incidents where there is  a serious injury or a fatal i ty.  

I  spent a l itt le bit  more t ime on this topic .   As you guess,  the t ime that it  takes 

for emergency responders to get to an incident real ly  makes a difference.  Not only 

have inc ident rates increased during the morning peak, but the UC Berkeley PATH 

Study also found it  may be taking longer to respond to them.   

Response t imes can real ly  range a lot from less than 5 minutes to 30 or 40 

minutes,  or in a real ly  extreme incident even longer than that .   Today, the average is  

16 minutes to respond and that is  compared to about 13 minutes before the Pi lot.    

And I  wi l l  acknowledge that sounds very small  and you are probably 

wondering,  why do we care if  it  is  a smal l  change.  I  wil l  say we care because each 

minute of delayed response to an inc ident mult ipl ies traff ic  by a factor of four.   And 

this creates more uncertainty about travel  t imes and that real ly  can be a big deal 

when you have got to get to work on t ime.  

I  am going to brief ly  recap the f indings here and then talk about our proposed 

next steps.  

The results for the lower deck part-t ime lane are very clear and very posit ive 
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in terms of addressing the purpose of the project,  rel ieving congestion.  

As I  just  discussed, results for the upper deck path are much less  clear.   I  do 

think we have real ly  demonstrated the importance of access on this Bay Trai l  

segment,  especia l ly  on weekends.  

While there is  no increase in the regular congest ion, there is  some kind of 

thought-provoking data when it  comes to weekday incidents,  and we would real ly  l ike 

to try something di fferent so we can learn more. 

That brings me to our proposal ,  which is  graphical ly  summarized on this s l ide.  

This is  the BATA and Caltrans proposal ,  and i t  is  st i l l  subject to Board approval as the 

Chair mentioned in his  introductory remarks.    

We are proposing to make the lower deck part-t ime lane permanent,  a 

permanent condit ion, as it  i s .   And we are proposing to extend the Pi lot  with some 

modif icat ions on the upper deck to answer the questions raised by the data and to 

better understand the role of an emergency shoulder.  

Speci f ica l ly,  we are proposing to retain the mult i-use path on days where there 

is  less commute traff ic,  restore the shoulder on other days of the week, and run a 

bike shutt le when that  space is  funct ioning as a shoulder.    

The shuttle service operations and the days that we would provide the path, 

we are st i l l  working those out,  to be honest .   I  think,  you know, weekends and 

Fridays and holidays are good candidates for the path.  We may even be able to open 

the path midday Thursday, and we wi l l  be reviewing the traff ic  and operat ions on 

that.   I f  we could do that,  we would real ly  have an extension that was about hal f-

t ime path and half-t ime a shoulder.  
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We are proposing to extend through the end of 2025, and we might possibly 

ask for a longer extension.  That would real ly  depend on the start  date,  how quickly 

we can get in front of you for a permit amendment,  or i f  we need a l itt le addit ional 

t ime for proper evaluation.  

Let me just clarify what we are trying to achieve with this proposal.   The f i rst  

is  it  real ly  a l lows us to learn more about this constrained real  estate on the Bridge 

and how it  operates,  while we keep the Bay Trai l  segment open in the t imes it  is  most 

used.  It  al lows us to get more data on safety and operations with the emergency 

shoulder open on weekdays.  And it  al lows us a better understanding of access.   I  am 

curious,  real ly,  whether we would attract some different Bay Trai l  users with a 

shutt le service.  And i t  al lows us to take a closer look at equity.    

The demographics and equity considerat ions of users was not something in the 

current,  in the or ig inal  scope for the UC Berkeley PATH and we think this is  worth 

spending some t ime on.  I  think it  is  important when you think about the var iabi l ity  

and congest ion due to  incidents in the morning.  

It  also a l lows us to continue working on projects such as the Richmond-San 

Rafael  Forward that wil l  make the approach to the Bridge and Richmond work better 

and speed up transit  and carpools in the corridor.  

Before I  wrap up, I  am just going to spend a minute on the Richmond-San 

Rafael  Forward projects.   These are ful ly  funded projects that wi l l  move us toward a 

mult i-modal corridor,  and we believe they wil l  a l leviate but not el iminate congestion 

in Richmond.  

Probably the most impactful  of these projects,  the biggest,  is  the Open Road 
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Toll ing and HOV Lane Extension that would open by the end of 2025.  This project wi l l  

do two things.   It  wi l l  remove the tol l  booths at the plaza,  and it  wil l  streamline 

traff ic  through the plaza to reduce the slowdown that happens when merging.  R ight 

now, the plaza widens out to seven lanes and then it  goes back to a few lanes to get 

on the Br idge, so it  wi l l  streamline that traff ic.  

It  wil l  also provide an HOV lane extension for carpools and buses through 

Richmond.  

We are also working with AC Transit  and Golden Gate Transit  to instal l  t ransit  

s ignal  prior ity on Cutt ing Boulevard.  

We expect to make some improvements to the Richmond Parkway interchange 

by 2026 that wil l  help with some of the local  congestion and the traff ic  divers ion.  

 In paral lel ,  although not shown on this s l ide,  Caltrans and BATA are looking at 

the abil ity  to use the upper deck shoulder on the Bridge as a carpool lane, potentia l ly  

in conjunction with a part-t ime path.  As I  mentioned earl ier,  that real ly  requires a 

ful l  environmental  review process,  and it  is  not the subject of the item before you 

today.  

This my last  s l ide.  In terms of next steps,  we are certainly very interested to 

hear your thoughts and questions today.  

Our f irst  step though before we can come back to you for a formal action is  

f irst  to ask  BATA to authorize staff,  that is  me, to pursue the proposal.   We wil l  be 

making an init ial  presentation to a BATA committee next week and then we wil l  be 

seeking approval f rom the ful l  Authority at  the end of the month.  

Second, we need to real ly  define the parameters of the modif icat ion l ike the 
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days of the week, the bike shutt le operat ions,  and work more closely with BCDC staff  

on the best  approach to the permit,  part icularly with respect to the lower deck.  

Third,  we would submit a formal request for amendment for your 

consideration at a later meeting.  

Thank you very much for your attent ion and we look forward to your 

discussions after Katherine c loses us out.  

Ms. Pan cont inued:  Thank you for that presentation.  I  also wanted to note 

that the current permit speci f ica l ly  prohibits  the alteration or removal of the 

faci l it ies without a permit amendment.  And so in this sort  of weird space where the 

authorizat ion for the Pi lot  Project has run out,  before the next amendment comes in,  

Caltrans has submitted a request for a non-material  t ime extension to extend the 

authorizat ion for the exist ing Pi lot  as-is  to give them some time to f inish up their 

proposal ,  f inish up their evaluation and come back with a material  amendment 

request later this year.  

At this point,  it  seems worthwhi le to share the legal  and policy bases for how a 

future proposal  for  the Pi lot  wil l  be analyzed.  

First ,  as a lways,  it  is  important to remember that Section 66602 of the 

McAteer-Petris  Act f inds that exist ing public  access to the shorel ine and waters of 

the San Francisco Bay is  inadequate, and that maximum feasible publ ic  access 

consistent with the proposed project should be provided.  

The Bay Plan further expands on this ,  in part icular and its  public  access 

polic ies,  and a lso includes a section of transportation pol icies and f indings that are 

relevant to this case.  And to paraphrase, Transportation Policies 1 and 4 require the 
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Commission to encourage the development of alternative modes of transportation 

and to include pedestr ian and bicyc le paths in transportation projects on br idges 

over the Bay.   

These are based on f indings that primary re l iance on s ingle-occupant vehic les 

for transportat ion in the Bay Area results in further pressures to use the Bay as a 

route for future roadways and br idges.  And that pressure to f i l l  the Bay can be 

reduced by providing safe and convenient publ ic  pathways for non-motorized forms 

of travel.  

Before closing,  I  would l ike to offer some questions for the Commission to 

consider in your discussion.  Staff  appreciates any insights  or direction you are able 

to provide in response to these questions as we prepare to return with the 

permittees later this year with their amendment request.  

This f irst  question is  related to the condit ions of the permit and s imply asks 

whether the Commission believes that there is  suff ic ient information at this t ime to 

remove the improvements,  make them permanent,  or  propose an alterat ion.  

For the second quest ion, knowing that the permittee plans to request an 

amendment to the permit for a modif ied Pi lot  Project,  what information would the 

Commission l ike to be included in the application and/or the staff  analys is  to support  

a determination of whether the proposed modifications are appropriate?  

For the third question, at  the conclusion of the Pi lot,  including any extended 

or modif ied version of  the Pi lot,  what information should be provided to support a 

determinat ion of whether non-motorized public access is  feasible on the Br idge? 

Lastly,  at  the conclus ion of the Pi lot,  what information should be provided to 
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support a determination of whether any proposed permanent project would be 

providing the maximum feasible publ ic  access on the Bridge consistent with that 

project?  

With that,  thank you very much for your attention to this presentation.  Staff  

and the permittees are happy to answer any clari fying quest ions you may have.  

Mr. Scharff  interjected:   Chair Wasserman, I  would just  l ike to make a short 

statement.  I  just  wanted to remind everyone that this is  an informational briefing 

and that this may come before us for a permanent amendment as you have heard.   

Therefore,  I  just  want to state that now is  not the t ime to state support or 

opposit ion to something that may come before us for a permit amendment.   That 

general  comments and concerns that do not state how you would vote on a permit 

amendment are okay,  and that the focus should be on responding to these four 

quest ions that staff  has posed.  

Chair Wasserman cont inued:  I  am going to start  with questions for 

clari f icat ion from the Commissioners and then we wil l  go to publ ic  comment.  I  am 

going to start  with Commissioner Gioia.  

Commissioner Gioia  commented:  Thank you for the presentat ions.  As 

someone who l ives in Richmond and represents the area that is  the approach to the 

Bridge, and I  have been both a dr iver in my car on the Bridge and a biker across the 

Bridge, so I  have experienced the enjoyment of biking,  the frustration of delays,  so I  

understand the dynamics of this.  

I  do have a  number of quest ions that wil l  help us later to answer the 

Commission questions,  but one of them deals with a ir  quality studies that you may 
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do;  and I  wanted to get Greg Nudd before he leaves and then I  wil l  have Lisa come 

up.    

Greg is  a senior off ic ia l  at  the Air  D istrict .   As Greg comes up, because I  think 

part of it  is  what are we going to ask for in the study, and I  know you are going to be 

doing air  qual ity analysis  we wil l  ask.   As an Air  District  member that is  an issue that 

is  been raised.   

I  do think it  is  important to clar ify.   Because there is  a lot  of good information 

and not-so-accurate information that is  out  there in the publ ic about al l  of  this  

potentia l  proposal .   I  know it  is  c lear that there is  no proposal  to  make this lane a 

vehicle lane for cars ,  potentia l ly  an HOV transit  lane, but not just  a vehicle lane.  A 

lot of the comments we hear,  I  think people think it  i s  going to be turned into a 

vehicle lane.   

Then there is  this stuff  going around that the bike lane has caused more air  

pollut ion, which has not happened.  But I  wanted to understand,  Greg.  Can you just 

comment about air  pollut ion impacts so far,  as part  one.  And part  two, i f  we were to 

ask,  as they do studies,  what k inds of studies would make sense?   

It  sounds l ike the alternatives you are looking at ,  us ing it  as a shoulder,  using 

it  as an HOV/transit  lane have different impl ications for congestion and air  qual ity.   I  

know you had to leave so I  wanted to ask you that before going back to MTC. 

Mr. Nudd commented:  Sure,  I  wi l l  keep it  br ief.   R ight now, we do not have 

any evidence that the bike lane is  causing greater air  pollution in Richmond.  The 

data that we see is  consistent with what we see near every freeway in the Bay area 

where there are s ignif icant increases in a ir  pollut ion in the mornings.   But that  is  
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typical  of pretty much every freeway in the Bay Area.  

In terms of things to consider.   When you are doing an air  quality evaluation of 

a traff ic  improvement project you want to look at the types of vehicles that  are 

traveling.   By that I  mean l ight duty vehic les  versus diesel  t rucks.   You want to look 

at vehicle speeds before and after;  and you want to look at total  vehicle throughput 

before and after.    

What we are f inding recently is  because l ight duty vehicle ta i lpipe emissions 

are so low, congestion is  not real ly  an issue for l ight duty vehicles from an air  qual ity 

standpoint.    

Obviously,  it  i s  an issue from a quality-of-l i fe standpoint,  and it  can be an air  

quality issue if  it  causes traff ic  to back up on surface streets,  especial ly  i f  there are 

diesel  vehicles in  that traff ic  mix.  

The thing to be careful  about though is  induced demand.  I f  you make some 

modif icat ions that end up having greater throughput  through the area you can 

actually  see increases in particulate matter,  even though the congestion is  lower.  It  

is  a l itt le bit  of a di fferent framework than what we are used to dealing with in terms 

of congestion.  And that real ly  has to do with,  f i rst  of a l l ,  having c leaner cars,  which 

is  great,  but a lso having better understanding about the impacts of brake wear and 

t ire wear and road dust from an a ir  quality  standpoint.  

Commissioner Gioia  asked:   How does more congestion versus less  congestion 

affect the larger source from cars now, which is  there brake and t i re wear and road 

dust as opposed to the tai lpipe emissions?  How does having congestion versus not 

having congestion affect that part?  
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Mr. Nudd explained:   Tire wear tracks direct ly with vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT),  as does road dust,  so the more vehic le miles traveled you have the more t ire 

wear you have.   

A recent study came out showing that most of the microplastics in  the Bay are 

actually  t ire wear.   So,  the more VMT you have, the more t ire wear you have, more 

air  pollut ion, more water pollution.   

With electric  vehicles we are seeing increased t ire wear because folks use 

their t ires as brakes through regenerative braking,  but you see less brake wear,  so 

the net impact of electric  vehicles on that is  quest ionable.  

In terms of diesel ,  i f  you have got diesel  t rucks id l ing that is  going to be a big 

problem for the community,  especial ly  i f  they are on surface level  streets.  

Commissioner Gioia  acknowledged:  Thanks,  Greg, that is  al l  I  had.  But it  

sounds l ike when you do a study the Air District  wil l  be involved making comments 

and reviewing the parameters of the study to ensure that we are gett ing the r ight 

overview and the right comment on that.   And the Air Distr ict  is  prepared to do that.  

Mr. Nudd agreed:  Yes,  we are happy to help MTC, provide some technical  

support on that.   We are already working with them on the overal l  improvement 

projects and helping make sure that they have got the right  technical  approach with 

the contractors they are using for the air  quality analys is.  

Commissioner Gioia  acknowledged and cont inued:  Great,  thanks.  

I  just  had a few questions on the presentation, maybe to L isa or Caltrans,  just  

to be clear.    

You are not proposing a through lane, you are proposing HOV and transit  long-
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term, but your permit applicat ion may seek just to have a shoulder  for a per iod of 

t ime and then this HOV transit  lane.  How are you going to be able  to dist inguish 

dur ing this modif ied period the changes under the modif ied permit i f  you are also 

making the changes which are going to benefit  the Richmond-San Rafael  Forward?   

Because r ight now you have three lanes of traff ic ,  going to seven at the tol l  

plaza,  going down to two.  And your proposal  is  to have three lanes of traff ic ,  three 

through the tol l  plaza,  down to two, which is  going to have, I  think,  a big posit ive 

effect on reducing congestion.   

So,  to the extent that you are looking at that benef it  from that project,  how 

are you going to dist inguish that from what you are doing in the modif ied proposal,  

the modif ied permit?  Assuming it  is  successful,  r ight?  To be real ly  clear here to the 

public ,  we are ask ing quest ions to get information.  We could potential ly  be 

disqualif ied from voting,  as our counsel said,  i f  we start  speci fying support and 

opposit ion.  Plus,  we do not have a l l  the information to make a decision, r ight?  

Ms. Klein replied:   Right,  that is  r ight.   No, that is  a very good question, and 

we are trying to thread a needle here.  What we would hope to be able to do is  very 

quick ly come back to you.  Submit the request for the permit amendment to try this 

modif icat ion.  As you noted, the modif ication would restore the shoulder on the 

weekdays,  no traff ic  on that lane.  And we would l ike to be able to  run that through 

before.  We would l ike to be able to open that pretty quickly .   Run that next year 

before the Forward Project opens.  The Forward Project is  projected to open at the 

end of 2025 and so that would give us,  hopeful ly,  about a good year’s worth of data 

before those improvements get made to the tol l  plaza.  
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Commissioner Gioia  asked:   It  i s  your belief the Forward Project is  going to 

have a great benefit  at  reducing congestion there.  Have you thought about how 

much? 

