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1. Community Outreach and Interviews 

1.1 COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT OVERVIEW 
In November of 2013, the City of Sausalito hired the consultant team of PlaceWorks (formerly The Planning 

Center | DC&E) and Lisa Wise Consulting, Inc. to evaluate the Marinship Specific Plan and to assure that community 
members are given sufficient and substantive opportunity to provide their perspectives on the current land uses and 
conditions in the Marinship area. The specific purpose of the Marinship Specific Plan Analysis and Evaluation Project 
approved by the City Council is to evaluate the Specific Plan and identify areas of the Marinship where improvements can 
be made to the Plan to add to the health of the city. 

A key priority for the City of Sausalito and directive to the consultant team was to take as inclusive an approach on 
community input as possible within the given project budget. Accordingly, the Marinship Specific Plan Steering Committee 
(Steering Committee) and City staff agreed that small group interviews with as wide an audience as possible, coupled with 
on-line surveys, would be the most effective approach. The process has included monthly Steering Committee meetings, a 
walking tour, in-person group interviews with more than 100 community members and property owners, and a 
Community Forum attended by 70 people.  

To summarize and announce the Specific Plan evaluation process and events, the in-person interviews, and the Community 
Forum, the City sent postcards via U.S. mail to Marinship property owners (using tax records) and business owners (using 
the City’s business license list). Also, all interested community members who had signed up for email notifications 
regarding the Marinship (approximately 250 people) were notified via email. The City also has provided email and online 
methods of providing input, and has included the online link to presentations in staff reports and orally at each City Council 
and Steering Committee meeting where the Marinship has been an agenda item. The City also announced the events and 
online survey on the City website.  

1.2 COMMUNITY INTERVIEWS 
The City and the consultant team developed a survey instrument comprised of four open-ended questions intended to 
invite conversation and enable participants to use the interview process to define their priorities on land uses and general 
conditions in the Marinship.  

The questions included: 

1. What issues do you think need to be resolved in Marinship? 

2. What existing types of business and other land uses do you think should be allowed in the future, and what uses 
shouldn’t be allowed? 
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3. What circulation improvements do you think are needed for pedestrians, bicyclists, drivers, and boaters? 

4. What should the area look like in 10 years? Do you have any suggestions for how to achieve that vision? 

The consultant team conducted in person interviews with 91 individuals in 15 groups at Sausalito City Hall on January 13 
and 14, 2014 (See Appendix A: Interview Agenda). A survey with the same questions, (in a slightly different format) was 
also posted online from December 18, 2013 through January 31, 2014. An announcement also was made at each of the 15 
small-group interview sessions that the survey was available online. Online responses were received from 20 individuals. 
The results of the online survey are summarized separately from the in-person input in this report.  

In addition to the group interviews and online survey, the consultant team conducted individual phone interviews with the 
Steering Committee members and three City Council members between November 18 and January 6. (A fourth Council 
member attended the group interviews.) The results of these interviews are also summarized separately in this report.  

The consultant team received responses in writing, via email and by phone from several additional individuals who were 
unable to attend the group interviews and/or opted not to participate in the online survey. Generally, their priorities were 
consistent with the group and online interviews. While this input is not presented in this report, the responses were 
reviewed and noted and will advise the final recommendations made by the consultant team. 

ITEMS OF GENERAL CONSENSUS 
Based on the group interviews, online surveys and one-on-one interviews with the Steering Committee and City Council 
members, it was clear that respondents are concerned with finding the best and most appropriate mix of uses in the 
Marinship and the introduction of new uses is only acceptable so long as the working waterfront, unique character, and local 
orientation are preserved and affordability is not diminished. Most respondents supported and valued the marine-
dependent, light industrial, working waterfront and art-related uses in the Marinship, and felt they should be protected and 
perpetuated. In general, respondents also felt that the Marinship’s unique character as a working waterfront steeped in 
history, with a “quilt” or patchwork of diverse uses and people and a close connection to the Bay, was valuable and should be 
protected and supported to the extent possible.  

The respondents generally exhibited concern regarding infrastructure and utilities in need of maintenance, upgrades and 
repairs, and at serious risk to flooding, sea-level change, and subsidence. Respondents also exhibited an understanding of 
the nuances of private property ownership and responsibility for maintaining shared resources and infrastructure. 
Respondents also generally felt that reduction of water, air, and noise pollution is a priority and that more green and public 
spaces should be provided in the Marinship. 

Across the interviews, access to and from the water was cited as a priority. Most respondents also felt that pedestrian and 
bicycle uses should be favored and that upgrades to existing waterfront paths should include better signage and improved 
safety and surfacing, while maintaining a patchwork orientation.  

Throughout the discussions, it was generally agreed that the Marinship’s relaxed, funky, local-oriented character was valued 
and should be protected, and that changes to land uses should be focused on residents’ needs and not attract extensive 
tourist traffic or attention.  
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Several respondent groups noted that more clarity and consistency is a priority in working with the City regarding what is 
allowed and where, and who is responsible for funding and on-going investment. Some felt that a more trusting, 
communicative and collaborative approach among residents and between residents and the City was a priority and critical 
for the Marinship’s future. 

GROUP INTERVIEW SUMMARY 
On January 13 and 14, the consultant team conducted 15 interview sessions with 91 individuals in groups ranging from two 
to eight people. The interviews were 45 to 50 minutes in duration and were facilitated by at least two consultant team 
members: one person leading the discussion and the other taking field notes on a laptop. No members of the City staff were 
present at the interviews, except in a single group in which staff were interviewed together exclusively.  

Of the 91 attendees, twenty five (25) identified themselves (on a sign-in sheet) as representatives from the business 
community, twenty (20) described themselves as residents, thirteen (13) did not provide an affiliation or described 
themselves as something other than one of the categories offered, twelve (12) identified themselves as live-aboards, and 
eleven (11) were City staff or City officials. The City Staff/City Official category included several individuals who identified 
themselves as former City staff or official and included three members of the Historic Landmarks Board, three Planning 
Commissioners, four members of the Business Advisory Committee, and one City Council member. Ten (10) Marinship 
property owners also attended the interviews. 

Participant Affiliation (91 Individuals) 

 

The agenda distributed at each of the interview sessions is attached as exhibit A.  

The interview sessions began with the leader providing a brief description of the project, explaining that the City intended 
the process to be as inclusive as possible, and that participation was completely voluntary and information gathered during 
the interviews would be treated as confidential and reported in aggregate form, whereby comments could not be attributed 

Business Community (28%)

Resident (22%)

Other/None (14%)

Live Aboard (13%)

City Staff/City Official (12%)

Property Owner (11%)
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to any one individual. The attendees were urged to voice their responses and engage in conversation, and then with 
assistance from the facilitator, review the conclusions or priorities for each question. 

In general, the meetings were constructive: participants were civil, treated each other respectfully, and were cooperative 
toward the consultant team and the process. 

INDIVIDUAL QUESTION RESPONSES 
Responses to each of the four questions from all 15 interview sessions are summarized below. 

Question 1: What issues do you think need to be resolved in Marinship?  
Across the 15 interview sessions, in response to Question 1, respondent groups were generally concerned about protecting 
and improving infrastructure and planning for sea-level rise (SLR). There was much discussion surrounding an increase in 
the diversity of uses, including housing and its potential effects on affordability for existing leaseholders and the 
preservation of Marinship’s unique character. Some posited that allowing housing (and a greater diversity of uses) would 
inevitably pressure renters and drive up costs. Others felt that housing and resident-serving uses would attract needed 
investment, bring a greater social and economic vibrancy, attract more activity day and night, and that “affordability” could 
be regulated by the types and placement of housing and other uses. There was strong support for preserving the working 
waterfront and marine-related businesses and maintaining economic vibrancy. Respondents also voiced concern that 
housing, tourism, and visitor-serving uses may not be compatible with working waterfront, industrial, and art uses and any 
changes in planning policy should consider compatibility. Respondent also identified the need for a clearer and more 
consistent approach and communication with the City on which land uses are allowed and which are not. Several comments 
were made regarding whether a greater diversity of uses should be allowed (that the Marinship Specific Plan is too 
restrictive), while others asserted that the Marinship Specific Plan has done a good job protecting Marinship’s unique 
character and no additional uses should be permitted. Several respondents cited circulation and public access as a matter of 
priority. Those comments included better way-finding signage, access to and from the water, truck access, vehicle traffic, 
and parking. Much of the discussion surrounding funding had to do with equitability: who should pay for improvements, 
how, and who will benefit.  

Question 1: Issues That Need to be Addressed  

Infrastructure (14%)

Housing / Additional Uses (13%)

Clear & Consistent Approach, Enforcement (13%)

Funding for Improvements (13%)

Sea Level Rise / Flooding (11%)

Circulation /Access (9%)

Marine / Working Waterfront / Arts (8%)

Affordability, General (8%)

Maintain Character, Historic Preservation (6%)

Compatibility of Uses (6%)
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Question 2: What existing types of business and other land uses do you think should be allowed in the 
future, and what uses shouldn’t be allowed?  
The majority of respondents voiced concern and a desire that the most appropriate mix of land uses be found for Marinship. 
This is also where the greatest amount of disagreement occurred and the number of statements opposed generally mirrored 
those in favor. In general, the respondents agreed that marine-related, light industrial, and arts uses need to be maintained 
and encouraged. There was a mix of responses about whether housing, or (additional) offices should be allowed. It was clear 
and there was consensus that land uses should consider and favor greater economic vibrancy to support investment and 
maintain and improve priority issues such as infrastructure, circulation, planning for SLR, and marketing and promotion, 
etc. The majority of respondents agreed that businesses in Marinship should not cater to or attract (more than very limited) 
tourism, though some felt that additional restaurants and cafes should be allowed. The discussions on new potentially higher 
income uses (housing, restaurants, hotels/hostels, and other visitor-serving uses) weighed the advantages of increased 
economic vibrancy with impacts on marine-related uses, affordability, traffic, and the area’s unique character. Many 
respondents noted there is a need for greater clarity about what currently is and is not allowed in the Marinship before re-
writing the Specific Plan and that a real problem is lack of consistent enforcement of allowable uses. Both property owners 
and residents felt the lack of clarity and enforcement is a hindrance to investment: some property owners struggle to rent 
the spaces within their buildings (even at below market rates) because of the perceived restrictions on uses, while others 
bend the rules to fill their buildings with incompatible uses. 

Recreational uses and public access were identified by several groups to be maintained and encouraged, with the need for a 
clearer physical distinction between public and private spaces. Several groups identified ecosystem services, such as those 
provided by wetlands and more green space, as valuable priorities to consider in the code. Several groups concluded that no 
additional storage or containers are needed or should be allowed.  

Question 2: Types of Land Uses that should be Considered 

Mix of Uses (24%)

Light Manufacturing / Marine-Related / Art (20%)

Affordability & Economic Vibrancy  (17%)

Recreational, Public Access (11%)

Tourism-Related (8%)

Restaurant & Café (8%)

Traffic Impacts, Parking (6%)

Storage (6%)

Ecosystem Services (6%)

Capitalize on Underutilized Spaces (6%)
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Determining whether allowed uses in the Marinship Specific Plan should be broadened or maintained/limited was a top 
priority for respondents. In discussion generated by question 2, responses were distributed fairly equally across groups. 
Respondents’ perspectives on this issue are presented in the chart below. 

Question 2: Should Land Uses be Broadened or Maintained/ Limited? 

 

Question 3: What circulation improvements do you think are needed for pedestrians, bicyclists, drivers, 
and boaters? 
The majority of respondents voiced support for pedestrian and bicycle improvements and believe they should be 
incentivized or encouraged in land use planning (including crushed gravel surface on pathways, separated bike/walkways 
from cars on Marinship Way due to safety issues at the Bay Model and the intersection near the tennis courts and the SWA 
office building). During these discussions, it was noted that respondents did not want to encourage or attract heavy or 
“excessive” tourist use of the pedestrian and bicycle paths, and that improvements should cater to locals and workers. Many 
felt that way-finding (signage) should be added and improved but not in a way that undermines the organic patchwork or 
unique character that defines the Marinship.  

A key priority identified in the interview sessions was the need for greater public access to the water for live-aboards and 
visiting vessels, including additional public docks and associated support services. Traffic congestion was cited as a priority, 
particularly at peak hours moving toward the highway. While it was somewhat outside of a direct response to the question, 
many felt that clarity is needed regarding the responsibility of funding for circulation and roadway improvements, and who 
should be liable for resolution of existing problems. 

 
  

55%
45%

Broaden

Maintain/Limit
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Question 3: Circulation Issues  

 

Question 4: What should the area look like in 10 years? Do you have any suggestions for how to achieve 
that vision? 
In all but four of the 15 interview sessions, respondents identified the need for an optimal mix of land uses as a foundation 
for a reasonable/sustainable return to landowners to facilitate equitable and on-going investment in maintenance and 
improvement of infrastructure (including roads, power, sewer, storm water, and SLR strategies). Within this discussion, an 
almost equal number of respondents cautioned that expansion of uses may change the character of Marinship; the 
affordable, funky, maritime, working, peaceful, slower paced, and attractive qualities are appreciated and should be 
maintained.  

