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To The People of the San Francisco Bay Region and
Friends of San Francisco Bay everywhere:

The San Francisco Bay Plan was completed and adopted by the San Francisco Bay Conservation
and Development Commission in 1968 and submitted to the California Legislature and Governor in
January 1969. The Bay Plan was prepared by the Commission over a three-year period pursuant to the
McAteer-Petris Act of 1965 which established the Commission as a temporary agency to prepare an
enforceable plan to guide the future protection and use of San Francisco Bay and its shoreline. In 1969,
the Legislature acted upon the Commission’s recommendations in the Bay Plan and revised the
McAteer-Petris Act by designating the Commission as the agency responsible for maintaining and car-
rying out the provisions of the Act and the Bay Plan for the protection of the Bay and its great natural
resources and the development of the Bay and shoreline to their highest potential with a minimum of
Bay fill.

The McAteer-Petris Act directs the Commission to exercise its authority to issue or deny permit
applications for placing fill, extracting materials, or changing the use of any land, water, or structure
within the area of its jurisdiction, in conformity with the provisions and policies of both the McAteer-
Petris Act and the San Francisco Bay Plan. Thus the Commission is directed by the Act to carry out its
regulatory process in accord with the Bay Plan policies and Bay Plan maps which guide the protection
and development of the Bay and its marshes, managed wetlands, salt ponds, and shoreline.

To keep pace with changing condilions and to incorporate new information concerning the Bay, the
McAteer-Petris Act specifies that the Commission may amend or make other changes to the Bay Plan
provided the changes are consistent with provisions of the Act. The Act and the Commission’s adminis-
trative regulations further specify that a Bay Plan amendment may be proposed by the Commission or
any other person, and that a descriptive notice of the proposed amendment must be given in advance
of a public hearing concerning the amendment, after which the Commission may vote whether or not to
amend the Plan. An affirmative vote of two-thirds of the Commission members (18 members) is required
under the Act to change the Bay Plan.

Since its adoption by the Commission in 1968, the Bay Plan has been amended from time to time.
After the Plan is amended, the specific text or map pages amended are reprinted and distributed to
those who make frequent use of the Plan and those requesting Plan amendments. The Plan is printed
on three-hole paper so that reprinted pages can be easily inserted in a three-ring binder as the
amended pages are issued. The date of the most recent amendment adopted by the Commission is

printed at the end of any amended policy section.
(s £7

Robert R. Tufts
Chairman




Table of
Contents

Part I— Summary

Introduction

Foundations of the Bay Plan
Major Conclusions and Policies
Terms

Major Plan Proposals

Carrying Out the Bay Plan
Conclusion

Part 1l— Objectives

Part Ill—The Bay as a Resource:
Findings and Policies

Fish and Wildlife

Water Quality

Water Surface Area and Volume
Marshes and Mudflats

Smog and Weather

Shell Deposits

Fresh Water Inflow

Part IV—Development of the Bay and Shoreline:

Findings and Policies

Safety of Fills

Dredging

Water-Related Industry

Ports

Commercial Fishing

Airports

Recreation

Transportation

Salt Ponds and Other Managed Wetlands
Public Access

Appearance, Design, and Scenic Views
Other Uses of the Bay and Shoreline

v
0
«Q
WWWN - = 2 a

(3}

13

13
15
16
18
19
20
21
25
25
26
29
30



Page

Part V— Carrying Out the Plan 33

The San Francisco Bay Plan 33

The Commission 33

Scope of Authority 34

Area of Jurisdiction 34

Control of Filling and Dredging in the Bay 36
Developing the Bay and Shoreline to

their Highest Potential 39

Applying and Amending the Bay Plan 40

Management Program for San Francisco Bay 40

Part VI—The Bay Plan Maps 43

Plan Map 1 Natural Resources of the Bay

Plan Map 2 Proposed Major Uses of Bay and Shoreline
Plan Map 3 Richmond to Berkeley

Plan Map 4 Berkeley to Oakland

Plan Map 5 San Leandro, Hayward

Plan Map 6 Santa Clara and Southern Alameda Counties
Plan Map 7 Coyote Creek

Plan Map 8 Southern San Mateo County

Plan Map 9 Northern San Mateo County

Plan Map 10 San Francisco and Brisbane

Plan Map 11 Southern Marin County

Plan Map 12 Western San Pablo Bay

Plan Map 13 Petaluma River

Plan Map 14 Napa Marshes

Plan Map 15 Eastern San Pablo Bay

Plan Map 16 Carquinez Strait

Plan Map 17 Suisun Bay

Plan Map 18 Grizzly Bay

Ptan Map 19 Honker Bay to Collinsville

Plan Map 20 Montezuma Slough

Photo Credits

Michael Bry: Inside front cover, facing Part |, Pages 4, 32.
Rondal Partridge: Pages 34-35, 42.
Richard Persoff: Page 6.






€

Part |
Summary

Introduction

San Francisco Bay is an irreplaceable
gift of nature that man can either abuse
and ultimately destroy—or improve and
protect for future generations.

The Bay Plan presented in this report
recognizes that the Bay is a single body
of water, in which changes affecting one
part may also affect other parts, and that
only on a regional basis can the Bay be
protected and enhanced.

The Bay can serve human needs to a
much greater degree than it does today.
The Bay can play an increasing role as a
major world port. Around its shores,
many job-producing new industries can
be developed. And new parks, marinas,
beaches, and fishing piers can provide
close-to-home recreation for the Bay
Area’s increasing population.

But the Bay must be protected from
needless and gradual destruction. The
Bay should no longer be treated as ordi-
nary real estate, available to be filled with
sand or dirt to create new land. Rather,
the Bay should be regarded as the most
valuable natural asset of the entire Bay
region, a body of water that benefits not
only the residents of the Bay Area but of
all California and indeed the nation.

Implementation of the Plan presented in
this report will guarantee to future
generations their rightful heritage from
the present generation: San Francisco
Bay maintained and enhanced as a
magnificent body of water that helps sus-
tain the economy of the western United
States, provides great opportunities for
recreation, moderates the climate, com-
bats air pollution, nourishes fish and
wildlife, affords scenic enjoyment, and in
countless other ways helps to enrich
man's life.

Foundations of the Bay Plan

The Bay Plan was prepared during three
years of study and public deliberation by
the members of the San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Com-
mission. This document presents the two
essential parts of the Bay Plan: the poli-
cies to guide future uses of the Bay and
shoreline, and the maps that apply these
policies to the present Bay and shoreline.

In making its study of the Bay, the Com-
mission had the help of numerous con-
sultants and received extensive and
invaluable aid from city, county, state,
and federal agencies, and from special-
ists on university faculties and on the
staffs of business organizations. In addi-
tion, the Commission was assisted by an
Advisory Committee, whose 19 members
contributed greatly in the review of the
Commission's work.

The Commission’s study resulted in the
publication of 23 volumes of technical
reports. Summaries of the studies are
printed as a supplement to this plan, and
the detailed reports are available for ref-
erence in numerous public libraries and
in the offices of the Commission.

Also printed as a supplement to the Plan
is an analysis of the hazards of building
on filled land (hazards during normal set-
tling of fills and during earthquakes), and
of the engineering steps necessary to
reduce these risks to acceptable limits.
This supplementary report was prepared
by a Board of Consultants appointed by
the Commission and consisting of some
of the Bay Area’s leading geologists,
structural engineers, architects, and civil
engineers specializing in soil mechanics.

Major Conclusions and Policies

From its studies of San Francisco Bay,
the Commission has concluded that:

1. The Bay. The Bay is a single body of
water, and a Bay Plan can be effectively
carried out only on a regional basis.

2. Uses of the Bay. The most important
uses of the Bay are those providing sub-
stantial public benefits and treating the
Bay as a body of water, not as real
estate.

3. Uses of the Shoreline. All desirable,
high-priority uses of the Bay and shore-
line can be fully accommodated without
substantial Bay filling, and without loss of
large natural resource areas. But shore-
line areas suitable for priority uses—
ports, water-related industry, airports,
wildlife refuges, and water-related
recreation—exist only in limited amount,
and should be reserved for these
purposes.

4. Justifiable Filling. Some Bay filling
may be justified for purposes providing
substantial public benefity if these same
benefits could not be achieved equally
well without filling. Substantial public
benefits are provided by:

a. Developing adequate port termi-
nals, on a regional basis, to keep San
Francisco Bay in the forefront of the
world’s great harbors during a period
of rapid change in shipping
technology.

b. Developing adequate land for
industries that require access to ship-
ping channels for transportation of
raw materials or manufactured
products.

¢. Developing new recreational
opportunities—shoreline parks, mar-
inas, fishing piers, beaches, hiking
and bicycling paths, and scenic
drives.



d. Developing expanded airport ter-

minals and runways if regional studies
demonstrate that there are no feasible

sites for major airport development
away from the Bay.

e. Developing new freeway routes

(with construction on pilings, not solid

fill) ifthorough study determines that
no feasible alternatives are available.

f. Developing new public access to
the Bay and enhancing shoreline
appearance—over and above that

provided by other Bay Plan policies—

through filling limited to Bay-related
commercial recreation and public
assembly.

5. Effects of Bay Filling. Bay filling
should be limited to the purposes listed
above, however, because any filling is
harmful to the Bay, and thus to present
and future generations of Bay Area resi-
dents. All Bay filling has one or more of
the following harmful effects:

a. Filling destroys the habitat of fish
and wildlife. Future filling can disrupt
the ecological balance in the Bay,
which has already been damaged by
past fills, and can endanger the very
existence of some species of birds
and fish. The Bay, including open
water, mudflats, and marshlands, is a
complex biological system, in which
microorganisms, plants, fish, water-
fowl, and shorebirds live in a delicate
balance created by nature, and in

which seemingly minor changes, such

as a new fill or dredging project, may
have far-reaching and sometimes
highly destructive effects.

b. Filling almost always increases
the danger of water pollution by
reducing the ability of the Bay to

assimilate the increasing quantities of
liquid wastes being poured into it. Fil-

ling reduces both the surface area of

the Bay and the volume of water in the
Bay; this reduces the ability of the Bay
to maintain adequate levels of oxygen

in its waters, and also reduces the
strength of the tides necessary to
flush wastes from the Bay.

c. Filling reduces the air-
conditioning effects of the Bay and
increases the danger of air pollution
in the Bay Area. Reducing the open

water surface over which cool air can

move in from the ocean will reduce
the amount of this air reaching the
Santa Clara Valley and the Carquinez
Strait in the summer—and will
increase the frequency and intensity
of temperature-inversions, which trap
air pollutants and thus cause an
increase in smog in the Bay Area.

d. Indiscriminate filling will diminish
the scenic beauty of the Bay.

6. Pressures to Fill. As the Bay Area's
population increases, pressures to fill the
Bay for many purposes will increase.
New flat land will be sought for many
urban uses because most, if not all, of
the flat land in communities bordering
the Bay is already in use—for resid-
ences, businesses, industries, airports,
roadways, etc. Past diking and filling of
tidelands and marshlands has already
reduced the size of the Bay from about
787 square miles in area to approxi-
mately 548. Although some of this diked
land remains, at least temporarily, as salt
ponds or managed wetlands, it has
nevertheless been removed from the
tides of the Bay. The Bay is particularly
vulnerable to diking and filling for two
reasons:

a. The Bay is shallow. About two-
thirds of it is less than 18 feet deep at
low tide; in the South Bay and in San
Pablo Bay, the depth of the water two
or three miles offshore may, at low
tide, be only five or six feet, or even
less.

b. Ownership of the Bay is divided.
Private owners claim about 22 per-
cent of the Bay (including extensive
holdings in the South Bay) as a result
of sales by the State government 90 or
more years ago. Cities and counties
have received free grants of land from
the State totaling about 23 percent of
the Bay. The state now owns only
about 50 percent of the Bay, and the
Federal government owns about 5
percent. The lands that are closest to
shore, most shallow, and thus easiest
to fill are held by either private owners
or local governments that may wish to
fill for various purposes irrespective of
the effects of filling on the Bay as a
whole.

7. Water Quality. San Francisco Bay
receives wastes from many municipal,
industrial, and agricultural sources.
Because of the regulatory authority of the
State Water Resources Control Board,
the San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board, the Environmental
Protection Agency, and the Army Corps
of Engineers, the Bay Plan does not deal
extensively with the problems and means
of pollution control. Nevertheless, the
entire Bay Plan is founded on the belief
that water quality in San Francisco Bay
can and will be maintained at levels suf-
ficiently high to protect the beneficial
uses of the Bay.

8. Fill Safety. Virtually all fills in San
Francisco Bay are placed on top of Bay
mud. The construction of buildings on
such fills creates a greater number of
potential hazards to life and property,
during normal settling and during earth-
quakes, than does construction on rock
or on dense, hard soil deposits. Ade-
quate design measures can be taken,

Terms

As used in this Plan, San Francisco
Bay means all the open water and
slough areas from the Golden Gate
and the southern end of the Bay to
the eastern end of Suisun Bay and
Montezuma Slough (a line between
Stake Point and Simmons Point,
extended northeasterly to the
mouth of Marshall Cut), including
submerged lands (which are
always under water), tidelands
(which are covered and uncovered
by the daily tides), and marshlands
(which are between mean high tide
and five feet above mean sea
level).

As used in this Plan, shoreline
areas or shoreline lands are the
uplands bordering the Bay.

As used in this Plan, salt ponds are
areas diked off from the Bay and
used for making salt by solar
evaporation, and managed
weltlands are marshes diked off
from the Bay and managed as wild-
fow! habitat (generally under the
ownership of duck-hunting clubs).

As used in this Plan, Commission
and BCDC refer to the San Fran-
cisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission.

As used in this Plan, should is
mandatory.




however, to reduce these potential
hazards to acceptable levels.

An Engineering Criteria Review Board,
appointed by the Commission, consists
of leading geologists, soils engineers,
structural engineers, and architects. The
Board reviews projects in pending permit
applications for the purpose of evaluat-
ing the adequacy of safety provisions
and proposed structural methods and
specifications and, when necessary,
makes recommendations for changes.
This work complements the functions of
local building and planning departments,
none of which are presently staffed to
provide soils inspections.

Major Plan Proposals

1. Develop Maritime Ports. Port expan-
sion and development should be
planned for Alameda, Benicia, Oakland,
Redwood City, Richmond, San Francisco,
and Selby.

2. Deepen Shipping Channels. Major
shipping channels from the Golden Gate
to the Delta, and to Oakland, Redwood
City, Richmond, and San Francisco
should be deepened if they limit marine
terminal activity and are economically
and environmentally acceptable.

3. Develop and Preserve Land for
Water-Related Industry. Waterfront land
now used by industries that require
access to deep-water shipping should
be continued in this use, and sufficient
additional waterfront acreage should be
reserved for future water-related
industry.

4. Develop Waterfront Parks and
Recreation Facilities. New shoreline
parks, beaches, marinas, fishing piers,
scenic drives, and hiking or bicycling
pathways should be provided in many
areas. The Bay and its shoreline offer
particularly important opportunities for
recreational development in urban areas
where large concentrations of people
now live close to the water but are shut
off from it. Highest priority should be
given to recreational development in
these areas, as an important means of
helping immediately to relieve urban
tensions.

5. Expand Airport Facilities on Land.
Airports around the Bay serve the entire
Bay Area, and future airport planning can
be effective only on a regional basis. The
Bay provides an open area for aircratft to
take off and land without having to fly
over densely populated areas, and this is
an excellent use of the water. But termi-
nals and other airport facilities should be
on existing land wherever feasible. |
Future airport development should be
based on a regional airport plan, which
should be prepared as soon as possible
by a governmental agency with regioh-

wide responsibilities for transportation
planning. Studies leading to this airport
plan should evaluate all reasonable
alternatives for meeting the Bay Area’s
growing need for aviation facilities, and
should specifically evaluate the needs of
commercial, military, and general (small
plane) aviation. Airport expansion or
construction on Bay fill should be permit-
ted only if no feasible alternatives are
available.

6. Maintain Wildlife Areas in Diked His-
toric Baylands. Prime wildlife refuges in
diked-off areas around the Bay should
be maintained and several major addi-
tions should be made to the existing
refuge system.

7. Encourage Private Shoreline Devel-
opment Private investment in shoreline
development should be vigorously
encouraged. For example, shoreline
areas can be developed in many places
for attractive, water-oriented housing.

Carrying out the Bay Plan

1. General. As required by the
McAteer-Petris Act, the San Francisco
Bay Plan was submitted to the Legisla-
ture and the Governor of California in
1969. During the legislative session that
year, revisions were enacted into the
McAteer-Petris Act designating the San
Francisco Bay Conservation and Devel-
opment Commission as the permanent
agency responsible for carrying out the
Bay Plan. The 1969 revisions to the Act
further specified the area and scope of
the Commission’s authority and estab-
lished the permit system for the regula-
tion of the Bay and shoreline.

2. Permits for Bay Filling and Dredging.
The Commission is empowered to grant
or deny permits for all Bay filling or
dredging in accordance with the provi-
sions of the McAteer-Petris Act and the
standards in the Bay Plan. Any public
agency or owner of privately-owned Bay
property is required to obtain a permit
before proceeding with fill or dredging.
(Although Federal agencies would not
legally be subject to the jurisdiction of
the Commission, it is Federal policy to
conform generally to State laws and
plans if they do not unduly interfere with
national purposes or objectives, and
Federal cooperation in carrying out the
Bay Plan should be sought and
expected.) For purposes of this Plan, fill
is defined to include earth or any other
substance or material placed in the Bay,
including piers, pilings, and floating
structures moored in the Bay for
extended periods. Public hearings must
be held on all permit applications except
those of a minor nature.