Ms. Klein answered:  I  think the Forward Project is  not going to el iminate 

congestion at the to l l  plaza,  r ight.   We would not be building an HOV lane if  it  would 

because you would not have an advantage.  I  know that I  have those numbers in my 

notes and how much i t  is .   I  think it  is  a few minutes worth of rel ief  for the general  

lanes.  It  is  far more benefic ial  to the carpools and the transit  vehicles that wi l l  be 

able to use the HOV lane and it  was a few minutes worth.  

Commissioner Gioia  continued his quest ioning:   How are you thinking of doing 

enforcement?  I  have had an electric  car for  10 years.   I  drive in HOV lanes that are 

packed al l  the t ime because I  think more than half  the dr ivers do not have the 

number of passengers or have an e lectric  car .   Obviously,  there is  the potent ial  for a 

traff ic  lane.  How are you going to address that?  

Ms. Klein replied:   Yes,  and that is  a real ly  good question.  Enforc ing carpool 

lanes is  tough, there is  no doubt about it .   You al l  see that al l  the t ime on the road 

and so do I .    

We do a l itt le bit  better on the bridge approaches.   It  i s  a l itt le bit  easier on 

the br idge approaches than it  is ,  say,  on Interstate 80 in your neck of the woods 

there.  And that is  because the dr ivers are going through a single point at  the tol l  

plaza where there is  an HOV lane.  They are currently a l itt le s lower r ight there than 

they are on Interstate  80.  You can put a highway patrol  vehic le pretty much right 

there and they can look and see who is  in the lane.  And that is  much easier than 
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having them drive by when cars are moving with traff ic  on the regular freeway.  

Commissioner Gioia  asked:   Could you col lect this same data with less days of 

modif ied changes?  You just proposed something that was a Thursday through 

Sunday, which is  potentia l ly  50/50.  How many days do you need to real ly  col lect the 

data to make a f inal  decision? 

Ms. Klein replied:   I  do not think I  have a real  specif ic  answer to that question.  

What we are doing in trying to assess the number of days is  real ly  trying to balance 

the traff ic  patterns that we see where there is  the congest ion and the number of 

vehicles that are traveling on the Bridge,  and we see very clear patterns thus far .   

Traff ic  volumes are very consistent Tuesday,  Wednesday, Thursday.  Monday is  very 

close to those and then Fr iday the traff ic  is  lower.  That is  one of the things we are 

real ly  considering when we look at what days we want to operate the path.  

Commissioner Gioia  continued:  You have proposed a bike shutt le  for the days 

that the bike lane is  not avai lable,  which presumably is  in the lane of traff ic,  which is  

also congested.  Is  there any reason your proposal  could not inc lude a bike shuttle,  

on the shoulder,  a smaller vehicle on the shoulder,  that puts the, again assuming this 

goes forward, r ight? 

Ms. Klein answered:  Right.  

Commissioner Gioia  continued:  That puts bikes on the shoulder that gets them 

across.   B ike or pedestrian I  should say.  

Ms. Klein stated:   I  think that is  a real ly  interesting idea and I  think it  is  

something we would have to look at.   We would want to real ly  work through that 

with Caltrans as the owner of the Bridge and understand what  that kind of operation 
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would mean.  I  think i t  is  a real ly  interest ing suggest ion and something we wil l  look 

at.  

Commissioner Gioia  continued:  This is  more to BCDC.  One of the things we 

obviously have to consider,  maximum feas ible publ ic access,  al l  those standards.  

Have shuttles been used on some temporary  or long-term basis to deal with public  

access issues?  This is  real ly  to the staff.   Have they?  And maybe i t  is  also a legal  

quest ion of whether or not it  meets public access having a shuttle .  

Ms. Klein stated:   I  am looking at  Ashley to see just in terms of,  l ike,  

detouring,  I  guess.  

Commissioner Gioia  continued:  Yes,  how does the maximum feas ible public  

access interplay with using a shuttle on some days in place of actually  providing the 

access?  

Bay Design Analyst  Tomerl in f ielded this question:   Ashley Tomerl in,  Bay 

Design Analyst.   We have seen shuttles on the Richmond Br idge previously and then 

at Middle Harbor Road related to Middle Harbor Shorel ine Park.   

The use of shuttles does not seem to be popular e ither with user groups or the 

agencies running them.  The Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge shutt le was run prior to the 

1997 Richmond Bridge permit,  and it  was cancelled due to low ridership and 

dissatisfaction on the parts of the bicycl ists just  due to unrel iabi l ity.  

Commissioner Gioia  acknowledged:  Just wondered.  Okay, thanks.  

And just a couple of f inal .   Is  there a reason you want to go forward with the 

shoulder as  opposed to wait ing,  col lect ing more, and apply for a permit when you 

have done the analysis  to look at an HOV transit  lane? 
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Ms. Klein answered:  Yes,  that is  a good question.  

Commissioner Gioia  continued:  Because you hear,  a shoulder is  a  shoulder,  

and I  wil l  get to the incident  question in a  second.  

Ms. Klein continued:  Right.   I  think it  real ly  does relate to the inc idents.   It  

has been a while now since we had a shoulder on that Bridge, r ight.   It  has been four 

years and there was COVID in between it ,  r ight .   And I  think one of the things that we 

wonder a l itt le bit  about is,  do people real ly  remember the experience of the Bridge 

before the Pi lot and is  there maybe some?  I t  has been a while .    

So,  this question about what happens when there is  an inc ident?  At this point 

we only have the more recent experience, r ight ,  where we have the path, and we do 

think that there is  some value in gett ing fresh data.   

It  is  a lso true that traff ic  is  90% of what it  was before COVID and so it  may 

funct ion a l itt le di fferently now in this period than it  did back in 2018, 2019.  That is  

one reason we would l ike to go ahead and do it  now. 

Commissioner Gioia  asked:   How long is  it  go ing to take you to analyze and 

determine whether it  is  feas ible to have a HOV transit  lane there?  Because I  assume 

that is  where you ult imately are trying to end up in your permit appl ication, but this 

intermediate use of a shoulder is  just  different.   How long is  it  going to take you? 

Ms. Klein answered:  Right.   Wel l ,  I  do not know where we are try ing to end 

up.   I  think we are looking at options and we want to understand what the analysis  

wil l  show. 

In terms of how long the analysis  takes,  it  is  a two-step process.   We are doing 

an init ial  analysis,  we cal l  it  a  design a lternative assessment,  and we are trying to 
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move very expedit iously through that and complete that by the end of the year.   That 

wil l  give us a general  sense of feasibi l ity.    

In order to real ly  pursue this and to come back for a permit,  we would have to 

complete a ful l  environmental  review.  It  would be comparable in scope to the 

environmental  review we did for the current  pi lot  and that was a two-year process.   

So,  it  is  a good two-plus years before we could come back and ask  for a permit for an 

HOV lane, two plus years,  probably three.  

Commissioner Gioia  acknowledged:  So,  the Commission is  looking at  maybe 

three general  alternat ive options.  One is  whether to cont inue the current status 

quo, second is  whether to amend the permit  to a shoulder,  third is  whether 

ult imately to amend the permit to have HOV and a transit .    

What you want  us to do, it  sounds l ike,  i s  study what the benefits  or not of the 

shoulder are.  And if  we found that there was not a great benef it ,  that we would 

potentia l ly  go back to status quo or then entertain later an application on an HOV.   

Because there’s di fferent cost benefits ,  I  should say for each of those, r ight?  

A shoulder versus HOV transit  is  a big di fference, with di fferent cost benef its and 

different impacts on congestion and air  qual ity and al l  of  that.   But you are only 

going to col lect data on the shoulder,  you are not going to col lect data on the HOV 

and the transit .  

Ms. Klein acknowledged:  Right,  that is  true.  We wil l  be doing analysis  in 

paral lel  though on the HOV lane on the shoulder.   So,  the tr ick  is  to bring a l l  this  

together.  

Commissioner Gioia  stated:   But  you are not going to have data from an HOV 
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transit .  

Ms. Klein replied:   We wil l  not have data for  it .   I  think one of the chal lenges in 

traff ic  analysis  is  this  notion of incidents and this non-recurr ing congestion and that 

is  a place where I  think real  l i fe experience is  especial ly  valuable.    

Incidents are tremendously variable,  r ight?  It  is  anything from you get a f lat  

t ire and you pul l  over,  to a major crash.  They vary on the weather and the t ime of 

day and the l ight ing and there is  just  so much variation.  So,  I  think that is  an area 

where direct experience is  particularly valuable.   I  think as an industry,  i f  you wi l l ,  

we do a l itt le better at  traff ic  analys is  when we are talk ing about,  you know. 

Commissioner Gioia  continued:  Right.   You calculate there were some 

increases in incidents,  I  get it ,  in the morning,  6:00 to 9:00.  But how many incidents 

are we talking about?  What is  the actual  absolute number of inc idents?  And what is  

the data you have that shows what the impact of that incident  was on any increased 

congestion or not?  

Ms. Klein explained:   Right,  yes.   We measure the incidents as rates,  typical ly,  

and the rates are the numbers  that are included in your packet.   I t  is  rates per mi l l ion 

vehicle miles  traveled so it  is  a very,  very small  number.  Which is  real ly  a good 

thing,  r ight,  because you do not want a lot of crashes.  So those numbers are in your 

packet.   I  would have to go back and look at the actual  number of incidents over a 

period of t ime.  I  do not have that on top of  my head.  

Commissioner Gioia  stated:   I  think that is  useful  and how much then?  That is  

a quest ion I  have to come back to us.   How many days was that and how much did it  

actually  affect congestion or how much did it  affect delay? 
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Ms. Klein concurred:   Right.  

Commissioner Gioia  noted:   We do not have that real ly.   Thanks.  Those are 

some questions about it .  

Commissioner Nelson was recognized:   A couple of addit ional questions.   The 

f irst  is  very much along that same l ine.  I  had struggled when I  was looking at those 

graphics to look at number of inc idents per mil l ion mi les traveled.   I  have no idea 

what that translates to in terms of the real -world number of inc idents.   How they are 

distr ibuted.  Do they happen at di fferent t imes of day.  I f  you are considering vary ing 

the use of that shoulder that distribution might matter .   We do not need those 

answers now.  But as we think about moving forward as you folks  are prepar ing to 

come back to us,  it  would real ly  help i f  those numbers  came back to us in numbers 

that we could understand.  

A couple of other questions.   I  share Commissioner Gioia’s  questions and 

concern about not seeing this as a one-way step toward a transit  l ine.  We have not 

made that decis ion yet and you are not proposing we make that decision yet .   But the 

debate here real ly  is  about emergency.   

The tradeoff is  real ly  not about traff ic,  it  is  about emergency use of that lane 

compared to,  it  is  emergency-related traff ic  congestion related to the current bicyc le 

use,  r ight.   That is  the tradeoff we are ta lking about.   So,  I  just  want to make sure we 

are al l  c lear about that.  

One of the things just  with that in mind I  was trying to understand, you said 

that the volume of traff ic  today is  about 90% of the pre-COVID levels but the 

congestion level  is  pretty similar or maybe a l itt le bit  worse than pre-COVID.  Can you 
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help us understand why that is?  I  would expect the congestion to be lower.  

Ms. Klein replied:   A l i tt le bit  lower.  I  think that is  one of the questions.   I  

would say it  is  comparable.   I  would not say it  is  a l itt le bit  worse,  I  would say it  is  

real ly  very comparable.  It  i s  a l itt le dif ferent in  shape, but it  is  real ly  pretty 

comparable.   I  think that is  a good quest ion and I  am not sure we have a great answer 

for it .   St i l l ,  a  lot  of the congestion real ly  has to do with that tol l  plaza and the fact i t  

widens out and it  comes back down.  You have got to merge in the back.  So that is  

one of the considerations.  

The PATH Study did f ind, I  d id not highl ight it  because I  do not think it  i s  

necessar i ly  central  to the discussion today, but the PATH Study did f ind that there is  

a s l ight decrease in capacity on the Br idge with the barrier  in place.  That may have 

to do with how the cars are moving across the Bridge, they may be a l itt le s lower 

r ight next to the barrier,  they may be choosing more to be in the left  lane because 

they do not want to be next to the barr ier.    

But what  we found is  that it  has not real ly  dramatical ly  affected the 

performance on the traff ic  across the Br idge, it  is  sort  of hiding in the background 

there.  

Could it  be something with traff ic?  We do not know now if  this is  a new 

normal,  we also do not know that,  r ight?  I f  traff ic  were to grow back,  could it  be a 

consideration?  Could it  make the backup worse?  Maybe it  could.  That is  also very 

hard to test in real  l i fe when traff ic  is  low.  

Commissioner Nelson continued:  A couple of other questions that would be 

helpful  i f  you could provide us more information when you come back.  And I  suspect 
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we are going to be hearing about some of this f rom the publ ic.    

The documents indicate that the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge is  the second-

most popular br idge for bicycle transit  compared to the Bay Bridge.  It  would be good 

to have those numbers as well .   That connection does not go al l  the way across 

currently but those would be good numbers  to see. 

I  would also be real ly  interested, and I  would be interested in members of the 

public talking about  this as well ,  is  to what  extent,  i f  any,  is  the low use on the 

Bridge related to connections on either end?  I  was not quite sure.   

Larry,  you were ta lking about the connection on the west end of the Bridge, 

and I  was not sure whether that was real ly  affecting bicyc le use in a s ignif icant way 

that might have an impact on use.  So that is  just  a question for everybody about to 

what extent,  i f  any,  is  the use being,  frankly,  lower than I  would have expected, 

especia l ly  dur ing the weekdays,  related to access off  of the Br idge? 

And the last  question is,  i f  we are considering going back to a shuttle,  it  would 

be helpful  to hear from the members of the public ,  and it  would help us see the 

numbers.   Staff  just  sa id that that was cancelled because of a lack of public support .   

That could have been unrel iabi l ity  of the shuttle,  it  could be the fact that members 

of the publ ic are much more enthusiastic about traveling across the Bridge by bicyc le 

rather than in the back of a van.  But those would be good numbers to have before us 

as well .   I  think that  is  it ,  thank you.  

Ms. Klein responded:  Through the Chair,  i f  you would l ike me to respond to 

any of those,  I  can tackle them now or I  can hold them and we can do it  when we 

come back.  
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Chair Wasserman replied:   Unless you think there is  something very specif ic,  I  

think most of them are intended as guidance for what comes back to us.  

Ms. Klein acknowledged:  Certainly .  

Commissioner Gunther was recognized:   Just to fol low up briefly.   I  think the 

discussion seems to be centering around the need for benchmarks to better analyze 

the quant itative information that you are giving us.    

For example,  there’s  500 people each weekend on the Br idge.  Is  that a lot  or 

is  it  not a lot?  Did we project in 2016 what it  would be?  That kind of benchmarking 

would help us interpret,  r ight,  14 to 17 minutes saved eastbound.   I  am getting the 

impression that  is  a lot.   Compared to what?   I  think that would be real ly  helpful.   

And just a couple of things l ike the number of incidents.   Are there incidents in  the 

pedestr ian/bike lane? 

Ms. Klein answered:  I t  is  a very smal l  number,  i f  there were any at al l .  

Commissioner Gunther continued:  Would reducing the speed on the Bridge 

reduce the number of incidents? 

Ms. Klein replied:   Through the Chair ,  would you l ike me to respond now or 

this for  guidance?  I  am happy to take your guidance.  I  know you have other business 

to take care of.  

Chair Wasserman stated:   I  would take these as guidance for the information 

we need.  

Commissioner Gunther continued:  That is  a l l  they are meant for ,  thank you.  I  

know that sometimes it  feels l ike you are pull ing something out of  thin air .   But in 

terms of interacting then with the greater publ ic,  as I  was responsible for us ing 
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scient if ic  information to decide if  the Bay is  healthy.  Wel l ,  is  it?   How do you do 

that?  There is  no health meter you put into it ,  r ight .    

You have to come up with a sense of what is  good.  Whatever you decide to 

do, and whatever we al l  agree to do going forward, to have some goals,  some kind of 

benchmarks out there,  we think this is  going to reduce the number of inc idents by 

whatever and then let ’s  see what happens.  At least we can get a sense from that of 

what these statist ics mean.   

Again,  I  am going to reiterate,  there is  no right answer to this,  r ight.   But,  your 

expert judgment,  informed by everybody else’s,  helps guide the discuss ion in the 

future.  Thanks.  

Commissioner Eklund inquired:   I  just  have some clarifying quest ions because I  

have not been as involved in this project as a lot  of others have been.  What you are 

saying is  that the lower deck,  which goes eastbound, the bike lane wil l  remain? 