In all but two interview sessions, respondents voiced support for maintaining and perpetuating the working waterfront and 
marine-related and arts uses and saw this as a significant component of Marinship’s future and unique advantage.  

A consistent theme in the vision of many respondents called for improved environmental performance: better management 
of storm water runoff, flooding, conservation of wetlands and habitat, improved water quality, and more better-connected 
open/green space. 

Several respondent groups pointed out that more trust and collaboration among the community and civic and political 
leaders and among the diverse stakeholders in the community is needed to achieve the community’s vision in the Marinship.  

Almost half of the groups interviewed identified improved circulation as part of their vision for the Marinship. These 
comments included an emphasis on bicycle and pedestrian traffic (over vehicles), improved signage, maintaining the 
existing quilt-like pattern, and improved parking. 

Pedestrian Path (22%)

Wayfinding Signage (13%)

Public Access to Water (13%)

Roadway and Parking (11%)

Preserve Organic Nature (10%)

Address Congestion to Hwy, Peak Hours (8%)

Address Funding & Liability (6%)

Compatability of Peds & Bikes in Industrial (6%)

Intersection at Tennis Court & SWA (5%)

Dredging (3%)

Address Sea Level Rise (3%)
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In response to this question and in keeping with themes discussed throughout the interviews, several respondents called for 
clear and consistent land use policy (improvements and updates to the current Marinship Specific Plan) as a means to better 
implement the community vision, address changes to land use types since the Plan was written, as well as the formation of a 
special funding district (e.g. a business district or harbor district) to help finance the implementation of the community’s 
vision. The most frequently voiced response on the community’s vision was the continued presence and perpetuation of a 
working waterfront and marine-related industries. 

Question 4: Characteristics Most Frequently Identified in the Long‐Term Vision for the Area  

1.3 ONLINE INTERVIEW SUMMARY 
In an effort to give the public substantive and multiple opportunities to participate in the Marinship Specific Plan project, 
the City of Sausalito posted a survey on their website (via Open City Hall) on December 18 and responses were collected 
on January 31.  

A total of 20 responses were generated. The survey instrument consisted of the same questions used in the group interviews 
on January 13 and 14, with the exception that Question 2 and Question 4 (from the group interviews) were each broken 
into two questions. The questions in the online survey appeared as follows: 

1. What issues do you think need to be resolved in Marinship?  

2. What should the area look like in 10 years?  

3. Do you have any suggestions for how to achieve that vision?  

4. What existing types of business and other land uses do you think should be allowed?  

5. What existing types of business and other land uses do you think should not be allowed?  

6. What circulation improvements do you think are needed for pedestrians, bicyclists, drivers, and boaters? 

Mix of Uses and Investment (28%)

Maritime/Working Waterfront (24%)

Improved Circulation (15%)

Improved Environmental Conditions (13%)

Politics and Collaboration (11%)

Public Access to Water (9%)
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In general, the respondents to the online survey were concerned with finding the right mix of uses in the Marinship and 
while some were opposed to (or opposed to additional) housing, offices, retail, restaurants, and other uses not currently 
allowed in the Marinship Specific Plan, many would like to see controlled expansion of uses. Responses were also fairly 
consistent in support of existing uses, particularly marine-related and arts uses. Like the group interviews, online 
respondents appeared sensitive to the possibility of overly restrictive zoning limiting the ability and motivation for 
landowners to make needed improvements, particularly to infrastructure. There was a strong voice in support of 
environmental stewardship; limiting or halting water, air and noise pollution and increasing green space and favoring 
(allowing) businesses with a focus on sustainability. Public access to the water and improvements to docks and piers also 
rose as a priority. On the issue of circulation, respondents were clear that pedestrian and bicycle uses should be favored and 
a safer, clearly marked, more continuous path was a priority. A few respondents pointed to the Transportation Action 
Committee (TRAC) and Waterfront and Marinship Committee (WAM) reports for guidance on priorities. 

Question 1: What issues do you think need to be resolved in Marinship? 
In response to Question 1, the majority of respondents felt that finding the right mix of uses was the top priority to be 
resolved in Marinship. Respondents mentioned the need for a balance between the unique and valuable character of 
Marinship and maritime-dependent and arts uses versus expansion of residential, office, restaurant, and mixed uses. Several 
respondents identified the need for greater economic vitality and that it may facilitate investment in infrastructure, 
beautification, and circulation. Several respondents also suggested relocating the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as their 
work is perceived as generating noise, air, and water pollution. Protecting environmental resources from pollution, such as 
air and water quality and noise in Marinship was cited as a priority. Several respondents mentioned subsidence and flooding, 
as well as improvements to the pedestrian/bike path and better public access to the water as top priority issues. 

Question 1: Issues That Need to be Addressed  

  

Find "Right" Mix of Uses (27%)

Economic Vitality/Investment (15%)

Relocate CoE (15%)

Maintain Character (11%)

Subsidence/Infrastructure (11%)

Limit Pollution, Air, Water, Noise (8%)

Pedestrian/Bike Path Improvements (8%)

Public Access to H2O (4%)
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Question 2: What should the Marinship look like in 10 years? 
In response to what the Marinship should look like in 10 years, a majority of respondents pointed to a mix of uses that 
maintain marine dependent and arts businesses but also allow for residential and commercial uses. Only one respondent 
cautioned that expansion of uses may affect affordability. Another priority for respondents was assuring a future with green 
spaces and public spaces, better public access to the water, improved infrastructure (including storm drains, and utilities) 
and circulation (all modes). Sustainability in building design, energy use, and the focus of businesses was cited as a priority 
as well. In regard to the future vision, respondents were less concerned with negative impacts of allowing more residential 
and commercial uses than the individuals in the group interviews and the Steering Committee interviews. 

Question 2: Characteristics Most Frequently Identified in the Long‐Term Vision for the Area  

 

Question 3: Do you have any suggestions on how to achieve that vision? 
In response to how to best achieve the vision stated in Question 2, the majority of responses pointed to creating and 
enhancing economic funding capacity by increasing commercial and residential uses, public (City)/private partnerships, 
bonds, and/or tax incentives. Improving and expanding public access to the water and improved services and amenities for 
boaters was another top priority. An equal number of respondents called for better controls on water, air and noise 
pollution and relocating the specific operations on the Corps of Engineers property that generate pollution. A future with 
more and improved public space was cited as a top priority as was the expansion of residential and commercial uses. Other 
comments included making the planning process more inclusive, drawing from a larger group of citizens rather than those 
familiar with the planning process 

Right Mix (31%)

Maintain Character (19%)

Greenspace/Public Space (15%)

Public Access to Water (11%)

Infrastructure (8%)

Circulation (8%)

Sustainability (8%)
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Question 3: Suggestions on How to Achieve the Vision 

 

Question 4: What existing types of business and other land uses do you think should be allowed?  
Respondents to the survey voiced a strong preference for maintaining the current land uses in the Marinship while allowing 
for some expansion of uses. There was strong support for marine-dependent uses. Additional uses included residential, 
more commercial, a medical clinic, and a gym. There was also strong support for uses that were favored by the market and 
could generate sufficient revenue to facilitate investment. Several respondents identified public access to the water, 
recreational and non-industrial uses as preferred land uses. 

Question 4: Land Uses that Should Be Allowed  

 

Questions 5: What existing types of business and other land uses do you think should not be allowed?  
General consensus in the online responses pointed to prohibiting any uses that increase air, water, or noise pollution. The 
Corps of Engineers demolition facility was mentioned as a source of pollution, as was the boatyard. There was also 

Economic Vibrancy/Feasibility (28%)

Public Access to Water (20%)

Environmental Quality (16%)

Relocate CoE (16%)

Improved Public Space (12%)

More Inclusive Process (8%)

Maintain Current/Some Expansion (56%)

Marine Dependent (22%)

Market/Uses That Can Drive Investment
Infrastructure (11%)

Public Space/Acces to Water (11%)Public Space/Access to Water (11%) 
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opposition to big box stores, and housing, hotel and retail, the latter particularly if it does not serve Marinship or Sausalito 
residents. One respondent opposed non-financially viable businesses and another opposed shipping containers. 

Question 5: Land Uses that Should Not Be Allowed  

 

Question 6: What circulation improvements do you think are needed for pedestrians, bicyclists, drivers, 
and boaters? 
Respondents identified a focus on pedestrian and bicycle uses for the Marinship and more continuous, less disjointed 
orientation of the path. Several respondents mentioned safety as a priority and suggested improved and clear separation of 
pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles, better lighting and signage, as well as a focus on improvements at the intersection near 
the tennis courts. Respondents cited access to the water and amenities for boaters (docks and piers) as priorities. Parking 
was also identified as a key circulation issue. Several respondents pointed to the TRAC and WAM reports for direction on 
circulation priorities/needs. 

Question 6: Needed Circulation Improvements 

Polluting Industrial (44%)

Big Box (19%)

Housing, Hotel, Office (19%)

Non Financially Viable (6%)

Shipping Containers (6%)

Tourist-Serving; Non Resident Serving (6%)

Ped/Bike Focus (35%)

Safety (18%)

Water Access/Docks Repair (17%)

Parking (13%)

TRAC/WAM (9%)

Access from Bridgeway (4%)

Signage (4%)
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1.4 INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEWS WITH MARINSHIP STEERING 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS AND COUNCIL MEMBERS 
Between November 18 and January 6, 2014, the consultant team interviewed all seven members of the Marinship Specific 
Plan Steering Committee. The interviews were conducted over the phone and lasted between 25 and 45 minutes. 

Interviews were conducted with the Committee to gather input as well as “test” the survey questions and assure that they 
were best designed to capture the highest priority issues of the community.  

The general sentiment of the Steering Committee was that the Marinship Specific Plan has served the community well but 
is in need of updating and refining. Still, most responses from the group favored maintaining land uses as they currently 
appear in the document (as opposed to broadening uses). The group was generally opposed to housing or uses that would 
attract large increases in tourism or uses that are not marine-dependent or related to the arts. Generally, the Steering 
Committee supported other uses that have found a place in Marinship, such as existing restaurants and offices but were 
opposed to increasing those uses in number or size. The respondents stressed the need for economic vibrancy, strategies for 
addressing SLR and subsidence and the need for a focus on reducing pollution and protecting Marinship’s natural resources. 
These comments mirrored those of the other interviews in focusing on pedestrian and bicycle orientation as a priority, as 
well as improvements to circulation, parking, and general connectivity. While slightly outside of the Specific Plan purview, 
the Committee members felt that Marinship could/should be better promoted and marketed, and that it is not perceived as 
positively as it could and should be. 

1.5 ADDITIONAL PROPERTY OWNER INTERVIEWS 
In a continuing effort to engage the greatest number and diversity of community members, the Marinship Specific Plan 
Steering Committee advised the consultant team to reach out to landowners in the Marinship and gather their input on 
current land uses and the obstacles they face in making improvements to their property. With this guidance, the consultant 
team scheduled an open meeting on March 20, 2014 at City Hall from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. and worked with City staff to invite 
approximately 60 landowners via email, phone, and post. The meeting announcement that was emailed and mailed to 
landowners is included as Appendix B of this report.  

The March 20 meeting was attended by 15 landowners. The consultant team interviewed two more landowners via phone 
and received written comment from another two who were unable to attend. The Landowner Interview Summary includes 
input from all of these individuals. 

Two members of the consultant team were present at the meeting; one facilitating the conversation and noting key issues on 
a flip chart and the other taking detailed field notes. The following two questions were posed to stimulate conversation and 
direct the focus of the discussion toward land use issues and potential approaches for improvement in the Marinship: 

 

 What changes or improvements do you think need to be made on your property? 

 What prevents you from making those changes or improvements? 
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The general mood of the meeting was professional and attendees appeared pleased at the opportunity to participate in the 
project. There was, however, some frustration and skepticism, particularly in light of past “visioning” and public outreach 
efforts, which many in attendance believed to have produced little or no discernible change. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
There was general consensus among the landowner group that the Marinship Specific Plan is too restrictive and limits 
landowners’ ability to attract viable businesses, generate a reasonable return, and make investment. The group agreed that 
many successful businesses in the Marinship are “grandfathered” into the zoning code (pre-Specific Plan) or skirting 
restrictions and would otherwise be vacant. Landowners agreed that if they are unable to attract successful tenants, fill 
leases, and develop on opportunity sites, they will not be able to generate the scale of return needed for investments in 
infrastructure, such as sidewalks, roads, bike paths, and stormwater systems, and to address subsidence. 

There was general consensus that an outcome of restrictive zoning is lower rents as property owners struggle to attract 
tenants (with discounts of 30% to 40% of typical market rates). Landowners claim that cheaper rent will not lead to the 
preservation of marine-dependent industries and a healthy working waterfront but instead to deferred maintenance and 
depressed investment. Several members of the group posited that the marinas and other marine-dependent businesses such 
as the boatyards, marine repair services, and yacht sales form a strong existing core of water-dependent uses and that 
zoning should be eased to at least allow some “I” uses in the “W” zone, such as Class A office as well as watersports, IT, start-
ups, and local-oriented restaurants and retail. Many voiced support of limited housing and live/work uses as a means to 
attract needed development and investment, increase around-the-clock activity and safety, increase economic vibrancy, and 
create a better jobs-housing balance. 