3. Permits for Shoreline Development.
The Commission has limited jurisdiction
over development in shoreline areas.

This is necessary: (1) to insure that prime
shoreline sites are reserved for priority

.uses — ports, water-related industry, air-

ports, wildlife refuges, and water-related
recreation; (2) to insure that public
access to the Bay is provided to the max-
imum extent feasible; (3) to insure that if
any saltponds or managed wetlands are
proposed for development, consideration
is given to public purchase and return of
these areas to the Bay; or alternatively,
that any development is in accordance
with the guidelines recommended in the
Bay Plan; (4) to insure that shoreline
areas not needed for priority uses are
developed in ways that do not preclude
public access to the Bay; and (5) to
encourage attractive design of shoreline
development. The Commission's jurisdic-
tion in shoreline areas, as defined in the
McAteer-Petris Act, is limited to a band
measured 100 feet landward of and
parallel to the shoreline of the Bay.

Conclusion

The Bay is a single physical mechanism
in which actions affecting one part may
also affect other parts. The Bay Plan pro-
vides a formula for developing the Bay
and shoreline to their highest potential,
while protecting the Bay as an irreplace-
able natural resource.

The San Francisco Bay Conservation
and Development Commission is the
agency designated to carry out the Bay
Plan.






Part Il
Objectives

Objective 1

Protect the Bay as a great natural
resource for the benefit of present and
future generations.

Objective 2
Develop the Bay and its shoreline to their

highest potential with a minimum of Bay
filling.






Part Il

The Bay as a
Resource:
Findings and
Policies

Fish and
Wildlife

Findings and Policies Concerning
Fish and Wildlife in the Bay

Findings

a. San Francisco Bay is by far the larg-
est estuary along California’s long coast-
line. It is an essential resting place, feed-
ing area, and wintering ground for
millions of birds on the Pacific Flyway
from Canada to Mexico. Nearly one
hundred species of fish are also sup-
ported by the estuarine environment that
includes marshlands, mudflats, salt pro-
duction lands, and open water.

b. Human benefit from the fish and wild-
life of the Bay includes food, economic
gain, recreation, scientific research, edu-
cation, and an environment for living. No
comprehensive estimate of the value of
fish and wildlife for these purposes is
available, but such value can only
increase unless man diminishes the Bay.
In future decades the Bay may become
of inestimable additional value as a fish
and marine plant “farm,” augmenting the
nation’s and the world’s food resources
for a rapidly-growing population.

¢. Maintaining fish and wildlife depends
upon availability of: (1) sufficient oxygen
in the Bay waters; (2) adequate amounts
of the proper foods; (3) sufficient shelter
space; and (4) proper temperature, salt
content, and velocity of the water.
Requirements vary according to the spe-
cies of fish and wildlife. Maintenance of
these habitat requirements is essential to
insure for present and future generations
of Californians the benefit of fish and
wildlife in the Bay. The key elements of
the Bay fish and wildlife habitat are:
marshes and mudflats, total water
volume and total surface area of the Bay,
good water circulation, and some fresh
water inflow.

d. Plan Map No. 1, Natural Resources
of the Bay, indicates the shoreline areas
of greatest value for shorebirds and
waterfowl. All parts of San Francisco Bay
are assumed to be important for the per-
petuation of fish and other marine life
because any reduction of habitat redu-
ces the marine population in some
measure.

Policies

1. The benefits of fish and wildlife in the
Bay should be insured for present and
future generations of Californians. There-
fore, to the greatest extent feasible, the
remaining marshes and mudflats around
the Bay, the remaining water volume and
surface area of the Bay, and adequate
fresh water inflow into the Bay should be
maintained.

2. Specific habitats that are needed to
prevent the extinction of any species, or
to maintain or increase any species that
would provide substantial public bene-
fits, should be protected, whether in the
Bay or on the shoreline behind dikes.
Such areas on the shoreline are desig-
nated as Wildlife Areas on the Plan
maps.



Water
Quality

Findings and Policies Concerning
Water Quality in the Bay

Findings

a. San Francisco Bay receives a variety
of wastes from numerous sources
throughout its tributary drainage area.
These include industrial and municipal
waste, urban and agricultural surface
runoff, sedimentation from upland ero-
sion, vessel wastes, oil and chemical
spills, and leachate from landfills and
toxic dumps. Pollution occurs when
waste discharges unreasonably interfere
with, damage, or destroy one or more of
the beneficial uses of the waters of the
Bay. Pollutants include substances that
are toxic, that unduly stimulate organic
growth in the Bay, or that deplete dis-
solved oxygen. Polluted waters may be
offensive to the senses, unsafe for
human contact or use, damaging or
lethal to aquatic life, or unsuitable for
industrial use.

b. Pollution from past waste discharges
resulted in harm to fish and wildlife and
the Bay's beneficial uses. Implementation
of state and federal water pollution con-
trol programs by public agencies, partic-
ularly the Environmental Protection
Agency, the State Water Resources Con-
trol Board, and the San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board,
have decreased significantly the pollu-
tant levels in waste discharges to the
Bay, resulting in dramatic improvements
in the quality of Bay waters. However,
water pollution still impairs Bay water
quality and the beneficial uses of the
Bay. Of particular concern is the poten-
tial for cumulative long-term effects on
the Bay from toxic pollutants. Water qual-
ity varies significantly within the Bay due
to the pattern of waste discharges and
the varying capability of the Bay to dis-
perse, flush, and assimilate pollutants.
Certain localized areas are seriously pol-
luted with toxic substances. Additionally,
toxic disposal sites on the shoreline
threaten both Bay water quality and the
development and use of certain areas of
the shoreline by the public.

c. Many strategies can be used to
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the
Bay, including: (1) assuring adequate
treatment of wastes discharged to the
Bay and its tributaries in compliance with
standards set by the State Water Re-
sources Control Board, Regional Water
Quality Control Board, and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency; (2) directing
treated waste discharges to the ocean

8

(after assuring that the marine environ-
ment will be protected); (3) eliminating
discharge of toxic substances into the
Bay; (4) cleaning up existing toxic sites in
the Bay, on the shoreline, or in upland
areas that drain into the Bay; and (5) pre-
venting increased sedimentation of the
Bay by controlling upland soil erosion,
particularly during the land development
process.

d. The harmful effects of pollutants
reaching the Bay can be reduced by
maximizing its capacity to assimilate,
disperse, and flush pollutants. Key ele-
ments that affect the Bay's natural capac-
ity to assimilate, disperse, and flush
wastes are: (1) the volume and circula-
tion of water flowing in and out with the
tides and in fresh water inflow; (2) the
rate of oxygen interchange at the surface
of the Bay; and (3) the extent and distri-
bution of tidal marshes.

e. The State Water Resources Control
Board is responsible for formulating and
adopting state policy for water quality
control pursuant to the state Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act and
federal Clean Water Act. The State Board
is responsible for approving the water
quality control plans of the nine regional
water quality control boards, and estab-
lishing salinity standards for the Bay and
Delta to protect the beneficial uses of
these waters. The San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board is
charged with designating, protecting,
and enhancing the beneficial uses of the
waters of the San Francisco Bay Basin.
The Regional Board states the beneficial
uses of the Bay waters and the water
quality objectives and waste discharge
standards in its Water Quality Control
Plan, San Francisco Bay Basin, which it
carries out through adoption and
enforcement of waste discharge
requirements and certification of Army
Corps of Engineers’ permits.

Policies

1. To the greatest extent feasible, the
Bay marshes, mudflats, and water sur-
face area and volume should be main-
tained and, whenever possible,
increased. Fresh water inflow into the
Bay should be maintained at a level ade-
quate to protect Bay resources and
beneficial uses. Bay water pollution
should be avoided.

2. Water quality in all parts of the Bay
should be maintained at a level that will
support and promote the beneficial uses
of the Bay as identified in the Regional
Water Quality Control Board’s Basin
Plan. The policies, recommendations,
decisions, advice and authority of the
State Water Resources Control Board
and the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, should be the basis for carrying
out the Commission’s water quality

responsibilities.

3. Shoreline projects should be
designed and constructed in a manner
that reduces soil erosion and protects
the Bay from increased sedimentation
through the use of appropriate erosion
control practices.

4. Polluted runoff from projects should
be controlled by the use of best man-
agement practices in order to protect the
water quality and beneficial uses of the
Bay, especially where water dispersion is
poor and near shellfish beds and other
significant biotic resources. Whenever
possible, runoff discharge points should
be located where the discharge will have
the least impact. Approval of projects
involving shoreline areas polluted with
hazardous substances should be condi-
tioned so that they will not cause harm to
the public or the beneficial uses of the
Bay.

Amended March 1987




Water Surface
Area and
Volume

Findings and Policies Concerning
Bay Water Surface Area and Volume

Findings

a. Dissolved oxygen is needed to sup-
port marine life and to help break down
pollutants in the water. The amount of
oxygen in the Bay is largely determined
by the surface area of the Bay because
primary sources of oxygen are: (1) churn-
ing waves that trap oxygen from the air;
(2) the water surface, which absorbs
oxygen from the air; and (3) the exposed
mudflats, which both produce and
absorb oxygen while the tide is out and
transfer it to the water when the tide
comes in.

b. Water circulation might be greatly
improved by some of the major barrier
proposals that have been made for the
Bay. But barriers affect—for better or for
worse—the appearance and ecology of
the Bay, sedimentation, flood control, and
existing and proposed uses of the shores
of the Bay. They are also very costly. For
all barrier proposals fully evaluated thus
far, disadvantages outweigh advantages.

¢. About 40 percent of the original sur-
face area of the Bay has been diked off
or filled in since 1850. Because this has
involved some of the most effective
oxygenation areas, the ability of the Bay
to take up oxygen has been sharply
reduced.

d. The dissolved oxygen that is
absorbed at the Bay surface or from the
mudflats must be transmitted to the
deeper waters by mixing of the water.
The necessary mixing is accomplished
by tidal interchange, by fresh water
inflow from tributaries, and by circulation
resulting from wind action upon the sur-
face of the Bay. The strength of tidal flow
and water circulation are greatly affected
by the shape of the Bay bottom and the
shoreling; fills, dikes, and piers can
speed or retard water circulation,
depending upon both the water circula-
tion pattern in the affected area and the
shape of the fill, dike, or pier.

Policies

1. The surface area of the Bay and the
total volume of water should be kept as
large as possible in order to maximize
active oxygen interchange, vigorous cir-
culation, and effective tidal action. Filling

and diking that reduce surface area and
water volume should therefore be
allowed only for purposes providing sub-
stantial public benefits and only if there
is no reasonable alternative.

2. Water circulation in the Bay should
be maintained, and improved as much as
possible. Any proposed fills, dikes, or
piers should be thoroughly evaluated to
determine their effects upon water circu-
lation and then modified as necessary to
improve circulation or at least to minim-
ize any harmful effects.

3. Because further study is needed
before any barrier proposal to improve
water circulation can be considered
acceptable, the Bay Plan does not
include any barriers. Before any proposal
for a barrier is adopted in the future, the
Commission will be required to replan all
of the affected shoreline and water area.

Marshes and
Mudflats

Findings and Policies Concerning
Marshes and Mudflats Around the
Bay

Findings

a. Salt marshes are extraordinarily fer-
tile. Living marsh plants fix the energy of
sunlight into their tissues through photo-
synthesis, and expel oxygen into the sur-
rounding environment. One type of
marsh plant, cordgrass, has seven times
the energy-generating capacity or food
value of an equal acreage of wheat.

b. Large numbers of birds, including
ducks and geese, come to the marshes
to feed on the lush vegetation or on the
brackish-water animals that thrive there.
Their wastes, together with the decom-
position products of plant decay and
other elements of the complex food web,
contribute nutrients from the marshes to
the mudflats and the shallows of the Bay
margin, supporting a vast marine life
nursery.

¢. Most marine life in the Bay either
depends directly on the marshes and
mudflats for its sustenance or indirectly
depends upon them by feeding upon
other marine life so nourished. Shore-
birds depend upon the marshes and
mudflats for both food and shelter.

d. Algae on the mudflats, exposed to
abundant light alternating with abundant
water, produce and expel oxygen into
the water and into the air. This is an
important source of oxygen that water
must have both to support marine life
and to combat water pollution.

e. The marshlands bordering the Bay
now total about 75 square miles. in 1850,
before diking and filling had been begun,
marshlands covered some 300 square
miles.

Policies

1. Marshes and mudflats should be
maintained to the fullest possible extent
to conserve fish and wildlife and to abate
air and water pollution. Filling and diking
that eliminate marshes and mudflats
should therefore be allowed only for
purposes providing substantial public
benefits and only if there is no reasona-
ble alternative. Marshes and mudflats are
an integral part of the Bay tidal system
and therefore should be protected in the
same manner as open water areas.
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2. Any proposed fills, dikes, or piers
should be thoroughly evaluated to
determine their effects on marshes and
mudflats, and then modified as neces-
sary to minimize any harmful effects.

3. To offset possible additional losses
of marshes due to necessary filling and
to augment the present marshes: (a)
former marshes should be restored when
possible through removal of existing
dikes; (b) in areas selected on the basis
of competent ecological study, some new
marshes should be created through
carefully placed lifts of dredged spoails;
and (c) the quality of existing marshes
should be improved by appropriate mea-
sures whenever possible.

10

Smog and
Weather

Findings and Policies Concerning
Effect of the Bay on Smog and
Weather

Findings

a. The Bay plays a significant role in
determining the climate of the Bay Area.

b. The waters of the Bay maintain a rel-
atively constant temperature, and this
helps to moderate extremes of heat and
cold in surrounding areas. The Bay sur-
face provides a cool pathway for sum-
mertime ocean winds, enabling them to
help cool areas at the “ends” of the Bay
(the Santa Clara Valley and the Carqui-
nez Strait areas).

c. Present research indicates that filling
a substantial part of the Bay—as much
as 25 percent—would cause: (1) higher
summertime temperatures and reduced
rainfall in the Santa Clara Valley and the
Carquinez Strait-Suisun Bay area; and
(2) increases in the frequency and thick-
ness of both fog and smog in the Bay
Area. Converting Bay surface to land
would increase smog-producing
temperature inversions in the Bay Area;
in addition, the new land would probably
be used for smog-producing concentra-
tions of urban developments, including
automobiles.

Policies
1. To the greatest extent feasible, the

remaining water volume and surface
area of the Bay should be maintained.

Shell
Deposits

Findings and Policies Concerning
Shell Deposits in the Bay

Findings

a. Oyster shells are dredged from the
Bay floor primarily for use as lime in the
production of cement. A small portion of
the shells are used as soil conditioner, as
cattle feed, and as poultry grit by local
poultry and egg producers.

b. The shell deposits are an important
mineral resource because the other
principal source of lime, limestone, is
more distantly located in Santa Clara,
Santa Cruz, and San Benito Counties to
the south. Cement is expensive to trans-
port over great distances, so a nearby
source of lime is important to the Bay
Area economy.

Policies

1. Filling or diking that adversely affect
known shell deposits, illustrated in Plan
Map No. 1, Natural Resources of the Bay,
should be allowed only for purposes
providing more public benefit than the
availability of the shells.



Fresh Water
Inflow

Findings and Policies Concerning
Fresh Water Inflow into the Bay

Findings

a. Fresh water flowing into the Bay,
most of which is from the Delta, dilutes
the salt water of the ocean flowing into
the Bay through the Golden Gate. The
Bay waters thus provide a gradual
change from the salt water of the ocean
to the fresh water flows of the Sacra-
mento and San Joaquin Rivers. This del-
icate relationship between fresh and salt
water helps to determine the ability of the
Bay to support a variety of aquatic life
and wildlife in and around the Bay.

b. The gradual change in the salt con-
tent of the Bay appears necessary for the
survival of anadromous fish such as king
salmon, steelhead, striped bass, and
American shad, as they progress
upstream toward their spawning
grounds, and for the survival of their fin-
gerlings as they descend to salt water.
An abrupt change in the salt content of
Bay water would probably end the anad-
romous fish runs.

c. The fresh water flow from the
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers is
an important (but not major) source of
the oxygen necessary in the waters of
the Bay to support marine life and to
abate pollution, and it assists in flushing
parts of the Bay system, particularly dur-
ing peak flows of the spring when the
snows meltin the Sierra.

d. Fresh water flow into the Bay during
the winter and spring months is of par-
ticular importance in maintaining the
health of the Suisun Marsh, the largest
remaining marsh around the Bay and a
waterfow! habitat of nationwide
importance.

e. The fresh water flows from the
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers into
the Delta and the Bay have been
reduced in the past by diversions of
Federal, State, and local governments for
agricultural, industrial, and domestic
uses. Additional diversions are being
sought, and further substantial diversions
could change the salt content of Bay
water and thereby adversely affect the
ability of the Bay to support a great var-
iety of aquatic life.

f. In periodically reviewing existing div-
ersions under its reserved jurisdiction,
the State Water Resources Control Board

issued Decision 1485 and the Delta Plan
in 1978. The Decision and the Delta Plan
set water quality standards for the Delta
and the Suisun Marsh and continued to
reserve jurisdiction over salinity control,
fish and wildlife resources and coordina-
tion of the federal and state water pro-
jects so that the standards can be
reviewed periodically. The Delta Plan
noted that the protection of historical
levels of fish and wildlife resources
(1922-1967) should be the standard for
future water diversions. In addition, the
Delta Plan recognized for the first time,
the Board's statutory responsibility to set
standards for San Francisco Bay to pro-
tect beneficial uses of the Bay. Although
the Board did not establish standards for
the Bay because of a lack of information,
the Board directed that studies be con-
ducted to develop that information, the
Board also determined that alternative
water supplies must be found for the
Suisun Marsh and completed by 1984.
Although the Decision and the Delta Plan
have certain flaws, such as their use of
“without project” conditions as a stand-
ard at this time and their inability to stop
the decline in the striped bass popula-
tions, the State Board has recognized the
need to address these problems and has
begun studies to that end. It is important
that such studies be conducted expedi-
tiously to preserve what remains of the
fishery and to develop information about
the Bay before vast sums of money are
committed to water development projects
that will reduce fresh water inflow to the
Bay in the future.