Ms. Klein replied:   On the lower deck there is  a part-t ime traff ic  lane.  The 

lower deck is  a vehic le lane 2:00 to 7:00 p.m. 

Commissioner Eklund asked:  It  is  not a bike lane? 

Ms. Klein answered:  I t  is  not a bike lane,  yes,  that is  correct .  

Commissioner Eklund acknowledged:  Okay.  The bike lane/pedestr ian is  only 

on the upper deck.  

Ms. Klein answered:  That is  correct,  yes.  

Commissioner Eklund noted:   Okay.  That is  a very important clar if ication.  So,  

you are looking at doing the upper deck,  which is  westbound.  You would l ike to try 

to convert that to an HOV transit  lane during the week, and then on the weekends 
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use that lane as a  bike lane/pedestr ian lane,  correct? 

Ms. Klein explained:   There is  a series of things over t ime, r ight,  and we are a 

l itt le more spread out .   The immediate,  it  is  not an ask yet because we st i l l  have to 

get authority .   The immediate proposal  is  to  extend the Pi lot  on the upper deck,  

restore a shoulder on the weekdays and have the path, retain the path on the 

weekends.   

We are in paral le l  with that ,  and we would seek to get a permit to do that very 

soon.  Perhaps have that in place ideal ly  before the end of this year.   In paral lel  with 

that,  we are doing analysis  studies,  f irst  a feasibi l ity  sort  of analys is  and then 

perhaps an environmental  review that would look at us ing that shoulder as a bus and 

HOV lane.  But that is  a separate analys is.    

We would not be able to come before the Commission with that for several  

years because it  needs a ful l  environmental  review.  

Commissioner Eklund stated:   I  guess I  share some of the concern about how 

you are going to be able to compare di fferent pi lots s ince this proposal  is  

substant ial ly  di fferent  than the pi lot  that has been occurr ing over the last  few years .   

I  share that very much so. 

Help me to understand the public  opposit ion.  It  is  with the upper deck,  

correct? 

Ms. Klein concurred:   That is  correct.  

Commissioner Eklund continued:  Okay.  And it  i s  the opposit ion to retaining it  

as a bike and pedestr ian path, correct,  or not? 

Chair Wasserman interjected:   I  am going to  give her a l i fesaver.   We are going 
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to hear from the publ ic.   I  would rather  hear  it  from the public than have the Caltrans 

representative be put in the posit ion of speaking for the publ ic.  

Commissioner Eklund continued:  I  guess for  myself  and others that may not 

have been involved in this f rom the beginning,  it  would be helpful  to have this is  

where we were, this is  what we did,  and this  is  what we are proposing.  I  come in l ike 

this in midstream and I  hear  a lot of controversy,  but I  do not know what the 

controversy is  about in particular.  

You stated this ,  congestion is  t r iggered by the tol l  plaza.  Has Caltrans ever 

looked at what they could do?  You probably have.  What you could do to the tol l  

plaza to minimize i f  not el iminate that congestion?  Maybe that needs to be in a 

separate document.  

Ms. Klein answered:  Deferring to the Chair  whether to respond now or later.  

Commissioner Eklund stated:   I f  you can explain that later ,  that is  f ine but just  

some of these basics.  

Why is  it  that the Br idge is  more popular with bike and pedestr ian?  I  think 

that is  a good quest ion.  Because the Golden Gate Bridge is  pretty popular.   It  would 

be interesting to have some of the other statist ics too so we can compare them.  I  

have some other ideas  of what I  would l ike to see but I  think we have got a long way 

to go. 

Commissioner Randolph noted:   I  guess this  is  an observation having been part 

of this conversation we had with the 2016 that I  remember it  very  well  at  the t ime.  

It  goes to,  I  think,  two quest ions.   Is  it  the optimal or most appropriate use of the 

space that is  current ly used as the bike and pedestr ian lane as opposed to alternat ive 
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uses?   

I  remember when this f irst  came up there was understandably a lot  of 

advocacy by the bicyc le community and ABAG said it  i s  going to complete the Bay 

Trai l ,  which is  great.  

But I  registered a fundamental  concern at that t ime, this is  years ago now, that 

this was coming to us in the complete absence of any kind of data whatsoever.   Some 

folks said,  wel l ,  you know, bikes are so successful  on the Golden Gate Bridge.  Come 

on, the Golden Gate Bridge ends at the Presidio in  San Francisco and at the other end 

it  is  in Sausal ito,  and i t  is  a major tourist  destinat ion.  Scenic,  and I  do not think any 

of us would cal l  the San Rafael  Br idge scenic .    

There is  very l itt le at  either end immediately that would draw people as a 

destination.  You got to go pretty far away to get anywhere that is  real ly  going to.  

Commissioner Gioia  interjected:   Folks in Marin and Contra Costa may disagree 

with that view. (Group laughter)  

Commissioner Randolph responded:  I  l ive in Marin County,  thank you very 

much, and I  r ide my bike out hundreds of mi les.   Anyway, I  am a biker too, so I  total ly  

get it .    

But I  guess this goes to the quest ion, one is  I  might  use dif ferent terminology 

than you did that the upper deck path is  quite well  used.  I  am not  sure I  would say 

that 140 bikes a day is  quite well  used compared to the other traff ic ,  so I  would 

probably use different  language.   

I  think we have the key data that we need, which is  the number of bikes and 

pedestr ians on the Bridge dur ing commute hours and non-commute hours.  
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What I  think would be useful,  again when you said that the San Rafael  Br idge is  

the number two most popular bridge for bikes after the Bay Br idge.  It  would be great 

to see what is  the data?  How many bikes  use the Bay Br idge?  How many bikes use 

other Cal ifornia bridges in the region?  And how many use the Golden Gate Bridge?  

So,  i f  we see the data of Golden Gate Br idge, Bay Bridge, San Rafael  Bridge, San 

Mateo Bridge, any other bridges,  I  think that is  the data.  I  think tel l ing us it  is  

number two does not tel l  us  very much at al l .  

So anyway, I  am glad we are having this conversation.   I  am glad we have the 

data.  We could use a l itt le bit  more.  And I  think anything else that you can share 

with us that would help us understand the benefits of the shoulder,  that would get us 

maybe, eventually  i f  we go there someday, to the HOV lane.  I  know that is  not this 

permit request .   But I  think anything to understand the benefits further of gett ing 

the shoulder back would be very helpful .   I  would love to see the data on al l  the 

bridges.  

Chair Wasserman added:  And just to compl icate it  a  l itt le bit  more, I  would 

l ike to see data on other well-used bicyc le paths,  commuter and recreational,  not 

just  l imited to bridges. 

Commissioner Moulton-Peters stated:   Here is  the Commissioner,  along with 

our previous Commissioner,  in Marin County,  so I  have some fol low-up quest ions 

about the safety issues that you raised because I  want to understand.    

We talked about accident rates.   But actual ly,  the impacts of acc idents go to 

everybody else on the Bridge at the t ime that it  happens and backed up.  I  wonder if  

you could come back with us.   You ment ioned that minutes of delay on the Br idge 
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due to incidents have four t imes the impact and so I  would l ike to understand that 

better.   Four t imes the impact of what and to whom?   

Because we are hearing from teachers and health care workers who need to be 

to work on t ime that they are coming across  the Bridge one and two hours ear ly  now 

to offset the potentia l  of an incident,  they need to be at their jobs  on t ime.  So,  I  

would l ike some better understanding of these impacts .   F ive inc idents may happen, 

and they may affect 50,000 people.  

Similarly,  I  wonder if  you could come back to us with,  on your heat maps you 

showed a longer period of delay in the commute in the morning,  a more lengthy 

period of commute t ime that had increased over the pre-COVID t imes.  And if  there is  

any way to explain what is  happening there.   You said that the total  volume of traff ic  

has not changed, but the t ime duration of congest ion is  longer now.  So,  i f  it  i s  

possible to understand that .  

A related question is,  are you able to use INRIX data or other data to track 

commuters going over the Bridge, both by bike and by car in the morning?  I  know 

that we have origins and destination information about auto commuters,  and we 

know where they go, part  to Sonoma County,  part  to Marin.  It  would be good to get 

an update on that.    

But also,  the bicycle commuters because I  am quite certain we have a cadre of 

bicycle commuters who use it  dur ing the week.  But if  i t  would be possible to 

determine, are these repeat users going over?  Of the 140-something or other each 

week, how many are repeaters?  That would just be helpful  to understand.  

I  agree the usership on the Golden Gate Br idge would be interesting to know.  
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I  can say,  Chair Wasserman, incidental ly  that we have some 3,000 riders over a 

weekend on the North Sausal ito to Mil l  Val ley path.  We have 3,000 riders  a 

weekend, which is  quite dif ferent .   So,  it  would be useful  to get some comparative 

data on al l  that .  

I  think those are my questions.  Yes.   I  would just say,  I  real ize we do have a 

serious trade off  discussion of a constrained Bridge.  It  would be nice if  it  was a new 

Bridge, and we could outfit  it  with bike lanes in both direct ions.  But we have what 

we have, we have to f igure it  out.   So,  thank you, those are my questions.  

Commissioner Kishimoto had quest ions:   I  do  have f ive or s ix  quest ions.  One 

goes back to history.   I  am just cur ious why do we have a part-t ime vehicle lane 

added heading west versus east and why was that decis ion made?  I  am just cur ious 

about that.  

Second is,  I  read that a cant i levered bike and pedestrian faci l ity  was 

contemplated at one point,  and I  would be curious to hear  how much research was 

done and is  that a possibi l ity?  

I  also had questions about the inc idents per  day so that  is  that.  

Then regarding transit .   I  have to confess I  do not even know if  there are any 

buses crossing the Br idge today so that is  kind of a bas ic question. 

Commissioner Gioia  interjected:   There are.  

Commissioner Kishimoto acknowledged and continued:  There are,  okay. 

Is  there contemplat ion of HOV buses or even other demand side strategies?  It  

might be increas ing the tol ls  and using the greater revenues for improving transit .   

And related to that ,  the Supervisor  just  mentioned the origin/destinat ion studies.   I  
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am sure there were studies done at that point.   I  would be curious to know some 

summary of that about where the 70,000 vehicles  are going per day.  Without that it  

is  kind of hard to make suggestions on what  would be the most effective alternat ive 

transportation.  

I  guess alternatives for cycl ists who want to cross the Bay.  I  do not know what 

has changed since that last  look.  

And then there was some discussion about the landside bike connections,  and 

it  was not c lear to me they are st i l l  under construction.  I f  they are,  when are they 

due to be done?  So,  i t  does seem unfair  that we are looking at this with the landside 

bike connections not being completed.  

I  suppose the last  one I  wil l  throw out is,  i f  we are looking for some 

combination of emergency shoulder room for disabled vehicles,  is  there some way to 

combine it  with narrowed lanes in some places for either pedestr ians or bicycl ists 

who might have to dismount to pass?  That might be a crazy idea but wanted to 

throw that out there.  I  think that those are most of my questions,  thank you.  

Ms. Klein responded:  Through the Chair,  i f  I  may make one clarif ication.  The 

improvements on the Marin s ide and the Contra Costa County side,  those are largely 

complete,  the access improvements.   There is  some addit ional work we are doing on 

Marin that is  under construction now, but we have real ly  completed.  On the 

Richmond side,  those path improvements to access are complete and there have been 

substant ial  improvements completed already on the Marin side as  well .   I  just  want 

to clarify that because it  has  come up a couple t imes.  Thank you.  

Chair Wasserman noted:   I  do not see any other Commissioner comments so we 
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wil l  now go to public  speakers.   We are going to start  with speakers in the room.  You 

have two minutes and please try very hard not to be repetit ive.  

Bruce Beyaert commented:  Chair Wasserman and Members of the Commission, 

my name is  Bruce Beyaert with Trai ls  for R ichmond Act ion Committee and a member 

of the San Francisco Bay Trai l  Project Board of Directors.    

The Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Trai l  is  a key section of the mult i -use San 

Francisco Bay Trai l .   It  should stay open 365 days per year.   Cycl ists,  pedestrians,  

joggers have enjoyed about 380,000 trips  across this Bridge since i t  opened in 

November 2019.  There is  no justi f icat ion for shutting it  down four days a week in 

order to provide a vehicle breakdown lane.  

Page 7 of the Caltrans/BATA Report in your agenda package states,  and I  

quote,  a “… relatively small  number of inc idents have occurred on the upper deck of 

the Bridge …”  I f  there have been a relatively small  number of incidents,  why shut 

down the Trai l  for a breakdown lane?   

My wife and I  were driving across the Bridge a couple of weeks ago and there 

was a car broken down with a f lat  t ire in the left  lane.  So what I  would l ike to 

suggest,  and some of the board members have al luded to this in their discuss ion 

today, is  that rather than moving ahead now, and I  am talk ing to both Caltrans and 

BATA also with shutting down the Trai l  four  days a week to provide a breakdown 

lane, we should wait  for the completion of the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Forward 

Program that BATA is  carrying out now. 

The major problems of delays  on the Bridge are the approaches.  The Forward 

Program wil l  make major improvements to the Richmond Parkway interchange 
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approach to the Bridge.  It  wi l l  el iminate,  as  discussed earl ier,  it  wil l  el iminate the 

tol l  plaza area going to open road tol l ing,  it  wil l  extend the HOV lane from Regatta 

Boulevard to the Br idge approach.   

That wil l  make a huge difference in the traff ic  f low situation.  And at that 

t ime, you wil l  then have a new baseline.  That would be the t ime to look at the 

options that are being considered, c losing the Trai l  to provide a breakdown lane or 

provide an HOV lane or whatever ideas might come up.  I t  is  premature now to close 

down the Trai l .   Thank you.  

Rosemary Corbin addressed the Commission:   Chair Wasserman and 

Commissioners,  I  am Rosemary Corbin and I  used to be a BCDC Commissioner and 

voted when we approved the recommendat ion to have the Bay Trai l  on the Richmond-

San Rafael  Bridge.  

So here I  am again.  I  am now the Chair Pro Tem of the San Francisco Bay Trai l  

Committee, and I  am here to tel l  you;  I  think you al l  received copies of our 

resolution.  We passed a resolution last  Fr iday in opposit ion to closing the Bay Trai l  

across the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge four days a week for many reasons.   

The Bay Trai l  is  loved.   Thousands of  people around the Bay and the 

Commission has been supportive of it .   The goal of the Bay Trai l  i s  to r ing the Bay,  

and you cannot r ing the Bay i f  you do not go across br idges.  

I  think we need to think about where the cause is .   The congest ion was there 

before the Bay Trai l ,  and it  wil l  be there after the Bay Trai l .   The congestion is  caused 

by the fact that Marin County and c it ies do not al low for the building of affordable 

housing for the people who work there.  So,  they have to l ive in the East Bay,  and 



53 

 

BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 

they cross the Bridge every morning and then back at night.   So please keep that in 

mind and do not make the Bay Trai l  a scapegoat.   Thank you.  

Tom Lent was recognized:   Ditto on both of the last  two speakers.   I  would also 

suggest that you do not real ly  have the data you think you have yet,  a lot  has 

changed.  I  am Tom Lent,  I  come before you today as a user of the pathway.  I  l ive in 

Berkeley,  and I  use the bridge for  both business purposes to attend meetings in 

Marin and San Francisco and for recreat ion access to a var iety of locations in Marin.  

And I  come also to give a voice to another group of San Francisco commuters from 

Berkeley who I  r ide with regularly who cannot attend a workday meeting.  

I  am also the E-Bike Project Coordinator for Walk Bike Berkeley.  This is  one 

change that is  not captured in the data.  E-bikes are a game changer for the 

pract ical ity,  the t ime pract ical ity of crossing that Bridge.  I  know this because I  have 

tested it  myself  against Google crossing t imes.  And I  do not mean just the Br idge, I  

mean going from places where people l ive in Richmond to places where people work 

in San Rafael ,  and an e-bike makes this practical .   And e-bikes are just  tak ing off  now 

and so we do not have a lot of data for how people with e-bikes would use this 

Bridge.  We also do not have data for how people wil l  use the Br idge with the 

improvements in the access.    

You previously had to r ide on an expressway to get on and off  of this Bridge.  

Rather intimidat ing to a lot of people,  understandably.   Now we have a dif ferent 

situat ion with access to the Bridge, a few more improvements st i l l  to come but much 

already there.   

We should be looking at how it  is  used now with the current condit ions,  not 
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looking back at the previous four years when it  was constrained and when people had 

different technologies  for crossing it .  

It  is  a real ly  important  l ink in our transportation infrastructure that we are 

just beginning to be understood and ut i l i zed.  Do not chop it  off  now.  It  wil l  be a  

major step backwards for the Bay Trai l ,  for active,  active transportation commuters 

and recreat ion, and for the res idents of Richmond who wil l  breathe the air  and the 

particulate matter that increased vehicle mi les traveled wil l  put into their lungs.   I  

have got answers on that bus,  but I  wil l  hold.  I  hope someone else can pick that one 

up.   Thank you.  