Several of the group pointed out that the lack of investment and new development was evidence of over-restrictive land use 
policy, particularly on opportunity sites such as Marina Plaza, Clipper Yacht, and the Sausalito Shipyard (the latter has 
reportedly seen no investment since 2000). Several landowners stated that it would be a significant loss to the community if 
West Marine were to invest in a larger store elsewhere. They pointed out that the Formula Retail Ordinance adds further 
difficulty to retaining a marine-related business that the community claims to support, as West Marine’s four locations 
qualify it as “formula retail.” 

Many owners of larger parcels stated a willingness to fund improvements to infrastructure if their property were allowed 
uses that generate a sufficient return. They claim that the current zoning attempts to protect working waterfront, artistic, 
and industrial uses through disincentives, and that a better approach would involve incentives, such as density bonuses, 
permit expediting, and/or reduction of fees (for preferred uses).  

Generally, landowners appreciate the recent efforts by the City and claim that civic relations are improving but have found 
it difficult to communicate with and work with the City. They cited lack of continuity in staff due to turnover, ambiguity in 
the Marinship Specific Plan that requires interpretation and their perception that the Marinship has been a “lower priority” 
for the City. Several cited a difficult, time consuming and costly permitting process. 

There was consensus that property owners would like the City to take ownership of streets and roadways as the City has 
better access to the scale of resources (State and federal grants and loans) needed for such maintenance and improvements. 
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The current ownership structure makes individual property owners liable for circumstances such as a cyclist being injured 
in a fall due to a pothole caused, in part, by traffic to other properties. All agreed that this is not an attractive situation for 
current landowners or to attract new and needed investment. 

The group generally agreed that after twenty-five years, the Marinship Specific Plan is outdated and as an important 
planning document, needs a robust revision. Several attendees agreed that the Marinship Specific Plan is overly restrictive 
due to a fear of “too much” development on the part of civic leaders at the time it was written (1988), which was generated 
in large part by the Marina Plaza development. They believe that this “panic” led to a Specific Plan that has stifled investment 
and deferred maintenance of critical infrastructure. The property owners shared general consensus that the community 
should encourage more development and that it should be physically attractive development, keeping with the nature and 
history of the Marinship. Several attendees suggested that attractive development would be easier for the community to 
embrace and that form-based codes or performance zoning would be appropriate tools.  

1.6 SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY FORUM 
On Saturday April 5, 2014, the consultant team worked closely with the City to host a community forum at the Army 
Corps of Engineer’s Bay Model conference room. Over 70 people attended the workshop, including six of the seven 
Steering Committee Members. Mayor Withy opened the meeting and described the goals of the Marinship Specific Plan 
Assessment and Evaluation project. Steering Committee Chair Robin Petravic welcomed everyone and introduced Chris 
Gallagher, Park Manager for the Bay Model Visitor and chair of the former Waterfront and Marinship (WAM) Committee. 
PlaceWorks Principal Charlie Knox provided a brief overview of the purpose of the workshop and the project, the outreach 
efforts to date, and the common ground that has emerged from these efforts. Mr. Knox reviewed the project’s next steps 
and gave an overview of the consultant team’s preliminary recommendations.  

Participants then gave their input on the key topics of Infrastructure, Land Use, and Circulation at three stations around the 
room facilitated by Mr. Knox and Rosie Dudley of PlaceWorks and Henry Pontarelli of Lisa Wise Consulting, Inc. The 
attendees spent an hour providing comments at the three topic stations, and the facilitators noted the places and types of 
improvements the community considered the highest priorities on the flip charts and maps provided (See Appendix C: 
Community Forum Transcription). At the end of the input period, each station’s facilitator summarized the topics they 
heard from participants. Participants were also reminded that they could submit written comments to the City on the 
comment cards provided until April 13, 2014. These written comments are attached to this report as Appendix D. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS  
There were a number of comments made describing uses desired for the Marinship area, compared to relatively far 
comments about what should not be allowed in the area. Work/live housing was one land use that several workshop 
participants suggested should be allowed want in the Marinship, specifically for artists and local maritime workers; 
however, several other attendees expressed firm opposition to this proposal. Participants supportive of work/live thought 
there should be restrictions to ensure the spaces are used for work, as well as housing, citing that occupants would provide 
additional onsite presence for emergency preparedness and security.  
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Another comment expressed multiple times was the need to revise the zoning distinctions between fine arts and marine 
arts. Several people believe the restrictions are unfair. A number of participants think part or all of the Marinship should be 
allowed to return to a pre-ship building landscape and be become protected salt marsh areas or wetlands to address sea level 
rise and provide public open space (like Crissy Field). Other ideas for additional land uses included an aquatic center with 
water access and kayak rentals, a marine research/educational center, a floating maritime history museum, an outdoor 
educational center, and vehicle and boat storage. Participants generally agreed they do not want to see big boxes, multi-
story buildings, big hotels, more office buildings, or structures along the waterfront. A number of participants see the Army 
Corps of Engineer’s debris processing site as an environmental hazard and would like it to be removed. 

The most common infrastructure concerns people raised were how to address sea level rise and the need to preserve the 
marine rails. People mentioned that stormwater drains are failing, the beach is contaminated, creek outfalls are not properly 
controlled, the area is built on fill, and flooding problems need to be addressed. Concerns were raised about whose 
responsibility it is to fix infrastructure and how improvements will be funded. Some attendees suggested that the City 
should provide incentives and could be more flexible in allowing property owners to make improvements. 

Concerns regarding circulation mainly centered on the need for clear, consistent pedestrian and bicyclist connections, 
especially along the waterfront and for families with kids. Several participants wish to see complete street improvements 
with better separation between cars and pedestrians/bicyclists and better wayfinding. The corner of Marinship Way at the 
tennis courts, and the garbage area at Marinship Way on Waterree were noted as areas of particular concern. Several 
participants mentioned the need for additional water access for kayaks/canoes, and paddle boarders, traffic-calming devices 
to reduce vehicle speed (or make areas car-free where they are not compatible with existing land uses), and possibly 
introduce an assessment for road maintenance. The ICB/Bank parking lot and the Sausalito Shipyard properties were 
identified as especially in need of better pedestrian and bike access. There was some sentiment that because the Marinship is 
an industrial area circulation should not prioritize pedestrian access, that new roads could interfere with maritime service 
activities and lead to retail uses, and that too many improvements could lead to too much additional development. 
Participants generally agreed that circulation improvements must take sea level rise into account. 

General comments not pertaining to the topic stations included a suggestions to broaden the Specific Plan evaluation 
process, to not change the Specific Plan, to provide incentives for landowners, that lack of change at the Shipyard has been a 
drag on the community, that height limitations should be reduced along the shore to 20 feet, and that floating or 
transportable buildings and infrastructure will be needed to adapt to sea level rise.
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2. Marinship Specific Plan Analysis 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this chapter is to build on the information in Chapter 1 that incorporates the current perspective in the 
Sausalito community regarding the Marinship, in order to formulate options and a recommendation for the next step in the 
City’s effort to refine the objectives, standards, and rules for future land use, preservation, and change in the area. This 
effort has included a careful review of the Marinship Specific Plan, as well as the myriad of reports about the Marinship 
published over the past decades, plus an evaluation of existing conditions in the area (a walking tour of the Marinship was 
conducted with the Steering Committee in December 2013 and a boat tour of the water’s edge was conducted in March 
2014). In addition, the Steering Committee, the consultants and the public met regularly to review the effort (See 
Appendix E: Public Comments to MSP Steering Committee). Chapter 2 also includes a brief overview of trends in working 
waterfront industry sectors and case studies to inform decision makers on land use policy, particularly as it pertains for the 
preservation of heritage marine dependent uses and the generation of economic vibrancy.  

The purpose of the Marinship Specific Plan is unique. Specific plans typically are intended to apply consistent rules for 
development across an area with somewhat uniform characteristics. The Marinship’s historical roots, and later the potential 
for intensive development and associated traffic, led to the creation of the Marinship Specific Plan in 1989. Although much 
had changed since the wartime shipbuilding days, the Marinship in the 1980s was still largely perceived as one cohesive 
district. Yet one of the characteristics that make the Marinship Specific Plan unusual is its acknowledgment that the 
Marinship was already in 1989 a patchwork of many different types of places. This is explicitly embodied in the division of 
the Marinship in the plan into three “zones” (independent of zoning districts specified in the City’s zoning ordinances), and 
then further into 11 smaller “planning areas” to encompass groups of the more than 50 parcels in the Marinship. 

This layered approach to regulation in the Marinship Specific Plan matches the community’s sentiment (which emerged 
during the public engagement effort in January 2014) that a clear overall purpose for the Marinship needs to continue to be 
combined with very specific prescriptions for what is allowed on individual properties. The fact that the land use and 
circulation patterns that have evolved since the adoption of the Marinship Specific Plan do not lend to a singular sense of 
place is not necessarily a hindrance to efficient planning for the area as whole, and certainly not a reason to utilize a 
different mechanism than the Marinship Specific Plan and associated City zoning to govern land uses in the area. The 
physical change that has occurred over the past decades in the Marinship is simply one of several primary and compelling 
reasons to refine the Marinship Specific Plan so that it continues to meet the community’s objectives, as expressed during 
the recent interviews and online comments. 

The extensive community input during the current Marinship Specific Plan Analysis and Evaluation process suggests that 
two basic factors still characterize the Marinship as a unified area: 

1. Deficient infrastructure, and 
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2. A general community desire not to identify the area as a location for tourism. 

This second factor, though, is somewhat compromised by the fact that the Bay Model and a number of restaurants, among 
other uses, already attract at least Bay Area visitors if not also tourists from farther away. 

Regardless of its past as a single marine-service district, the Marinship is now truly a quilt of smaller places, with as wide a 
variety of activities and identities as there are opinions in the community about what belongs there and what doesn’t. 
Accordingly, the solutions to balancing competing objectives in the community for the future of the Marinship at first 
appear to be highly site-specific, indicating a need to examine each property to determine which particular uses would best 
fit the community’s objectives. Fortunately, there is a simpler, sensible approach to plotting the future course of the 
Marinship that doesn’t necessitate quite such a “fine-grained” effort, as detailed in Sections 2.6 (Options for Next Steps) and 
2.7 (Recommendations) of this report. The options and recommendations in this report are specifically intended to balance 
the community’s objectives for the Marinship in a way that will not increase allowed density or floor area as such an 
increase would require a vote of Sausalito residents in accordance with the 1985 Fair Traffic Initiative.  

The recommendations are intended to be readily achieved and create certainty about what can occur in the Marinship. 
These are objectives around which consensus emerged during the interview process. Property owners and managers have 
consistently stated that not being able to inform potential buyers and tenants exactly what the rules for land use are in the 
Marinship (and whether they might be enforced) is a major impediment to development, occupancy and investment in the 
Marinship. The spectrum of other commenters in the recent interviews and online generally agreed that the rules for land 
use need to be clear, understandable and consistently applied. 

2.2 DOCUMENTS CONSULTED 
In an effort to gain an understanding of the history and current state of the Marinship, the following sources were 
consulted, as well as a variety of media reports about the area: 

 The Sausalito General Plan, Zoning Map and Zoning Ordinance 

 Strategic Asset Planning Report (2013) 

 Community and Economic Development Study (2012) 

 Marinship Historic Context Statement and Inventory (2011) 

 Marinship Business and Land Use Inventory Report (2011) 

 Short Term Business Needs Study (2011) 

 Waterfront and Marinship Vision Report (2010) 

 Imagine Sausalito Transportation Action Committee Report (2010) 

 Business Advisory Committee Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities Report (2007) 

 Marin County Targeted Industries Study (2004) 

 Marinship Specific Plan (1989) 

 Fair Traffic Limits Initiative/Ordinance (1985) 

 Emergency Interim Ordinance (1974) 

Item 6B - Attach 1 
02-10-15 
Page 22 of 94



M A R I N S H I P  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  A N A L Y S I S  &  E V A L U A T I O N  
C I T Y  O F  S A U S A L I T O  

MARINSHIP SPECIFIC PLAN ANALYSIS 

P L A C E W O R K S  |  L I S A  W I S E  C O N S U L T I N G ,  I N C .  2-3 

2.3 STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, OPPORTUNITIES, AND 
THREATS 
The following strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats in the Marinship have emerged as consistent themes during 
the Marinship Specific Plan Analysis and Evaluation effort. 

STRENGTHS 
 Presence of a variety of successful land uses. 

 Building designs on site that can serve as guides for future change. 

 Apparent community agreement for respecting maritime history and tradition and continuing marine service 
activities. 

WEAKNESSES 
 Critical need for infrastructure improvement, on both private and public property. 

 Inability to attract investment. 

 Difficult to navigate, both by water at low tide, and on land for the uninitiated. 

OPPORTUNITIES 
 Preserve the diversity of traditional maritime activities and businesses and expand marine and related services for 

today’s market. 

 Improve circulation, including water access, bicycle and pedestrian routes and roadway connections. 

 Balanced and limited expansion of types of allowed uses. 