Policies

1. Diversions of fresh water should not
reduce the inflow into the Bay to the
point of damaging the oxygen content of
the Bay, the flushing of the Bay, or the
ability of the Bay to support existing
wildlife.

2. High priority should be given to the
preservation of Suisun Marsh through
adequate protective measures including
maintenance of fresh water inflows.

3. The impact of diversions of fresh
water inflow into the Bay should be moni-
tored by the State Water Resources Con-
trol Board, which should set standards to
restore historical levels (1922-1967) of
fish and wildlife resources. The Bay
Commission should cooperate with the
State Board and others to ensure that
adequate fresh water inflows to protect
the Bay are made available.

Amended May 1982
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Part IV
Development
of the Bay
and Shoreline:
Findings and
Policies

Safety of
Fills

Findings and Policies Concerning
Safety of Fills in the Bay

Findings

a. To reduce risk of life and damage to
property, special consideration must be
given to construction on filled lands in
San Francisco Bay. (Similar hazards exist
on the poor soils throughout the Bay
Area, including soft natural soils, steep
slopes, earthquake fault zones, and
extensively graded areas.)

b. Virtually all fills in San Francisco Bay
are placed cn top of Bay mud. Under
most of the Bay there is a deep, packed
layer of old Bay mud. More recent depos-
its, called younger Bay mud, lie on top of
the older muds. The top layer of young
mud presents many engineering prob-
lems. The construction of a sound fill
depends in part on the stability of the
base upon which it is placed.

c. Safety of a fill also depends on the
manner in which the filling is done, and
the materials used for the fill. Similarly,
safety of a structure on fill depends on
the manner in which it is built and the
materials used in its construction. Con-
struction of a fill or building that will be
safe enough for the intended use
requires: (1) recognition and investiga-
tion of all potential hazards—including
(a) settling of a fill or building over a long
period of time, and (b) ground failure
caused by the manner of constructing
the fill or by shaking during a major
earthquake—and (2) construction of the
filling or building in a manner specifically
designed to minimize these hazards.
While the construction of buildings on
fills overlying Bay deposits involves a
greater number of potential hazards than
construction on rock or on dense hard
soil deposits, adequate design measures
can be taken to reduce the hazards to
acceptable levels.

d. There are no minimum construction
codes regulating construction of fills on
Bay mud because of the absence of suf-
ficient data upon which to base such a
code. Hazards vary with different geo-
logic and foundation conditions, use of
the fill, and the type of structures to be
constructed on new fill areas. Therefore,
the highest order of skilled judgment, util-
izing the available knowledge of all
affected disciplines, is required to: (1)
recognize and investigate al! potential
hazards of constructing a fill; and (2)
design the fill and any construction
thereon to minimize these hazards.

e. In the absence of adequate fill con-
struction standards or codes, the Com-
mission appointed a Board of Consul-
tants consisting of geologists, civil
engineers specializing in soils engineer-
ing, structural engineers, and other spe-
cialists, to review, on the basis of availa-
ble knowledge, all new fills that might be
permitted in the Bay Plan, so that no fills
would be included upon which construc-
tion might be unsafe. No specific fills are
included in the Plan, but the Board of
Consultants has completed an initial set
of criteria (published separately as “Car-
rying Out the Bay Plan: The Safety of
Fills") as a guide to future consideration
of specific fill proposals.

f. Flood damage to fills and shoreline
areas can result from a combination of
heavy rainfall, high tides, and winds
blowing onshore. To prevent such dam-
age, buildings near the shoreline should
be above the highest expected flood
mark (nine feet above sea level is gener-
ally set as the safe mark except in the
southern part of the South Bay, where
the higher tides require almost a foot
more elevation), or should be protected
by dikes of an adequate height.

g. Excessive pumping from under-
ground fresh water reservoirs has
caused extensive subsidence of the
ground surface in the San Jose area and
as far north as Dumbarton Bridge (map
of Generalized Subsidence and Fault
Zones shows subsidence from 1934 to
1967). Indications are that if heavy
groundwater pumping is continued indet-
initely in the South Bay area, land in the
Alviso area (which has already subsided
about seven feet since 1912) could sub-
side up to seven feet more; if this occurs,
extensive dikes may be needed to pre-
vent inundation of low-lying areas by the
high tides.

Policies

1. The Commission has appointed the
Engineering Criteria Review Board con-
sisting of geologists, civil engineers spe-
cializing in soils engineering, structural
engineers, and architects competent to
and adequately empowered to: (a) estab-
lish and revise safety criteria for Bay fills
and structures thereon; (b) review all
except minor projects for the adequacy
of their specific safety provisions, and
make recommendations concerning
these provisions; (c) prescribe an inspec-
tion system to assure placement of fill
according to approved designs; and (d)
gather, and make available, performance
data developed from specific projects.
These activities would complement the
functions of local building departments
and local planning departments, none of
which are presently staffed to provide
soils inspections.
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2. Even if the Bay Plan indicates that a
fill may be permissible, no fill or building
should be constructed if hazards cannot
be overcome adequately for the intended
use in accordance with the criteria pres-
cribed by the Engineering Criteria
Review Board.

3. To provide vitally-needed information
on the effects of earthquakes on all kinds
of soils, installation of strong-motion
seismographs should be required on all
future major iand fills. In addition, the
Commission encourages installation of
strong-motion seismographs in other
developments on problem soils, and in
other areas recommended by the U. S.
Coast and Geodetic Survey, for purposes
of data comparison and evaluation.

4, To prevent damage from flooding,
buildings on fill or near the shoreline
should have adequate flood protection
as determined by competent engineers.
As a general rule, buildings near the
shoreline should be at least nine feet
above mean sea level (standard U.S.G.S.
datum) or should be protected by dikes
of an equivalent height and by any
necessary pumping facilities. In the
southern half of the South Bay, this
height should be at least ten feet. Excep-
tions to the general height rule may be
made for developments specifically
designed to tolerate periodic flooding.

5. To minimize the potential hazard to
Bayside development from subsidence
due to groundwater withdrawal, all pro-
posed developments at the lower end of
the South Bay should be sufficiently high
above mean sea level or sufficiently pro-
tected by dikes to allow for the effects of
additional subsidence, utilizing the latest
information available from the U. S. Geo-
logical Survey.

Dredging

Findings and Policies Concerning
Dredging in the Bay

Findings

a. Much of the Bay bottom is covered
with sediment—silt, sand, and clay—that
has been carried by tributaries from dry
land upstream. Sediment continues to
flow into the Bay at the rate of about 6
million cubic yards a year; this amount is
expected to decline, however, because
of improved soil conservation programs
and the diversion of silt-carrying waters
from the Delta and Bay to other parts of
the State. Only 30 percent of the sedi-
ment entering the Bay is carried out the
Golden Gate by the tides. The remainder
settles to the bottom of the Bay, but may
be picked up again by changing currents
and carried to other parts of the Bay.
Eventually, much of the sediment lodges
in harbors and shipping channels from
which it must be dredged at considera-
ble cost.

b. Dredged mud is sometimes used as
a fill material, and occasionally some is
barged out to sea; but most often, the
sediment is simply dumped in a part of
the Bay where it is expected to cause as
little harm as possible. Even at the best
of these dumping grounds, near Alcatraz
Island, only 47 percent of the sediment is
carried out to sea by the tides; at the
Yerba Buena Island dumping area, only
30 percent is carried out the Golden
Gate; and at the dumping area in Car-
quinez Strait, probably less than 5 per-
cent ever reaches the ocean. The
remaining sediment is simply recircu-
lated in the Bay by the tides, and eventu-
ally settles to the bottom where it may
have to be dredged again.

c. Dredged spoils dumped at sea could
return to the Bay with tidal currents or
could cause local damage to marine
organisms or beaches near the dumping
sites. These conditions are capable of
being analyzed prior to dumping at sea.

d. To reduce the cost of dredging har-
bors and navigation channels, sedimen-
tation resulting from upstream erosion
and redumping of dredged materials
should be reduced as much as possible.

e. Underground fresh water supplies
are an important supplement to surface
water now brought into the Bay Area by
aqueduct from mountain reservoirs.
Deep dredging of Bay mud, or excava-
tion for tunnels or bridge piers, could
strip the “cover” from the top of a fresh
water reservoir under the Bay, allowing
the salt water to contaminate the fresh

water, or allowing the fresh water (if arte-
sian) to escape in large quantities and
thus cause land to sink. The precise
location of groundwater reservoirs under
the Bay is not yet well known, however.

f. Past and present waste disposal
practices have resulted in the introduc-
tion of pollutants into the Bay, some of
which have degraded Bay sediments.
These pollutants are not distributed
evenly in the Bay and localized areas are
highly contaminated.

g. Dredging and subsequent Bay dis-
posal of contaminated sediments can
resuspend pollutants or make them
accessible to Bay organisms, resulting in
possible adverse impacts on the benefi-
cial uses of the Bay.

h. The Regional Water Quality Control
Board and the Environmental Protection
Agency are responsible for determining
what testing is appropriate and for assur-
ing that dredging and materials disposal
are consistent with the maintenance of
water quality in the Bay.

Policies

1. To prevent sedimentation resulting
from dredging projects, mud from future
dredging should be disposed of in one of
the following ways: (a) placement on dry
land; (b) placement as fill in approved fill
projects; (c) barging or piping to suitable
disposal sites in the ocean; or (d) if no
other alternative is feasible, dumping in
designated parts of the Bay where the
maximum possible amount will be car-
ried out the Golden Gate on the ebb
tides; areas should be designated for this
purpose upon approval by both the
Commission and the Army Corps of
Engineers. This policy is intended to
apply as soon as possible to all dredging
in the Bay, whether to create new chan-
nels or to maintain existing ones, but it is
recognized that federally-assisted main-
tenance dredging projects under way as
of January 1, 1969, may require dis-
charge of spoils in open waters of the
Bay where relatively little of the dredged
material is carried out to sea.

2. Vigorous efforts should be made to
find methods of spoils disposal that will
provide for construction of vitally-needed
shipping channels, such as the John F.
Baldwin Ship Channel from the Golden
Gate to the Delta, while at the same time
protecting the Bay from unnecessary fil-
ling solely to dispose of dredged mud.

3. Pending the completion of studies
into the feasibility of new or improved
methods of spoils disposal, complete
compliance with the spoils disposal pol-
icy will not be immediately possible.
Additional areas for spoils disposal may
thus be needed within the Bay system,
for maintenance dredging as well as for
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new channels for shipping or for plea-
sure boating, but disposal areas should
be selected with due consideration as to
which feasible disposal methods will be
least harmful to the ecology of the Bay. In
no case, however, should spoil be used
to create artificial islands in the Bay
unless competent studies demonstrate
that these fill islands would have no
harmful effect on water quality or on air

quality.

4. All proposed channels should be
carefully designed so as not to under-
mine the stability of any adjacent dikes
and fills.

5. The Commission should encourage
increased efforts by soil conservation
districts and public works agencies in
the 50,000-square-mile Bay tributary
area to continuously reduce soil erosion
as much as possible.

6. To protect underground fresh water
reservoirs (aquifers), (a) all proposals for
dredging or construction work that could
penetrate the mud “cover” should be
reviewed by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board and the State Department
of Water Resources, and (b) dredging or
construction work should not be permit-
ted that might reasonably be expected to
damage an underground water reservoir.
Applicants for permission to dredge
should be required to provide additional
data on ground water conditions in the
area of construction to the extent neces-
sary and reasonable in relation to the
proposed project.

7. Prior to authorization of dredging or
the disposal of dredged materials in the
Bay, the Commission should assure that
adequate testing of the sediments will be
done and that the sediments will be
dredged and disposed of consistent with
the requirements of the Regional Water
Quality Control Board and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

Amended March 1987
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Water-Related
Industry

Findings and Policies Concerning
Water-Related Industry on the Bay

Findings

a. Certain industries require a water-
front location on navigable, deep water
to receive raw materials and distribute
finished products by ship, thereby gain-
ing a significant transportation cost
advantage. These industries are defined
as water-related industries.

b. The navigable, deep-water sites
around the Bay are a unique and limited
resource and should be protected for
uses requiring deep-draft ship terminals,
such as water-related industries and
ports.

c. There is little foreseeable future
demand for new water-related industrial
sites around the Bay. Expansion of
water-related industry can be accommo-
dated at existing water-related indus-
tries. Because waterfrontage with access
to navigable, deep-water is scarce in the
Bay Area, existing and future water-
related industrial sites must be efficiently
planned and managed.

d. Many other industries compete with
water-related industries for waterfront
sites: (1) industries that use large
volumes of water for cooling or process-
ing purposes and therefore often seek
sites near the shoreline, these are
defined as "water using industries*; (2)
industries that benefit from or support the
operation of water-related industries and
therefore seek locations near them, these
are defined as "linked industries*; and (3)
other industries that simply seek loca-
tions close to freeways and railroads, or
that seek a waterfront site because of
favorable land costs.

Policies

1. Sites designated for both water-
related industry and port uses in the Bay
Plan should be reserved for those indus-
tries and port uses that require naviga-
ble, deep water for receiving materials or
shipping products by water in order to
gain a significant transportation cost
advantage.

2. Linked industries, water-using indus-
tries, and industries which gain only
limited economic benefits by fronting on
navigable water, should be located in
adjacent upland areas. However, pipeline
corridors serving such facilities may be

permitted within water-related industrial
priority use areas, provided pipeline con-
struction and use does not conflict with
present or future water-transportation
use of the site.

3. Land reserved for both water-related
industry and port use will be developed
over a period of years, Other uses may
be allowed in the interim that, by their
cost and duration, would not preempt
future use of the site for water-related
industry or port use.

4. Water-related industry and port sites
should be planned and managed so as
to avoid wasteful use of the limited
supply of waterfront land. The following
principles should be followed to the max-
imum extent feasible in planning for
water-related industry and port use:

a. Extensive use of the shoreline for
storage of raw materials, fuel, pro-
ducts, or waste should not be permit-
ted on a long-term basis. If required,
such storage areas should generally
either be at right angles to the main
direction of the shoreline or be as far
inland as feasible, so other use of the
shoreline may be made possible.

b. Where large acreages are availa-
ble, site planning should strive to pro-
vide access to the shoreline for all
future plants and port facilities that
might locate in the same area. (As a
general rule, therefore, the longest
dimension of plant sites should be at
right angles to the shoreline.) Marine
terminals should also be shared as
much as possible among industries
and port uses.

c. Waste treatment po ds for water-
relate d industry and port uses should
occupy as little land as possible, be
above the highest recorded level of
tidal action, and be as far removed
from the shoreline as possible.

d. Any new highways, railroads, or
rapid transit lines in existing or future
water-related industrial and port
areas should be located sufficiently
far away from the waterfront so as not
to interfere with industrial use of the
waterfront. New access roads to
waterfront industrial and port areas
should be approximately at right
angles to the shoreline, topography
permitting.
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5. Water-related industry and port uses 7. The Bay Plan water-related industrial

should be planned so as to make the findings, policies, and priority use areas,
sites attractive (as well as economically together with any detailed plans as des-
important) uses of the shoreline. The fol- cribed above in 6., should be included as
lowing criteria should be employed to the waterfront element of any Bay

the maximum extent possible: regional industrial siting plan or imple-

mentation program.
a. Air and water pollution should be
minimized through strict compliance Amended January 1987
with all relevant laws, policies and
standards. Mitigation, consistent with
the Commission’s policy concerning ]k
mitigation, should be provided for all
unavoidable adverse environmental

impacts. W
b. When Bayfront hills are used for 4,
water-related industries, terracing

should generally be required and )
leveling of the hills should not be RS =

permitted. “D e

c. Important Bay overlook points,

and historic areas and structures that L LS
may be located in water-related \ L
industrial and port areas, should be .E ! ‘, Ny
preserved and incorporated into the 1..‘ - '
== 4 LI Y '.“

site design, if at all feasible. In addi-
tion, shoreline not actually used for
shipping facilities should be used for
some type of public access or recrea-
tion, to the maximum extent feasible.
Public areas need not be directly
accessible by private automobiles
with attendant parking lots and drive-
ways; access may be provided by hik-
ing paths or by forms of public transit
such as elephant trains or aerial
tramways.

-

1 Industries Requiring Direct Water Access

1 [
bl s dtes

d. Regulations, tax arrangements, or
other devices should be drawn in a
manner that encourages industries
and port uses to meet the foregoing
objectives.

6. The Commission, together with the
relevant local governments, should
cooperatively plan for use of vacant and
underutilized water-related industrial
priority use areas. Such planning should
include regional, state and federal inter-
ests where appropriate, as well as public
and special interest groups. Resulting
plans should include: (a) a program for
joint use of waterfront facilities where
this is beneficial and feasible; (b) a regu- : 1
latory or management program for . : 1
reserving the entire waterfront site or Rding thilung Fatis |
parcel for water-related industrial and

port use; and (c) a program for minimiz-

ing the environmental impacts of future

industrial and port development. Such

plans, if approved by the relevant local

governments and by the Commission, Felina Pler
could be amended into the Bay Plan as

special area plans.