Robert Prinz commented:  Hel lo,  Commissioners,  thank you for receiving my 

comment and happy Bike Month.  I  am Robert Prince, Advocacy Director of Bike East 

Bay,  a nonprof it  representing Contra Costa and Alameda Count ies s ince 1972, back 

when we were cal led East Bay Bike Coalit ion, I  am wearing my EBBC hoodie today, 

shortly after the BCDC was formed in the late ‘60s.    

I  mention that because Bike East Bay was formed as an organization, one of 

the pr imary goals of our organizat ion was bike access across br idges connecting 

between the East Bay and other regions.   

We are at s ix  and a half  bridges r ight now with bike access.   We are working on 

that seventh path across the west span of the Bay Br idge, but we have never gone 

backwards.  So,  I  want  to real ly  stress how historic and serious this proposal  is  to 

actually  go backwards for the f irst  t ime ever on these connections.  

Yesterday, our organization submitted a coal it ion letter to this body as part  of 

keeping the Trai l  open to people biking,  walking and rol l ing at a l l  hours 24/7.  At the 
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t ime, there were 57 local,  state and national  organizat ions that s igned on to that 

letter focused on issues of active transportation, sustainabi l ity,  and the environment.   

One of those was Save the Bay,  an organizat ion that was also foundational in 

the forming of BCDC back in the ‘60s.   I  am pleased to say that s ince then, even just 

yesterday, even more organizat ions have signed on.  A new total  of at  least 65 

groups.  There is  a huge groundswell  of interest in this topic .  

One of the purposes of converting the pathway to a breakdown shoulder 

mentioned by staff  is  the need for more experience.  I  would l ike to remind folks 

here that we do have 37 years of experience with the Bridge with a breakdown 

shoulder from 1982 when the pipel ine was removed, al l  the way up unti l  2019.  So 

far,  we only have four  years of data with the Bridge with the pathway on it ,  so i f  

anything,  I  would encourage us to leave the pathway there for longer to have even 

more data about how the operat ions are handled with the current  condit ions so we 

can compare it  against that 37 years prior .  

Also,  the pr imary responsibi l ity  of BCDC is  to maximize feas ible publ ic  access 

to the shorel ine.  So,  c losing the Bridge trai l  four days a week wi l l  affect that access 

negat ively to a s ignif icant degree.  I  encourage you to center this in your future 

decision-making on the issue.  Thank you.  

Peter Gwynn spoke:   Thanks.  L ike you ment ioned, my name is  Peter Gwynn.  I  

am a Berkeley res ident who works in San Francisco, pretty c lose by actual ly.   I  have 

two young kids ages two and f ive.  I  oppose the proposed path c losure and support 

keeping it  open 24/7.   

B f irst  rode over the bridge back in December 2019 to commute to my off ice in 
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San Francisco via Marin.  It  was a beautiful  way to start  the day and I  looked forward 

to doing it  more frequently.   Then the pandemic hit .   L ike many folks during COVID I  

struggled to maintain my mental  and physical  health.  In ear ly 2021 I  put on 

addit ional weight on top of an a lready unhealthy basel ine;  a new change was 

necessary.   Start ing a decade earl ier,  I  had a  pass ion for cyc l ing and renewed my 

interest as a way to improve my health.  With exerc ise and l i festyle changes I  was 

able to drop 30 pounds.  I  felt  better forever,  better than ever,  excuse me.  

Once COVID started to subside and I  was expected to return to the off ice,  l ike 

many parents of young kids I  faced a challenge try ing to continue to incorporate 

exercise into my day,  but I  was committed to f ind a way.  My solution was to 

repurpose my commute into a workout and the key to enabling this was weekday 

access to the RSR Br idge.   

Since summer 2022 nearly every week I  have risen early and ridden my bike 

from Berkeley to downtown San Francisco through Marin County.  It  is  something I  

have looked forward to every week and has markedly improved by  physical  and 

mental  health.  Watching the sun break over  Mt. Tam while commuting and out  in the 

fresh air  beats being on an e l l ipt ical  machine any day.  

When I  heard the pi lot period was ending, it  was natural  to expect  that there 

would be a well - informed discussion of what to do with the path.  I  think I  have seen 

that here today with the committee so thank you for that .   But the news that we are 

going to return it  to a breakdown shoulder,  as opposed to address ing some of the 

root causes of the congestion, caught me total ly  by surprise.   And honestly,  it  is  a 

l itt le dramatic for me,  but I  was kind of depressed to hear that  I  might lose access  to 
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something that made my week so enjoyable.  

I  get that no one l ikes  traff ic.   However,  making a change l ike this  in order to 

appease motorists who are seemingly angered by the mere s ight of the path without 

solving the root causes of traff ic  congestion seems l ike a step in the wrong direction.   

So,  I  would urge the Board to consider some other options maybe in t iming and 

sequencing instead of shutt ing down the bike path.  Thanks.  

Jackson Lester commented:  Hi,  my name is  Jackson Lester,  and I  am a resident 

of Oakland.  So about 10 years ago I  had a transportation epiphany that you couldn't  

exist  in the society that I  grew up in,  in Lexington, Kentucky,  without a car,  and that 

led me to a career in transportation.  From a master’s in transportation engineering,  

to working as  a planner for a transit  agency,  to moving here to work in the transit  

tech space.  

One of the things that  I  love the most about  l iv ing in the Bay Area is  the 

diversity of t ransportation options.  It  is  the f irst  place I  have l ived in America where 

I  feel  l ike I  can l ive a ful l  l i fe without having to drive everywhere.   

I  have r idden the Br idge more than 40 t imes since it  opened in 2019.  It  made 

moving to the East Bay feel  l ike a viable opt ion when I  moved there in 2020 because I  

st i l l  had access  to Marin and to the City by bike.  This nascent connective t issue that 

we have recent ly grown, it  would be a tragedy to sever it .  

As I  see it ,  this  is  a tradeoff between short-term resi l iency of travel  t ime 

where when a vehic le breaks down or gets a  f lat,  making the travel  t ime more 

consistent,  versus the long-term resi l iency of our ent ire region in terms of al lowing 

us to have mult iple transportation options.   
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Because across the US and part icular ly Cal ifornia,  we have hyper-focused on 

the car as the serious way of gett ing around and everything else is  secondary.  And 

that is  apparent in talking about this path being only an option during weekends and 

when it  is  inconvenient,  kind of.   But i f  we want to have a more resi l ient 

transportation system into the future,  then we need to fac i l itate more real  

alternatives to driv ing everywhere.   

So,  I  ask you to please consider long-term resi l iency and not just  day-of 

resi l iency when an inc ident happens.  Thank you.  

Tarrel l  Kul laway addressed the Commission:   Good afternoon, Commissioners.   

I  am Tarrel l  Kul laway.  I  am the Executive Director for Marin County Bicycle Coal it ion,  

and I  am also the Vice Mayor for the lovely town of Santa Anselmo in Marin County.  

I  am here today to urge you to keep the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge open to 

people who walk and bike 24/7.  In 2019 when the pathway opened, I  spoke at the 

ribbon-cutting ceremony.  On that day hundreds of people,  including many in this 

room, were there and we spoke about moving our region forward into the future.  We 

spoke about our commitment to moving away from fossi l  fuels and improved access 

to mobil ity  on both sides of the Bay.  We talked about people from the East Bay 

having car-free access  to trai ls  and beaches in Marin.  And we also welcomed 

increased connectivi ty and relat ions between our communit ies,  which hasn't  always 

been the case.  

Many of us who are committed to a less carbon-dependent l i festyle,  inc luding 

my organization’s Planning and Policy Director who many of you know, took jobs 

across the Bridge in hopes that they would be able to r ide to work.  In the days s ince 
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MTC announced it  would recommend closing the Trai l  certain days a week we have 

heard from hundreds of people who use the Trai l  to access work and play.   Aiden is  

just  one of them.   

He volunteers at  San Quentin on Wednesday evenings,  and he uses the Br idge 

to get there.  He is  committed to a carbon-free l i festy le unti l  we control  the c l imate 

emergency, and this would take that away from him and the people that he helps at 

the pr ison.   

Curtai l ing this path is  a step in the wrong direction for our transportation 

system.  It  would rol l  back more Bay Trai l  miles in one fe l l  swoop than have been 

committed in the last  s ix  years combined.  I  ask you to do the brave and right thing.  

Thank you.  

Char lotte Durazo spoke:   Hi,  thank you for l i stening.  I  want to mention that 

this path is  an essential  and unique connect ion in the Bay Area.  How else do you 

cross from the East Bay to San Rafael,  r ight?   I  think this path should be open to al l  

k inds of transportation modes,  especial ly  the ones that we know are the most 

sustainable for our society.   We need to al low alternat ives to cars.   Why only let  

people cross  this Br idge and do this essential  connection by us ing an individual 

private car.  

I  think just  to bounce on the study that we heard today, this study is  analyz ing 

l itt le data and I  think i t  is  not very conclus ive.  And on the other hand,  I  think we st i l l  

have enough data to conclude, because many other studies have been conducted on 

this topic.    

This is  a very classic  topic of car use,  especial ly  in urban areas.   I f  we look at 
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other metrics more re levant,  for example,  how many people can get through the 

Bridge per hour,  which mode of transportat ion do you think is  the most eff ic ient  to 

get as many people across the Br idge as possible per hour,  a car or a bicycle?  I f  you 

compare these two, we already have the numbers.   We know that the space used by 

cars creates congestion, which diminishes a lot the number of cars  you can get 

through the Bridge per hour.  

So,  this is  to mention that there is  a more, a  bigger problem associated with 

this issue.  We know and it  has  been mentioned by other members  of the public.   The 

rel iance on cars in the City has l imited a lot of our options and makes this whole City 

unfriendly for  people that want to use a lternate modes of transportation.  So,  this is  

about human rights .  

Colleen Monahan spoke:   Good afternoon, Commissioners.   My name is  Colleen 

Monahan.  I  l ive in Berkeley,  and I  commute by bike over the Richmond-San Rafael  

Bridge to and from my work in San Francisco.  My access to these bike paths is  part  

of the reason why I  l ive in the Bay.   

The bike-pedestr ian path is  a cr it ica l  part  of  the Bay Trai l  as has already been 

discussed and el iminating it  wi l l  destroy equitable access to huge swaths of the 

coastl ine.  I t  is  your  Commission’s responsibi l ity  to protect that access and I  urge you 

to take that responsibi l ity  ser iously.  

It  feels important to note al l  of  the people that I  see on the Bridge every 

evening.  I  see l i tt le kids on mountain bikes,  I  see elders on e-bikes,  tourists,  I  see 

commuters and famil ies.   The bike and the pedestr ian path is  used by everyone and 

should remain open and accessible to everyone.   
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MTC’s proposal  would el iminate equitable access to the Bay Trai l ,  and it  would 

be a regress ive move to priorit ize transportation choices that are actively dr iv ing 

cl imate change.  

The congest ion on the Bridge is  not the result  of the bike path and it  wil l  

remain i f  you approve the permit .   The congestion on the Bridge is  because the 

people who work in Marin County and in the city and county of San Francisco cannot 

afford to l ive there.  This is  the result  of decades of exclus ionary housing and land 

use pol icies and el iminating weekday access  to the bike path wil l  not f ix  that.  

Al l  people should have access to the coast l ine and al l  people should have 

access to safe,  consistent and sustainable modes of transportat ion and I  urge you to 

act in al ignment with the very mission of your Commission.  The proposal  is  not 

responsible,  it  is  not productive,  and it  is  not equitable,  and I  urge you to deny the 

permit.  

Bryan Culbertson was recognized:   Hi,  Commissioners.   My name is  Bryan 

Culbertson.  I  work on art  instal lat ions in Richmond.  One of them, La Victrola,  is  

instal led in Point San Pablo just  off  the Bay Bridge Trai l  near the Richmond Bridge.   

I  bike to La Victro la past the Chevron refinery,  so I  want  to talk to  you about 

the air  qual ity issues in Richmond.  The refinery is  the largest sole emitter of 

greenhouse gas emiss ions on the West Coast  and the largest  polluter in Richmond by 

far.   Air  qual ity studies show that Chevron is  the number one culpr it  causing a ir  

quality issues in Richmond, fol lowed by Phi l l ips 66 and then the landfi l l .  

It  is  crucial  that we lower greenhouse gas emissions and improve air  quality in 

Richmond.  To do that ,  we should fol low the direct ion of a ir  quality experts whose 
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study recommends e lectrifying industria l  truck f leets l ike Chevron,  because industrial  

trucks are the top source of vehicle emissions in Richmond and expanding public  

transportation to reduce the number of vehicles over the Br idge that release t i re and 

road particulates.  

The current bus comes less than once an hour,  only operates unt i l  10:00 p.m.,  

has space for two bikes,  and many do not f it  e-bikes.   It  is  not a viable opt ion as a 

replacement for this path.  

Removing the pathway would at best make air  quality worse in the Bay.  

Instead, let ’s  deploy proven solutions to improve air  qual ity and improve congestion 

in Richmond and direct Chevron to electrify  their  t rucks instead of  gett ing r id of this 

pathway.  Thank you.  

Kyle Brunelle commented:  Hel lo,  my name is  Kyle Brunel le,  thank you for 

lett ing me speak today.  I  just  want to add a  l itt le bit  of my personal experience with 

the bike lane.  I  am a longtime East Bay resident,  longt ime homeowner in El  Cerrito.   

I  make frequent use of the Bay Bridge, I  have been across there about 400 t imes,  and 

across Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge by bike.  That is  400 automobile tr ips I  d idn't  take 

because I  was able to r ide my bike across there.  

I  am here obviously to  urge you to keep the Bridge open 24/7 for bicycle and 

pedestr ian jogger use.   As a longtime res ident,  I  waited over 30 years for access from 

the East Bay to Marin without having to cl imb into my car.   The opening of this Bay 

Trai l  f inal ly  provided that.   I  am disappointed to hear that that that is  potent ial ly  in 

jeopardy now and this  would again force myself  and anyone else who wants to go 

between the East Bay and Marin to cl imb back in our cars  and to add another car to 
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the road.  

One thing I  want to note.  Since this has become a discussion again,  I  started 

making a  personal observation to look at cars as I  am heading eastbound on the 

Bridge and look at cars heading westbound.  And looking in the windshield I  notice 

that 95% of them are single occupant vehic les.    

And I  think if  we are going to do anything about congest ion, we possibly need 

to do something about urging people to not  drive their own car,  to somehow get 

better usage of the avai lable space on the Bridge than just s ingle occupant vehic les.  

I  also think that if  there are that many incidents on the Bridge, perhaps the 

traff ic  speed is  too fast,  and it  should be lowered to accommodate the lowest 

common denominator of driver sk i l ls  that are using the Br idge.  

Dani Lanis gave testimony:  Good morning.  Dani Lani,  resident of Richmond.  I  

would l ike to mention that this past Monday, Apri l  30,  the city of Richmond passed a 

resolution in support of 24/7 access to the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Trai l .   Thanks 

to Counci lmember Doria Robinson and Mayor Eduardo Martinez who cosponsored the 

resolution.  Chair and al l  Commissioners,  I  have led dozens of r ides,  inc luding the 

Richmond-San Rafael  Trai l .  

I  would love to invite you to go on a r ide with me and show you how fantast ic 

of an experience it  i s .   I  have, as some others have mentioned, gone through the 

Bridge for mental  health,  especial ly  during COVID, and part ial ly  in sense of that I  am 

here.  

I  wanted to also show you this picture of my daughter being one of the f irst  

trai ler bikes to cross through the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Trai l  when she was 
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about f ive,  s ix  years o ld.   The whole poster here depicts her,  and it  tel ls  you that she 

is  inv ited and actually  leading two years later,  she was inv ited to lead a r ide with a 

community organization cal led Rich City Rides,  that is  empowering her and brought 

the community together through bikes.  

In addit ion to that,  I  would l ike to point out that the data is  very important,  

but the world shaped the Bay Area and then the Bay Area shaped the world.  What  is  

the message that we want to send?  Where do we want to go?  Do we want to 

increase vehic le miles traveled?  Are we increasing public access to the Bay and the 

shorel ine? That  is  the quest ion.  Thank you so much.  

Chair Wasserman announced:  Thank you.  I  do have two more speakers and 

then I  am cutting it  off  for the people in the room, you have had your opportunity.  