THREATS 
 The easier path of not taking action to determine whether the Marinship Specific Plan should be revisited. 

 Frequent flooding with the potential to be significantly exacerbated by sea level rise. 

 Market forces that could drive land uses to the Marinship that are not desired by the community. 
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2.4 CIRCULATION 
Independent of the tension between attracting investment and keeping vehicle traffic to a minimum, traffic congestion has 
been an issue in the Marinship for many years. The worst traffic – backup from the US-101/Bridgeway northbound into the 
Marinship during the weekday afternoon commute – is not something that can be solved through an update to the 
Marinship Specific Plan. However, the difficulty of navigation and poor vehicle access (including for deliveries) in central 
Marinship is something that can be addressed in an update to the Marinship Specific Plan and was cited frequently during 
the 2014 interviews as an impediment to prosperity and investment in the Marinship, including for maritime and marine-
related businesses. Another key transportation issue that could be addressed in an update to the Marinship Specific Plan is 
whether locational changes are desirable for existing bicycle routes and/or pedestrian paths, and whether bicyclists and 
pedestrians should be encouraged to follow separate routes, through features such as meandering alignments und unpaved 
surfaces for pedestrian paths. 

2.5 WATERFRONT AND INDUSTRIAL ZONING 
Other than the waters of Richardson Bay (Open Area zoning district) and the relatively small areas of Public Parks, 
Houseboat, Shopping Center (Mollie Stone’s), and Public Institutional (Bay Model, Machine Shop and the US Post Office) 
zoning, the Marinship is approximately evenly split between the Industrial-Marinship and Waterfront-Marinship zoning 
districts, with the Waterfront zoning shoreward of the Industrial zoning along Bridgeway. The most common comment from 
Marinship property owners and real estate professionals is that there’s too much of the more restrictive Waterfront zoning 
and not enough of the less restrictive Industrial zoning. 

The Marinship Specific Plan explicitly states that the purpose of the Industrial zone is to allow a wide variety and mixture of 
low-traffic-generating uses compatible with the industrial nature of the area, including warehousing, wholesale trade, light 
manufacturing, and artist studios for example, plus those allowed with use permits, including applied arts, restaurants, and 
commercial food service. In contrast, the Marinship Specific Plan limits uses in the Waterfront zone to those that reinforce 
and support maritime trades and industries including marine industrial, arts, marine commercial services, marine service 
harbors, open space and dry boat storage, and others (including restaurants) allowed with use permits and use-specific 
limitations generally intended to prevent non-industrial activities from utilizing space that could be devoted to marine 
industrial uses.  

New offices are not allowed in either the Industrial or Waterfront zones, and participants in the January 2014 interviews 
generally agreed that additional office space beyond what exists already is not appropriate in the Marinship. There was also 
some agreement that finding marine science and marine arts-related entities to occupy vacant office space was preferred to 
allowing other types of office use in existing office spaces in the Marinship. The intent of the Marinship Specific Plan 
regarding restaurants is that they serve local employees, and that their approval includes a determination that their location 
and signage does not encourage use by persons from outside the Marinship (Marinship Specific Plan pp. 17-18).  

Limitations on use of existing office space and restaurants illustrate the dilemma facing the community: landowners seek 
additional development potential to generate the revenue they believe is necessary to invest in their properties and in 
infrastructure improvements. Without some additional allowance of uses, property owners generally can be expected to 
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lack motivation to make investments, though several property owners have indeed made significant improvements in recent 
years to make their facilities less vulnerable to flooding. The property owners are not necessarily at odds with the goals of 
maintaining a strong maritime character in the Marinship, and it will be the ability to balance these competing, but not 
mutually exclusive, objectives that will be the key to creating certainty and acceptance in the community regarding the 
future of the area. 

2.6 OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

UPDATE THE SPECIFIC AND GENERAL PLANS TOGETHER 
 
Based on review of the Marinship Specific Plan, prior efforts to study the area, and public input in 2014, the Steering 
Committee concluded that three distinct options exist regarding the Specific Plan, each of which would produce 
substantially different results: 

1. Take no action. The Committee does not recommend inaction for the following reasons: 

 Confusion will remain for property owners, tenants, and City decision makers due to contradictions in the 
Specific Plan and zoning, which could lead to further proliferation of unpermitted uses. 

 Parcel-specific rules now in place could continue to discourage improvement of properties and lead to 
economic stagnation and blight. 

 Infrastructure will continue to decay, with no incentives for improvement or upgrades. 
 
2. Update the Marinship Specific Plan independently of the General Plan. The Committee does not 

recommend this option for the following reasons: 

 An independent Specific Plan update would be more costly than in combination with the General Plan. 

 Conflicts between the Specific Plan and zoning will be more difficult to resolve if zoning isn’t also adjusted to 
reflect updated General Plan policies, and therefore incentives to create positive change in the Marinship will 
be less likely to emerge. 

3. Update the Marinship Specific Plan in conjunction with the General Plan. The Committee recommends 
this option for the following reasons: 

 A combined update would offer the most efficient use of City resources and eliminate potential duplication of 
efforts, such as existing conditions analyses. 

 The General Plan is due for an update, as programmed by the City Council, which creates an ideal 
opportunity for revisiting the Specific Plan in a joint process that will offer the broadest possible engagement 
of the Sausalito community. 

 Updating the two plans together will ensure the maximum possible alignment between them and preclude 
the need for additional future updates. 

 The joint update, which the Committee believes should commence during the current fiscal year, will offer 
the most expedited opportunity to upgrade infrastructure in the Marinship. 
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PROTECT THE MARINE RAILS 
 
As a separate task from the Specific Plan and General Plan 
Update, the Committee also recommends the immediate 
creation of a zoning or historic protection overlay for the 
Marine Rails area. Due to the rarity of the marine rails as a working-waterfront resource, the area shown here (which is 
entirely on, but does not include the full water frontage for, the Shipyard property) should be designated exclusively for 
haul-out marine service uses to utilize the rail systems and the land between the rails and Road 3. Conditions on uses and 
properties that result from the overlay could take many forms, such as deed restriction, covenant, or friendly eminent 
domain (which requires payment of fair-market value). Depending on the implementation method(s) and/or conditions of 
the overlay, landowner agreement may be necessary and outreach to the property owner is a critical first step. The standards 
in the overlay could focus on land and water uses and/or on the rail infrastructure itself. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE UPDATE 
Based on public input during the project, the Marinship Specific Plan Steering Committee defined four key objectives for 
the Specific Plan update (in addition to protecting the Marine Rails): 

1. Analyze infrastructure 
2. Identify  potential circulation improvements 
3. Conduct an economic feasibility study 
4. Identify land uses that should be encouraged or discouraged in the Marinship. 

The roadmap graphic below summarizes the steps necessary and estimated costs associated with achieving these objectives. 
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PROCESS DETAILS 
The Steering Committee acknowledges the need to further examine and analyze existing site conditions in the Marinship in 
order to be able to establish land and water use policies and standards that achieve the objectives of the Specific Plan update. 
Accordingly, the Committee recommends that Step 6 on the roadmap include the following actions: 

 Conclude which, if any, parcels require site-specific regulation. 

 Determine whether and where the Waterfront/Industrial zone boundary should be adjusted and for what 
purposes. 

 Specify appropriate uses for underwater parcels. 

 Consider adding flexibility for Waterfront zone uses, provided such uses need a water location or public 
access or support the working waterfront. 

 Determine whether changes should be made to the group of allowed uses in the Industrial zone to support 
the purpose and intent of that zone. 

 Examine definitions, requirements, processes, and inclusionary ratios for arts uses. 

 

The following sections further describe the steps listed on the roadmap. 

INFRASTRUCTURE ANALYSIS 

Infrastructure in the Marinship is vital to local economic performance as well as environmental and social sustainability. In 
order to determine the magnitude of the need for investment in infrastructure, the City and community may desire to 
conduct an assessment of civil and marine infrastructure, including scenarios and potential impacts of continued subsidence 
and sea level rise. The purpose of such an effort would be to prioritize specific capital projects and estimate their costs. The 
work, which likely could be done in about six months and would cost roughly $75,000 to $100,000, would: 

 Inventory and characterize the condition of physical infrastructure (roads, civil, above water and underwater), and 
identify current and future vulnerabilities. 

 Analyze vertical change in sediment in the Marinship (based on available data) to identify “trouble spots,” and forecast 
potential on-going subsidence and how it might affect infrastructure and potential development plans on land and at 
the water’s edge. 

 Identify the range of sea level rise currently predicted in Richardson Bay and assess potential impacts to facilities above 
and in the water and to land-based civil infrastructure including roads, sewer, power, potable water and stormwater 
facilities. 

 Propose strategies to best address the range of impacts to the land and water-based infrastructure based upon risk 
assessment. 

 Identify potential funding sources for needed capital projects. 
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POTENTIAL CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS 

Adding one or more segments of a street grid in the 
central Marinship to connect the gaps shown at right 
might be appropriate to address circulation issues in 
the area. Added ease of travel, including for delivery 
vehicles, plus street frontage and public space along 
sidewalks, could help spur investment and business 
activity in the area. Other parts of the Marinship may 
also benefit from new or modified road alignments, 
and several connection concepts are detailed in the 
2010 Waterfront Area and Marinship Vision (WAM) 
Report. Selecting which, if any potential connections 
are appropriate, along with the preferred type of 
roadway design(s), will be an important part of the 
Specific Plan update effort. In addition, it should be 
determined whether modified routes, surfacing, 
and/or signage are also appropriate for bicycle and 
pedestrian connections within the Marinship.  

ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY STUDY 
As a basis for determining which land and water are appropriate in the Marinship, the City may wish to fund a market study 
that identifies marine-related and associated uses most likely to succeed and therefore generate the most economic activity 
in the area. Such a study would analyze the so-called “triple-bottom-line”: the cost and benefits to (1) the local economy, (2) 
the environment, and (3) the social well-being of the community. The analysis, which would probably take about six months 
and cost roughly $75,000 to $90,000, would assess: 

 Economic performance in the Marinship through key indicators and metrics to measure and compare the feasibility 
and sustainability of land uses and the existing business mix in the area. The intent of the work will be to inform 
stakeholders and decision makers about the economic impacts to the community of business types through their 
employment generation (number and types of jobs and income), alliances across industries (business clusters), tax 
revenue generation, competitive status, attraction of income, and other measures of economic activity.   

 The regional and statewide competitive climate relative to current industries and business types represented in the 
Marinship (boat haul out and repair, shipbuilding, office leasing, arts and applied arts, marina services, yacht sales, 
chandlery, restaurants, fuel provision, marine electronics sales and repair, etc.). This information could directly inform 
recommendations on (1) the types of businesses that should be encouraged or discouraged, and (2) strategies to 
generate and attract investment. 

 The environmental effects of business types through indicators such as impacts on air quality (generation of vehicle 
trips, air pollutants, dust, smoke, and noxious fumes), water quality, and noise generation. The analysis will include 
measures that existing businesses are taking to reduce and control environmental impacts and additional measures that 
may be considered. 
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 The social setting in Marinship through indicators such as leadership, social cohesion, perspective on the future, and 
relationships with civic leaders, the media, and governing agencies. Social factors play a large role in a community’s 
capacity to accomplish broad-based objectives and actions aimed at improvements for the common good. 

ADDITIONAL ISSUES TO CONSIDER 

Some support emerged during the interviews and community 
workshop for a limited amount of new affordable housing along 
Bridgeway. The Fair Traffic Initiative would need to be 
examined to determine if a vote of the people is required to 
allow new housing in the Marinship.  

The issue of design also was raised during the project. The City 
could consider design guidelines based on styles that exist in the 
Marinship that would be desirable to replicate in new development or remodels. A variety of building types on site seem to 
be generally perceived as appropriate to complement the historic context of the Marinship. These range from buildings that 
either retain or re-create the curved roofs that characterized the original shipbuilding structures, to corrugated tin buildings 
with flat or peaked roofs, to storage containers repurposed as industrial space. The use of storage containers at the KKMI 
yard, for example (see photo), contrasts with the generally ad hoc use of single storage containers at the Sausalito Shipyard 
property, and demonstrates that storage containers can offer an attractive, lower-cost and useful solution for a number of 
businesses and properties in the Marinship. The design guidelines could include consideration of functionality, such as 
coupling roll-up doors to facilitate industrial enterprises with rolled curbs to access those doors. 

2.7 TRENDS IN THE MARITIME INDUSTRY 
In recognition that a full Economic Study is not part of the Marinship Specific Plan evaluation project, the consultant team 
was requested by the City Council to provide a brief overview of trends in the working waterfront and marine dependent 
industries in California. The following overview includes case studies of coastal communities that have used zoning, the 
public acquisition of property, and the formation of special districts to protect and perpetuate marine dependent uses such 
as boatbuilding, net sheds for the commercial fishing industry. This overview also includes trends in industry sectors that are 
part of the maritime cluster in the Marinship: ship and boatbuilding and repair, marinas, boat dealers, and commercial 
passenger fishing vessels.   

There is a strong movement toward the recognition and acknowledgement of the importance of our nation’s working 
waterfronts and waterways, and the role they play in commerce, the identity of coastal communities and their citizens, and 
accomplishments in environmental stewardship. 