\ : .u L

2 Industries Not Requiring Direct Water Access
Public Access to the Bay in Industrial Areas
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Ports

Findings and Policies Concerning
Ports on the Bay

Findings

a. San Francisco Bay is one of the
world's great natural harbors, and mari-
time commerce is of primary importance
to the entire economy of the Bay Area.

b. Adequate modern port terminals and
ground access facilities and deeper
shipping channels will be needed to pre-
serve and enhance the standing of the
Bay Area as a major world harbor and to
keep pace with changes in shipping
technology.

¢. Of particular importance for Bay
planning is the expected growth in con-
tainerized cargo handling, which require
large, specially designed terminals and
supporting transportation facilities. Also
important are the expected growth in
automobiles, iron and steel, and dry bulk
cargoes (requiring fewer, generally
smaller terminals than containerized
cargo) and the continued surplus of
break-bulk terminals expected as
general cargo is increasingly contai-
nered or handied at combination
container/break-bulk terminals.

d. There are enough shoreline sites to
accommodate currently projected cargo
growth to the year 2020, with a minimum
of Bay filling. However, to do so, new
terminals must be built at the most suita-
ble sites. Bay fill for new terminals must
be minimized to conform to the provi-
sions of the McAteer-Petris Act, the effi-
ciency of existing and new terminals
must continue to increase, and all of the
available sites must be reserved for ter-
minals. This will require careful coordina-
tion of port development with other
shoreline uses, local government protec-
tion of sufficient port lands to accommo-
date port-related uses and terminal back
land expansions, redevelopment of some
existing terminals and industry for new
terminals, and deepening channels
where it would increase the efficiency of
existing terminals.

e. If some ports in the regional system
do not have the funds necessary to com-
plete facilities needed by the region, a
regional agency may be required to
finance or develop them. Otherwise,
there will be tremendous pressure to
allow the ports with the strongest finan-
ces to provide all of the regional facili-
ties, even though this might result in
pressures to fill the Bay unnecessarily.
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f. No single port agency is responsible
for coordinated planning and develop-
ment of Bay port terminals. In the
absence of a seaport plan for the Bay
Area, there is a risk that new port facili-
ties could be built by whichever individ-
ual port can command the necessary
financing even though another site might
serve regional needs equally well but
with less Bay fill. In addition, a major
investment by one publicly-operated port
could be jeopardized by the unnecessar-
ily duplicating actions of another
publicly-operated Bay Area port. And, of
particular importance to proper use of
the Bay, parts of the Bay could be filled,
and shoreline areas taken, for unneces-
sarily competing port uses.

To minimize these risks and to coordi-
nate the planning and development of
Bay port terminals, the San Francisco
Bay Area Seaport Plan has been
developed.

g. Bay Area ports are not supported
completely by revenues from shipping,
but also derive revenues from other uses
of port-owned property.

Policies

1. Port planning and development
should be governed by the policies of the
Seaport Plan and other applicable poli-
cies of the Bay Plan. The Seaport Plan
provides for:

a. Expansion and/or redevelopment
of port facilities at Alameda, Benicia,
Oakland, Redwood City, Richmond,
San Francisco, and Selby;

b. Further deepening of ship chan-
nels needed to accommodate
expected growth in ship size and
improved terminal productivity;

¢. The maintenance of up-to-date
cargo forecasts and existing cargo
handling capability estimates to guide
the permitting of port terminals; and

d. Development of port facilities with
the least potential adverse environ-
mental impacts while still providing for
reasonable terminal development.

2. Some filling and dredging will be
required to provide for necessary port
expansion, but any permitted fill or
dredging should be in accord with the
Seaport Pian.

3. Port priority use areas should be pro-
tected for marine terminals and directly-
related ancillary activities such as con-
tainer freight stations, transit sheds and
other temporary storage, ship repairing,
support transportation uses including
trucking and railroad yards, freight for-
warders, government offices related to
the port activity, chandlers, and marine

services. Other uses, especially public
access and public and commercial
recreational development, should also be
permissible uses provided they do not
significantly impair the efficient utilization
of the port area.

Amended September 1983




Commercial
Fishing

Findings and Policies Concerning
Commercial Fishing, Shellfishing,
and Mariculture in the Bay

Findings

a. The construction and use of com-
mercial fishing facilities are consistent
with state and federal policies promoting
public trust and water-oriented uses of
the State's waters.

b. Existing commercial fishing facilities
in the San Francisco Bay Area are cen-
tered principally in three areas: the
Fisherman’s Wharf area of San Fran-
cisco; north of the Dennison Street
Bridge in Oakland; and south of the Army
Corps of Engineers’ Operations Base in
Sausalito. Facilities at each location
include boat docking and mooring and
fish unloading, handling, cleaning, fillet-
ing, and distribution facilities. There are
no public fish markets at these facilities.

¢. Commercial fishing continues to be a
valuable part of the Bay Area economy
and culture. The commercial fishing
industry provides fresh fish for area resi-
dents and restaurants and generates
primary and secondary economic benef-
its to the state. Additionally, because vis-
itors are attracted by commercial fishing
activities, the industry is an important
part of the Bay Area’s multi-billion dollar
tourist industry.

d. Because of the relatively low direct
economic return and the character of
commercial fishing operations, there is
pressure to convert fishing boat berths to
recreational boat berths and to replace
commercial fishing facilities with retail,

commercial, recreational, and other uses.

e. If the existing facilities are protected,
it is not necessary to reserve shoreline
areas for commercial fishing.

f. Although clam and native oyster beds
are located throughout the Bay Area,
shellfish harvesting is currently limited to
recreational harvesting due primarily to
Bay water quality problems.

g. If and when not needed for salt pro-
duction, salt ponds may have continued
commercial value for mariculture opera-
tions. Managed wetlands are low-lying
seasonal wetlands which could be
appropriate sites for construction of
mariculture ponds.

Policies

1. Commercial fishing facilities are
water-oriented uses (port and water-
related industry) for which the Commis-
sion can allow some Bay fill subject to
the fill policies contained in the McAteer-
Petris Act and elsewhere in the Bay Plan.

2. Modernization of existing commer-
cial fishing facilities and construction of
new commercial fishing boat berthing,
fish off-loading, and fish handling facili-
ties on fill may be permitted at approp-
riate sites with access to fishing grounds
and to land transponrtation routes, if no
alternative upland locations are feasible.
Support facilities for the resident fleet
and transient fishing vessel crew use,
such as restrooms, parking, showers,
storage facilities, and public fish markets
should be provided, and, where feasible,
located on land.

3. Existing commercial fishing mooring
areas, berths, and onshore facilities
should not be displaced or removed
unless adequate new facilities are pro-
vided or the Commission determines that
adequate facilities of the same or better
quality are available.

4. New commercial fishing facilities
should be approved at any suitable area
on the shoreline, preferably with good
land transportation and space for fish
handling and directly related ancillary
activities. Because commercial fishing
boats do not need deep water to dock
and off-load cargo, they should not
preempt deep-water berthing needed for
marine terminals or water-related
industry.

5. If commercial shellfish harvesting is
reactivated in the Bay Area, handling and
depuration facilities should be allowed
only on land. Commercial shellfish harv-
esting facilities and activities should not
interfere unduly with recreational uses of
San Francisco Bay or cause significant
adverse impacts on fish and wildlife
resources. New Bay projects should not
destroy or otherwise adversely impact
existing shellfish beds.

6. Where consistent with the protection
of fish and wildlife, mariculture opera-
tions should be permitted in salt ponds if
salt production is no longer economi-
cally feasible or if the maricuiture opera-
tions would not interfere with the overalt
economic viability of salt production.

7. Consistent with the protection of fish
and wildlife resources, mariculture
ponds should be permitted in managed
wetlands that cannot be retained in their
existing uses.

Adopted June 1986
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Airports

Findings and Policies Concerning
Airports on the Bay

Findings

a. The shoreline of the Bay is a favored
location for airports because the Bay
provides an open space for takeoffs and
landings away from populated areas. A
Bay shore location is also conveniently
close to present population centers.

b. The introduction of larger and faster
aircraft has caused rapid rises in pas-
senger volume and has made air trans-
portation of cargo increasingly economi-
cal. Further sharp increases in
passenger and cargo volume may be
expected.

¢. The growth of aviation in the Bay
Area will require additional land area for:
(1) expansion of terminals; (2) aircraft
operating, loading, and parking; (3)
automobile parking; (4) surface transpor-
tation routes linking airports with major
population centers; and (5) cargo stor-
age. In addition, land near airports will be
sought by industries that ship large
quantities of products by air, and by
warehousing firms and others heavily
dependent on air commerce.

d. Effective, long-term operation of air-
ports requires that a buffer zone be
created to keep tall buildings and resi-
dential areas at some distance from air-
craft operations.

e. The aviation needs of the Bay Area
are regional in extent, and effective plan-
ning to provide for the growth of aviation
can only be done on a comprehensive,
regional basis.

Policies

1. To enable the Bay Area to have ade-
quate airport facilities, and to minimize
the harmful effects of airport expansion
upon the Bay, a regional airport system
plan should be prepared at the earliest
possible time by a responsible regional
agency. The study should have the full
participation of all governmental agen-
cies having region-wide planning
responsibilities and all other agencies,
including private groups, having a sub-
stantial interest in the Bay Area’s present
or future aviation needs and facilities.
The plan should include as a minimum:

a. An analysis of expected air traffic
in the Bay Area, by types—
commercial, military, and general
(small plane);
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b. An analysis of alternative sites for
building new airports or expanding
present ones, taking into account the
effect of each site on the surrounding
environment;

c. An analysis of the surface trans-
portation necessary to serve the alter-
native sites for future airports; and

d. An analysis of the effects of new
airports upon the location of jobs and
homes within the Bay Area.

2. Pending completion of a compre-
hensive airport system plan, and recog-
nizing that various classes of airports
must be included in any plan for the
region or the Bay, it is assumed that:

a. A system of reliever airports will
be created throughout the region
instead of one or two very large facili-
ties. Some short-range traffic (500
miles or less, e.g., San Francisco-Los
Angeles), which is a major portion of
total air carrier traffic, will be diverted
to reliever airports, and improved
ground and air transportation links
will be provided among the airports in
the system. Under this concept, it is
assumed that San Francisco and Oak-
land International Airports will con-
tinue to service most long-distance
flights and that pressures for con-
tinued expansion of these airports can
be reduced by diverting a portion of
the short-range and general aviation
traffic to reliever airports in such cities
as San Jose, Santa Rosa, and Napa.

It is assumed that three years will be
needed to complete an adequate
regional airport system plan, and as
many as five to seven years thereafter
to build facilities proposed in the plan.
Therefore, pending completion of the
comprehensive airport system plan,
capital investment in, and any Bay fil-
ling for, major airports in the Bay
region should be limited to improve-
ments needed within the next 10 years
(i.e., before 1979).

b. Airports for general aviation can
and should be at inland sites when-
ever possible. New airports for this
purpose should be constructed away
from the Bay; Bay shore sites and Bay
filling should be allowed only if there
is no feasible alternative. Expansion of
existing general aviation airports
should be permitted on Bay fill only if
no feasible alternative is available.

c. Heliports may in some instances
need to be located on the shores of
the Bay to be close to a traffic center
with minimum noise interference. In
general, existing piers should be used
for this purpose and new piers, floats,
or fill should be permitted only if itis
demonstrated that no feasible alterna-
tive is available.

3. Airports on the shores of the Bay
should be permitted to include within
their premises terminals for passengers,
cargo, and general aviation; parking and
supporting transportation facilities; and
ancillary activities such as aircraft main-
tenance bases that are rnécessary to the
airport operation. Airport-oriented indus-
tries (those using air transportation for
the movement of goods and personnel or
providing services to airport users) may
be located within airports designated in
the Bay Plan if they cannot feasibly be
located elsewhere, but no fill should be
permitted to provide space for these
industries directly or indirectly.

4. |f some airports in the regional sys-
tem do not have the funds necessary to
complete facilities needed by the region,
a regional agency may be required to
finance or develop them. Otherwise,
there will be tremendous pressure to
allow the airports with the strongest
finances to provide all of the regional
facilities, even though this might result in
unnecessary filling of the Bay.

5. To enable airports to operate without
additional Bay filling, tall buildings and
residential areas should be kept from
interfering with aircraft operations. The
Commission should prevent incompati-
ble developments within its area of juris-
diction around the shoreline.



Recreation

Findings and Policies Concerning
Recreation On and Around the Bay

Findings

a. In 1963, only about four miles of the
approximately 1,000-mile Bay shoreline
were being used for waterfront parks.
Since then, increased interest in the Bay
has resulted in development of additional
parks, marinas, and other forms of water-
oriented recreation. But the full recrea-
tional potential of the Bay has by no
means been reached.

b. The demand for recreational facilities
including parks, marinas, launching
ramps, fishing piers, and beaches in the
Bay Area will increase even more rapidly
than the population increases, and will
be accelerated if the work week is shor-
tened and spending power per capita
increases. Many more recreational facili-
ties will be needed.

¢. Planning for park uses along the Bay
and shoreline should anticipate needs as
far into the future as possible. For parks,
there is no practical estimate of the
acreage that should be provided on the
shoreline of the Bay, but it is assumed
the largest possible portion of the total
regional requirement should be provided
adjacent to the Bay. All sites near the Bay
that may be needed for parks in the
future should be reserved now; other-
wise, most of this land will have been
taken for other uses by the time it is
needed. At the present time, 50 years
appears to be the farthest into the future
that any needs can be projected reason-
ably, so park needs to the year 2020
should be considered.

d. Boating allows residents to take
advantage of the unique recreational
opportunities provided by the Bay. As of
July, 1981, the Commission had autho-
rized approximately 6,500 new berths,
bringing the regional total to approxi-
mately 19,200 berths. Additional berths
and launching ramps will be needed in
the future. Some locations are unsuitable
for marinas or launching facilities
because of high rates of sedimentation,
valuable habitat, and insufficient upland
for support facilities. An adequate
number of conveniently located res-
trooms and vessel sewage pumpout
facilities at recreational boat marinas will
assist significantly in reducing waste-
water discharges from vessels.

e. Live-aboard boats are designed and
used for active navigation but are distin-
guished from other navigable boats in
that they are also used as a primary

place of residence. Although residential
use is neither a water-oriented or a pub-
lic trust use, live-aboard boats can be
converted easily to a navigable, recrea-
tional use and, when properly located
within a recreational boat marina, can
provide a degree of security to the
marina.

f. A major supplement to parks, mari-
nas, and other forms of water-oriented
recreation are the several areas of
water-oriented commercial recreation
and public assembly that have been
developed around the Bay, such as the
Ghirardelli Square-Fisherman's Wharf-
Northern Waterfront area in San Fran-
cisco, Jack London Square in Oakland,
and the downtown waterfronts of Sausa-
lito and Tiburon.

g. Additional commercial recreation
and public assembly are desirable uses
of the shoreline if they permit large
numbers of persons to have direct and
enjoyable access to the Bay. These uses
can often be provided by private devel-
opment at little or no direct cost to the
public.

Policies

1. As the population of the Bay region
increases, more people will use their
leisure time in water-oriented recreation
activities. Water-oriented recreation facil-
ities such as marinas, launch ramps,
beaches, and fishing piers should be
provided to meet those needs. For parks,
there is no practical estimate of the
acreage that should be provided on the
shoreline of the Bay, but it is assumed
the largest possible portion of the total
regional requirement should be provided
adjacent to the Bay.

2. The Commission should also allow
additional marinas, boat-launching
lanes, and fishing piers elsewhere on the
Bay, provided they would not preempt
land or water area needed for other
priority uses and provided they would be
feasible from an engineering viewpoint,
would not have significant adverse
effects on water quality and circulation,
would not result in inadequate flushing,
would not destroy valuable marshes or
mudflats, and would not harm identified
valuable fish and wildlife resources.

3. The Bay Plan maps include about
5,000 acres of existing shoreline parks
and 5,800 acres of new parks on the
waterfront. In addition, 4,400 acres of mil-
itary establishments (especially around
the Golden Gate) are proposed as parks
if and when military use is terminated.