Herb Casti l lo  spoke:   Hi,  everybody.  I  would l ike to cede 10 seconds of this for 

everybody who has passed who has been a part of helping people around the Bay 

mobil ize around the Bay.  We are ceding 10 seconds of s i lence.  

I  want to say thank you.  And I  think that we have a lot more tools l ike CAMHU 

and Strava.  And I  wanted to come up here because I  did have this  r ide.  I  grew up in 

Redwood City r ight in  the Baylands,  which almost don’t  exist  anymore.  But most of 

my experience biking is  on those Bay Trai ls.   And what I  remember is  the marshes.  I  

remember the birds.   I  remember being able to bike around and seeing that there is  

wilderness around you.  And when I  think about this room, there is  a reason that it  is  

so beaut iful.   It  changes our mind, it  changes the way that we view our perceptions.  

We are in a diff icult  moment for young people across the world.  What we fa i l  

to understand is  that  the Bay Area could real ly  lead for what is  essentia l ly  touring.   
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So, to give you an example of a r ide that I  do, it  is  f rom Hayward to Tomales Bay.  

Something that I  think growing up I  didn't  imagine was possible .   But having l ived in 

San Francisco, Redwood City and now Oakland, I  get to imagine what the world would 

look l ike in a different  way.   

I f  we real ly  want  to address c l imate change and these r is ing sea levels you are 

talking about,  we may as well  just  put gondolas al l  over.   What are we even talking 

about a s ide of a bridge, build a whole lane.  We have so much infrastructure and we 

are talk ing about miniscule things.  

But the other thing I  wanted to say is  let’s  just  get r id  of the bike lane and 

make it  just  a pr ivate lane for s ideshows.  So instead on Saturday nights and Sunday 

nights,  it  could just  be used for people to do the sideshows and fun events.   And then 

that way there would be no bicycl ists either.   So,  I  just  wanted to say thanks.  There 

is  a potentia l  here to view.  And I  can show you too my heart rate data.  Thank you.  

Jason Vargo was recognized:   Good afternoon, Commission.  Thank you for the 

opportunity to speak with you.  I  came here today to support keeping the Bridge path 

open 24/7 to walking and bik ing.  I  l ive in Albany, Cal ifornia,  I  work in San Francisco.  

I  frequently go to Marin.  I  use the Bridge as  a motorist  and as a cycl ist  on weekdays 

and on weekends.  

The mult i -purpose lane is  a necessary accessibi l ity  feature on this  important 

regional infrastructure.  Approving the proposal  takes away the option from some 

people to use that Bridge in the interest of reducing congestion t imes.   

The proposal  to close the path on weekdays restricts  access ibi l ity .   And there 

is  a large body of research that infrastructure with less-inclusive design fosters and 
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maintains societal  inequit ies,  inc luding disparate access to jobs,  housing,  and healthy 

l i festyles.   Preserving a mult i -use path l ike this is  in the interest of el iminating those 

inequit ies,  and that is  in l ine with many of the general  plans,  t ransportation plans 

and economic development plans of the region.   

Certainly,  it  is  a chief concern of this Commission.  This is  a crucia l  reason for 

preserving ubiquitous access to the mult i-purpose lane as a highly vis ible and 

connected piece of the regional transportat ion network.  

Maintaining around-the-clock access ibi l ity  priorit izes public  safety ,  encourages 

active l i festyles and supports local  economies.  It  also upholds environmental  

stewardship.  It  makes our region more vibrant,  connected and l ivable for everyone.  

Again,  I  oppose the proposed weekday Br idge path c losure and thank you for 

your t ime.  

Chair Wasserman cont inued:  Please start  with the virtual  speakers.   Again,  

you have two minutes.   I f  you want your face shown, we wil l  do that and give you 

verbal warnings.  

Jon Spangler spoke:   Thank you very much, President Wasserman, and 

members of the Commission.  F irst,  I  want to thank you for your advocacy for the 

Bay.  I  grew up in Redwood City.   I  am a second-generation Northern Cal ifornian and I  

love the Bay.  And I  appreciate  everything you do for the Bay,  and the staff  as wel l .   

And I  want to commend Lisa K lein for her wonderful  staff  report recently.  

It  may help the rest of  us who are commenting to have up the questions that 

she posed to the Commission.  And I  want to add to that,  in addit ion to the letter 

that I  s igned from the BART Bike Advisory Task Force that you have received 
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electronical ly .  

As to the questions you should be ask ing,  concurrence is  not causal ity.   And I  

bel ieve that the increased incidence of co l l i s ions,  and col l is ions are the result  of 

del iberate driver choices,  whether to dr ive distracted, to drive under the influence or 

to not pay adequate attention to what you are doing.  Coll is ions have gone up.  And 

my question to the BATA staff,  UC Berkeley group, and to the Commission, is  how 

much of the increase in col l is ions,  s ide swipes and rear enders,  have been as a result  

of COVID-related changes in dr iver behavior and emotions.  This is  not mentioned in 

the staff  report ,  and I  bel ieve that should be covered.  And I  thank you very much for 

your t ime and your efforts.  

Roland Katz was cal led on to speak:   I  am Roll ie Katz,  I  am the Executive 

Director of the Marin Associat ion of Public  Employees.  We are the union that 

represents the overwhelming major ity of employees of the County of Marin.  

We have advocated for years that there be a  third lane in the rush hour,  

westbound as wel l  as eastbound.  I  understand that is  not before you today.  But we 

would support the proposal  to remove the lane for four days  a week. 

Yes,  affordable housing is  a s igni f icant cause of the traff ic  problem, but that is  

not going to get solved tomorrow.  Very simply,  i f  there is  a stal l  or an acc ident on 

the Bridge without a shoulder,  you get one lane or no lanes.  Emergency vehicles 

cannot get there on a shoulder.   Cars cannot  avoid the accident without a shoulder.   

So,  we think that having a shoulder wil l  improve traff ic  t ime and congestion.  And 

very simply put,  a lmost al l  of  our members r iding a bicycle to work from the East Bay 

is  s imply not a viable alternative.  Thank you very much.  
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If  we build a new br idge, as Commissioner Moulton-Peters suggested, it  should 

have a bike lane, it  should have a pedestr ian lane and a rai l  lane.  But we do not have 

a new br idge, so it  is  a matter of balancing the competing interests and there are far 

more people dr iv ing across the Bridge than are r iding across the Bridge.  Thank you 

very much.  

Tomasso Boggia commented:  Thank you so much for your t ime.  My name is  

Tomasso Boggia,  I  am a resident in Oakland.   I  do not own a car .  

And I  do not need to remind you, Commissioners,  that your mandate is  to 

expand access to the Bay.  You are not the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 

you are not the Bay Area Air  Qual ity Distr ict.   Not making commutes maybe 10 

minutes shorter based on data that actually  would fai l  a stats class is  not your 

mandate.  

This is  one of the decisions in front of you that you need to apply a class angle 

to.  The poorer the household the least l ikely they are to have a car avai lable.   You 

have the choice now to marginal ly  improve access to cars ,  maybe.   Once again based 

on quest ionable data,  while severely restr ict ing access to people who do not.   This is  

in direct opposit ion to  your mandate as the Bay Area Development Commission.  

I  have enjoyed riding the Bridge to vis it  fami ly and fr iends in Marin and 

Sonoma and to recreate at China Camp State Park.   But I  honestly  hesitate to do so 

every single t ime because the non-car infrastructure in Marin is  so hosti le .    

I  was kind of shocked by the questions from the Marin representatives here.  

Marin County has been sabotaging this  bike lane from day one.  And the connect ion 

between the path and destinations l ike China Camp, or even the further connect ions 
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to the North Bay l ike the Smart Train are absolutely terr ifying.  I  would l ike to 

encourage the Marin representatives on this  board to r ide that path.  It  was one of 

the scar iest  r ides I  have done.  

Please do not use your Commission’s power to restrict  access to non-car-

owning households that is  essentia l  through this Bridge.   Thank you so much.  

Dr.  Krist in Denver stated:   Hel lo and thank you.  F irst,  Commission, thank you 

for your t ime.  I  would l ike to endorse a lot of what Roland Katz,  the speaker two 

speakers ago just sa id.   That was very well  said.    

My name is  Dr.  Kr isten Denver,  and I  am here to express my support for the 

recommendations presented today with regard to keeping the l imited avai labi l ity  

lane on the bottom deck of the Br idge and pi loting a part -t ime shoulder during higher  

commute t imes during the work weekdays.   

My husband and I  have l ived in Richmond for over 20 years,  and we have both 

worked in Sonoma County for that long as well .   Addit ionally ,  our son attends school 

in Sonoma County,  so we are an active commuting family who crosses the Bridge with 

two vehicles dai ly,  s ix  days a week, often crossing the Bridge in both directions twice 

a day.  

I  would l ike to thank the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development 

Commission and the other cohorts who are involved for thinking creatively and 

faci l itat ing changes to the lower deck in al lowing l imited use of the third lane, 

because that was an absolute game changer for our fami ly,  often cutting commute 

t imes up to 30 minutes dai ly.  

With regard to the current proposal  for the upper deck,  s imilar to the 
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information shared by  Commissioner Mouton-Peters,  we are among the dai ly  

commuters who leave home nearly two hours in advance to ensure we reach work 

and school on t ime.   

P lease note that without traff ic,  it  is  actual ly  only a 45-minute dr ive,  and the 

majority of our commute t ime is  spent approaching and crossing the Bridge.  In order 

to ensure that a l l  three of us arrive to school and work on t ime we have to account  

for the expanded and extended commute t imes that are caused by incidents with no 

access to an emergency shoulder.  

In summary, I  am here in support of a solution that provides continuing access 

for bikers and pedestr ians during the t imes that the data shows they are using it  the 

most.   However,  I  am in absolute support of a solution that wil l  improve the f low of 

traff ic  for the thousands and thousands of dai ly  commuters during the t imes when 

the bike and pedestr ian lane is  highly underuti l ized.  Thank you al l  for your hard 

work,  for your t ime and for your consideration.  

Dr.  John Chorba commented:  Hi,  thank you so much for a l lowing me the 

chance to speak.  Just  in the in the nature of  being t imely,  I  d id submit my comments 

to the publ ic informat ion, so I  won't  go through al l  of  them here.  My name is  

Dr.  John Chorba.  I  am a cardiologist  and also a Marin County res ident.   I  now work in 

North Oakland, and I  commute by bike pretty much every day,  so I  am here to 

support the 24/7 opening of the path.  

Three quick points I  want to make.  One, I  think you have heard many people 

say that bicycle commuting is  good for personal health.  I  want to  echo that .   I  think 

as a cardiologist  I  can tel l  you that from fi rsthand knowledge.  
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The second thing is  that I  d id hear some concerns or requests,  perhaps,  for 

more data on what the benef it  of commuting would be in terms of  numbers.   I  had 

just put my information in through marinecommutes.org and I  was pleased to see 

that over the past month I  have reduced about 789 pounds of carbon dioxide 

emissions.   So,  I  just  want the Commissioners to understand what  the benefits of  

having commuters going across the Bridge as bicyc l ists would be.  

And the last  thing that I  want to ment ion is  it  seems there is  a big  quest ion on 

how to best use the next period of t ime to get more data.  I  would argue that 

perhaps the better question is  not what would happen, what we should understand i f  

the bike path were to go away, but perhaps to keep the bike path open and then 

better understand what we could do with it .  

For example,  I  have learned from my commuting that the area of Point 

Richmond is  real ly  quite beaut iful ,  and had I  known that  before maybe I  would spend 

more t ime there.  Or might there be a way for us to decongest the Bridge by putt ing 

in e-bike or scooter rental  depots on e ither  side.   Those are just  some thoughts and I  

think I  would leave you with those.  So,  thank you.  

John Grubb addressed the Commission:   Thanks.  John Grubb.  Thank you, Chair  

Wasserman and Commissioners.   John Grubb, COO of the Bay Area Counci l .  

The pandemic and the rise of remote work has laid bare sometimes confl ict ing 

public  policy goals in the Bay Area.  Pol icymakers l ike  yourselves must balance a 

desire to promote active transportation, such as walking and bik ing,  whi le also 

working hard on social  equity goals,  making l i fe and economic opportunity easier for 

historical ly  disadvantaged places and people.  Perhaps nowhere in the Bay Area is  
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that conf l ict  more obvious or rawer than on the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge.  

The bike pi lot,  at  least  dur ing the commute hours,  has not succeeded, with 140 

bikers on average a day and 80,000 dr ivers.   We need to recognize that and correct 

it .   Who are the people in the backup?  The vast majority of them, 63%, are people of 

color,  69% of them do not have a col lege degree, and the majority  of them make 60%, 

make less than the Bay Area’s median income.   

We argue that the Richmond side of the Bridge deserves the same rel ief  that 

the Marin side got.   We have polled the residents of R ichmond and 80% of them favor 

opening the lane to carpools and transit .  

BCDC has a mandate to provide public access,  and we would argue that in this 

case the weekend recreation on the Bridge and the numerous bike and pedestrian 

improvements that have been made on both sides of the Br idge in recent years al l  

satisfy the in-l ieu access requirement.  

We would ask you to please amend the permits for the Richmond-San Rafael  

Bridge to restore the historic third lane on the upper deck and dedicate it  during 

commute hours to carpools and transit .   Thank you.  

David Reynolds spoke:   Hello,  members of the Commission.  I  am a resident of 

Oakland, and I  am an educator in the Miss ion in San Francisco.  I  am committed to a 

no-car l i festyle and have been my entire l i fe .   I  do this because of our looming 

cl imate cris is,  I  do it  to l ive a healthful  l i festyle,  and I  do it  because of the f inancia l  

constraints that have been placed upon me in my career.  

I  commute across the Richmond Bridge twice per week.  Three weeks ago,  my 

fr iends and I  d id it  f ive days,  we did it  every  single morning.  It  is  a pleasurable 
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experience to arr ive at work having a lready gotten a workout and to do so in a way 

that is  environmental ly  sustainable and physical ly  healthy.  

Many of the points I  was going to ra ise have already been covered so I  wanted 

to just  share a l itt le bit  of napkin math with you.  I  did some research on Strava.  I  

looked up how many r iders have crossed the Bridge in the past 90 days.   And 

assuming 33 grams of carbon dioxide saved per mile on bicyc les,  R ichmond Bridge 

cycl ists saved 18,422 pounds of carbon diox ide in the last  90 days  alone.  It  is  a smal l  

step, but it  is  an important one and one that we must make in this day and age with a 

cl imate cris is  al l  around us.  

Looking at BCDC’s mandate on your website  it  says that the Commission is  

intended to forward the protection and enhancement of the SF Bay and the 

encouragement of the Bay’s responsible use.  I  hope that you consider the health of 

our region and the health of our people when you make your f inal  decision.  

David Horning commented:  Good afternoon.  My name is  Dave Horning.  Over 

the past eight years  I  have l ived in the East Bay in Oakland, in the City,  and I  now 

reside in Sonoma County.  I  am a frequent bike commuter.   I  am an avid touring 

cycl ist  and a transit  in  urbanism enthusiast.    

Data from the urban planners,  much smarter  on science behind the traff ic  

engineering than I ,  is  quite conclusive that an addit ional lane for cars does not 

al leviate traff ic  on a long-term scale.   The fact that we have traff ic  across the 

Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge is  actually  a  lever that can be used to  adjust the 

behaviors  of people who are stuck in that traff ic  to instead use public t ransit  or use 

HOV vehicles .  
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The transit ion to returning this to a non-bike lane or an HOV lane wil l  not 

al leviate traff ic,  it  wil l  worsen community resi l iency and equity,  it  wil l  increase 

carbon emissions even if  this were made into an HOV lane.  This is  a massive step 

backward and i t  is  not based on data and facts that have been a sc ientif ic  consensus 

for decades.  I  strongly oppose this measure and ask the Commission to advocate 

against this motion.  Thank you.  

David Shribman addressed the Commission:   Thank you for al lowing me to 

speak.  My name is  David Shribman and I  have l ived in the East Bay for eight years 

and I  have a degree in applied physics .    

First ,  I  am for the bike path as long as it  doesn't  affect the equal  nature of 

lanes in both direct ions.  That doesn't  appear to be the approach that is  being taken.  

Two lanes one direct ion and three the other direction is  i l logical .   Cars have to come 

back.  There is  no argument that makes two equal three.   

Three lanes westbound on the Richmond Br idge unti l  the South 101 

interchange is  the only logical  solut ion.  Only 4.9% of bikes/pedestrians use the 

Bridge to commute to work,  as seen on page 132 of the report.   The path is  

overwhelmingly for recreation, which is  optional,  and should not be prior it ized above 

low-income workers from the East Bay.  