In 2013, civic leaders, land use professionals, economists, sociologists, academics and representatives from marine-
dependent industries gathered at the National Working Waterfronts and Waterways Symposium (NWWWS) in Tacoma, WA. 
The NWWWS is considered a leading think tank and source for information sharing on coastal and river borne industry. 
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Outcomes from the Symposium included a list of recommendations aimed at political and civic leaders on the importance 
of working waterfronts and waterways in the U.S. Key recommendations included:  

 Recognize the importance of working waterfronts at the highest level of government in policies, guidance documents, 
and federal actions; and analyze the best government policies to protect current working waterfront uses.  

 Ensure no net loss of working waterfronts by creating and maintaining a national inventory of working waterfronts, 
including those no longer in use but with potential future use. 

 Document cultural aspects of working waterfronts and their role in coastal communities. 

 Facilitate a national conversation about how current and emerging issues, such as sea-level rise and coastal storms, 
threaten working waterfronts. 

CASE STUDIES: PRESERVING PRIORITY MARITIME USES 
In light of the analysis of land use policy and community values in the Marinship, particularly preserving the working 
waterfront and economic vibrancy, the following examples describe efforts in coastal communities to use zoning, ballot 
measures, collaboration with non-profits, and land acquisition to preserve marine dependent uses with the intent of 
supporting economic activity. A more detailed analysis of select case studies would be part of a comprehensive economic 
study. 

GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON 

The city of Gig Harbor recently adopted an updated Shoreline Master Program that include provisions to preserve historic 
netsheds and create a unique shoreline designation for the Historic Working Waterfront. Other efforts include the public 
acquisition of several waterfront parcels that are being developed with traditional working waterfront uses focus on 
preservation of the Eddon Boat Boatyard and funding to renovate two of the 17 remaining historic netsheds along Gig 
Harbor's waterfront.   

Key elements of these projects’ success centered on community support, proactive City leadership, innovative financing 
including bonds, grant funding, and transfer property to the City (leased to non-profit). 

PORTLAND, MAINE 

Portland has long had a Waterfront Central Zone that protects water dependent uses. Portland began a recent planning 
effort by identifying a range of land uses appropriate for its commercial harbor (water-dependent, marine-related, and 
compatible non-marine) and then developing zoning approaches that allowed these uses to be mixed together. The 
community found that adopting a mixed-use zone that allows compatible non-marine uses to be located above and in 
certain areas alongside water-dependent uses is more successful (and flexible) than the previous zoning designation, which 
restricted the waterfront area solely to water-dependent uses.   
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Key elements of the success of these efforts included a robust community outreach and consensus, political will to make 
change, and urgent economic realities that brought stakeholders together. 

MORRO BAY, CALIFORNIA 

The commercial fishing industry of Morro Bay is recognized as an integral part of the identity and economic well-being of 
the area and provides a sense of pride and a powerful link to the past. One of the most powerful statements of support by 
the community of Morro Bay was the passage in 1985 of Ballot Measure D that created a Commercial Fishing Zone along 
the Embarcadero north of Beach Street and protected fishing related uses into the future.   

Key elements of Measure D and its positive effects in Morro bay include strong leadership in the commercial fishing 
community, a collaborative relationship with the City, and the support of the local citizens (through a vote). 

OTHER EXAMPLES  

The following table highlights five other zoning efforts to preserve marine-dependent uses while facilitating economic 
activity. 

Gloucester, Massachusetts   Gloucester has established a Marine Industrial (MI) area aimed towards protecting 
the marine driven businesses along the Inner harbor. 

Maine 

 

The Maine Department of Environmental Protection Shoreland Zoning Handbook 
establishes Commercial Fisheries/Maritime Activities Districts to protect areas and 
activities dependent on waterfronts. 

Wanchese, North Carolina 

 

The fishing village of Wanchese updated its zoning code to protect current and 
historical uses and enhance economic activity by establishing specialized districts 
such as the Wharf Marine Commercial district.  

San Diego, California  The San Diego Municipal Code establishes Marine Oriented/Waterfront Dependent 
Uses as a land use classification and states the need and importance to protect 
water dependent uses such as commercial fishing and recreation. 

Stratford, Connecticut 

 

Stratford’s zoning regulations include Waterfront Business Districts to preserve and 
enhance existing water dependent uses, encourage new water dependent uses 
where appropriate, and encourage development that is compatible with coastal 
resource characteristics. 

TRENDS IN MARINE-RELATED INDUSTRY SECTORS 
Ship and boat building and repair are unique and valuable industries that generate employment and spending in Sausalito 
and play a foundational role in the maritime cluster in the Marinship. This sector of the marine-dependent economy is 
highly valued by the community, as evidenced by input from stakeholders during the outreach process for the Marinship 
Specific Plan Analysis and Evaluation project. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics trend data from 2005 to 2011 in the 19 coastal 
counties in California is summarized here to establish a statewide context for understanding the factors that affect the 
marine-related economic sector in the Marinship.   
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In general, between 2005 and 2011 (the most recent data available) the amount of goods and services rendered from 
ship/boat building and repair in California coastal counties remained fairly stable while trending slightly downward, as did 
wages. Employment at boat/ship building and repair facilities diminished slightly and at a slower rate than the number of 
establishments. While additional research is needed, this may indicate that demand for these types services and facilities is 
outpacing supply. 

 
California Coastal Counties – Ship & Boat Building (Including Repair) GDP & Wages 

  
Bureau of Labor Statistics Data, accessed from ENOW (NOAA Coastal Services Center)  

 

 

California Coastal Counties - Ship & Boat Building (Including Repair) Jobs & Establishments 

 
Bureau of Labor Statistics Data, accessed from ENOW (NOAA Coastal Services Center)  
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MARINAS 

Marinas are a key feature in the Marinship. Marinas are a marine dependent use and provide demand for marine related 
services. Marinas in the 19 Coastal Counties in California contribute more than $50 million annually to the State’s 
economy. Wages generated at these marinas remained above $30 million annually between 2005 and 2011.   

California Coastal Counties – Marinas GDP & Wages 

 
Bureau of Labor Statistics Data, accessed from ENOW (NOAA Coastal Services Center)  

 

California Coastal Counties – Marinas Jobs and Establishments 

 
Bureau of Labor Statistics Data, accessed from ENOW (NOAA Coastal Services Center)  
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BOAT DEALERS 

Another marine dependent business and component of the industry cluster in Sausalito is vessel sales. In the 19 California 
Coastal counties, wages and GDP have declined consistently between 2005 and 2011. Employment at boat dealerships has 
declined as have the number of establishments, but at a slower rate. 

California Coastal Counties – Boat Dealers GDP & Wages 

 
Bureau of Labor Statistics Data accessed from ENOW (NOAA Coastal Services Center) 

 

California Coastal Counties – Jobs & Establishments 

 
Bureau of Labor Statistics Data accessed from ENOW (NOAA Coastal Services Center) 
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RECREATIONAL USES 

Data on trends in Commercial Passenger Fishing Vessel (CPFV) industry are included as recreational fishing is considered a 
generator of jobs and income, a platform for coastal public access and the provider of opportunities for access to the ocean 
for those unable to afford or without access to a boat. There are several CPFV operations in Clipper Yacht Harbor. 
Recreational fishing is a key marine dependent use and represents a $2 billion annual input for the State’s economy when 
the purchase of hard goods is considered. Data on the CPFV industry from 2004 through 2013 was sourced from 
Department of Fish and Wildlife archives. 

If other water-based recreational activities such as kayaking and stand-up paddling are considered for encouragement during 
an update to the Marinship Specific Plan, trend data on these types of uses will need to be compiled from industry sources 
as part of a full economic analysis for the Marinship. 
 

California Recreational Fishing Trips, 2004-2013 

 
California Department of Fish and Game 
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California CPFV Landings 2005-2012 (lbs), All Species   

 
California Department of Fish and Game 

 

California CPFV Registered CPFV Anglers 2005-2012  

 
California Department of Fish and Game 
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APPENDIX C 
COMMUNITY FORUM TRANSCRIPTION 

The following is a transcription of the comments made at the three topic stations during the Community Forum held on 
April 5th, 2014 at the Army Corps of Engineer’s Bay Model. A number in a (#) denotes how many times the comment was 
made. 

Land Use 

Participants were asked what uses they think should be allowed or not allowed in the Marinship. The following uses people 
want to see include: 

 Aquatic Center with water access and kayak rentals and a marine research/educational component. 

 Floating Maritime History Museum. 

 Vehicle storage including for marine businesses. 

 Light industrial uses should be waterfront-oriented; there isn’t enough space for non-marine industry. 

 Live/work space for artists, in particular inside existing industrial buildings with deed restrictions to require work 
onsite. Occupants would provide additional onsite presence— for emergency preparedness and security. Get an 
accurate sense of how many live/work spaces exist. 

 Live/work space for maritime workers. 

 Live/work space for live-aboards. 

 Protected salt marsh areas for wildlife to let area adapt back to pre-ship building landscape. Allow the Bay to reclaim all 
or part of the land and use for public open space (like Crissy Field). In particular, get rid of the Army Corps of 
Engineer’s debris processing site. (3) 

 The air/water/noise pollution generated by industrial uses need greater control especially if they are expanded. 

 Increase live-aboard support with sanitation facilities off-shore. 

 More public amenities (e.g., open space, swimming pool, play are for kids, senior center, etc.). 

 Revise the fine arts vs. marine arts distinctions. The current restrictions are unfair. (2) 

 Additional uses should be allowed in the W zone. They should be explicit. Landowners need some subsidy for what we 
keep. 

 Only water related uses should be at the shoreline. 

 Outdoor educational center/classroom. 

 Dry boat storage so boats get out of the water for onshore cleaning to protect the environment and reduction of 
pollution.  

 Housing below 2000-2400 Bridgeway. 

 The zoning is too rigid.  

 The zoning isn’t rigid enough. 
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The following uses should not be allowed: 

 Big box, multi-story buildings, or big hotels that block views and increase traffic. A small hotel might be okay (possibly 
floating). 

 No more office. 

 No structure within a certain distance from the waterfront. 

 The Army Corps of Engineers debris/demolition yard should not be allowed. Environmental impacts need to be 
studies. (2) 

Infrastructure 
 The entire area needs improvement. 

 Public Works is the problem. 

 Property owners need incentives to improve the infrastructure. 

 Preserve the rails. (3) 

 Improvements to infrastructure must address sea level rise. (4) 

 Clean up the water and beach access. 

 Address current flooding problems. 

 Consider how future development outside of the Marinship will impact the area. 

 Resolve ownership issues. Finding out who owns what will solve the lack of action and finger-pointing. 

 Failing pipes. 

 Address creek outfalls. 

 Adjust our expectations about what is possible in this area—it is an industrial area that was built on fill. Infrastructure 
should be appropriate. 

 We need a funding strategy. 

Circulation  
 Safe walking/biking access is needed for kids and families. 

 Support “Complete Streets” circulation improvements.(2) 

 We need better separation between bike/pedestrians and cars. 

 A continuous shoreline pedestrian/bicycle path is desired like at Marinship Plaza (according to the 2003 phone 
survey). (3) 

 Eliminate vehicles where possible. 

 Straighten Marinship Way according to the previous circulation plan. 

 Fix the corner at the tennis courts and SWA’s offices. 

 Make it dog-friendly. 

 Need a launch ramp for kayak, canoe, paddle boards. There is only one at Turney. (2) 

 Include traffic-calming devices so that when we increase accessibility it doesn’t result in increased speeds. 

 Consider connections to the entire community with housing and new development. 

 Circulation improvements need to take sea level rise into account. 
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 The ICB/Bank parking lot needs bike/pedestrian access. 

 Introduce a fee for road maintenance. 

 All roads should terminate at the waterfront. 

 Distinguish between roads that are just for industrial purposes. Not all uses are compatible. 

 Too many improvements will lead to more development. 

 Need data on the safety/security of the area. 

 Wayfinding signage is needed, including addresses on buildings and consistent street names (e.g., 2350 Marinship is 
Road 3). 

 The Lemon/Arques Property needs bike/pedestrian access, not vehicle access. 

 Clean up the garbage dumped on the block at Marinship Way and Wateree accessible.  

 It is an industrial area so circulation should be compatible and not all about pedestrian access. 

 New roads through the boat yard will render the boat yard useless and result in shops, which we don’t want. 

General Comments 
 Broaden the process. 

 Don’t change the Marinship Specific Plan. 

 There is a lack of incentives for landowners. 

 Reduce height limitations (especially along the shore to 20-feet); don’t allow variances.(2) 

 Future-proof buildings--Make them adaptable and transportable.(2) 

 Consider floating real estate that is immune to sea level rise. 

 Don’t build on land that floods, no dikes. 

 Treat land use applicants considerately (e.g., Autodesk). 

 The lack of development on the Lemon/Arques property has been a drag on the community. 

 City of Sausalito’s Public Works Department should be flexible regarding solutions (e.g., Sausalito Marine) 
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More comments 

LAND USES: What land uses do you think should be allowed or not allowed in the Marinship? 