4. The following general standards
have been used in determining locations
for each type of recreational facility (and
should be used as a guide in allowing
additional ones):

a. General. Each type of facility
should be well distributed around the
shores of the Bay to the extent con-
sistent with more specific criteria
below. Any concentrations of facilities
should generally be as close to major
population centers as is feasible.
Recreational facilities should not
preempt sites needed for ports, water-
front industry, or airports, but efforts
should be made to integrate recrea-
tion into such facilities to the extent
they might be compatible. Different
types of compatible public and com-
mercial recreational facilities should
be clustered to the extent feasible to
permit joint use of ancillary facilities
and provide greater range of choice
for users.

b. Marinas. (1) Marinas should be
allowed at any suitable site on the
Bay. Unsuitable sites are those that
tend to fill up rapidly with sediment
have insufficient upland; contain valu-
able marsh, mudflat, or other wildlife
habitat; or are subject to unusual
amounts of fog. At suitable sites, the
Commission should encourage new
marinas, particularly those that result
in the creation of new open water
through the excavation of areas not
part of the Bay and not containing
valuable wetlands. (2) Fill should be
permitted for marina facilities that
must be in or over the Bay, such as
breakwaters, shoreline protection,
boat berths, ramps, launching facili-
ties, pumpout and fuel docks, and
short-term unloading areas. Fill for
marina support facilities may be per-
mitted at sites with difficult land con-
figurations provided that the fill in the
Bay is the minimum necessary and
any unavoidable loss of Bay habitat,
surface area, or volume is offset to the
maximum amount feasible, preferably
at or near the site. (3) No new marina
or expansion of any existing marina
should be approved unless water
quality and circulation will be ade-
quately protected and, if possible,
improved, and an adequate number of
vessel sewage pumpout facilities that
are convenient in location and time of
operation to recreational boat users
should be provided free of charge or
at a reasonable fee, as well as recep-
tables to dispose of waste oil. (4) In
addition, all projects approved should
provide public amenities such as
viewing areas, restrooms, and public
parking; substantial physical and vis-
ual access; and maintenance for all
facilities. Frequent dredging should
be avoided.

c. Live-aboard boats. Live-aboard
boats should be allowed only in mari-
nas and only if: (1) The number would
not exceed ten percent of the total
authorized boat berths unless the
applicant can demonstrate clearly that
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a greater number of live-aboard boats
is necessary to provide security or
other use incidental to the marina use;
(2) The boats would promote and
further the recreational boating use of
the marina (for example, providing a
degree of security), and are located
within the marina consistent with such
purpose; (3) The marina would pro-
vide, on land, sufficient and conve-
niently located restrooms, showers,
garbage disposal facilities, and park-
ing adequate to serve live-aboard
boat occupants and guests; (4) The
marina would provide and maintain
an adequate number of vessel sew-
age pumpout facilities in locations
that are convenient in location and
time of operation to all boats in the
marina, particularly live-aboard boats,
and would provide the service free of
charge or at a reasonable fee; and (5)
There would be adequate tidal circu-

wind. Some new beaches could be
planned adjacent to power plants or
other industrial plants that warm the
nearby waters as they discharge
heated water that has been used to
cool industrial machinery.

g. Water-oriented commercial-
recreation. Water-oriented
commercial-recreational establish-
ments, such as restaurants, specialty
shops, theaters, and amusements,
should be encouraged in urban areas
adjacent to the Bay. Some suggested
locations for this type of activity are
indicated on the Plan maps. Effort
should be made to link commercial-
recreation centers (and major shore-
line parks) by a fleet of small, inex-
pensive ferries similar to those
operating on some European lakes
and rivers.

b. Inyacht harbors and ferryboat
terminals. In or near yacht harbors or
commercial ferryboat facilities, private
boatels and restaurants should be
encouraged where adequate shore-
line land is available. Public docks for
visiting boaters should be provided
where feasible in order to give public
access from the water.

¢. In all recreation facilities. Access
to marinas, launch ramps, beaches,
fishing piers, and other recreation
facilities should be clearly signed and
easily available from parking reserved
for the public or from public streets.

6. All the waterfront land needed for
waterfront parks and beaches by the
year 2020 should be reserved now,
because delay may mean that needed
shoreline will otherwise be preempted
for other uses. However, recreational

5. To assure optimum use of the Bay for facilities need not be built all at once;
recreation, the following facilities should their development can proceed in accor-
be encouraged in shoreside parks and in dance with recreational demand over the
or near yacht harbors or commercial fer- years.

ryboat facilities.

lation in the marina to mix, dilute, and
carry away any possible wastewater
discharge. Live-aboard boats moored
in a marina on July 1, 1985, but

unauthorized by the Commission,
should be allowed to remain in the
marina provided the tests of (2), (3),
(4), and (5) above are met. Where
existing live-aboard boats in a marina
exceed ten percent of the authorized
berths, or a greater number is demon-
strated to be clearly hecessary to pro-
vide security or other use incidental to
the marina use, no new live-aboard
boats should be authorized until the
number is reduced below that number
and then only if the project is in con-
formance with tests (1), (2), (3), (4), and
(5) above.

d. Launching Lanes. (1) Launching
lanes should be placed where wind
and water conditions would be most
favorable for smaller boats. (2) Some
launching lanes should be located
near prime fishing areas and others
near calm, clear water suitable for
waterskiing. (3) Additional launching
facilities should be located around the
Bay shoreline, especially where there
are few existing facilities. These facili-
ties should be available free or at
moderate cost. Launching facilities
should include adequate car and
trailer parking, restrooms, and public
access. (4) In marinas, launching facil-
ities should be encouraged where
there is adequate upland to provide
needed support facilities. (5) Fill for
ramps into the water, docks, and sim-
ilar facilities should be permitted.
Other fill should not be permitted.

e. Fishing Piers. Fishing piers
should not block navigation channels,
nor interfere with normal tidal flow.

f. Beaches. Beaches for swimming
and sun-bathing should generally be
in warm areas protected from the
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a. In shoreside parks. (1) Where
possible, parks should provide some
camping facilities accessible only by
boat, and docking and picnic facilities
for boaters. (2) To capitalize on the
attractiveness of their Bayfront loca-
tion, parks should emphasize hiking,
bicycling, riding trails, picnic facilities,
viewpoints, beaches, and fishing facil-
ities. Recreational facilities that do not
need a waterfront location, e.g., golf
courses and playing fields, should
generally be placed inland, but may
be permitted in shoreline areas if they
are part of a park complex that is
primarily devoted to water-oriented
uses. (3) Where shoreline open space
includes areas used for hunting
waterbirds, public areas for launching
rowboats should be provided so long
as they do not result in overuse of the
hunting area. (4) Public launching
facilities for a variety of boats should
be provided in shoreside parks where
feasible. (5) Where open areas include
ecological reserves, access via cat-
walk or other means should be pro-
vided for nature study to the extent
that such access does not excessively
disturb the natural habitat. (6) Limited
commercial recreation facilities, such
as small restaurants, should be per-
mitted within waterfront parks pro-
vided they are clearly incidental to the
park use, are in keeping with the
basic character of the park, and do
not obstruct public access to and
enjoyment of the Bay. Limited com-
mercial development may be approp-
riate (at the option of the park agency
responsible) in all parks shown on the
Plan maps except where there is a
specific note to the contrary.

7. In addition to the major recreational

facilities indicated on the Plan maps,

public access should be included wher-

ever feasible in any shoreline develop-

ment, as described in the policies for

Public Access to the Bay. That policy is

intended to result in much more access

to the Bay than can be provided by pub-

lic parks alone, especially in urban c'
areas, and to encourage private devel- ”
opment of the shoreline.

8. Further study should be given to the
feasibility of dredging a network of
channels paralleling the shoreline in
shallow areas, for use by small boats and
recreational ferries. Channels could
open up large areas, particularly in the
South Bay and San Pablo Bay, for
recreational boating, could make possi-
ble the development of marinas and
launching lanes at more frequent inter-
vals, and could add visual interest to
shoreline areas. In addition, the channels
could separate marshes and mudflats
from dry land, thus enhancing the wildlife
value of these areas.

9. To enhance the appearance of
shoreline areas, and to permit maximum
public use of the shores and waters of
the Bay, flood control projects should be
carefully designed and landscaped and,
whenever possible, should provide for
recreational uses of channels and banks.

10. Because of the need to increase the
recreational opportunities available to

Bay Area residents, small amounts of -
Bay filling may be allowed for shoreline \
parks and recreational areas that provide
substantial public benefits and that can-

not be developed without some filling.

Amended March 1986
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Transportation

Findings and Policies Concerning
Transportation On and Around the
Bay

Findings

a. Atpresent, there is no regional coor-
dination of all the means of moving peo-
ple and goods that make up the total
transportation system of the Bay Area.
Transportation planning for the Bay Area
is divided among highway agencies,
transit agencies, planning agencies, and
regulatory agencies. The only compre-
hensive transportation planning agency
in the Bay region is the Bay Area Trans-
portation Study Commission, which was
created by the State Legislature and
which will present its transportation
plans in early 1969.

b. Primary emphasis in recent years
has been placed on freeways, which in
some instances have been built on fill in
the Bay because acceptable routes
could not be found ashore. Little atten-
tion has been given in recent years to
using the waters of the Bay for modern
boat transportation.

¢. Massive use of the automobile dur-
ing a time of rapid population growth in
the Bay Area endangers the environment
both because of the air pollutants emit-
ted by automobiles and because of the
space required by automobiles for road-
ways and for parking.

d. Primary reliance on the automobile
for surface transportation in the Bay Area
means further pressures to use the Bay
as a route for future freeways. Therefore,
a primary goal of transportation planning,
from the point of view of preserving and
properly using the Bay, should be sub-
stantial reduction in dependence on the
automabile. While the private car will still
be needed and used for many types of
travel, the goal should be development of
new systems of transportation that can
carry large volumes of people and goods
without damaging the environment of the
Bay Area.

Policies

1. The Bay represents a great but, at
present, little-used resource for transpor-
tation within the region. New types of fas-
ter barges may be able to move trucks
and freight from point to point within the
region at low cost and without adding to
surface congestion. Also, a system of
modern ferries (capable of high speeds
with minimum noise and waves) may be
able to provide service between major
traffic generators (e.g., between down-

towns, or between downtowns and air-
ports) and eventually to provide sche-
duled service from one end of the Bay to
the other for both commuting and plea-
sure use. The Bay Plan maps indicate
possible sites for commuter ferry termi-
nals and shallow-draft ports.

2. Because of the continuing vulnerabil-
ity of the Bay to filling for freeways, an
effective program should be created to
develop, test, and inaugurate new
methods of transportation within the Bay
Area. This should be undertaken by a
regional transportation agency, prefera-
bly one that is part of a limited regional
government.

3. If any additional freeway or bridge
route is proposed in or across the Bay
other than those indicated on the Bay
Plan maps, adequate research and test-
ing should determine whether new
methods of transportation could over-
come the particular congestion problem
without a route in the Bay and, if not,
whether a tunnel beneath the Bay is at all
feasible.

4. If a route must be located over the
Bay, the following provisions should

apply:

a. The freeway or other crossing
should be placed on bridge-like struc-
tures, not on fill.

b. Structures should provide ade-
quate clearance for commercial ships,
Navy ships, and pleasure boats to
have uninterrupted passage at all
times.

c. Toll plazas, service yards, or other
ancillary features should be located
on new fill only if there is no feasible
alternative.

d. To provide maximum ultimate
capacity on any new major facility that
is allowed over the Bay (and thus to
minimize the number that might have
to be allowed in the Bay), the design
of the structures should anticipate
future mass transit facilities (unless
they are adequately paralleled by
such facilities) and subsequent instal-
lation of automatic power and gui-
dance elements for vehicles.

Salt Ponds and
Other Managed
Wetlands

Findings and Policies Concerning
Salt Ponds and Other Managed
Wetlands Around the Bay

Findings

a. Salt ponds total some 36,000 acres in
the South Bay and some 10,000 acres in
the North Bay. About 4,200 acres of salt
ponds have been removed from salt pro-
duction and are now being converted
into the Redwood Shores community,
which will ultimately house some 60,000
persons.

b. The salt ponds are an economically
important and productive use of the
waters of the Bay (for extracting salt),
and the salt is an important raw material
for the Bay Area chemical industry.

¢. The ponds provide 15 percent of the
total Bay and pond water surface. This
large pond surface area supplements the
water surface of the Bay and thus helps
to moderate the Bay Area climate and to
prevent smog.

d. The ponds are used as a habitat by
shorebirds.

e. More than 50,000 acres of managed
marshland, adjacent to the Bay but diked
off from it, are maintained as duck hunt-
ing preserves, game refuges, and occa-
sionally as farming areas. In most of
these areas, tide gates permit occasional
intakes of Bay water.

f. The diked marshlands are as impor-
tant to wildlife as the tidal marshes. Sub-
stantial further diminution would result in
a proportionate reduction in the amount
of wildlife the Bay system can support.

g. The ponds and other wetlands pro-
vide some of the open space character
of the Bay.

h. Salt ponds are currently used to
raise and harvest between one-half and
three-quarters of a million pounds of
brine shrimp per year and have commer-
cial value for mariculture operations.
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Policies

1. Aslong as is economically feasible,
the salt ponds should be maintained in
salt production and the wetlands should
be maintained in their present use. Prop-
erty tax policy should assure that rising
property taxes do not force conversion of
the ponds and other wetlands to urban
development. In addition, the integrity of
the salt production system should be
respected (i.e., public agencies should
not take for other projects any pond or
portion of a pond that is a vital part of the
production system).

2. If, despite these provisions, the
owner of the salt ponds or the owner of
any managed wetland desires to with-
draw any of the ponds or marshes from
their present uses, the public should
make every effort to buy these lands,
breach the existing dikes, and reopen
these areas to the Bay. This type of pur-
chase should have a high priority for any
public funds available, because opening
ponds and managed wetlands to the Bay
represents man's last substantial oppor-
tunity to enlarge the Bay rather than
shrink it. (In some cases, if salt ponds are
opened to the Bay, new dikes will have to
be built on the landward side of the
ponds to provide the flood control pro-
tection now being provided by the salt
pond dikes.)

3. If public funds do not permit pur-
chase of all the salt ponds or marshes
proposed for withdrawal from their pres-
ent uses, and if some of the ponds or
marshes are therefore proposed for
development, consideration of the devel-
opment should be guided by the follow-
ing criteria:

a. Just as dedication of streets,
parks, etc,, is customary in the
planned unit development and subdi-
vision laws of many local govern-
ments, dedication of some of the pond
or marsh areas as open water can
and should be required as part of any
development. Highest priority to such
dedication should be given to ponds
that (1) would, if opened to the Bay,
significantly improve water circula-
tion, (2) have especially high wildlife
values, or (3) have high potential for
water-oriented recreation.

b. Depending on the amount of pond
or marsh area to be dedicated as
open water, the public may wish to
purchase additional areas. Plans to
purchase any ponds or marshes
should give first consideration to the
priorities in paragraph a. above.
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¢. Development of the ponds or
marshes should provide for retaining
substantial amounts of open water,
should provide for substantial public
access to the Bay, and should be in
accord with the Bay Plan policies for
non-priority uses of the shoreline.

d. Mariculture operations should be
encouraged in abandoned salt ponds
to provide salt pond owners with an
economic use of their property that
does not require the ponds to be
drained or filled. Managed wetlands
no longer used as duck clubs may be
developed for mariculture to allow an
economic use of the land which does
not require filling.

4. As soon as possible, recreational
developments such as marinas and small
parks should be built in appropriate
areas outboard of the present salt ponds,
or in sloughs; but these developments
should in no way jeopardize the salt pro-
duction system or be so located as to
prevent opening of ponds to the Bay at
any future time.

5. The Commission should study the
possibility of public purchase of “devel-
opment rights” to the ponds. If these
rights were bought by the public, the
owner of the ponds would remain fully
able to continue using them for salt pro-
duction but would not be able to fill the
ponds for urban development. Similar
study should be given to acquisition of
"development rights” to the duck clubs
and other diked wetlands, to continue
them in their present uses.

Amended June 1986

Public Access

Findings and Policies Concerning
Public Access to the Bay

Findings

a. San Francisco Bay is a dominant fea-
ture of the nine-county Bay Area. It pro-
vides an environment for numerous
forms of public enjoyment including
viewing, photography, nature study, fish-
ing, wading, walking, bicycling, jogging,
or just sitting beside the water. As an
outstanding visual resource, the Bay is
an important focal point for the entire
region that serves to orient people to its
various parts.

b. Public access required by the Com-
mission usually consists of pedestrian
access to and along the shoreline and
beaches of San Francisco Bay. It may
include certain improvements, such as
paving, landscaping, and street furniture;
and it may allow for additional uses, such
as bicycling, fishing, picnicking, nature
education, etc. Visual access to the Bay
is a critical part of public access. The
Design Review Board was formed in
1970 of professional designers to advise
the Commission on the adequacy of pub-
lic access of proposed projects in
accordance with the Bay Plan.

¢. Although public access to the
approximately 1,000-mile Bay shoreline
has increased significantly since the
adoption of the Bay Plan in 1968, there is
still only a small part of the shoreline
open to the public. The full potential for
access to the Bay, particularly along
urban waterfronts, has by no means yet
been reached.

d. Public agencies have contributed to
improved Bay access by providing a
substantial number of the parks shown in
the Bay Plan maps. In addition, many
agencies and communities continue to
examine the waterfronts in their jurisdic-
tions and have proposed new points of
public access to the Bay. However, other
demands for governmental services will
necessarily limit funds for the provision
of shoreline access by these agencies.
Clearly, additional public access to the
Bay is needed, and this can be provided,
in part at least, by private capital in a
wide variety of shoreline developments.

e. Although opportunities for views of
the Bay from public access areas have
increased since the Bay Plan was
adopted in 1968, there are still a signifi-
cant number of shoreline areas where
there exists little or no visual access to
the Bay.



f. Public access areas obtained through
the permit process are most utilized if
they provide physical access, provide
connections to public rights-of-way, are
related to adjacent uses, are designed,
improved, and maintained clearly to indi-
cate their public character, and provide
visual access to the Bay.

g. Insome cases, certain uses may
unduly conflict with accompanying pub-
lic access. For example, uncontrolled
public access may adversely impact
sensitive wildlife areas, or some port or
water-related industrial activities may
pose a substantial hazard to public
access users.

Residential Area [

Public Access to the Bay

Policies

1. In addition to the public access to
the Bay provided by waterfront parks,
beaches, marinas, and fishing piers, max-
imum feasible access to and along the
waterfront and on any permitted fills
should be provided in and through every
new development in the Bay or on the
shoreline, whether it be for housing,
industry, port, airport, public facility, or
other use, except in cases where public
access is clearly inconsistent with the
project because of public safety consid-
erations or significant use conflicts. In
these cases, access at other locations
preferably near the project, should be
provided whenever feasible.

2. Public access to some natural areas
should be provided to permit study and
enjoyment of these areas (e.g., by
boardwalks or piers in or adjacent to
some sloughs or marshes). However,
some wildlife may be sensitive to human
intrusion. For this reason, projects in
such areas should be carefully evaluated
in consultation with appropriate agen-
cies to determine the appropriate loca-
tion and type of access to be provided.

3. Whenever public access to the Bay
is provided as a condition of develop-
ment, on fill or on the shoreline, the
access should be permanently guaran-
teed. This should be done wherever
appropriate by requiring dedication of
fee title or easements at no cost to the
public, in the same manner that streets,
park sites, and school sites are dedi-
cated to the public as part of the subdivi-
sion process in cities and counties.

