Development & Public Engagement

Process, Part 1
Waterfront Plan Update Land Use Subcommittee




WATERFRONT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

Members selected by Port to

provide input throughout
Community
Advisory Group

implementation process

Identify area or site to be Conduct ' Redefine
developed and propose development development
development concepts feasibility analysis concept(s)
Port Comission Port Comission
approves RFP / RFQ selects developer
process at public hearing
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V¥V PHASE2 V¥

Interagency review,
coordinated by Port
Planning Staff

Community input regarding |
design and development
requirements

Redefine | " \ Define preffered development
development } project, complete Approvals
project pre-development design

Staff environmental
review process (if
required)

Coordinated design
review process




Port Community Advisory Groups
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Competitive RFP: Pier 27-31 Mixed-Use
Recreation Project

; Ea

« Selection of Mills over Chelsea P
controversial
e QOverall project secured State Lands trust

consistency, strong lease revenues, but did
not overcome political opposition

lers was
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eighborhood . := -« 7" 4
partnership; project secured all - A

approvals
 New cruise terminal + Brannan Street

Wharf

* Pier repair costs proved prohibitive




Sole Source: The Exploratorium, Piers 15-17

« Family-oriented hometown institution
e Maritime industry benefits
* Realized (most) BCDC SAP objectives




Sole Source: Golden State Warriors, Piers 30-32

» Lack of site selection process

* Piers 30-32 CAC & the Brown Act
SEEEL o State legislation, permitting controversy
| & project schedule challenges
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Development & Public Engagement Process
Observations & Comments (part 1)

 What has worked?

 What are the shortcomings?

« How can we improve understanding and
community engagement?
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