Should be allowed: Why not consider creating a relatively small campus that focuses its work on all aspects of 
global warming: causes, effects and mitigation.  Sausalito already enjoys a legacy of floating homes, which serve 
as an example of one way communities fronting on bodies of water could successfully deal with rising sea levels. 
All communities throughout the world will have to deal with the impact rising sea levels will have on their 
infrastructure.  Why not use Marinship as a “laboratory” on which a campus think tank can focus its resources.  
The greater Bay Area attracts forward thinking, environmentally conscious people.  If Sausalito could present a 
well-articulated plan for a climate change “think tank” with an academic orientation, perhaps funding for such a 
campus might be possible from the greater Bay Area community that would benefit not only Sausalito, but also 
the world.  Doing so could positively expand and diversify Sausalito’s brand from the rather limited “Tourist 
Mecca” brand of today.   

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Should not be allowed: large amounts of retail.  

 

INFRASTRUCTURE: What are the most pressing physical improvements you think are  

needed in the Marinship? 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

CIRCULATION: Are there any changes you think are needed to road or path alignments or to 
water access points in the Marinship? 

Roads and paths should be sufficiently “curvy” to discourage traffic (both cars and bicycles) that is traveling 
through Sausalito (and which should remain on Bridgeway).  They should be well lit to enhance security.  
Increased foot traffic through Marinship will benefit the many small businesses “hidden” in there.  Consistent with 
the “campus” idea mentioned above, my vision of land circulation would mimic that which is found on many school 
campuses which must effectively encourage walking and cycling and discourage drive-through auto traffic.  
Strategically located parking areas to serve the community should be developed (again similar to school 
campuses). 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Marinship (and all of Sausalito) needs to do a much better job catering to guest boaters who wish to visit 
Sausalito to recreate.  I have never experienced a waterfront community which is more un-friendly to guest 
boaters.  The cost of these improvements could be entirely borne by the businesses (primarily waterfront 
restaurants) which would benefit from increased business from the guest boaters. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

OTHER COMMENTS/IDEAS: Tell us your other ideas about the Marinship.  

Buildings in Marinship need to be “future proof”.  See http://www.intermodalstructures.com/future-proof-buildings/ 
for an explanation of this subject.  Future proof buildings need to have an extremely long life, they must be 
relocatable and they need to be flexible (expandable and/or contractible in size) so they can meet the changing 
needs of the community they serve.  As an example, my company is currently working with the Division of State 
Architects to consider the use of helical piers as an alternative foundation system 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Screwpiles which could be ideal for soil conditions prevalent in Marinship.  
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Thank you for your ideas and comments. Please return this form to Staff or the Facilitator at the end 
of the forum. You can also email LSchinsing@ci.sausalito.ca.us or mail your form to Lilly Schinsing, 
City of Sausalito, 420 Litho Street, Sausalito, CA 94965. Please send us your form either by email or 
mail no later than April 13, 2014. 
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More comments 

LAND USES: What land uses do you think should be allowed or not allowed in the Marinship? 

Should be allowed:   

Marinship is perfect for mixed-use areas that focus on providing local services to the community: 

 Recreation: Waterfront access, trails, pathways, gathering places and parks are important for the local 
community (not just the tourists).  Marinship is a resource for locals and the waterfront should be more 
inviting and create more ways for neighbors to access it. Current big bonuses of the marinship area 
include: tennis courts, Marinship Park and Marina Plaza Park (and the path along them). 

 Health & wellness: The Marina Plaza Office Complex has a huge amount of space and parking, yet it has 
been largely vacant for many years now. The location would be ideal for the addition of a local fitness 
center, including a pool, gym, exercise classes, massage, yoga, dance and other health services. 

 Residential: The area needs some residential. Sausalito is deficient of housing. The marinship area can 
be a target for theft and crime without a residential presence. We should allow a percentage of office 
space to be used for residential. For instance, the top floor of Marina Plaza Office Complex could include 
small studios, lofts, and one to two bedroom condos. Also ensure marinas provide a percentage of their 
slips to liveaboards, as well as allow marinas to provide on-site housing to a harbor master (this will 
ensure there is someone on-site managing a facility for safety and crime after hours). Similarly, provide 
some property management housing for businesses in the marinship area to ensure security.  Also, work 
with property owners that are interested in having residential, and provide incentives if owners offer 
housing to people working in the marine industries. 

 Educational: provide opportunities to educate the public about Sausalito’s rich maritime history. Provide 
incentives for local marine services to provide educational programs, internships, and docent led 
demonstrations on skills such as boat building. Work in conjunction with the federal government to re-
purpose parts of the Army Corps facilities to be used for boat building demonstrations. Work with local 
schools to bring school groups to marine industry and marine history programs. 

 Re-purposing Federal Property: The federally owned property in the marinship is large and isn’t 
necessarily being used well. The Presidio and Marin Headlands both found ways to re-purpose federal 
buildings for uses such as providing housing and facility space to non-profits. The ample federal lands in 
the marinship could adopt a similar model to expand use. A great example is the tall ship that is currently 
being built at Marina Plaza. It would be perfect to link the Army Corps marinship photo history display with 
an actual tall ship being built. Relocating the tall ship program and building site to Sausalito’s waterfront 
federal land and creating a docent program would be good use of public land. Similarly, the Bay Model is 
embarrassingly outdated (in comparison to computer models) and does not receive a large volume of 
visitors. Some of Sausalito’s facilities could be used to house non-profits, with a special emphasis on 
marine crafts. One option would be to provide dormitory housing for boat works interns. The federal site 
and its significant pier could not only include its current short term visits from the Lady Washington, 
Hawaiian Chieftan and Call of the Sea, but provide a more significant and ongoing maritime program that 
links Sausalito’s past and present. The chain link fence with razor wiring should be removed and the two 
adjacent city parks and the federal site should be linked to create a more open area, with various paths, 
benches, etc. 

Should not be allowed:  

Demolition at the Army Corps. All demolition should be moved to a site that is capable of properly handling the 
toxic and environmentally damaging materials. The Army Corps has been irresponsible in its handling of the site 
and neighbors have made complaints with City of Sausalito, the Cost Guard, and the EPA. The Army Corps site is 
responsible for fuel spills and releasing other toxins directly into Richardson Bay. There is no catch basin, no 
capture of air pollutants, and often not even a boom is deployed to try and protect the bay from pollutants. Their 
recent exercise of hauling a sunken massive tug boat from the east bay and bringing it to the Sausalito waterfront 
for demolition forced a visit from the EPA. The tug had asbestos in the exhaust system and workers had to wear 
HAZMAT suits. However, there was no tent-system to protect the pollutants from going into the air. The tug 
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demolition also was part of the Army Corps ongoing inconsiderate noise pollution. While the City of Sausalito 
limits construction and demolition noise to reasonable hours, the Army Corps was starting tug boat demolition at 
7am and sometimes going as late as 10pm (on weekends as well as weekdays). This did not just happen during 
the tug boat demolition, but has happened at various times during demolition procedures. The noise is very loud, 
and has registered at levels that can cause ear damage. People in the area have complained of eye and 
respiratory irritations when the Army Corps is demolishing materials and sending dust into the air and across the 
bay. Operations such as KKMI, which have developed systems to operate in an environmentally sensitive way 
should be encouraged, however repeat offenders like the Army Corps should not be allowed.  

INFRASTRUCTURE: What are the most pressing physical improvements you think are  

needed in the Marinship?  

Road 3 is unwelcoming and consists of a lot of signs that read: ‘private’; ‘danger’; and ‘keep out.’ When 
walking along Road 3 there is a lot of garbage and discarded items amongst the worksites, the storage 
containers, and storage yards. Items include but are not limited to: broken bottles, old car seats, 
discarded lumber, rusted metal, rotting boats, falling apart buildings and other items that look like a junk 
yard. Really, is this the best use of waterfront property? Other infrastructure needs in the marinship 
include: the need for City garbage containers and pick up at Marinship Park (lots of dog walkers leave 
poop bags next to baggie dispensers because there aren’t garbage bins); remove the demolition 
operations at the Army Corps due to noise, health and environmental concerns; road damage and 
bump between SWA and tennis courts; blind and sharp turn between SWA and tennis courts. 

CIRCULATION: Are there any changes you think are needed to road or path alignments or to 
water access points in the Marinship?  

We need a contiguous path (off the main roadways and as close to the water as possible) that is 
between Schoonmacher and the Dive Shop for pedestrians, bikers, runners, strollers, dog walkers, etc. 
The path needs to be well-marked, easy to follow, safe, clean, lit, protected from vehicles and has 
quality footing. 

There should not be an attempt to move more vehicle traffic into marinship. The area is used as an 
alternative to Bridgeway for local people that walk and bike between Sausalito locations. Driving more 
vehicle traffic into the marinship area will impact non-vehicle uses.  

 

OTHER COMMENTS/IDEAS: Tell us your other ideas about the Marinship.  

Downtown Sausalito has been run-over by tourists. While there are some economic benefits, there are also a lot 
of costs. The traffic along Bridgeway in the summer months can cause navigational problems for local residents. 
The air and noise pollution of the tour buses, as well as the damage caused to our roads is a problem. The tour 
bike companies from San Francisco send many bikers our way, they clog Alexander and downtown Bridgeway, 
often creating safety issues on the roads. While we might hope those tourists spend dollars in Sausalito, many 
also just pass through. Many of the downtown businesses cater to tourists, not our local community. The costs of 
tourism are already deeply felt in downtown Sausalito. We need to think about what can be done to better 
marinship, while keeping it local. We need to focus on local services, local businesses and the local community. 
What do our neighbors need? What do we do to keep part of our precious city in our hands?  

 

Thank you for your ideas and comments. Please return this form to Staff or the Facilitator at the end 
of the forum. You can also email LSchinsing@ci.sausalito.ca.us or mail your form to Lilly Schinsing, 
City of Sausalito, 420 Litho Street, Sausalito, CA 94965. Please send us your form either by email or 
mail no later than April 13, 2014. 
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More comments 

LAND USES: What land uses do you think should be allowed or not allowed in the Marinship? 

Should be allowed:  

I vote for mixed use such as the following: 

*Small, green Marine-oriented business; *Small to Medium-sized non-marine, non-polluting design/admin, 
sales offices; *Artist studios, workshops; *Small cafes serving the businesses; *Housing such as single 
dorm rooms, studio apts. for apprentices in the marine and art studies;  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Should not be allowed: 

*Heavy manufacturing, except marine activities such as yacht repair and maintenance; any form of polluting 
businesses; major living structures. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE: What are the most pressing physical improvements you think are  

needed in the Marinship? 

*The entire area is sinking into the Bay at a rather rapid speed.  Without major fixes to this problem, 
nothing permanent can really be considered.  *Of course, nothing could be don and let it return to nature 
with some human help; *To accomplish anything, an agreement between the public and the stakeholders 
must be reached on whatever is to be accomplished.  I do not recommend turning it back to the sea. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

CIRCULATION: Are there any changes you think are needed to road or path alignments or to 
water access points in the Marinship? 

*Yes there are.  While twists, turns and dead-ends can be interesting, I believe that there should be a plan 
developed and implemented to create a better traffic flow throughout the entire area. *Refer to the TRAC 
Final Report from the Imagine Sausalito for further ideas, e.g., Waterfront trail for peds and bikes. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

OTHER COMMENTS/IDEAS: Tell us your other ideas about the Marinship.  

*Retain the marine industrial visual image throughout the area interlaced with pleasing vegetation, trees, 
local artist sculptures, particularly at intersections and along the water edge pathways. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Thank you for your ideas and comments. Please return this form to Staff or the Facilitator at the end 
of the forum. You can also email LSchinsing@ci.sausalito.ca.us or mail your form to Lilly Schinsing, 
City of Sausalito, 420 Litho Street, Sausalito, CA 94965. Please send us your form either by email or 
mail no later than April 13, 2014. 
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More comments 

LAND USES: What land uses do you think should be allowed or not allowed in the Marinship? 

Should be allowed: ____________________________________________________________________ 

The stated purpose of this first phase of the MSP project has already been fulfilled – with a YES answer 
from the public that the MSP should be revisited, and the “do nothing” option is off the table. 

Now, rather than suggesting land use changes in the consultant report, a roadmap of the PROCESS going 
forward can be presented – NOT a shopping list of allowed and disallowed uses.  (The opinions 
expressed so far can be held in reserve for use in that process later.) 

The process should be much broader than a tweak or adjustment to the current MSP.  Instead, it should 
broadly address historic, current and future land uses that balance preservation, protection and 
sustained economic vitality WITHOUT the constraints imposed by the current MSP.  Start with a priority 
list of uses most desired (that can be supported by market demand) with focus on the maritime 
industries.  Next, look at those uses that are compatible with community desires that have the greatest 
economic multiplier effects and benefit of concentration in small areas. 

This objective will most likely be achieved through a General Plan revision (phased to include just the 
Marinship) rather than a modified MSP. 

INFRASTRUCTURE: What are the most pressing physical improvements you think are  

needed in the Marinship? 