4. Public access improvements pro-
vided as a condition of any approval
should be consistent with the project and
the physical environment, including pro-
tection of natural resources, and provide
for the public's safety and convenience.
The improvements should be designed
and built to encourage diverse Bay-
related activities and movement to and
along the shoreline, should permit barrier
free access for the physically handi-
capped to the maximum feasible extent,
should include an ongoing maintenance
program, and should be identified with
appropriate signs.

5. In some areas, a small amount of fill
may be allowed if the fill is necessary
and is the minimum absolutely required
to develop the project in accordance
with the Commission'’s public access
requirements.

6. Access to the waterfront should be
provided by walkways, trails, or other
appropriate means and connect to the
nearest public thoroughfare where con-
venient parking or public transportation
may be available.
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7. Roads near the edge of the water
should be designed as scenic parkways
for slow-moving, principally recreational
traffic. The roadway and right-of-way
design should maintain and enhance
visual access for the traveler, discourage
through traffic, and provide for safe,
separated, and improved physical
access to and along the shore. Public
transit use and connections to the shore-
line should be encouraged where
appropriate.

8. Federal, state, regional, and local
jurisdictions, special districts, and the
Commission should cooperate to provide
new public access, especially to link the
entire series of shoreline parks and exist-
ing public access areas to the extent
feasible without additional Bay filling or
adversely affecting natural resources.
State, regional, and local agencies that
approve projects should assure that pro-
visions for public access to and along
the shoreline are included as conditions
of approval and that the access is con-
sistent with the Commission's require-
ments and guidelines.

9. The Public Access Supplement to
the Bay Plan should be used as a guide
in determining whether a project pro-
vides maximum feasible public access.
The Design Review Board should advise
the Commission regarding the adequacy
of the public access proposed.

Amended March 1979

Walkways for Wildlife Observation
in Marsh and Shallow Water Areas

28




Appearance,
Design, and
Scenic Views

Findings and Policies Concerning
Appearance, Design, and Scenic
Views of Development Around the
Bay

Findings

a. Much too often, shoreline develop-
ments have not taken advantage of the
magnificent setting provided by the Bay.
Some shoreline developments are of
poor quality or are inappropriate to a
waterfront location. These include uses
such as parking lots and some industrial
structures, which neither visually com-
plement the Bay nor take advantage of a
waterfront location. Over time, existing
shoreline development of poor quality
and inappropriate uses will be phased
out or upgraded by normal market forces
and by public action or a combination of
both.

b. Unsightly debris, such as plastic bot-
tles, old tires, and other refuse continues
to mar the appearance of the shoreline,
particularly of marshes, mudflats, and
sloughs.

c. The appearance of the Bay, and
people’s enjoyment of it as a scenic
resource, contribute to the enjoyment of
daily life in the Bay Area. As a special
kind of open space, the Bay acts as both
the unifying element of the entire Bay
region and as a physical divider of its
parts. The wide surface of the Bay, and
the distant vistas it affords, offer relief
from the crowded, often chaotic, urban-
ized scene and help to create a sense of
psychological well-being.

d. Probably the most widely enjoyed
“use” of the Bay is simply viewing it—
from the shoreline, from the water, and
from afar. For example: a Bay view can
add substantially to the value of a home,
office, or apartment building in San
Francisco. Also, the Bay is a major visitor
attraction for the tourist industry.

e. As a world renowned scenic
resource, the Bay is viewed and appre-
ciated from many locations in the region.
However, full advantage has not been
taken of the dramatic view potential from
the hills and other inland locations sur-
rounding the Bay, often because of poor
road and street layout and poorly located
buildings or landscaping. While some
jursdictions have adopted controls on
building heights and locations, there is

still no general attention to maximizing
views from streets and roads and to
obtaining public view areas. In particular,
along many urban waterfronts, man-
made obstructions such as buildings,
parking lots, utility lines, fences, bill-
boards, and even landscaping have
eliminated or severely diminished views
of the Bay and shoreline.

f. One of the visual attractions of San
Francisco Bay is its abundance of wild-
life, particularly birds which are con-
stantly moving around the Bay waters,
marshes, and mudflats in search of food
and refuge.

Policies

1. To enhance the visual quality of
development around the Bay and to take
maximum advantage of the attractive set-
ting it provides, the shores of the Bay
should be developed in accordance with
the Public Access Design Guidelines.

2. All Bayfront development should be
designed to enhance the pleasure of the
user or viewer of the Bay. Maximum
efforts should be made to provide
enhance, or preserve views of the Bay
and shoreline, especially from public
areas, from the Bay itself, and from the
opposite shore. To this end, planning of
waterfront development should include
participation by professionals who are
knowledgeable of the Commission’s
concerns such as landscape architects,
urban designers, or architects, working
in conjunction with engineers and pro-
fessionals in other fields.

3. In some areas, a small amount of fill
may be allowed if the fill is necessary—
and is the minimum absolutely
required—to develop the project in
accordance with the Commission's
design recommendations.

4. Structures and facilities that do not
take advantage of or visually comple-
ment the Bay should be located and
designed so as not to impact visually on
the Bay and shoreline. In particular, park-
ing areas should be located away from
the shoreline. However, some small park-
ing areas for fishing access and Bay
viewing may be allowed in exposed
locations.

5. To enhance the maritime atmosphere
of the Bay Area, ports should be
designed, whenever feasible, to permit
public access and viewing of port activi-
ties by means of (a) view points (e.g.,
piers, platforms, or towers), restaurants,
etc., that would not interfere with port
operations, and (b) openings between
buildings and other site designs that
permit views from nearby roads.

6. Additional bridges over the Bay
should be avoided, to the extent possi-
ble, to preserve the visual impact of the
large expanse of the Bay. The design of
new crossings deemed necessary
should relate to others nearby and
should be located between promontories
or other land forms that naturally suggest
themselves as connections reaching
across the Bay (but without destroying
the obvious character of the promontory).
New or remodeled bridges across the
Bay should be designed to permit maxi-
mum viewing of the Bay and its sur-
roundings by both motorist and pedestri-
ans. Guard rails and bridge supports
should be designed with views in mind.

7. Access routes to Bay crossings
should be designed so as to orient the
traveler to the Bay (as in the main
approaches to the Golden Gate Bridge).
Similar consideration should be given to
the design of highway and mass transit
routes paralleling the Bay (by providing
frequent views of the Bay, if possible, so
the traveler knows which way he or she
is moving in relation to the Bay). Guard-
rails, fences, landscaping, and other
structures related to such routes should
be designed and located so as to main-
tain and to take advantage of Bay views.
New or rebuilt roads in the hills above
the Bay and in areas along the shores of
the Bay should be constructed as scenic
parkways in order to take full advantage
of the commanding views of the Bay.

8. Shoreline developments should be
build in clusters, leaving open area
around them to permit more frequent
views of the Bay. Developments along
the shores of tributary waterways should
be Bay-related and should be designed
to preserve and enhance views along the
waterway, so as to provide maximum
visual contact with the Bay.

9. “Unnatural” debris should be
removed from sloughs, marshes, and
mudflats that are retained as part of the
ecological system. Sloughs, marshes,
and mudflats should be restored to their
former natural state if they have been
despoiled by human activities.

10. Towers, bridges, or other structures
near or over the Bay should be designed
as landmarks that suggest the location of
the waterfront when it is not visible,
especially in flat areas. But such land-
marks should be low enough to assure
the continued visual dominance of the
hills around the Bay.

11. In areas of the Bay where oil and
gas drilling or production platforms are
permitted, they should be treated or
screened, including derrick removal, so
they will be compatible with the sur-
rounding open water, mudflat, marsh or
shore area.
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12. In order to achieve a high level of
design quality, the Commission’s Design
Review Board, composed of design and
planning professionals, should review,
evaluate, and advise the Commission on
the proposed design of developments
that affect the appearance of the Bay in
accordance with the Bay Plan findings
and policies on Public Access; on
Appearance, Design, and Scenic Views;
and the Public Access Design Guide-
lines. City, county, regional, state, and
federal agencies should be guided in
their evaluation of Bayfront projects by
the above guidelines.

13. Local governments should be
encouraged to eliminate inappropriate
shoreline uses and poor quality shore-
line conditions by regulation and by pub-
lic actions (including development
financed wholly or partly by public
funds). The Commission should assist in
this regard to the maximum feasible
extent by providing advice on Bay-
related appearance and design issues,
and by coordinating the activities of the
various agencies that may be involved
with projects affecting the Bay and its
appearance.

14. Views of the Bay from vista points
and from roads should be maintained by
appropriate arrangements and heights of
all developments and landscaping
between the view areas and the water. In
this regard, particular attention should be
given to all waterfront locations, areas
below vista points, and areas along
roads that provide good views of the Bay
for travelers, particularly areas below
roads coming over ridges and providing
a “first view” of the Bay (shown in Bay
Plan Map No. 2, Proposed Major Uses of
the Bay and Shoreline).

15. Vista points should be provided in
the general locations indicated in the
Plan maps. Access to vista points should
be provided by walkways, trails, or other
appropriate means and connect to the
nearest public thoroughfare where park-
ing or public transportation is available.
In some cases, exhibits, museums, or
markers would be desirable at vista
points to explain the value or importance
of the areas being viewed.

Amended March 1979
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Other Uses of
the Bay and
Shoreline

Findings and Policies Concerning
Other Uses of the Bay and Shoreline

Findings

a. In addition to the foregoing uses of
the Bay and its shores, there are at pres-
ent many others including:

Housing

Public facilities (prisons, military
installations, etc.)

Public utilities (power transmis-
sion lines, pipelines, etc))

Industry not related to the Bay

Recreation facilities not related to
the Bay

Commercial facilities not related
to the Bay
Refuse disposal sites

b. Some uses of the shore take no
advantage of the water as an asset, and
some current uses abuse and despoil the
water frontage.

¢. Houseboats are designed for and
used as permanent private residences
and occasionally for office and similar
non-navigation purposes and are not
used for active navigation. A houseboat
is neither a water-oriented use nor a use
that furthers the public trust and does not
serve a statewide public benefit.
Because of size and bulk, houseboats
can restrict views of the Bay from the
shoreline, block sunlight penetration to
Bay waters, and, in shallow areas,
reduce wind and wave action that can
result in sedimentation and detrimentally
affect the Bay. Houseboat marinas also
compete for sites needed for future
recreational boat berths, other recrea-
tional activities, open space, and wildlife
habitat.

Policies

1. Shore areas not proposed to be
reserved for a priority use should be
used for any purpose (acceptable to the
local government having jurisdiction) that
uses the Bay as an asset and in no way
affects the Bay adversely. This means
any use that does not adversely affect
enjoyment of the Bay and its shoreline by
residents, employees, and visitors within
the site area itself or within adjacent
areas of the Bay or shoreline.

2. Accessory structures such as boat
docks and portions of a principal struc-
ture may extend on piles over the water
when such extension is necessary to
enable actual use of the water, e.g., for
mooring boats, or to use the Bay as an
asset in the design of the structure.

3. Wherever waterfront areas are used
for housing, (a) the amount of shoreline
and the surface area of the Bay should
be increased to the maximum extent
feasible by dredging additional channels
inland from the Bay and (b) whenever
feasible, high densities should be
encouraged to provide the advantages of
waterfront housing to larger numbers of
people.

4. Because of the requirements of exist-
ing law, the Commission should not
allow new houseboat marinas. The
Commission should authorize house-
boats used for residential purposes in
existing houseboat marinas only when
each of the following conditions is met:
(a) The project would be consistent with
a special area plan adopted by the
Commission for the geographic vicinity
of the project; (b) As to marina expan-
sions, the houseboats would be limited in
number and would be only a minor addi-
tion to the existing number of authorized
houseboat berths; (c) All wastewater
producing facilities would be connected
directly to a shoreside sewage treatment
facility; (d) No additional fill would be
required except for the houseboat itself,
a pedestrian pier on pilings, and for
minor fill for improving shoreline appear-
ance or for producing new public access
to the Bay; (e) The houseboats would
float at all stages of the tide to reduce
impacts on benthic organisms and to
allow light penetration to the Bay bottom,
unless it is demonstrated that requiring
flotation at all tidal stages would have a
greater adverse environmental effect on
the Bay, and would not result in
increased sedimentation in the area; (f)
The houseboats would not block views
of the Bay significantly from the shore-
line; (g) The project would comply with
local government plans and enforceable
regulations and standards for mooring
locations and safety, wastewater collec-
tion, necessary utilities, building and
occupancy standards, periodic monitor-
ing and inspection, and provide for the
termination of the residential use when
the lands are needed for public trust
purposes; (h) The project would be
limited in cost and duration so that the
tidelands and submerged lands could be
released for water-oriented uses and
public trust needs and, in no case, would
the initial or any subsequent period of
authorization exceed 20 years. The
Commission should conduct a study of
public trust needs of the project area
within five years of project authorization
or reauthorization and every five years
thereafter. If the Commission determines




within the first five years of authorization
that the area is needed for water-
oriented uses and public trust needs, the
project should be terminated at the end
of the 20-year authorization period. If
after the first five-year period of project
authorization the Commission deter-
mines that the area is needed for water-
oriented uses and public trust needs, the
project should be terminated no less
than 15 years from the date of Commis-
sion determination. In any event, the orig-
inal 20 years of the permit’s authorization
period cannot be extended or renewed
by the Commission unless an application
is filed for such purpose; and (i) The pro-
ject would be consistent with the terms
of any legislative grant for the area.

Houseboats moored in recreational boat
marinas in the Bay on July 1, 1985 but
unauthorized by the Commission should
be allowed to remain in the marina pro-
vided that the total number of house-
boats and live-aboard boats would meet
all the live-aboard boat policy tests and
the tests of houseboat policies (b), (c), (d),
(e), (f), (9), (h), and (i) above.

5. High voltage transmission lines
should be placed in the Bay only when
there is no reasonable alternative. When-
ever high voltage transmission lines must
be placed in the Bay or in shoreline
areas: (a) New routes should avoid inter-
fering with scenic views and with wildlife,
to the greatest extent possible; and (b)
The most pleasing tower and pole design
possible should be used. High voltage
transmission lines should be placed
underground as soon as this is techni-
cally and economically feasible.

6. Power distribution and telephone
lines should either be placed under-
ground (or in an attractive combination
of underground lines with streamlined
overhead facilities) in any new residen-
tial, commercial, public, or view area
near the shores of the Bay.

7. Whenever waterfront areas are used
for sewage treatment or wastewater rec-
lamation plants, the plants should be
located where they do not interfere with
and are not incompatible with residential,
recreational, or other public uses of the
Bay and shoreline.

8. New AM and short-wave radio
transmitters may be placed in marsh or
other natural areas. Whenever possible,
however, consolidation of transmitting
towers should be encouraged.

9. Desalinization and power plants may
be located in any area where they do not
interfere with and are not incompatible
with residential, recreational, or other
public uses of the Bay and shoreline,
provided that any pollution problems
resulting from the discharge of large
amounts of heated brine into Bay waters,
and water vapor into the atmosphere,
can be precluded.

10. Pipeline terminal and distribution
facilities near the Bay should generally
be located in industrial areas but may be
located elsewhere if they do not interfere
with, and are not incompatible with, resi-
dential, recreational, or other public uses
of the Bay and shoreline.

11. To eliminate any further demand to
fill any part of the Bay solely for refuse
disposal sites, new waste disposal sys-
tems should be developed; these sys-
tems should combine economical dispo-
sition with minimum consumption of
land. Pending development of new waste
disposal systems, immediate waste dis-
posal problems should be solved
through full utilization of existing dump
sites and through development of new
dump sites, if needed, in acceptable
inland locations.

12. Types of development that could
not use the Bay as an asset (and there-
fore should not be allowed in shoreline
areas) include: (a) refuse disposal
(except as it may be found to be suitable
for an approved fill), (b) use of deterio-
rated structures for low-rent storage or
other nonwater-related purposes, and (c)
junkyards.

Amended March 1986
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Part V
Carrying Out
the Plan

The San Francisco Bay Plan

The San Francisco Bay Plan was com-
pleted and adopted by the San Francisco
Bay Conservation and Development
Commission in 1968 and was transmitted
to the California Legislature and the
Governor in 1969. In those actions the
Commission completed the original
charge given to it in the provisions of the
McAteer-Petris Act of 1965. That Act
created the Commission and mandated
its study of the Bay and the preparation
and submittal of a final report to the Cali-
fornia Legislature in 1969. The Commis-
sion’s final report, the San Francisco Bay
Plan, covered the following matters as
specifically required by the law:

(@) The results of the Commission’s
detailed study of the Bay;

(b) The comprehensive plan adopted by
the Commission for the conservation of
the water of San Francisco Bay and the
development of its shoreline;

(c) The Commission's recommendation
of the appropriate agency to maintain
and carry out the Bay Plan;

(d) The Commission’s estimate of the
approximate amount of money that
would be required to maintain and carry
out the provisions of the Plan for the Bay:

(e) Other information and recommenda-
tions the Commission deemed desirable.