I  would encourage the Commission to conduct a poll  and to look at the relative 

income levels of who supports the bike lane and who opposes it .   I  support a  bike 

lane in addit ion to three permanent  lanes,  both directions,  seven days a week, and to 

increase taxes on the wealthy to make this possible and to not punish low-income 

workers who are forced to commute to where the jobs are in Marin.  Thank you very 
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much for your t ime.  

Maureen Gaffney commented:  Good afternoon, Commissioners.   My name is  

Maureen Gaffney.  A huge part of BCDC’s mission is  publ ic  access to the Bay and this 

has historical ly  inc luded unwavering support for the San Francisco  Bay Trai l .    

I  would posit  that the current condit ion is  the maximum feasible publ ic  access.   

As you know, many people have worked for many years to secure this pathway.  The 

low hanging fruit  on the Bay Trai l  has been picked.  Removing this  pathway wil l  be a 

f irst  for the Bay Trai l  going backwards.  Removing publ ic access.   Removing four mi les 

of Bay Trai l .  

As has been stated, the upper deck has never had a third lane.  It  i s  not 

proposed to be a third lane here so it  wil l  not help traff ic .   Yes,  this pathway is  

underut i l i zed on weekdays and that is ,  in fact in large part,  because the 

infrastructure on the Marin s ide is  incomplete and inadequate.  We need more 

transportation choices  and options,  not less.  

This path is  not a s i lver bullet  for sea level  r ise,  VMT and cl imate change.  But 

removing it  i s  a c lear and definit ive step backwards for al l  of  these things,  for the 

Bay Trai l ,  for public  access to the Bay and the shorel ine that this Commission is  

tasked to protect.    

Shuttles are notoriously unrel iable and do not provide maximum feasible 

public  access.   Again,  maximum feasible public access is  the current condit ion on the 

Bridge.   

I  would l ike to second the notion about e-bikes.   They are real ly  just  taking off  

now and they are a great a great option for people to be outside of cars,  to use the 
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pathway.  We real ly  haven't  seen their ful l  deployment yet and we should definitely 

keep this pathway open so that we can cont inue to gather the information that we 

need and that wi l l  be done by retaining the path not by going back to the previous 

condit ion.  Thank you very much.  

Barry Taranto was recognized:   Good evening.  Good afternoon, excuse me.  I  

am cal l ing as a longt ime resident of San Rafael  and I  want to support the Marin 

posit ion on this.   The thing is  though,  I  think you should look at a permit on a l imited 

t imeframe unt i l  they build more affordable housing.   

As was reported by John Grubb that the type of people who use their cars to 

commute into Marin are people of color  and minorit ies .   And I  think you are not 

going to expect them with their famil ies in the East Bay and their second jobs to be 

able to r ide a bicyc le across the Bridge to get to and from their jobs.   We need these 

employees and workers in Marin in order for  the county to function just as valuable 

as other workers .  

So,  I  want to say that I  think the proposal  put before you to have a curb lane 

and a shoulder and then to also have an HOV lane would be the best alternative and 

a compromise to what  would be having a third lane for al l  t raff ic .    

It  doesn't  need to be a third lane for al l  traff ic  al l  the t ime.  But I  think there 

has to be some type of change because people’s l ives are changed in di fferent ways.  

And income, income and wages have not met up with the changing economy.   

So,  I  beg you when you do have this come before you, that you look at creating 

a permit that deals with this issue and yet is  l imited to a l low for the creat ion of more 

housing and more affordable housing in Marin County.  Thank you for al lowing me to 
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speak today.  And great questions from the Commissioners to the presenters.   Thank 

you. 

Nick Sweeting spoke:   Hello.   I  am a Emeryvi l le resident and longtime Bay 

resident.   I  oppose the path c losure and support keeping it  open 24/7.   

In particular,  uniquely  for me, weekday nights in the spir i t  of maximum 

feasible public  access.   Night access is  crit ical  to my abil ity  to use the Bay Trai l  for 

transit  and exerc ise.   Without the path there is  no way to get to Marin and back at 

night without a car as  the soonest bus is  s ix  in the morning.   

I  have been stuck on the wrong side at night  before the path existed and it  

real ly  sucks.   I  ask the Commission to seriously consider freedom of movement for al l  

c it izens,  not just  during the day but also for people who work and exercise at night.  

Also,  regarding the usage of a shutt le.   I  personally  would not use a shuttle 

much.  But I  do, I  do currently use the path about once a week.  The shuttle sort  of 

defeats the purpose of having the Br idge as a destinat ion for exercise and it  makes 

me dependent on a  service that is  l ikely not going to be offered at night.  

Regarding benchmarks  to judge the success of the path.  I  recommend 

everyone take a look at Tarrytown in New York City.   They have a similar s ituation 

where they started with no bike path.   They added a shutt le service on an exist ing 

bridge.  It  wasn't  used much.  And then eventual ly  when there f inal ly  was a bike path 

solution going across,  induced demand gradually  brought more r idership.   

So,  induced demand teaches us that adding a new lane doesn't  necessari ly  

reduce traff ic.   But it  cuts both ways.  Adding a lane for bicycl ists  wil l  eventual ly  

induce demand for more cycl ists  and pedestr ians to cross that  way.   Thank you for 
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your t ime.  

Lucas commented:  Hi,  Commission, my name is  Lucas.   I  exper ience the bike 

lane every s ingle day by looking out of my car window and seeing almost nobody in 

it ,  along with thousands of other people moving very,  very s lowly,  just  try ing to get 

to work.   

I  do not think we need more data.  It  shows that l ike maybe 20 people are 

commuting with it  every day,  the rest is  recreational .   And so,  I  think this is  real ly  a 

fair  proposal.   That when most people are using it ,  they get to use it  for biking or 

walking or running or whatever on the weekends and Fr iday.  But otherwise,  l ike 

thousands of us are just  trying to get to work and it  real ly  sucks.    

I  have a k id I 'd rather be hanging out with instead of gett ing up early and 

leaving so that  I  don’t  lose my job.  There are more people advocating for the bike 

lane in this meeting than are using it  to commute.  I  think this is  sort  of r idiculous 

that we are equivocating l ike this.   That is  it .   Thank you.  Thank you very much.  

Jan Schil ler addressed the Commission:   Thank you.  I  real ly  appreciate being 

here.  I  am a res ident of Sonoma County and I  serve on the Advisory Board for In-

Home Supportive Serv ices,  representing people with disabil it ies .   My caregiver is  my 

sister,  she l ives in the East Bay.   She dr ives over here quite often,  and it  is  very 

diff icult  for her with the congest ion that it  i s  now in.   We would real ly  appreciate 

having this third lane so not just  her,  but other caregivers would have an easier t ime 

coming over to the North Bay.  

Also,  I  would l ike to suggest as a lternatives,  before I  became physical ly  

disabled, I  used to r ide my bike.  I  noticed they are making improvements now on 
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Highway 37 and it  is  a beaut iful  scenic route.   

And also,  I  would l ike to suggest that  carpools,  that there be an easier system 

for people to connect with carpools,  because that has been very diff icult  too, to get 

to the North Bay with carpools .  

Thank you so much for  al l  the good work you do.  I  appreciate this 

opportunity.   Thank you.  

Drew Levitt  was recognized:   Thank you, Chair Wasserman.  Thank you, 

Commissioners.   My name is  Drew Levitt;  I  l ive in Oakland.  I  work for MTC, but I  am 

speaking so lely in my capacity as a private c it izen today.  

I  am a travel  demand modeler,  so I  think a lot about sel f-ful f i l l ing prophecies.   

And it  turns out that i f  you make it  easy to do something and give people long 

enough to adapt their l i festyles accordingly,  more of that thing tends to happen.  And 

if  you make it  hard to do something,  people tend to stop doing that thing,  whether 

they want to or not .    

A hypothet ical  question to consider,  how many people might walk or bike over 

the Golden Gate Bridge, a popular br idge, i f  there weren't  a bike path on that Br idge?  

Zero, obviously .   Travel  outcomes take many years to emerge.  Land use changes,  

people change their houses and their jobs.   People make st icky decisions based on 

what they believe is  avai lable and wi l l  remain avai lable.  

The choice,  as I  see it ,  is  that we can keep making it  easier to drive and harder 

or sometimes impossible to do anything e lse and then many years  from now we can 

wonder while we are al l  s itt ing in car traff ic  why everyone drives everywhere, and 

nobody walks or  bikes.   Or we can make important decisions large and small  that may 
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be frustrat ing this year but wil l  be remembered as vis ionary in  decades to come. 

A few concrete points for the Commission.  Please consider how keeping or 

removing the Richmond-San Rafael  Bridge Bike Path would al ign with regional  plans 

and polic ies such as our stated commitments to reduce vehicle mi les of travel  and 

greenhouse gas emiss ions,  the incredibly important San Francisco Bay Trai l  as has 

been discussed, as well  as smaller efforts l ike MTC’s E-Bike Subsidy Program. 

Frankly,  the proposal  before you, in my opinion, personal opinion, is  so at 

odds with these efforts that it  feels a l i tt le l ike the left  hand does not know what the 

right hand is  doing and perhaps BCDC can help get the two hands on the same page.  

Speci f ica l ly  for Question 2 I  would urge the Commission to request an analys is  

of the changes in  walk  sheds and bike sheds and land use access ibi l ity  for non-

motorized travelers with and without the path.  Thank you.  

Patrick Lake stated:   Hi,  I  am Patr ick Lake in Point Richmond, and I  am lucky to 

have the Bridge in my backyard.  I  r ide a bike on it  many days a week.  My favorite 

r ide in the world is  a double br idge ride to SF with my dog in their  backpack.  This 

access lets me thrive at al l  hours of day and night.  

My City Counci lor is  BCDC Commissioner Zepeda and Commissioner Gioia 

appointed me to the Contra Costa County Bicycle Advisory Committee.  I  am a bike 

instructor with Bike East Bay,  I  organize events,  and this week I  am joining 1,000 

people for a 100-mile bike r ide with the Grizzly Peak Cycl ists .   We ride for  al l  the 

reasons that drivers drive but  we also have a community for al l  ages and identit ies,  

and we deserve equity .  

I  oppose c losing the Bridge path because the data says there is  nothing to 
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gain.  Let’s  keep it  open.  Opponents of the path say they want to rel ieve congestion, 

but they are making it  worse.   

The real  impact of more car space is  not less congest ion, it  is  induced demand.  

More cars,  more miles ,  more pollut ion, more parking.  It  is  choking l iv ing space out 

of our cit ies.    

Opponents exaggerate rare issues l ike crashes once in a mil l ion mi les.   But 

working cars jam the Bridge every day,  just  l ike the Bay Br idge gets jammed with f ive 

ful l  lanes.  Extra space doesn't  solve this.  

I f  people real ly  care,  the only solution is  a lternatives.   More rai l ,  bus,  and bike 

instead of a car per person.  Many cycl ists are also dr ivers.   But the less we rely on 

cars,  the more we solve the problem.  There is  no going back.  I f  you want a working 

system don’t  rol l  back the access to the Bay.   It  can’t  be an afterthought just  on 

weekends or somewhere else after we get out of the way of cars .   We need re l iable 

24/7 access to end car  rel iance.  Thank you.  

Chair Wasserman interjected:   I  am going to  interrupt.   We have 22 more 

speakers.   We have an addit ional,  a lso very important item, on this agenda.  We are 

not making a decision today.   

Assuming that Caltrans and BATA wish to proceed with this proposal,  we do 

not know that they wi l l  or not,  this wil l  come back to us for a permit.    

So,  I  am going to stop the publ ic speaking.  But any of you who have not 

spoken, and for that matter any of you who have, are absolutely  free to submit to us 

through our portal  comments,  whether by email  or by letter,  and those wil l  be 

distr ibuted to the Commissioners.   And this wil l  come back to us if  it  is  going 
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forward.  So,  I  thank a l l  of  you for your attention and your patience.  We are now 

going to move on to the next i tem. 

Commissioner Gioia  asked:  Any last  Commissioner comments? 

Chair Wasserman replied:   Out of respect to the dean of our Commission I  am 

going to give him one last,  short comment.  

Commissioner Gioia  stated:   I  just  want to make sure s ince we are asking 

quest ions and we said it  at  the beginning,  because this has come up as  well  in the 

speaking.  Is  col lecting more granular data on the incidents that you do have, and I  

real ize you do not have the best data.  But any information you have in the pi lot 

period regarding the number,  f requency of incidents,  we are talk ing going westbound 

now, during the peak hour.   At a l l  t imes but  specif ica l ly  during the peak hour.   I  think 

I  have heard from several  Commissioners we need more of that .   How much the delay 

was,  what type of incident.   You have some of that in there but putting it  a l l  together 

and summarizing.  

Chair Wasserman acknowledged:  Thank you.  

9.  Public  Hearing and Vote on 505 East Bayshore Road Permit Application-

Postponed.   

Item 9 was postponed. 

10. San Mateo County Flood and Sea Level  Rise Resi l iency Distr ict  (OneShorel ine) 

Briefing.   Chair Wasserman:  We are now going to Item 10, which is  a br iefing on the 

San Mateo County F lood and Sea Level R ise Resi l iency Distr ict,  commonly known as 

OneShoreline.  Representatives of OneShoreline working throughout San Mateo 

County wil l  brief the Commission on the vis ion and plan for the future to build 
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resi l ience to r is ing sea level.   Regulatory Director Harr iet Ross wi l l  introduce the 

brief ing.  

Once again,  I  would ask Sierra to keep a c lose eye on the number of hands that 

pop up.  I f  you do want to speak on this and you are a member of the publ ic be sure 

to submit a card if  you are in the room and raise your hand if  you are participat ing 

virtual ly.  

Director Ross,  you are going to start .  

Regulatory Director Ross introduced Item 10:   Thank you, Chair Wasserman.  

Good afternoon,  Commissioners .   I  am happy to introduce the next item. 

BCDC staff  have been working with OneShoreline over the last  several  months 

as we both share common goals of protecting the Bay’s development and resources 

while creating resi l ience to cl imate change.  Many of OneShorel ine’s projects are 

located within BCDC jurisdict ion and there is  much to learn from each other.  

OneShoreline was established to address al l  water-related impacts of cl imate 

change, including the most s igni f icant long-term impact of sea level  r ise.   They were 

ahead of  the curve in addressing c l imate impacts in San Mateo County across 

jurisdict ional boundaries,  much l ike BCDC was ahead of the game in tackl ing sea level  

r ise on a regional bas is here in the Bay Area. 

I  would l ike to acknowledge Commissioner Pine who has been on BCDC’s 

Commission since 2011.  He was the driving force for creat ion of OneShoreline for 

almost a decade and has served as OneShoreline’s Board Chair s ince its  inception in 

2020. 

So,  with that I  am going to go ahead and turn it  over to Len Materman, Chief 
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Executive Off icer of OneShoreline,  to br ief the Commission.  

Mr. Materman presented the fol lowing:   Thank you, Mr. Chair and 

Commissioners.   It  is  good to see you.  Thank you for the introduction, Harr iet,  

appreciate that .   Thanks to Commissioner Pine who is  the Chair of  our Board, as wel l  

as others in BCDC who have been so actively  involved in our efforts at  the staff  level  

and at the Commissioner level  over the years,  including Commissioner Showalter,  

good to see you.   

Maybe what I  wil l  do is  f irst  invite one of OneShorel ine’s Board Members and 

the mayor of Bur l ingame, who I  know has to leave the meeting shortly.   She signed 

on to make a few comments,  in part  because of her service on OneShorel ine’s Board 

since our incept ion, a lso in part because one of the things I  am going to dive into a 

l itt le bit  is  a project that we have on the Mi l lbrae and Burl ingame shorel ine,  and she 

is  the mayor of that ci ty.   So,  i f  I  could invite her to say a couple of words and then I  

wil l  proceed with the presentation.  

Mayor Colson addressed the Commission:   Thank you very much, 

Mr. Materman, I  appreciate this.   And thank you, Chair and Commissioners,  for 

entertaining this conversation today.  My name is  Donna Colson.  I  am the Mayor of 

Burl ingame and a Regional Director of OneShoreline.  

I  am grateful  that  you have added this topic to your busy agenda today.  Sea 

level  r ise is  of cr it ica l  concern to Burl ingame, our businesses,  residents and vis itors.    

For the last  four years  we have worked to develop the f irst  in the Bay Area and 

possibly even in the nation, 100-year sea level  r ise res i l ient zoning code.  And just 

last  week with the support of environmental  advocates and our community,  we 
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approved a new biotech development of approximately 13 acres that wil l  provide a 

nature-based and other protections as wel l  as complete our Bay Trai l  and add stream 

and other habitat restoration to about 13 acres of the shorel ine.  