The first step is compiling, probably mostly from already existing sources, a detailed set of property 
descriptions (surveys?) that clearly define the ownership relationships, including easements (legal and 
prescriptive), utilities, sewers/storm drains, public/private roadways, etc., etc.  Only then will an 
infrastructure qualitative and quantitative evaluation be worthwhile, as the first level of responsibility can 
be identified.  This will not necessarily be the ultimate responsibility, however, as it will depend on the 
final implementation plan that is adopted. 

While some think that drastic rise in sea level will occur quickly, this uncertainly should not be a driving 
force in infrastructure planning, but rather a contingent element to be added in increments if and when it 
should occur. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

CIRCULATION: Are there any changes you think are needed to road or path alignments or to 
water access points in the Marinship? 

Circulation planning now is premature.  Improvements, changes and additions to the circulation pattern 
can be better defined when the land use decisions are made, taking into account both the existing uses 
and new ones likely. 

Notwithstanding that, there is wide support of for a pedestrian (and possibly bike) path along the 
shoreline, so long as it is not incompatible with uses there. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

OTHER COMMENTS/IDEAS: Tell us your other ideas about the Marinship.  

Housing, even supposed “controlled” work/live housing, should not be allowed in the core of the 
Marinship.  In the long run, the controls cannot be enforced and there will be tremendous pressure for 
residential uses to crowd out others, particularly low value maritime uses.  The only exception to be 
considered would be the RV storage area by the “cliff”, but even that is problematical. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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More commentsà 

LAND USES: What land uses do you think should be allowed or not allowed in the Marinship? 
Should be allowed:   

1.)  There could certainly be an expansion of marine services and other industrial uses provided the noise air and 
water pollution currently emanating from these activities (ACoE & Bayside Boatworks) is better regulated than it is 
now.  While the ACoE is not subject to Sausalito planning authority the City should insist ACoE begin to 
cooperate with this planning process and be better neighbors or this effort is all for not.   Ideally, Sausalito would 
work with our congressional representatives to have the ACoE dock, demolition yard, parking lot and the building 
to the north of the Bay model conveyed from the USA to City of Sausalito for economic development purposes.  
The pier could accommodate visiting boaters, the demolition yard could accommodate things like tall ship building 
or other events and the building north of the Bay Model could accommodate Farmers Markets or other events. All 
ACoE operations except the Bay Model should be relocated to an area more conducive to industrial scale 
operations – i.e. Port of Richmond.   The operations at the ACoE demolition yard often exceed 100 decibels from 
over 100 yards away.  The water around the demolition yard is consistently covered in an oily sheen as they very 
rarely use the containment boom.  The air pollution coming from the demolition yard is worse than any other entity 
in all Sausalito (asbestos, creosote, fiberglass, etc) is all put into the air and eventually into the water.  The ACoE 
is not a good neighbor in the Marinship and their activities will deter development of this area as an economically 
vibrant part of Sausalito.  

2.) There should be an expansion of “sanitary” liveaboards (sanitary meaning that they have fully functioning toilet 
and holding tank systems and are under contract for regular pump out service).  An expansion of liveaboards 
solves many of the housing affordability issues for marine apprentices/workers, Captains such as myself and 
others that broaden the economic diversity of the City of Sausalito.  In addition, liveaboards comprise the bulk of 
the nighttime population and overall safety of the Marinship would be enhanced. With the sanitation issue 
addressed, there is no reason not to significantly expand liveaboard opportunities.  Sausalito did this with the 
houseboat community and we can do the same here – it is time. 

3.) Residential use should be expanded in all the Marinship.  Besides more liveaboard opportunities, live-work 
space should be encouraged and not just for art or marine uses.  Also, some of the existing office space should 
be evaluated for development of mixed-use office/retail/residential (Marina Plaza Buildings). 

4.) Cafes and small-scale restaurants geared to Sausalito residents should be encouraged as part of mixed-use. 

5.) It will be a terrible loss to the very character of the Marinship if we loose Sea Trek at Schoonmaker Marina.  
This kind of recreation opportunity should be greatly expanded not shut down. 

6.) A waterfront trail should be created, expanded and clearly identified everywhere possible throughout the 
Marinship.  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Should not be allowed: 

1) No further expansion of storage facilities – either containers or personal storage businesses.  It makes no 
sense to have a use such as storage within the precious coastal zone.  Of course you can’t penalize existing 
landowners but if Sausalito would use the expanded zoning options to make the land significantly more valuable, 
these storage businesses will be enticed to sell and move to a location more appropriate for that kind of business. 

2) Vehicles over a certain weight should be restricted from transiting freely through the Marinship. 

3) Other than cafes/restaurants and recreation oriented businesses (i.e. boating & kayaking) tourism should not 
be further encouraged. 

4) No hotels. 

5) No industrial blight such as that found between the Marine Rails and Sausalito Storage.  Again, apply zoning 
that makes that property valuable enough for the owner to justify a sale.  Encourage redevelopment of this area 
into a mixed use of live-work lofts, start-up companies and small retail. 
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6) No un-sanitary anchor-outs should be allowed whatsoever.  If they do not have appropriate sanitation 
equipment and a pump-out contract, they have to go.  
 

 

 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE: What are the most pressing physical improvements you think are  
needed in the Marinship? 
1) Marinas should be upgraded with numerous pump outs. 

2) State/Fed funding should be sought to prepare for sea level rise. 

3)  Numerous roads need to be improved and landscaped. 

 

 

CIRCULATION: Are there any changes you think are needed to road or path alignments or to 
water access points in the Marinship? 
1) Better road alignment and traffic flow. 

2) Opportunities for visiting boats to tie up (moorings or ACoE dock). 

3) Better signage for waterfront path. 

4) Development of a “Center” of the Marinship. The area would greatly benefit from having some place 
where business owners, workers and residents are drawn to congregate in order to develop a better 
sense of community for the Marinship.  If for example, there was a café, gym small retail connected 
with the Marina Plaza complex, there is room for a “Center” of the Marinship to evolve. 
 

OTHER COMMENTS/IDEAS: Tell us your other ideas about the Marinship.  
As one who has lived worked in the Marinship for the better part of the last 17 years, I am very fond of 
this pocket of Sausalito.  I hope the City will be bold in their vision for the future.  Yes, the Maritime 
Heritage is important to this area, but those maritime uses are not the economic driver of the Marinship.  
The City should not be bullied by the few very loud voices among landowners and certain committee 
members.  If maritime uses can be maintained in a way that allows the Marinship to evolve to a more 
economically diverse and vibrant community, their preservation should be encouraged.  In the public 
meetings I often feel it is the reverse where the goal seems to be to preserve maritime activities from a 
generation ago foremost and everything else must bend to accommodate.  The fact is this is a 
democracy and I am trusting the City will act in a manner that creates the most benefit for the most 
citizens.      

 

Thank you for your ideas and comments. Please return this form to Staff or the Facilitator at the end 
of the forum. You can also email LSchinsing@ci.sausalito.ca.us or mail your form to Lilly Schinsing, 
City of Sausalito, 420 Litho Street, Sausalito, CA 94965. Please send us your form either by email or 
mail no later than April 13, 2014. 
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More comments 

From Michael Rex, Architect 

April 4, 2014 

LAND USES: What land uses do you think should be allowed or not allowed in the Marinship? 

Should be allowed:  

Existing Uses 

Continue to allow the existing uses, but add more flexibility and certainty by: 

1. In most cases, permit the uses currently allowed in the I Zone, in the W Zone and conversely, permit the uses 
currently allowed in the W Zone, in the I Zone.  Some uses currently allowed in the CW Zone could be 
considered in the Marinship as well. 

2. Reduce the number of uses requiring a MUP or a CUP and convert more uses to P (Principally permitted 
without a discretionary hearing). 

 

Expanded or New Uses 

Focus on and Encourage Three Main “Hubs”:   

1. Marine 

Marine use should be all marine oriented activities. 

2. Art 

Art should be all activities related to fine art. 

3. Innovation/Design 

Innovation /Design should be the existing Applied Arts, plus uses specializing in Biotechnology, 
Environmental Technology, Sustainability, Multimedia, and Health. 

Focus on and Encourage Two Minor “Hubs”:  

1. Recreation 

Recreation should be all activities related to water sports and fitness 

2.  Housing  

 Housing should be limited the following unit types: 

a.  Work/Live units having limited amenities and reserved for maritime workers and artists. 

b. Dormitories for students as an ancillary use to a maritime or art school, 

c. Liveaboards in addition to the current 10%-of-berths limitation. 

d. Possibly on a very limited basis, market rate units when necessary for an economic incentive and then 
only when associated with a very high percentage of affordable units, both rental and condominium, 
managed by a non-profit and permanently deed restricted to only low to moderate income earners. 

 

Inclusionary Regulations 

A balance needs to be maintained between the allowed uses.  Maintain the existing  Inclusionary approach, but 
add to the list of uses on both sides and then adjust the ratio to better reflect market demand and economic 
reality, while still promoting the uses most desired by the community and limiting those less desired. 
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Should not be allowed:   

 

Existing Uses to Remain but Not Increased 

1. Mini-storage 

2. Storage in shipping containers 

3. Additional shipping containers in any form or use 

4. General office use 

5. Large expanses of automobile parking 

 

Not Allowed 

1. Big box stores. 

2. Large chain stores 

3. Industries that pollute 

 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE: What are the most pressing physical improvements you think are  

needed in the Marinship? 

 

Top Priority 

1. A sanitation sewer system that doesn’t leak. 

2. Storm drain catch basins and outfalls that filter the runoff before depositing into the Bay 

3. Subsidence and rising seas: 

a. Existing Structures: 

First Choice -  Raise grade and structures, such that they can be raised again, if necessary. 

Second Choice - Dike with flood walls and gates (not aesthetic and requires maintenance). 

b. New Structures: 

Require either they be designed to withstand damage during a flood, or their main framing members are 
above FEMA’s Base Flood Elevation.  All new structures should be capable of being raised above their 
footings in a practical manner at a later date. 

4. Roadway repair 

 

Lesser Priority 

1. Undergrounding the utilities 

2. Better street lighting 
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CIRCULATION: Are there any changes you think are needed to road or path alignments or to 
water access points in the Marinship? 

 

Roadways 

1. Provide a more direct and smoother flowing alignment between Marinship Way at Testa Street and Gate 5 
Road at Harbor Drive, which would help to reduce traffic congestion on Bridgeway. 

2. Extend and complete the street grid pattern where possible, particularly:  1) Connecting Marinship Way to 
Road 3 on the south side of Mollie Stones and the Post Office, and 2) Road 3 to Testa Street. 

Bicycles 

1. Install the North/South Greenway – The Class A pathway adjacent to the east side of Bridgeway planned by 
MCBC.  This route is for slower, younger or older riders who don’t feel safe sharing the road with cars.  To 
accomplish this Greenway, the link between the Lemon Property on the west side of Marinship Way and 
Bridgeway needs to be designed. 

2. Bicycles should be allowed on the shoreline trail as well, but only when traveling at a very slow speed. 

Footpaths 

1. Provide a continuous shoreline trail along the full length of the Marinship for those who wish to walk or slowly 
experience the water’s edge.  This trail can detour around heavy marine activity and boat ways, so its use 
won’t conflict with marine uses. 

2. Provide sidewalks on at least one side of all streets. 

3. Provide a footpath between the Mono Street Marsh trail and the right angled southwest corner of the Liberty 
Ship Way loop road. 

4. Construct a boardwalk over the storm water channel at the foot of Coloma Street that connects to a new 
shoreline trail and north to the existing shoreline trail at Waldo Point Harbor. 

Water Access 

1. Better access facilities from the water to shore and from the shore to the water are greatly needed. 

2. Provide additional public tie up space for visiting boaters. 

3. Provide better shore facilities, such as showers, trash disposal and parking for liveaboards and anchor outs. 

4. Provide more opportunities for residents and visitors to come down to and get in the Bay’s water. 

5. Consider small water taxis to offer a convenient and enjoyable alternative mode of travel besides the car. 

6. Consider installing buoys for mooring boats off shore in a permanent, more easily managed and safe manner.  

7. Provide a small launch service to ferry boaters between the shore and their boat moored off shore. 

8. Provide more pump out facilities for boaters. 

 

OTHER COMMENTS/IDEAS: Tell us your other ideas about the Marinship.  

1. We can’t afford to do nothing.  The MSP is out of date.  Because it doesn’t serve the community as well as it 
should, it needs to be updated. 

2. We should not let fear of getting it wrong deter us from having a dialog about what may benefit the community 
and how to get it right. 

3. We should build a consensus around and establish a vision for the Marinship that the zoning can then be 
shaped to enforce and implement. 
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4. While preserving and protecting the positive things about the Marinship, we should also promote and plan for 
those things we want, which don’t, but could exist. 

5. We should encourage and collaborate with the property owners in planning improvements on their property 
which benefit the whole community. 

6. As the process moves beyond the current analysis, the next steps should include: 

First Step:  

a. Prepare a detailed assessment of the current infrastructure to identify priorities, likely costs and funding 
opportunities. 

b. Prepare an economic analysis that builds on what recently been documented, but offers more specifics 
about the current market & trends for each of the  “Hubs” noted above, plus identifies potential revenue 
and funding sources and amounts. 