The California Legislature received and
acted upon the Commission's report and
recommendations in 1969. The revised
McAteer-Petris Act adopted by the Legis-
lature and signed into law by the Gover-
nor designated the Commission as the
agency responsible for maintaining and
carrying out the provisions of the law
and the Bay Plan for the maintenance
and protection of San Francisco Bay.
The San Francisco Bay Plan was desig-
nated as the Commission’s Plan for the
Bay, until otherwise ordered by the Legis-
lature. The Commission may amend the
Bay Plan from time to time so long as the
changes are consistent with the findings
and declarations of policy in the law.
Consistent with that provision, the Com-
mission has adopted a number of
amendments to the Bay Plan Policies
and Maps and such amendments to date
have been incorporated in this docu-
ment. The McAteer-Petris Act also speci-
fied the composition of the Commission,
the scope of its authority, and the area of
its jurisdiction over San Francisco Bay
and the shoreline. Since 1969 the Legis-
lature has amended the McAteer-Petris
Act several times, but the general char-
acter, scope of authority, and area of
jurisdiction remain. The amendments to
the law have dealt, for the most part, with
refining or making more specific jurisdic-
tional limits and with representation of

governmental agencies on the Commis-
sion. Other amendments have included:
provisions classifying violations of the
McAteer-Petris Act as misdemeanors;
procedures for dealing with claims of
exemption from Commission jurisdiction:
and provisions for the issuance of cease
and desist orders by the Commission or
its Executive Director and to provide civil
penalties for violations of such orders.

The Commission

The San Francisco Bay Conservation
and Development Commission (Commis-
sion) consists of 27 members who
represent various interests in the Bay,
including federal, state, regional, and
local governments and the public of the
San Francisco Bay region. Seven public
representatives, required to be residents
of the San Francisco Bay area, are
appointed, five by the Governor, one by
the Senate Committee on Rules, and one
by the Speaker of the Assembly, all sub-
ject to confirmation by the California
Senate. The Chairman and Vice-
Chairman are selected by the Governor
from the five public members subject to
his appointment. Local governments in
the Bay region are represented by one
Commissioner from each Board of
Supervisors in the nine counties and by
four representatives of Bayside cities
appointed by the Association of Bay Area
Governments. State representatives on
the Commission are appointed from the
staffs of the Department of Business and
Transportation, the Resources Agency,
the Department of Finance, and the State
Lands Commission. One member of the
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Qual-
ity Control Board is appointed by that
Board to serve on the Commission. One
Commissioner represents the United
States Army Corps of Engineers and one
the United States Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. Each Commissioner has an
alternate representative designated to
attend meetings and vote in his or her
absence.

In addition to the regular Commission
representation described above, two
members of the California Legislature,
one senator and one assemblyman, are
appointed to meet with the Commission
and participate in its activities to the
extent such participation is not incon-
sistent with their duties as legislators.
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Scope Of Authority

Protection of the Bay and enhancement
of its shoreline are inseparable parts of
the Bay Plan. Clearly what happens to
the shoreline helps determine what
happens to the Bay; if, for example, the
relatively few shoreline areas suitable for
water-oriented industry are used for
housing, pressures will develop to
provide new industrial land by filling the
Bay. Therefore, in the public interest, the
Commission is authorized to control both
(1) Bay filling and dredging, and (2) Bay-
related shoreline development.

Area Of Jurisdiction

The area over which the Commission
has jurisdiction for the purpose of carry-
ing out the controls described above is
defined in the McAteer-Petris Act and
includes:

(a) San Francisco Bay, being all areas
that are subject to tidal action from the
south end of the Bay to the Golden Gate
(Point Bonita-Point Lobos) and to the
Sacramento River line (a line between
Stake Point and Simmons Point,
extended northeasterly to the mouth of
Marshall Cut), including all sloughs, and
specifically, the marshlands lying
between mean high tide and five feet
above mean sea level; tidelands (land
lying between mean high tide and mean
low tide); and submerged lands (land
lying below mean low tide).

(b) A shoreline band consisting of all
territory located between the shoreline of
San Francisco Bay as defined in subdivi-
sion (a) of this section and a line 100 feet
landward of and parallel with that line,
but excluding any portions of such terri-
tory which are included in subdivisions
(a), (c), and (d) of this section; provided
that the Commission may, by resolution,
exclude from its area of jurisdiction any
area within the shoreline band that it
finds and declares is of no regional
importance to the Bay.

(c) Saltponds consisting of all areas
which have been diked off from the Bay
and have been used during the three
years immediately preceding the effec-
tive date of the amendment of this sec-
tion during the 1969 Regular Session of
the Legislature for the solar evaporation
of Bay water in the course of salt
production.
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(d) Managed wetlands consisting of all
areas which have been diked off from
the Bay and have been maintained dur-
ing the three years immediately preced-
ing the effective date of the amendment
of this section during the 1969 Regular
Session of the Legislature as a duck
hunting preserve, game refuge, or for
agriculture.

(e) Cenrtain waterways (in addition to
areas included within subdivision (a)),
consisting of all areas that are subject to
tidal action, including submerged lands,
tidelands, and marshlands up to five feet
above mean sea level, on, or tributary to,
the listed portions of the following
waterways:

(1) Plummer Creek in Alameda
County, to the eastern limit of the
saltponds.

(2) Coyote Creek (and branches) in
Alameda and Santa Clara Counties, to
the easternmost point of Newby
Island.

(3) Redwood Creek in San Mateo
County, to its confluence with Smith
Slough.

(4) Tolay Creek in Sonoma County,
to the northerly line of Sears Point
Road (State Highway 37).

(5) Petaluma River in Marin and
Sonoma Counties, to its confluence
with Adobe Creek and San Antonio
Creek to the easterly line of the
Northwestern Pacific Railroad
right-of-way.

(6) Napa River, to the northernmost
point of Bull Island.

(7) Sonoma Creek, to its confluence
with Second Napa Slough.

(8) Corte Madera Creek in Marin
County, to the downstream end of the
concrete channe! on Corte Madera
Creek which is located at the United
States Army Corps of Engineers Sta-
tion No. 318 + 50 on the Corte Madera
Creek Flood Control Project.

Where necessary, particular portions of
the Commission’s jurisdiction may be
further clarified by the Commission’s
regulations.







Control of Filling and Dredging in
the Bay

1. Permit Procedures for Filling and
Dredging Bay filling (including placement
of piers, pilings, and floating structures
moored in the Bay for extended periods
of time) and dredging are controlled
through the permit system established by
the McAteer-Petris Act. The Commission
is authorized to issue or deny permits for
any filling and dredging in the Bay. Any
public agency or owner of privately-held
lands is required to obtain a permit
before proceeding with fill or dredging.

Permits are granted or denied only after
public hearings (except for permits for
emergency or minor repairs to existing
installations or minor improvements as
provided in the Commission's regula-
tions, which may be approved by the
Executive Director) and only after the city
or county having jurisdiction over the
area of the proposed project has made
its views known to the Commission (or
has failed to do so within 90 days after
notification). The McAteer-Petris Act
requires the Commission to take action
on a permit matter within 90 days after it
has received the report from the city or
county or within 90 days after it has
received and filed an application from
the applicant, whichever date is later.
These and other requirements and
procedures for permit processing are
specified in the McAteer-Petris Act (Title
7.2 of the California Government Code)
and in the Commission's regulations
(Title 14, Division 5 of the California
Administrative Code).

The Commission’s decisions on permit
matters are governed by the provisions
of the McAteer-Petris Act and the poli-
cies of the Bay Plan. The Commission
should approve a permit application if it
specifically determines that a proposed
project meets the following conditions,
each of which is necessary for effectively
carrying out the Bay Plan.

a. Fills in Accord With Bay Plan. A
proposed project should be approved
if the filling is the minimum necessary
to achieve its purpose, and if it meets
one of the following five conditions:

(1) Thefilling is in accord with
the Bay Plan policies as to the
Bay-related purposes for which
filling may be needed (i.e., ports,
water-related industry, and water-
related recreation) and is shown
on the Bay Plan maps as likely to
be needed; or

36

(2) The filling is in accord with
Bay Plan policies as to purposes
for which some fill may be needed
if there is no other alternative (i.e.,
airports, roads, and utility routes);
or

(3) The filling is in accord with
the Bay Plan policies as to minor
fills for improving shoreline
appearance or public access; or

(4) The filling would provide on
privately-owned property for new
public access to the Bay and for
improvement of shoreline
appearance—in addition to what
would be provided by the other
Bay Plan policies—and the filling
would be for Bay-oriented com-
mercial recreation and Bay-
oriented public assembly pur-
poses, with a substantial part of
the project built on existing land.
The Commission should issue
permits under this criterion
provided:

(a) The proposed project
would limit the use of area to
be filled to: (i) public recrea-
tion (beaches, parks, etc.),
and (ii) Bay-oriented com-
mercial recreation and Bay-
oriented public assembly,
defined as facilities specifi-
cally designed to attract large
numbers of people to enjoy
the Bay and its shoreline,
such as restaurants, specialty
shops, and hotels.

(b) The proposed project
would be designed so as to
take advantage of its near-
ness to the Bay, and would
provide opportunities for
enjoyment of the Bay in such
ways as viewing, boating,
fishing, etc., by keeping a
substantial portion of the
development, and a substan-
tial portion of the new shore-
line created through filling,
open to the public free of
charge (though an admission
‘charge could apply to other
portions of the project).

(c) The proposed private
project would not conflict
with the adopted plans of any
agency of local, regional,
state, or federal government
having jurisdiction over the
area proposed for filling, and
would be in an area where
governmental agencies have
not planned or budgeted for
projects that would provide
adequate access to the Bay.

(d) The proposed project
would either provide recrea-
tional development in accor-
dance with the Bay Plan
maps or would provide addi-
tional recreational develop-
ment that would not unne-
cessarily duplicate nearby
facilities.

(e) A substantial portion of
the project would be buiit on
existing land, and the project
would be planned to minim-
ize the need for filling. (For
example, all automobile park-
ing should, wherever possi-
ble, be provided on nearby
land or in multi-level struc-
tures rather than in extensive
parking lots.)

() The proposed project
would result in permanent
public rights to use specific
areas set aside for public
access and recreation; these
areas would be improved at
least by filling to finished
grade and by installation of
necessary basic utilities, at lit-
tle or no cost to the public.

(@) The proposed project
would, to the maximum
extent feasible, establish a
permanent shoreline in a par-
ticular area of the Bay,
through dedication of lands
and other permanent restric-
tions on all privately-owned
and publicly-owned property
Bayward of the area
approved for filling.

(h) The proposed project
would provide, to the maxi-
mum extent feasible, for
enhancement of fish, wildlife,
and other natural resources
in the area of the
development.

(5) The filling would provide on
privately-owned or publicly-
owned property, for new public
access to the Bay and for
improvement of shoreline
appearance—in addition to what
would be provided by the other
Bay Plan policies—and the filling
would be limited to replacement
piers for Bay-oriented commercial
recreation and Bay-oriented pub-
lic assembly purposes, covering
less of the Bay than was being
uncovered. The Commission
should issue permits under this
criterion provided:
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(@) The proposed replace-
ment fill in its entirety, includ-
ing all parts devoted to public
recreation, open space, and
public access to the Bay,
would cover an area of the
Bay smaller in size than the
area being uncovered by
removal of piers (pile-
supported piatforms), and
those parts of the replace-
ment fill devoted to uses
other than public recreation,
open space, and public
access would cover an area
of the Bay no larger than 50
percent of the area being
uncovered (or such greater
percentage as was pre-
viously devoted to such other
uses that were destroyed
involuntarily, in whole or in
part, by fire, earthquake, or
other such disaster, and will
be devoted to substantially
the same uses).

(b) The volume (mass) of
structures to be built on the
replacement pier (pile-
supported platform) would be
limited to the minimum
necessary to achieve the
purposes of the project.

(c) The replacement fill
would be limited to piers
(pile-supported platforms),
rather than earth or other
solid material, and, wherever
possible, a substantial por-
tion of the replacement pro-
ject would be built on exist-
ing land.

(d) The pier (pile-supported
platform—not a bridge) to be
removed from the Bay must
have:

(i) been destroyed invol-
untarily, in whole or in
part, by fire, earthquake,
or other such disaster, or

(i) become obsolete
through physical deteri-
oration, or

(iii) become obsolete
because changes in
shipping technology
make it no longer
needed or suitable for
maritime use.

If the platform itself, or the
structures on it, have become
obsolete, but the pilings that
support the platform are
structurally sound, considera-
tion must be given to using
the existing pilings in any
replacement project.

(e) The proposed project
must be consistent with a
comprehensive special area
plan for the geographic vicin-
ity of the project, a special
area plan that the Commis-
sion has determined to be
consistent with the policies of
the San Francisco Bay Plan,
except that this provision
would not apply to any pro-
ject involving replacement of
only a pier that had been des-
troyed involuntarily.

() The proposed project
would involve replacement fill
and removal of material in the
same geographic vicinity (as
set forth in the applicable
special area plan).

(90 The proposed replace-
ment pier would not extend
into the Bay any farther than
(i) the piers (pile-supported
platforms) to be removed
from the Bay as part of the
project or (ii) adjacent exist-
ing piers.

(h) The proposed project
would limit the use of the
replacement pier to: (i) public
recreation (beaches, parks,
etc.), and (ii) Bay-oriented
commercial recreation and
Bay-oriented public assem-
bly, defined as facilities spe-
cifically designed to attract
large numbers of people to
enjoy the Bay and its shore-
line, such as restaurants,
specialty shops, and hotels.

(i) The proposed project
would be designed so as to
take advantage of its near-
ness to the Bay, and would
provide opportunities for
enjoyment of the Bay in such
ways as viewing, boating,
fishing, etc., by keeping a
substantial portion of the
development, and a substan-
tial portion of the new shore-
line created on the replace-
ment pier, open to the public
free of charge (though an
admission charge could
apply to other portions of the
project).

(i) The proposed project
would not conflict with the
adopted plans of any agency
of local, regional, state, or
federal government having
jurisdiction over the area
proposed for the replacement
piers, and would be in an
area where governmental
agencies have not planned or

budgeted for projects that
would provide adequate
access to the Bay.

(k) The proposed project
would either provide recrea-
tional development in accor-
dance with the Bay Plan
maps or would provide addi-
tional recreation develop-
ment that would not unne-
cessarily duplicate nearby
facilities.

() The project would be
planned to minimize the need
for filling. (For example, all
automobile parking should,
wherever possible, be pro-
vided on nearby land or in
multi-level structures rather
than in extensive parking
lots.)

(m) The proposed project
would result in permanent
public rights to use specific
areas set aside for public
access and recreation; these
areas would be improved at
least to finished grade and by
installation of necessary
basic utilities, at little or no
cost to the public.

(n) The proposed project
would, to the maximum
extent feasible, establish a
permanent shoreline in a par-
ticular area of the Bay,
through dedication of lands
and other permanent restric-
tions on all privately-owned
and publicly-owned property
bayward of the area
approved for piers.

(0) The proposed project
would provide, to the maxi-
mum extent feasible, for
enhancement of fish and
wildlife and other natural
resources in the area of the
development, and in no event
would result in net damage to
these values.

b. Safety. A proposed project should
be approved by the Commission if its
Engineering Criteria Review Board
determines that the proposed project
is in accordance with the policies for
Safety of Fills (page 13). The Engineer-
ing Criteria Review Board, appointed
by the Commission in accordance
with the policies for Safety of Fills,
consists of 11 members who are lead-
ing professionals in the fields of geol-
ogy, structural engineering, and civil
engineering (with specialty in soils
engineering).
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c. Public Access. A proposed fill pro-
ject should increase public access to
the Bay to the maximum extent feasi-
ble, in accordance with the policies
for Public Access to the Bay (page
26).

d. Effects on the Bay. A permit for a
proposed fill, dike, or pier, should be
approved if it has been evaluated on
the basis of the policies on Water
Quality (page 8), Smog and Weather
(page 10), Water Surface Area and
Volume (page 9), and Marshes and
Mudflats (page 9), and modified as
necessary to minimize any harmful
effects. Proposed dredging should be
in accordance with the Dredging poli-
cies (page 15). .

e. Valid Title. Because there is some
question as to the conditions under
which some private parties originally
received lands in the Bay, a private
claimant should be required to show
that he or she has a valid title to any
Bay lands proposed for filling. Ordi-
narily, this could be done by submis-
sion of a current title insurance report
including the derivation of title from
original sale by the State. Where titles
are disputed, the legal issues should
be resolved as soon as possible by
court action or other appropriate
steps.

f. Public Trust Virtually all the pub-
licly and privately-held unfilled tide-
lands and submerged lands within the
jurisdiction of the Commission are
subject to the public trust The public
trust is a paramount public property
right held in trust by the State for the
benefit of the public. Title to this pub-
lic trust ownership is vested in the
State Lands Commission or legislative
grantees. The purpose of the public
trust is to assure that the lands to
which it pertains are kept for trust
uses, for example commerce, naviga-
tion, fisheries, wildlife habitat, recrea-
tion, and open space. The McAteer-
Petris Act and the Bay Plan are an
exercise of authority by the Legisla-
ture over public trust lands and estab-
lish policies for meeting public trust
needs. As a result, the public trust
ownership provides additional sup-
port for Commission decisions affect-
ing such lands. When the Commission
takes any action affecting lands sub-
ject to the public trust, it should
assure that the action is consistent
with the public trust needs for the
area and, in case of lands subject to
legislative grants, should also assure
that the terms of the grant are satisfied
and the project is in furtherance of
state-wide purposes.

g. Appearance. Plans for a proposed
fill project should be submitted to the
Design Review Board appointed by
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the Commission and consisting of
professionals in the fields of urban
design, architecture, and landscape
architecture. The Design Review
Board should determine whether the
proposed project is in accordance
with the policies for Appearance,
Design, and Scenic Views (page 29),
and should report its recommenda-
tions to the Commission before a
permit is issued. The jurisdiction over
appearance and design is advisory,
and the Commission encourages
local governing bodies to exercise
their controls in accordance with the
Commission’s policies on Appearance
and Design and the Design Review
Board's recommendations.

h. Mitigation. Mitigation for the
unavoidable adverse environmental
impacts of any Bay fill should be con-
sidered by the Commission in deter-
mining whether the public benefits of
a fill project clearly exceed the public
detriment from the loss of water areas
due to the fill, and whenever mitiga-
tion is necessary for the Commission
to comply with the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act.
Whenever mitigation is needed, the
mitigation program should be pro-
vided as part of the project. Mitigation
should consist of measures to com-
pensate for the adverse impacts of the
fill to the natural resources of the Bay,
such as to water surface area,
volume, or circulation and to fish and
wildlife habitat or marshes or mud-
flats. Mitigation is not a substitute for
meeting the other requirements of the
McAteer-Petris Act concerning fill.
When mitigation is necessary to offset
the unavoidable adverse impacts of
approvable fill, the mitigation program
should assure:

(1) That benefits from the mitiga-
tion would be commensurate with
the adverse impacts on the
resources of the Bay and consist
of providing area and enhance-
ment resulting in characteristics
and values similar to the charac-
teristics and values adversely
affected;

(2) That the mitigation would be
at the fill project site, or if the
Commission determines that on-
site mitigation is not feasible, as
close as possible;

(3) That the mitigation measures
would be carefully planned,
reviewed, and approved by or on
behalf of the Commission, and
subject to reasonable controls to
ensure success, permanence, and
long-term maintenance;

(4) That the mitigation would, to
the extent possible, be provided
concurrently with those parts of

the project causing adverse
impacts; and

(5) That the mitigation measures
are coordinated with all affected
local, state, and federal agencies
having jurisdiction or mitigation
expertise to ensure, to the maxi-
mum practicable extent, a single
mitigation program that satisfies
the policies of all the affected
agencies.