This result  protects in land businesses,  residents and our vulnerable 

infrastructure,  which includes Highway 101, at  no expense to the taxpayer.   This is  a 

feasible model that is  being shared with other communities .    

I  have done a lot of work with Sausal ito as  well  and the leadership up there in 

the city and the county to share a l l  the work we are doing,  and I  am grateful  for their  

openness  to receive information that is  based on what  we have already done.  

The Bayfront is  a large part of our economic engine in Burl ingame.  It  provides 

almost 30% of our budget resources and it  hosts crit ical  recreation infrastructure 

including parks and f ields,  as well  as our wastewater treatment center,  which is  quite 

l iteral ly  10 feet away from the Bay.  

Protecting these assets has been a pr iority for my generation of leadership 

here in Burl ingame.  OneShoreline has proven indispensable in our  efforts to protect 

our City from ris ing seas.   We want to thank CEO Materman and of course Superv isor 

Pine, my colleagues on OneShorel ine,  and al l  of  the regional agencies that  have 

expressed interest and support for the work we are doing.  

Mr. Materman’s  outstanding staff  has real ly  led the way on this,  and we 

appreciate our col laboration with the agencies l ike BCDC.  We look forward to 

continued col laboration and mutual support.   I  am so sorry I  have to leave to go to 

another meeting at  about 4:30 but I  wi l l  stay on unt i l  then.  Again,  just  want to thank 

you and te l l  you how important this work is  for our City .  



86 

 

BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 

Mr. Materman acknowledged and cont inued:   Thank you, Mayor Colson.   

OneShoreline expresses the sent iment and ethos of our efforts.   I t  was created 

with the mental ity by the oldest 20 cit ies in San Mateo County as well  as the County 

itself ,  thinking that we are al l  in  this together.  

A bit  of background on OneShorel ine.  S ixty-f ive years ago, a f lood control  

distr ict  was created in San Mateo County,  l ike many other counties  in the Bay area 

and around the nat ion.  It  only worked in 10% of our County in the areas that are 

shown in various colors here,  watersheds.   

Meanwhi le,  over the past about  10 years,  many studies done by the County or 

Caltrans or MTC/ABAG or Scripps Institute or Stanford or Berkeley,  they pointed to 

San Mateo County’s a l l-too-common vulnerabil ity  to wildfire and drought,  increased 

vulnerabi l ity  compared to others in re lation to groundwater,  and just unique 

vulnerabi l ity  to sea level  r ise around California.   So,  there was a real ization after al l  

that,  that cl imate change is  transformative for our County and that no one 

jurisdict ion can do it  a lone.  

In 2019, Assemblymember Kevin Mullen authored a bi l l  in the statehouse to 

create OneShorel ine out of this former f lood control  distr ict.   It  was established on 

January 1,  2020, to address the water-related impacts of cl imate change.  

We take a holist ic  v iew to threats,  geography and object ives.   What that means 

is  we work mult i - jurisdict ional,  that is  in our DNA let ’s  say.  

In terms of threats ,  we are not just  looking at a historic f lood event that was 

modeled by FEMA in the 1980s or 1990s.  We are looking forward to extreme storms 

and of course sea level  r ise.    
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We think in terms of objectives holist ical ly,  cross-sector,  governmental,  

schools,  private sector,  community-based organizations,  and a lso cross-discipl inary.    

Cl imate affects everything.  It  affects housing,  transportation, ut i l i t ies,  

everything that is  related to our society.   And so,  our objective is  to have housing 

advocates or ut i l it ies advocates also see cl imate as their  issue because it  is  important 

to the resi l ience of their interests .  

Take a quick look at our priorit ies.  

Land use,  I  show these two pictures.   One is  a housing project  in our County,  

and you can see the Bay water level  today is  quite high compared to the front door 

and f irst  f loor windows of this housing development.  And then of course an 

underground parking garage that has water after a major storm event during high 

t ide.   

I  br ing these up to say that these pictures are from developments from about 

10 years ago.  But these are also developments that are coming to  BCDC in 2024, with 

underground parking and with front doors r ight next to the Bay without any setback.  

And so,  these are not just  issues that we faced 10 years ago.  These are issues we 

face today.  And it  is  important for al l  of  us to work together so that BCDC has the 

authorit ies to create resi l ience beyond its  important miss ion of publ ic  access.  

So,  we are interested in land use.  We want any project ,  whether i t  is  public  

infrastructure or private development,  to function for its  l i fespan.   That is  real ly  

what this is  about.   Can it  funct ion for its  intended l i fespan based on our changing 

cl imate? 

We are creating policy guidance.  We already created one re lated to private 
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development that was approved by the OneShorel ine Board last  year and next year 

we are focused on public infrastructure.  So  that is  things l ike pump stations.  You 

see a picture here of a  pump station on a sunny day,  no rain,  across from a pr ivate 

development.  

And of course,  you see the effects that we have seen in other parts of the Bay 

Area as well  where on sunny days there is  quite a bit  of water.   This picture at 

Highway 380, this is  west of Highway 101.  It  is  about a mile upstream in San Bruno 

Creek and this is  again with no rain.  

Of course,  this  is  Highway 101.  The publ ic access tra i ls  a lso have substant ial  

resi l iency issues.  

And then here is  a picture of a PG&E tower that won't  have to worry about its  

No Trespassing s ign much longer.  

So,  we are creat ing a public infrastructure guidance in 2024 or 2025 and 

working with BCDC staff  on both of those efforts,  which is  super helpful.  

As part of this planning guidance, we have what we cal l  a Map of Future 

Condit ions.   This shows the whole County.   Basical ly,  we look at the effects of sea 

level  r ise,  water coming over the edge of our shorel ine,  but a lso groundwater r ise.    

That is  an emerging f ield.   Data is  improving on that quite a bit  as t ime goes 

by.  There is  a lot  of work being done on that in at  UC Berkeley.  One of our fe l lows, a 

Stanford PhD student,  is  special iz ing in groundwater,  and we are trying to f ine tune 

our understanding of the effects of groundwater in  the shorel ine area.  

Zeroing in  on the area I  am going to talk  a l i tt le bit  about in a few minutes.   

This is  San Francisco International Airport .   Just  south of there is  the city of Mil lbrae 
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and just south of there is  the c ity of Burl ingame.  This area is  impacted.  What you 

see in blue green, the FEMA flood zone.   Then in that area plus is  the yel low area, 

which is  our  Sea Level  Rise Overlay District .   And then beyond that  is  groundwater.   

So,  groundwater actually  goes farther inland than the effects of anticipated sea level  

r ise.  

Chair Wasserman interjected:   I  need to stop you for one quick moment for a 

procedural  action.  We have lost our quorum, not your fault ,  and we are going to 

move to a committee of the whole and proceed that way to receive your very 

important information.  Thank you.  

Mr. Materman cont inued:  I  wi l l  not lose a beat and go to a wrap-up of our 

other pr iorit ies.  

Wanted to say,  we were created as a long-term resi l iency agency.   That was 

the intent in 2015, 2016, et  cetera,  al l  the way through our legislat ion signed by the 

governor in 2019. 

What quick ly became apparent in the fa l l  of  2021 to al l  of  us,  as well  as the 

winter of 2022-23 is  the atmospheric r ivers that we see, and we at OneShoreline 

believe are fueled by cl imate change.  That is  an impact of c l imate change now.   

It  was not suff ic ient for us to just  focus on thinking about long-term resi l ience 

when the greatest impact of cl imate is  happening today.  So,  we al l  spent a lot of 

t ime alert ing people to and reducing the impacts of extreme storms.  Many of those 

impacts are exacerbated by high t ides,  as you know.  In a low-lying area, l ike the Bay 

shorel ine of San Mateo County,  that is  a huge issue where we have storm surge and 

extreme t ides coincident with a big storm and that is  what creates the problems.  
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We do not have a long-term stable source of  funding.  That is  a high pr iority 

for us as well .  

And then f inal ly  projects,  and this wi l l  transit ion to zeroing in on this Mi l lbrae-

Burl ingame shorel ine.  But this is  a snapshot  of the 53 miles of San Mateo County 

shorel ine.  We have 12 cit ies impacted by the Bay, 11 that touch the Bay.  Within 

those 53 miles and 12 cit ies,  there are 10 dist inct efforts that are looking at long-

term resi l ience on our  shorel ine.  They range from early,  ear ly planning to completed 

construct ion.  

Completed construct ion has been in Foster City,  and that was a project real ly  

focused on the current FEMA floodplain.   Our work at OneShorel ine is  to al ign as 

much as possible a l l  of  these efforts that you see in different colors throughout the 

shorel ine so that they are substantia l  and that they complement one another.  

Zeroing in  on one aspect of our shorel ine,  San Francisco Airport .   Of course,  a 

major important faci l i ty,  very large, and they also have a project .   They cal l  it  their  

Shorel ine Protection Program.  You see in yel low the outl ine there.    

What is  interesting to me is  when the Airport was developed, not surpris ingly,  

the creeks were rerouted around the Airport.   The impacts of that  are partia l ly  shown 

in the pictures that we see of the areas around the Airport.   On the right,  that is  

Colma Creek during a King T ide and then below that is  the city of San Bruno during a 

storm and high t ide,  and then the city of Mi l lbrae with the f looding seen.  This is  al l  

areas west of Highway 101 along the creeks.   Then to the south of there it  is  real ly  

just  a shorel ine shot of the city of Bur l ingame.   

Our job with these dashed l ines and arrows in green extending north from the 
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Airport and south from the Airport is  to leverage the work of San Francisco Airport to 

create greater protect ion to the north and south within San Mateo County.  

It  is  important to talk about what our object ives are.  Our objective is  real ly  

one objective and that  is  c l imate resi l ience for areas with exist ing or potentia l  

development.  You see here a picture dur ing a high t ide but not extreme t ide of a 

walkway alongside a hotel  in Burl ingame.  

So,  resi l ience for development,  res i l ience for trai ls.   There is  Bay Trai ls  here in 

this area l ike there are in many areas,  most areas thankful ly,  of San Francisco Bay.  

But those trai ls,  even where they exist,  may not be terr ibly attractive or may not be 

resi l ient to cl imate change.   

And so,  our project is  also about creat ing resi l ience for public  access,  and then 

resi l ience for habitat .  

These are a lso images from this part  of the shorel ine.  It  is  not so much in my 

mind about just  bui lding habitat for today, i t  is  about what can we bui ld today that  is  

not going to be washed away when the Bay expands in 10 years,  15 years,  20 years.   

It  is  about resi l ience for development,  public  access and habitat .  

We have a project that is  in large part at  this moment funded by the state of 

Cal i fornia.   That is  to look at the shorel ine of Mil lbrae, which is  just  next to SFO, and 

then Burl ingame, with the potent ial  to extend it  to the city of San Mateo.   

The fundamental  alternatives of this project  are shorel ine and creek f lood 

protection.  We have s ix creeks or channels that f low into San Francisco Bay.  You can 

see the purple l ines that extend outward from the Bay here.  This project looks l ike a 

very tradit ional approach of bui lding a levee or wall  on the shorel ine and then 
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bui lding,  in this case walls,  not so much levees,  along these creeks.   I  wil l  talk about 

some of those constraints in a second.  

The other opt ion is  we stay away from working in the creeks because of land 

rights concerns,  r ipar ian issues,  concerns about environment,  and cost;  and working 

with Highway 101, which is  very compl icated when al l  these creeks  go under Highway 

101 and f lood the highway today.  Instead,  we put t ide gates and pump stations on 

the mouths of these creeks.   That has opportunit ies and constraints l ike a l l  of  these 

and so we could talk about that.  

The third fundamental  alternative is  to put some sort of a wave brake 

offshore.  This has been done in San Francisco Bay.  It  is  essentia l ly  putting a 

hardened structure that you put  some habitat on top of.   You put these out in the 

Bay,  and they break the waves.  That reduces the wave height  and wave energy,  

which al lows for  a s l ightly smal ler shorel ine protection.  But  at  the end of the day,  

you st i l l  need the shorel ine protection if  you are talk ing about sea level  r ise,  because 

you are trying to address the water level  at  some point.  

The fourth one is  an offshore barrier with doors as well  as  a pump station and 

shorel ine enhancement for access and for habitat .   The sense is  that now, today, i f  

this  were put in,  these doors would bas ical ly  remain open at a l l  t imes except for 

dur ing an atmospheric  r iver when you need the capacity offshore to col lect that 

water to reduce f looding onshore.  So that would be a few t imes a year and then also 

dur ing King Tides on, whatever,  four days  a year.   So,  the doors would be closed for 

those half-dozen days a year.   Otherwise,  they would remain open to al low for 

r iparian creek f low and t idal  action.  
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As sea level  r ises ,  the doors would be closed more.  What our engineers 

estimate is  that after a foot and a half  of sea level  r ise from today, the doors would 

be closed a total  of one hour per day,  basical ly  30 minutes at each high t ide.  After 

three feet of sea level  r ise,  they would be closed about six  hours a  day.  They would 

be closed more and more as t ime goes on.   Whenever we reach a foot and a hal f  of 

sea level  r ise,  that is  what the scenario would be.  But for today,  we can also provide 

the protect ion against  al lowing dur ing the storms the creeks to f low into the Bay.  

So,  those are our options.  We look at the constraints in the area and the 

number one is  that this area is  heavi ly  urbanized.  You see here a picture of a 

bui lding in Burl ingame right alongside the Bay shorel ine.  Not a lot of room to build 

protection for this area unless you go into the Bay, r ight,  or you take out the 

bui lding.  So,  those are your fundamental  options if  you have this .   And this is  not 

just  at  this s ite,  so it  i s  a concern.  

And then this is  on a creek channel where you see the building on one side,  

the parking on the other,  and ut i l i t ies,  and so we have constrained creek channels as 

well .  

Other constraints.   Our goal is  to get people  out of the FEMA floodplain,  in 

part because it  means it  is  a cert i f iable project that wi l l  last.   In  part,  of course,  

because of  the f inancial  benefits  for the property owners in the area.   

This is  just  adjacent to San Francisco Airport,  which has a lot of concerns 

about birds,  not surpr isingly .   Building habitats that attract f ly ing birds is  something 

that they have expressed a great concern about.  

Something I  wanted to  highl ight is  we do not  have a lot of room here.  
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Basical ly,  the areas that you see in pink are the only areas that either do not involve 

private tak ing or going into the Bay.   Those are the only areas  that we have for 

actually  bui lding resi l ience.   

We have a concern that as the Bay shorel ine is  developed, or the creeks are 

developed in the shorel ine area, that those projects that are  being current ly 

approved by the c it ies  and by regulatory agencies are l imit ing our abil ity  to do 

natural  solutions,  to do resi l ience, period.  But including natural  solutions into those 

projects.   It  makes it  more diff icult  as the buildings get developed closer and closer 

to the Bay l ike you see in that picture on the left.  

We are left  with two alternat ives that we are currently analyzing.  One is  

onshore fundamental ly  and one is  offshore fundamental ly.   Our status r ight now on 

this project is  we put out a Notice of Preparation, got a lot  of comments.   They were 

very robust comments,  mostly on our offshore idea.  We are taking those comments 

and we have learned from them quite a bit  and we are beginning an analysis;  it  is  

cal led the LEDPA analysis,  which is  required by both the Corps and the Water Board, 

and that is  to f ind the least environmentally  damaging practicable alternative.  We 

are also this month hir ing an outreach consultant to enhance our outreach efforts .   

After a l l  of  that,  and meeting with regulatory agencies,  in fact,  next week.  After al l  

of  that we wil l  begin the environmental  process.  

We are at our early days on this .   It  is  an important project,  and it  is  one that 

has gotten a lot of attention.  BCDC staff  have asked me to speak on it  and I  am 

happy to do so,  because it  just  presents al l  of  us with a lot of questions about what is  

this place going to look l ike i f  we are real ly  serious about becoming res i l ient .   We in 
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San Mateo County are  serious about becoming res i l ient and that poses a lot of 

opportunit ies and a lot of constraints .   So,  with that I  thank you and I  am happy to 

answer quest ions.  

Chair Wasserman acknowledged and asked:  Thank you very much.  

How many public speakers do we have? 

Ms. Peterson replied:   Currently four,  Chair Wasserman.  

Chair Wasserman cont inued:  Al l  r ight.   I  am going to,  as I  did in the last  item, 

give the Commissioners the opportunity to ask questions and then we wil l  turn to the 

public .  

Commissioner Nelson inquired:   Just one quick quest ion.  One of your earl ier 

graphics showed that you were looking at the potentia l  for walls  a long some of the 

creeks that lead out to the Bay between 101 and the Bay.   Your discussion at the end 

showed that you had apparent ly screened those out.   I  am just hoping you can help 

me understand why you made that decision.  

Mr. Materman answered:  Yes.   Under our sea level  r ise assumptions,  we 

would have to go al l  the way up to the Caltrain tracks,  so it  is  beyond Highway 101.  

The combination of a l l  of  that work,  which is  costly and has environmental  impacts,  

al l  of  the land rights that would be needed to be acquired as part of that;  because a 

lot of those properties,  they do not just  end at the edge of the parking lot,  they go 

into the centerl ine of the creek.  So,  al l  of  the land r ights that would have to be 

involved in bui lding that.    

Also,  as I  mentioned, the complicat ions of integrating that with Highway 101 

at s ix  different crossings just  made i t  infeas ible to us.   The tradeoff for al l  of  that is  
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the t ide gate and pump station approach at the creek mouths.  There may be ways to 

l imit  that s l ightly,  but  fundamentally  that is  the alternat ive.  

Commissioner Nelson continued:  So,  the shorel ine-based alternat ive that you 

were looking at includes those t ide gates and pump stat ions.  

Mr. Materman agreed:  That’s r ight,  that’s r ight,  exactly.  

Commissioner Gunther stated:   Len, thanks so much for this .   It  is  real ly  great 

to see somebody putting penci l  and paper to,  okay,  so what do we actually  do?   

I  wanted to ask you, f i rst  of al l ,  when we had our South Bay Shorel ine 

Conference in 2017 and created a map just by asking people,  are  you thinking about 

something,  are you think about something? There were lots of holes.   There was a 

project and then there was no project and then there was another  project.    

You presented us,  obviously,  they are at very different stages these things,  but 

now everybody that has got shorel ine in  San Mateo County is  thinking about this 

issue col lectively .   Congratulations,  that is  a great ,  that is  a real ly,  real ly  great 

achievement.   

I  also wanted, warm to my heart as a Water  Board member,  to hear you talk ing 

about,  thinking about groundwater.   And I  assume you are in communicat ion with the 

staff  at  the Water  Board on this issue.  That is  going to be a challenge no matter 

what alternat ive you select.  

And then last ly,  obviously,  you are going to eventual ly  get into the dollars and 

cents of al l  this .   Unless I  missed it ,  and sorry,  there has been a lot coming at us 

today.  You did not seem to have an alternative in which some kind of retreat is  

mixed in with everything else.   That is ,  the assumption is  every bui lding that is  there 
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is  going to be protected.  

Mr. Materman asked:  Do you want me to address that?  I  would be happy to.  

Commissioner Gunther repl ied:   I  would l ike  to hear because I  know that is  an 

alternative that is  bandied about.   But of course,  every place is  go ing to be a l itt le 

different .   But I  just  wondered if  that was thought of at  al l  and then how that  

compares to the idea of areas gett ing wet bringing more birds  near the Airport.   I  d id 

not know if  that was part of the thinking.  

Mr. Materman responded:  I f  I  could comment on the retreat question because 

it  is  an important one that we hear often.  There are real ly  two parts of my response 

to that.    

One is  we have put out this planning pol icy guidance that I  discussed about 

land use polic ies that we recommend that ci t ies adopt,  and the county adopts,  and 

many cit ies have.  As Mayor Colson mentioned, Burl ingame has taken the lead on 

that,  the f i rst  one in our county to do that and in the area in general.    

That planning policy guidance cal ls  for setbacks from the shorel ine.  It  i s  not a 

wholesale retreat of a  community or a neighborhood, but it  is  retreat from water to 

enable us to do resi l ience measures,  including natural  features within those 

resi l ience measures,  rather than just a wal l .   That is  part  one of my answer.  

Part  two is,  in very specif ic  areas of the county do we have land use authority.   

We do not real ly  have land use authority;  we have land rights in certain areas.   And 

none of those areas are on the shorel ine except for creek mouths in two locations.  

As long as these projects are,  and I  am not picking on this area at al l ,  I  am 

talking about Bay Area wide.   As long as these projects that build bui ldings r ight 



98 

 

BCDC COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 2, 2024 

along the shorel ine are being approved by environmental  regulatory agencies,  and as 

long as they are being approved by local  governments,  c it ies and counties,  our job is  

not to say that project  you approved last  year or the one you are consider ing in 2024 

has to move.   

Our job is  to say,  how do we take the context of our environment,  not just  on 

these development projects,  on SFO as an entity.   How do we take the context of the 

environment,  small  e,  that we inherit ,  and turn that into the most  resi l ient 

environment that we can? 

So, I  am not an advocate,  and I  am not talking about me personal ly.   I  am just 

saying organizational ly  I  am not an advocate for large-scale retreat because that is  

not where our community,  our  governments  are.  And bodies l ike BCDC and the Water 

Board and other bodies,  they are not at  a place to compel that .   And I  think that 

should change, personally.   But unt i l  that does,  my job is  to take the most vulnerable 

county and make it  the most resi l ient county.  That is  a l l  I  can do.  

Commissioner Gunther continued:  Well ,  I  real ly  appreciate that.   I  am not,  in 

asking this quest ion, suggesting that retreat  is  actual ly  the preferred alternat ive.   

However,  people say there is  going to be e ither managed retreat or chaotic 

retreat,  or there is  going to be more hardening of the shore in the Bay Area l ike you 

are talk ing about.    

And then I  think this wil l  come out a l itt le,  these alternat ives wil l  become 

clari f ied once we start  talking about how much these things cost and who is  going to 

pay for them and then what are other cheaper alternatives.   And that wil l  a lso be 

inf luenced by our sea level  r ise projections changing over the next few years.   But I  
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real ly,  I  just  real ly  appreciate  the way you guys are thinking about this.  

Dave, is  there an analogous publ ic inst itution anywhere else?  The way that 

you guys went  and had the legis lat ion rewritten.  I  do not know of anyone else in the 

Bay Area.  

Commissioner Pine answered:  I  do not think so.  We spent the better part  of 

f ive years putting this  together.  

Commissioner Gunther continued:  This is  an approach of national s igni f icance 

I  would think.  I  know you guys do not spend t ime thinking about yourself  that way, 

but the integrated way that you are doing this on both shorel ines.   I  mean, you are 

only talking about  the Bay shorel ine now.  Is  something that I  think worth just  

remembering that you guys are on the cutting edge of what is  going to have to 

happen.  

Chair Wasserman stated:   A couple of comments,  one quest ion.  Terrif ic,  i s  the 

major comment.  I  know there is  a lot,  a lot,  a lot  of work to do and a lot of 

problems.  What you have done over the f ive years and beyond is  terrif ic.   I  am sorry,  

let  me ask my question f i rst.  

Your state legis lat ion that created you or structured it  to create you with the 

approval of the local  agencies does give you specif ica l ly  taxing powers.   Am I  correct 

in assuming that those taxing powers under the authority given st i l l  requires a two-

thirds vote.  

Mr. Materman repl ied:   I  wil l  just  say our voting thresholds are the same as 

any other public  entity.  

Commissioner Pine added:  I  would add that  we made sure that the legis lat ion 
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provided us with a l l  the tools,  revenue rais ing tools that are avai lable.    

OneShoreline did spend a tremendous amount of t ime looking at a  potentia l  

parcel  tax combined with f ire,  a combined f i re and sea level  r ise funding measure, 

and the support just  was not there.  

Chair Wasserman cont inued:  One of the issues that I  know has been talked 

about in the past ,  I  do not know if  there is  any current discuss ion about it ,  is  

changing the law for f lood control  districts to make them more l ike the uti l it ies in 

imposing fees,  which do not require two-thirds,  do require a majority.   As we are 

looking at our f inancing the future issues,  that is  one of the vehic les I  think we want 

to look at.  

Mr. Materman stated:   I f  I  may comment on that extremely brief ly.   There is  a 

measure on the November 2024 ballot to lower the threshold for bonding from two-

thirds to 55 percent.   Right now, that lower authority or that lower threshold rests 

with school districts,  but not with c l imate resi l ience projects or housing projects.   

The legislat ion in November,  just  for the general  publ ic  and others who may not be 

aware, or anyone not aware, is  to lower that for those types of projects.  

One of the things that  we are wait ing on to think about,  do we go to the voters 

in our county,  is  what happens this November in regard to that and other measures.  

Chair Wasserman acknowledged:  That makes absolute sense.  

Commissioner Pine added:  Our funding, s imply put,  i s  half  funded by the 

county and half  funded by the cit ies.   Each of the 20 cit ies puts in  a very modest 

amount,  but they al l  contribute towards the operation.  

Chair Wasserman stated:   Most of the staff  I  am talking to,  no disrespect,  
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Harr iet,  are not present for a variety of reasons.  I  think i t  would be useful ,  not 

necessar i ly  at  a Commission hear ing but perhaps in one of our workshop formats,  to 

have a more detai led presentation and interaction.   

And we might want to include Sonoma in that.   Because although they have 

not done what you have done, they have done some interest ing and dif ferent things.   

I  think OneShoreline and Sonoma are the two most progressive in thinking of hol ist ic  

changes within government agencies to address the issues that we are address ing.  I  

thank you very much for the work and the presentat ion.  

We do have publ ic comment.  Sometimes you get wrapped up in your own 

thoughts.   Please cal l  the publ ic speakers.  

Arthur Feinstein was the f irst  speaker:   Chair Wasserman and Commissioners,  

thanks for the opportunity to ta lk on this .  

I  f irst  recommend that  al l  of  you look at this  scient if ic  art ic le published in 

Urban Sustainabi l ity  in 2022.  I  hope staff  can tel l  me whether you can distribute it  to 

al l  of  the Commissioners.   Protection and restoration of coastal  habitat  yield mult iple 

benef its for urban residents as sea levels r ise.   Now this is  2022.   

Many of the sc ientists  working on this,  and there were l ike ten, are local  ones 

working for agencies and for SFEI.   They studied specif ical ly  the San Mateo coast to 

look at what were the problems and what could be the solut ions.   Their conclusion:   

This work adds to the growing body of research from around the world demonstrating 

that nature-based solutions help protect coastl ines and yie ld diverse ecosystem 

services.  

They also recommend,  not recommend it  a lready existed, but they point to 
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OneShoreline as an excellent way of br inging a regional perspect ive to a shorel ine so 

you can address a l l  the issues along that shorel ine.  Very s imilar to what the RSAP 

and the subregional SAP are doing.  

The problem, I  am going to run out of t ime very quick ly,  is  that what Len is  

proposing for the shorel ine,  the off  shorel ine gates,  it  has already been proposed for 

the whole Bay.  You put a gate across the Golden Gate and just stop the water and 

then we do not have to worry about any of this .  

Mr. Materman inter jected:   Not exact ly.  

Mr. Feinstein acknowledged and continued:  Well ,  it  got shot down.  I  am 

similar ly  hoping that this gets shot down because it  proposes the same reason.  Every 

agency that has examined it  has had problems. 

Michael Brownrigg commented:  Thanks very much.  I  am Michael Brownrigg;  I  

am a longt ime counci l  member for the city of Bur l ingame.  I  real ly  just  am here in 

sol idarity for the inquiry,  in gratitude to OneShorel ine and to Supervisor Pine for 

creating it .  

This is ,  as Mayor Colson pointed out,  a v ital  piece of our  own economy.  

Without a healthy shorel ine that al lows businesses and recreat ional use our City 

would be devastated.  So,  this is  a  very serious matter for us,  and we appreciate 

BCDC’s wil l ingness to explore al l  potentia l  options.  

In my view, retreat  is  not an opt ion.  I  think the good news is  back in Par is  in 

2015 we thought the world was on path to a four to f ive degree warming.  Now we 

are down to two and a  half  to three, which is  st i l l  unacceptable,  but we are going in 

the right direction.  
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I  have hope that  we wil l ,  as a planet f igure this out ,  but not before a wall  of 

water comes at us and that is  what we need to defend.  I  thank Len for his work and 

his team’s work,  and I  appreciate BCDC and the spir it  of inquiry that you guys are 

adopting towards this work.   

I  think the only thing that is  less sensible than a bad answer is  not doing the 

exploration and research at al l ,  and I  think that is  the Dark Ages versus the 

Enlightenment.  Thank you very much.  I  am done.  I  wil l  g ive you the balance of  my 

t ime. 

Ei leen McLaughlin spoke:   Good afternoon, Chair Wasserman and 

Commissioners.   Thank you for this these few minutes here.  I  am Ei leen McLaughlin 

with Cit izens Committee to Complete the Refuge and have been studying and 

fol lowing the OneShoreline Project in Mi l lbrae and Burl ingame since last  fal l  when it  

was f irst  announced to the publ ic.  

I  want to take and focus on the habitat  issues here,  one that would be affected 

by the barr ier particularly.   They plan a 2.65-mile barrier.    

They want to have, at  one area they have t idal  marsh at one end, which is  

marsh that SFO must protect for the Ridgeway rai ls .   That moves on down southward 

on to beach and broad mud f lats that have waves coming back and forth on them and 

the shorebirds a l l  winter long.  Thousands and thousands use that  thoroughly.   And 

then down further to where the water gets deeper at  the shorel ine,  every single day 

recreational f ishermen or women or chi ldren are out there catching f ish.   

Because the hydrology of t idal  action serves al l  of  those di fferent k inds of 

habitats .   And underneath the waters there is  eel  grass ,  which is  a lso known as 
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something that inhibits and cleans fresh water.    

This is  an area that the project says one of i ts  threats and opportunit ies or  

objectives is  habitat .   But that barrier,  even with al l  its  breaks,  i s  going to completely 

destroy the hydrological  f low of this cove and al l  of  the habitats and wi ldl ife that use 

it  today.  Thank you.  

Gita Dev was recognized:   Good afternoon, Chair Wasserman and 

Commissioners.   I  know it  is  gett ing late.   I  want to thank OneShoreline for a lot  of 

good work that they have done in San Mateo County,  which is  part  of our S ierra 

Club’s Chapter.  

However,  I  have to tel l  you right up front,  that every single agency and also 

the Airport has taken rather vio lent exception to f i l l ing in the Bay with a lagoon.   

And it  is  c lear  to us that while this may seem l ike an easy solut ion, and we 

always appreciate research, but the sc ient if ic  community has weighed in on the side 

of nature and using nature-based solut ions,  which they believe wil l  help not only the 

land but also the Bay and wil l  keep costs down.  

I  do want to point out  that s ince OneShoreline worked on i ts  guidelines,  which 

we were very involved with and which we very much appreciate,  SB 272 has passed,  

which requires al l  c it ies to fol low Bay Adapt’s s ix  goals,  the second of which is  to put 

nature f i rst  whenever possible.    

But that is  because it  recognizes that the Bay itself ,  its  l iv ing shorel ines and its  

ecosystems are as much at r isk with sea level  r ise as the shorel ine and the bui ldings 

and the infrastructure around it .  

Therefore,  to fulf i l l  the obligations of  that law we need BCDC policymakers to 
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make sure that the public ,  the staff  and the consultant teams that work on it  to 

extend the adaptat ion plans,  to include integrating nature into their plans.   Not just  

as vegetation on levees,  but  with some of the other elements that the scientif ic  

community in the paper that Arthur Feinstein mentioned includes.   Thank you.  

Chair Wasserman acknowledged and continued:  Thank you.  That concludes 

our publ ic  speakers.  

Any Commissioner want a f inal  comment on this?  

Commissioner Showalter stated:   Hi,  Len, it  i s  great to see you.  I  want to 

compliment you on this wonderful  agency that you have created.   In particular,  I  am 

delighted to see how you are looking at the protections as a continuum al l  a long the 

shorel ine.   

Because one of the things we learned in Katr ina was that those touch points,  

those connect ion points between projects,  were where things typical ly  broke down.  

And if  that happened, you had a big f lood.  We do not want to do that anymore.  

Having you look at it  a l l  as a system is the best way to avoid that .   I  am real ly  

del ighted to see that  this has gone so well  and so far.  

I  am br inging you greetings from Santa Clara County,  where we are blessed 

with being ringed by o ld salt  ponds that can be restored to marshes.  But I  just  want 

to say that we are del ighted to see that you are working with that .    

And I  as both a BCDC Commissioner,  as the mayor of Mountain View, wil l  do 

whatever I  can to make sure that that connection between your county and my 

county works beauti ful ly.   Even though I  know that the methodologies there wil l  be 

different from time to t ime.  But thanks,  and thanks for this wonderful  work and keep 
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it  up.  Let me know how I  can help.  

Mr. Materman acknowledged:  Thank you.  

Chair Wasserman moved to adjournment:   Thank you very much, Len and 

David.  

11. Adjournment.   Upon motion by Commissioner Showalter,  seconded by 

Commissioner Randolph, the Commission meeting was adjourned at 4:41 p.m. in 

memory of Wil l  Travis.  
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