If more than one mitigation pro-
gram is proposed that satisfies all
five factors above, the Commis-
sion should consider the cost of
the alternatives in determining the
appropriate program.

To encourage cost effective and
comprehensive mitigation pro-
grams, the Commission should
extend credit for certain fill remo-
val and encourage land banking
provided that any credit or land
bank is recognized pursuant to
written agreement executed by
the Commission. In considering
credit or land bank agreements,
the Commission should assure
that the five factors listed above
will be met.

2. Permit Decisions. If a permit applica-
tion meets the standards listed above, a
permit should be granted. If the proposal
does not meet these standards, a permit
should not be issued. In some cases,
however, a permit could be conditionally
approved subject to the applicant’s later
meeting clearly-specified requirements
relating to one or more of the eight
standards above. In other cases, an
applicant might be able to change his or
her proposal to conform to the Bay Plan
policies, and he or she could then
reapply after 90 days have elapsed since
the date the original permit application
was denied.



Developing the Bay and Shoreline to
Their Highest Potential

In addition to the controls over filling and
dredging in the Bay, the Commission has
limited control over the Bay shoreline as
specified in the McAteer-Petris Act. Such
limited shoreline jurisdiction is necessary
to reduce pressures for Bay filling that
would result from poor use of available
shoreline land, and to assure that public
access to the Bay is provided wherever
feasible. The Commission’s shoreline
jurisdiction, as defined in the McAteer-
Petris Act, consists of the area between
the Bay shoreline, as defined in the Act,
and a line 100 feet landward of and
parallel to the shoreline. The Act further
specifies that certain water-oriented land
uses should be permitted on the shore-
line, including ports, water-related indus-
tries, airports, wildlife refuges, water-
oriented recreation and public assembly,
desalinization plants, and power plants
requiring large amounts of water for
cooling purposes. Priority use areas
designated for such uses in the Bay Plan
are to be reserved for them in order to
minimize the need for future filling in the
Bay for such uses. Within the 100-foot
shoreline jurisdiction but outside of the
areas designated for priority uses, the
Commission may deny an application for
a permit for a proposed project only on
the grounds that the project fails to pro-
vide maximum feasible public access,
consistent with the proposed project, to
the Bay and the shoreline.

The Commission also has, under the
McAteer-Petris Act, limited jurisdiction
over saltponds and managed wetiands.

1. Permit Procedures for Shoreline
Development The permit system for con-
trolling development within the Commis-
sion’s shoreline jurisdiction is essentially
the same as the system established for
the control of filling and dredging in the
Bay. Any public agency or private owner
holding shoreline lands is required to
obtain a permit from the Commission
before proceeding with development.
Permits may be granted or denied only
after public hearings (except for emer-
gency or minor repairs or minor
improvements which may be granted by
the Executive Director) and after the pro-
cess for review and comment by the city
or county has been completed.

2. Purposes for Which a Permit for
Shoreline Development May Be Issued.
The Commission should approve a per-
mit for shoreline development if the
agency specifically determines that the
proposed project is in accordance with
the standards listed below for (a) use of
the shoreline, (b) provision of public
access, and (c) advisory review of
appearance.

a. Use of Shoreline

(1) Priority Uses. The Commis-
sion has designated on the Plan
Maps those areas which should
be reserved for priority land uses
on the Bay shoreline. Within those
areas, in accordance with provi-
sions of the McAteer-Petris Act,
the Commission has set and des-
cribed the specific boundaries of
the 100-foot shoreline band within
which it is authorized to grant or
deny permits for shoreline devel-
opment. Permits for development
within the priority boundary areas
of the 100-foot shoreline band
should be granted or denied
based on the appropriate Bay
Plan development policies:

(@) Ports (in accordance
with policies on page 18).

(b) Water-related Industry
(in accordance with policies
on page 16).

(c) Water-oriented Recrea-
tion (in accordance with poli-
cies on page 21).

(d) Airports (in accordance
with policies on page 20).

(e) Wildlife Areas (in accor-
dance with policies on page
7).

(2) Salt Ponds and Other Man-
aged Wetlands (as shown on the
Bay Plan maps) should be used in
accordance with the policies on
page 25.

(3) All Other Shoreline Areas
should be used in any manner
that would not adversely affect
enjoyment of the Bay and shore-
line by residents, employees, and
visitors within the area itself or
within adjacent areas of the Bay
and shoreline, in accordance with
the policies for Other Uses of the
Bay and Shoreline on page 30.
The McAteer-Petris Act specifies
that for areas outside the priority
use boundaries, the Commission
may deny a permit application for
a proposed project only on the
grounds that the project fails to
provide maximum feasible public
access to the Bay and shoreline
consistent with the project.
b. Public Access. The Bay agency
should insure that each new shoreline
development increases public access
to the Bay to the maximum extent
feasible, in accordance with the poli-
cies for Public Access to the
Bay on page 27.

c. Appearance. The Commission has
appointed a Design Review Board
made up of representatives of the
design professions including architec-
ture, landscape architecture, and
engineering. The Board reviews and
makes recommendations to the
Commission on the appearance and
design of proposed projects, evaluat-
ing them in light of the policies for
Appearance, Design, and Scenic
Views on page 29. Its recommenda-
tions are advisory only and are not of
themselves grounds for denying a
permit.

3. Inland Advisory Role. Outside the
area of the Commission’s jurisdiction
where permits for development from the
Commission are not required, the
McAteer-Petris Act specifies that the
provisions of the Bay Plan pertaining to
such areas are advisory only.

4. Regional Development Policies.
Many regional matters, such as air pollu-
tion control, regulation of water quality,
planning and construction of waste dis-
posal facilities, airport development, and
regional transportation, are directly
related to the future of the Bay. Some of
these regional matters are now within the
jurisdiction of state and regional agen-
cies, but others are not now being dealt
with at all on a regional basis. Some or
all of these regional matters could be
made the responsibility of a limited
regional government, which would in
addition carry out the Bay Plan, but
obviously they could not be made the
responsibility of a single-purpose Bay
agency. In any event, however, it is
essential that many regional policies
directly related to the Bay be carried out
if the Bay Plan is to be effective. For
example:

a. Water quality should be main-
tained in accordance with the policies
on Water Quality (page 8).

b. Portplanning and development
should be carried out in accordance
with the policies on Ports (page 18).

c. Airport planning and development
should be carried out in accordance
with the policies on Airports (page 20).

d. Views from vista points and from
public roads should be protected and
scenic roads and trails should be built
in accordance with the policies on
Appearance, Design, and Scenic
Views (page 29).

e. Inland industrial sites should be
provided in accordance with the poli-
cies on Water-related Industry (page
16).
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Applying and Amending the Bay
Plan

The McAteer-Petris Act specifies that the
Commission may make amendments or
other changes to all or any part of the
Bay Plan consistent with provisions of
the Act. The Act further directs that in
exercising its power to grant or deny
permit applications the Commission shall
do so in conformity with the provisions of
both the McAteer-Petris Act and the San
Francisco Bay Plan. Thus the Commis-
sion is directed to carry out the Bay Plan,
i.e., to guide the development of the Bay
and shoreline in accordance with the
Bay Plan policies and Bay Plan maps.

Because the policies and maps are
necessarily general in nature, the Com-
mission, as indicated above, is autho-
rized to clarify, interpret, and apply them
as necessary. The Commission is empo-
wered to issue regulations containing
more detailed standards and procedures
based on the Plan policies, to assist in
preparation of specific plans for shore-
line areas, and to publish information to
assist planners, architects, and engi-
neers in the design of projects affecting
the Bay.

In those instances where it is desirable
to amplify and to apply Bay Plan maps,
recommendations, and policies to spe-
cific shoreline areas, the Commission
should do so through a special area
plan. These plans should be separate
documents and should be referred to on
the appropriate Bay Plan maps. In all
cases, special area plans should be read
in conjunction with the provisions of both
the Bay Plan and the McAteer-Petris Act.

In amending the Bay Plan policies and
maps or making other changes in the
Plan, the Commission acts in accor-
dance with the provisions of the
McAteer-Petris Act, including:

1. The Commission is directed to make
continuing studies of any matters related
to the Bay that, in the Commission's
judgement, are necessary to keep the
Bay Plan policies and Bay Plan maps up
to date.

2. The Commission is required to con-
duct a public hearing on any proposal to
change the Bay Plan policies or the Bay
Plan maps.

3. The Commission may amend the Bay
Plan policies upon the affirmative vote of
two-thirds of the members of the Com-
mission, such vote not to be taken less
than 90 days following public notice of
the hearing on the proposed policy
amendment. The Commission may

make nonpolicy amendments to the Bay
Plan Maps upon the affirmative vote of a
majority of the Commission, such vote to
be taken not less than 30 days following
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notice of the hearing on the proposed
change.

Special area plans, as described above,
are subject to the same procedures for
public notice, hearing, and voting as
other amendments or changes in the Bay
Plan policies and maps. Special area
plans that have been adopted by the
Commission are listed on page 41 and
are specified by area on the appropriate
Bay Plan maps.

The Suisun Marsh Protection Plan was
adopted by the Commission in 1976 and
submitted to the Legislature and the
Governor as required under provisions
of the Nejedly-Bagley-Z’berg Suisun
Marsh Preservation Act of 1974. The Sui-
sun Marsh Protection Plan has as its
objectives the preservation and
enhancement of the quality and diversity
of the 85,000-acre aquatic and wildlife
habitats of the area and to assure reten-
tion of upland areas adjacent to the
Marsh in uses compatible with its protec-
tion. The Protection Plan was designed
to be a more specific application of the
general, regional policies of the San
Francisco Bay Plan and to supplement
such policies where appropriate
because of the unique characteristics of
the Suisun Marsh. The Suisun Marsh
Preservation Act of 1977 established
primary and secondary management
aréas and directed the establishment of
procedures for carrying out provisions of
the Plan and the Act in those areas. The
Act specifies that appropriate policies of
the San Francisco Bay Plan and the Sui-
sun Marsh Protection Plan shall apply to
the Commission’s area of jurisdiction
and that if a conflict occurs between the
two Plans the policies of the Suisun
Marsh Protection Plan shall control. Ref-
erences to the Suisun Marsh Protection
Plan are noted on the appropriate Bay
Plan maps.

Management Program For
San Francisco Bay

The federal Coastal Zone Management
Act of 1972, as amended, is a voluntary
law enacted to encourage coastal states
and territories to develop and implement
programs to manage the nation's coastal
resources. The Commission was one of
the first agencies to participate in the
federal program. In February 1977, the
United States Department of Commerce
approved the Commission’s coastal
management program for the San
Francisco Bay segment of the California
coastal zone. The Commission’s coastal
management program is based on the
provisions and policies of the McAteer-
Petris Act, the Suisun Marsh Preserva-
tion Act of 1977, the San Francisco Bay
Plan, the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan,
and the Commission’s administrative
regulations.

Under the Coastal Zone Management
Act, federal agencies are generally
required to carry out their activities and
programs in a manner “consistent” with
the Commission's coastal management
program. To implement this provision,
federal agencies make “consistency
determinations” on their proposed activi-
ties and applicants for federal permits,
licenses, other authorization, or federal
financial assistance make “consistency
certifications.” The Commission then has
the opportunity to review the consistency
determinations and certifications and to
either concur with them or object to
them. The Commission’s decisions on
federal consistency matters are gov-
erned by the provisions of the Coastal
Zone Management Act and the Depart-
ment of Commerce regulations. Four dif-
ferent and distinct consistency require-
ments exist, each applying to a different
kind of situation.

1. Afederal activity that directly affects
land or water uses within the coastal
zone must be consistent to the maximum
extent practicable with the coastal man-
agement program.

2. Afederal development project
located within the coastal zone must be
consistent to the maximum extent prac-
ticable with the coastal management
program.

3. A project that affects land or water
uses located within the coastal zone and
that requires a federal permit, license, or
other authorization must comply with
and be conducted in a manner that is
fully consistent with the coastal man-
agement program.




4. A state or local project that affects
land or water uses within the coastal
zone and that is supported by federal
financial assistance must comply with
and be conducted in a manner that is
fully consistent with the coastal man-
agement program.

Within the Commission’s areas of con-
cern, the coastal zone consists of all
areas located within the Commission's
permit jurisdiction except those lands
that the federal government owns,
leases, holds in trust, or over which the
federal government has sole discretion.

If the Commission objects to a consis-
tency determination under 1 or 2 above,
the federal agency can still proceed with
the activity if it determines that the pro-
posed project is “consistent to the maxi-
mum extent practicable” with the coastal
management program. The Commission
can appeal that decision to the courts or
can request the Secretary of Commerce
to mediate its dispute with the federal
agency. In contrast, if the Commission
objects to a consistency certification
under 3 or 4 above, the activity cannot
proceed. The project sponsor can, how-
ever, appeal the Commission’s objection
to the Secretary of Commerce. If the
Secretary finds that the activity would be
consistent with the objectives of the
Coastal Zone Management Act, or
necessary for national security, the
Secretary can authorize the activity des-
pite the Commission's objection.

The Commission considers consistency
determinations and certifications in the
same manner it considers permit applica-
tions. Consistency concurrence or objec-
tion occurs only after public hearings
(except for consistency determinations

or certifications for emergency or minor
repairs to existing installations or minor
improvements are provided in the Com-
mission’s regulations which may be
approved by the Executive Director). The
Commission must take action on a con-
sistency determination matter within 45
days after it has received the federal
agency determination, unless the federal
agency agrees to a time extension. Con-
sistency certifications, must be acted
upon within six months.
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Part VI

The Plan
Maps

83 78960

The maps that follow are an integral part
of the Bay Plan. They are based on—and
show how to apply—the Bay Plan
policies.

All areas of the Bay subject to tidal
action (and thus subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the Commission for control of fil-
ling and dredging) are shown on the
maps in light blue. Similarly shown in
light blue are certain tributaries in which
filling and dredging are also controlled
because of their ecological importance.
(Note: The Commission’s legal jurisdic-
tion is described in the McAteer-Petris
Act and the Commission’s Regulations,
and has been affected by certain court
decisions. The Commission’s staff should
be consulted concerning questions of
precise jurisdiction.)

All shoreline sites designated for priority
uses (as identified in the Bay Plan poli-
cies) are indicated on the Plan maps.
Development of these sites should be
governed by the Bay Plan policies for
each specific use. Development of shore-
line areas not proposed for any specific
use should be consistent with the Bay
Plan policies for Other Uses of the Bay
and Shoreline.

Bay Plan policies for which precise
areas cannot be mapped—for example,
policy statements as to proposed Bay or
shoreline freeways—are printed on the
maps in bold type.

Comments that are not part of the Bay
Plan policies—for example, suggestions
for further study, clarification of policy,
and alternative proposals—are printed in
italic type. Comments in italic type are
not intended to be enforceable policies
of the Commission.

Special area plans, which apply Bay
Plan policies in greater detail to specific
shoreline areas, are identified on the
Plan maps. The purpose of special area
plans is to more precisely guide public
agencies and private parties as to what
fill, dredging, or change of use of a
shoreline area would be consistent with
the McAteer-Petris Act and the Bay Plan
policies. Special area plans adopted by
the Commission are:

San Francisco Waterfront Special Area
Plan (adopted April 1975)—applies to the
San Francisco shoreline from the east
side of the Hyde Street Pier to the south
side of India Basin.

Benicia Waterfront Special Area Plan
(adopted April 1977)—applies to the
Benicia shoreline from West Second
Street to the Benicia-Martinez Bridge.

South Richmond Shoreline Special Area
Plan (adopted May 1977)—applies to the
Richmond shoreline from the west side
of Shipyard Three to the southeastern
City boundary.

San Francisco Waterfront Total Design
Plan (adopted June 1980)—applies to
San Francisco waterfront from Pier 7 to
Pier 24.

Richardson Bay Special Area Plan
(adopted December 1984)—applies to
Richardson Bay from a line drawn
between Cavallo Point in Marin County
near the Golden Gate Bridge and Point
Tiburon in Tiburon.

Suisun Marsh Protection Plan (adopted
December 1976) is described on page
39.
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