Second Step: 

a. Focus in detail on each of the five following topics, one at a time: 

1) Uses 

2) Circulation 

3) Infrastructure  

4) Economics 

5) History 

b. For each of these five topics, define exactly what we want, how best to achieve it and how best to avoid 
mistakes. 

Later Steps: 

a. Map the steps and procedures for establishing a revised/new and better Marinship Specific Plan 

b. Draft, hold hearings and adopt a revised/new MSP. 

c. Establish an on-going means to implement the MSP. 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your ideas and comments. Please return this form to Staff or the Facilitator at the end 
of the forum. You can also email LSchinsing@ci.sausalito.ca.us or mail your form to Lilly Schinsing, 
City of Sausalito, 420 Litho Street, Sausalito, CA 94965. Please send us your form either by email or 
mail no later than April 13, 2014. 
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CLIPPER
Y A C H T H A R B O R

P O B O X 1 8 7

510 H A R B O R D R I V E

S A U S A L i T O . C A 9 4 9 6 6

P 415 '662 3 5 0 0

F 4 1 b 3 3 2 0 2 5 7

W W W. C L I P P E R Y A C H T. C O M

April 10, 2014

To: Marinship Steering Committee

Clipper Yacht Harbor would like to see the zoning changed in Marinship Specific Plan. We would like
our zoning which is one hundred percent W-zone to be changed so we can have l-zoning.
The current restrictive zoning makes it very difficult for us to rent out our commercial buildings.
Our first priority is our marina and our boaters and we do everything in our power to make our marina
the best it can be and keep our boaters happy. We pride ourselves with
being Sausalito's only full service marina with a boat yard, rigging shop, fuel dock, yacht brokers, marine
electronics, marine mechanics, dive shop, sailing instruction and charters, power boat charters, and a
restaurant. We want to ensure we keep our marina full service so our boaters have everything they
need right here at Clipper.

With this being said, Clipper Yacht Harbor encompasses over 40 acres and when all our boaters' needs
are met with marine related businesses, we would also like to fill our empty buildings with other
businesses that are l-zoned. Every one of our W-zoned marine tenants is permitted in l-zone areas but
no l-zone businesses are permitted in our zoning. We have tried having multiple marine electronic
shops and it didn't work and only one shop survived within such a close proximity. We also can have
only so many yacht brokers on the premises and currently have 5 different brokers. A combination of
W/l Zoning would allow us to avoid extended vacancies with some of our offices that take us over a year
to rent.

l-Zoning would also allow us to bring some of our rents up to market rate. We currently have office
space with water views which rent for far below market rate due to the restrictive zoning. The current
zoning makes waterfront office space with views rent for much lower than offices closer to Bridgeway.
The further you go away from the water, the more expensive the offices get, which doesn't make sense.
Our W-zoned water view offices rent for 20% lower than offices on Bridgeway with no view.

Landowners have no incentive to invest in their own property with the current zoning. Permitting some
limited residential and office zoning would encourage owners to invest in their own property. This in
turn would help create revenue to rebuild the infrastructure of the sewer and storm drain system which
is in such dire condition. The Marinship Specific Plan is not working as is as is evident by walking
through some of the waterfront areas and my hope is that the current study will bring about the
necessary changes-to the plan.

x /

Ken Pederse
Clipper Yacht Harbor
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TO: PAUL KERMOYAN   

FROM: BRUCE O. HUFF 

SUBJECT: GENERAL PLAN DISCUSSION ITEMS 

DATE: DECEMBER 13, 2005 

CC: DANA WHITSON 

 

Paul 

 

Below are the items that the Sausalito Waterfront Property Owners Association has 

agreed are the broad based points that we desire to see as changes to the general Plan 

and/or Specific Plan. Pursuant to our meeting, we are submitting this draft to you for 

discussion purposes. 

 

Thanks --------- Bruce Huff 
 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS: 

 

1. In the Marinship Overlay District, redraw the W zone and I zone line so that the 

W zone starts at the high water mark and the I zone includes all land areas upland 

of the high water mark. The current line division between the W zone and I zone 

follows no logical pattern and is punitive on certain properties 

2. Recognize that to obtain some desired uses, the zoning should be revised to 

include “density bonuses” for projects that agree to restrict portions of their 

properties for such uses. A formula should be developed that allows for greater 

height, coverage and/or FAR for projects that meet requirements set forth by the 

City. This vehicle could provide the City with the ability to protect certain 

industries and/or uses which are determined desirable. 

 

USES: 

 

1. In the Marinship Overlay District, all Applied Arts should be Permitted Uses. 

This list should be expanded to include the entire commercial design industry. 

The "inclusionary" requirement for these uses should be omitted from the zoning. 

The Financial Institution use should be broadly defined to include securities 

traders and other financial services. The use of Yacht Broker should be included 

in the I zone (from the W zone) and be expanded to include all types of brokers. 

These uses deserve this reclassification because they have demonstrated since the 

inception of the plan that they have none of the adverse effects on the community 
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to be ameliorated through the Use Permit process.  They and their patrons have 

also shown a preference for a Marinship location.  Why not allow uses where 

people want them? 

2. Residential uses should be considered. Residential use provides vitality during the 

evening and weekends, eases traffic congestion, and provides a safety factor for 

the Marinship. Certain parcels may be ideally suited for this use as pure 

residential or live/work space. When developed in conjunction with density 

bonuses, a residential use could provide the City with much needed affordable 

housing.  This could provide a great opportunity to shelter our public safety 

employees in our own community. 

3. Mixed uses (i.e. water recreational, classic industrial, residential and commercial) 

should be recognized and encouraged by the application of density bonuses. 

 

REGULATION: 
 

The City should recognize, in its policies, that many state and federal agencies review 

applications in areas under their sphere of influence. These agencies include, but are not 

limited to, the US Army Corps of Engineers, BCDC, DMMO, CRWQC, Dept of Fish, Game 

and Wildlife, NOAA, FEMA and others. To the maximum amount possible, the City should 

accept these agencies’ review of projects and applications in their areas of expertise and not 

duplicate the process. The savings of time and monies to applicants that are caught in this 

duplicity is significant and, in some cases, a project is simply not brought forward. 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS: 

 

The City of Sausalito should form a Redevelopment Agency and define boundaries 

within the Marinship to address the significant need for infrastructure improvements. 

From Mollie Stones to Schoonmaker Point we desperately need to address pedestrian and 

vehicular circulation (a lot of work has been done to define the issues and provide the 

solutions, but we need to fund it). From Harbor Drive north, storm drainage and sinking 

land elevations are a huge issue. If the intent of the Redevelopment District was clear and 

the boundaries were well defined, we think that this vehicle could work well and should 

be pursued. The benefits are enormous to the taxpayers and the residents of Sausalito. 
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A P P E N D I X  E  

P U B L I C  C O M M E N T S  T O  
M S P  S T E E R I N G  C O M M I T T E E  
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EVALUATION OF THE MARINSHIP SPECIFIC PLAN                                                                                           1 
 

ADAM KRIVATSY  840 OLIMA ST.  SAUSALITO, CA 94965-1500  E: AKRIVATSY@GMAIL.COM 
 

INITIAL OBSERVATIONS  
re. PLACEWORKS + LWC’S  

PRELIMINARY STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT ANALYSIS REPORT of March ‘14  

 
Thank you for the opportunity for reviewing the 24-page document.  The Preliminary 
Report offers a comprehensive overview of the PLACEWORKS + LWC consulting 
team’s understanding of the community’s sentiments associated with the Marinship 
area, its Specific Plan and the professional team’s preliminary thoughts regarding 
alternative approaches to updating the 26 year old document. 
 
In preparation for the MSP Steering Committee’s public meeting scheduled for March 
27, 2014 I noted my initial observations and I am pleased to offer them for the 
distinguished Steering Committee’s and their able consulting team’s consideration. 

 
GENERAL COMMENTS 
 

The consulting team completed its assignment of soliciting broad community input 
about Marinship.  The MSP Steering Committee’s professional advisors have done 
an excellent job in summarizing the results of their interaction with volunteer 
participants in the survey and their dialogue with the Steering Committee and our 
elected officials.   
 
The consultants’ Preliminary Report is disappointing in that it does not offer the 
team’s professional assessment of the Marinship Specific Plan.  Perhaps guided by 
their original Scope of Work, the consulting team reports in detail how they have 
reached out to the community and what the community thinks and feels about the 
Marinshp area.  As a resident familiar with Sausalito residents’ thinking, the MSP 
Steering Committee and the City’s elected officials will find very little news in this 
report. 
 
It is a pity that the consulting team’s initial observations and suggestions are 
presented almost as an afterthought, with no reference to the contents of the “myriad 
of documents” reviewed by them, no pertinent, substantive information quoted from 
the 13 “documents consulted” listed on Page 2-2, no statistical information, no maps 
identifying areas of special opportunity and/or particular concern, no reference to 
analogous or similar situations where certain planning approaches to updating plans 
might have been tested and perhaps borne fruit.   
 
It is indeed disappointing that the consulting team did not find a way to refer to 
promising ideas from some of the thirteen documents that involved much volunteer 
community effort: the host of thoughtful recommendations for improving the 
Marinship with a keen awareness of our realities and yet as the result of a creative 
thought-process pointing to action building a better future. 
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It is amazing that in this case a respected professional team produced a 23-page 
document without even one map featuring the planning area, identifying areas of 
promise, areas of positive examples and areas of concern.  Reading the report, we 
don’t learn how long Marinship’s waterfront is, how much of it is “working waterfront,” 
how the professional team evaluates future potential of that waterfront: how it might 
provide opportunities for conducting maritime businesses and how it could serve 
residents as their designated place in their famous “waterfront community.” 
 
I only hope that the Preliminary Report is just that and will be followed by the 
consulting team’s expanded report that will not focus on Sausalito residents’ – often 
contradictory -- sentiments about the Marinship but will sum up the multidisciplinary 
professional team’s evaluaton of the Marinship Specific Plan and include promising 
means of updating it. 
 
Now, for some specifics: 
 
INITIAL OBSERVATIONS 
 
Page Par. Line(s) Observation 
 

  1-2   3     4  Improvements require capital investments and investors 
                                            expect a return commensurate to their investments.  It is 
                                            likely that with the improvements long overdue in the 
                                            Marinship area, its “affordability” will be affected. 
 
  1-2      3          6  The frequently referred to term “working waterfront” begs 
                                            definition.  Do houseboat communities and marinas 
                                            represent “working waterfront?”  
 
  1-2      6          1  While communities generally share Sausalito’s  
                                  appreciation for neighborhoods’ “relaxed, local-oriented” 
                                           character, it is doubtful that potential investors would  
                                           support a “funky” business community.  In fact, some 
                                           residents find parts of the Marinship district less than 
                                           appealing and not in keeping with “beautiful Sausalito.” 
 
  1-5      1          5                The “greater economic vibrancy” called for here does  
                                           not suggest that Marinship’s “affordability” and “funky 
                                           character” can be readily maintained in the future.   
 
  1-6     2           6                Why do we need to install way-finding signage, when  
                                           residents and delivery persons know the Marinship area 
                                           and tourists are not really welcome there?  -- This seems 
                                           unnecessary and perhaps even counter-productive. 
 
  1-6     3            2               “Traffic congestion” on Friday afternoons along Bridgeway 
                                           is not limited to and/or caused by “land uses” located in  
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Page Par. Line(s) Observation 
 

                                           Marinship; residents know that the congestion is caused  
                                           by Bridge traffic: home-bound motorists who elect to cut 
                                           through Sausalito.  A simple O&D study would prove this 
                                           point and eliminate the fear of congestion attributed to 
                                           motorists doing business in the Marinship district.   
 
  1-7    1         1 - 4   This paragraph aptly points out that an “optimal mix (and 
                                           intensity) of land uses” is “a foundation for a reasonable /  
                                           sustainable return to landowners…” etc. and once that  
                                           optimal mix and commensurate return to landowners is 
                                           achieved the improved environment might not be as 
                                           “affordable, funky… …peaceful, slower paced…” as it is 
                                           today. 
 
  1-8    1            3           Communications between the City, the MSP Steering 
                                          Committee, its consulting team and the public keeps 
                                          referring to “land uses” and “land use types” and does not  
                                          refer to the intensity of land uses, perhaps because 
                                          Sausalito’s Zoning Ordinance defines the maximum 
                                          permissible intensities of those uses.  As planners and 
                                          developers know, feasible development scenarios must 
                                          consider both the uses and their respective intensities  
                                          normally expressed in Floor Area Ratios (FAR). 
 
  1-8     1          5           Again, the frequently used expression of “working 
                                          waterfront“ begs a clear definition. 
 
  1-9     1          1                Reference is made here to the “right mix of uses.”  This 
                                          implies that planners – or the interviewees – are able to 
                                          determine today what the “right” mix (and intensities) of  
                                          uses would be.  Developers and real asset managers  
                                          know how difficult it is to determine what “land uses” (and 
                                          intensity of development) will be successful in the long run;  
             they are keenly aware that the success of their ventures is  
                                          painfully subject to changing market forces.  If the City is 
                                          indeed interested in managing the real estate resource that 
                                          Marinship represents, it should aim for the greatest 
                                          acceptable flexibility in permissible land uses and their 
                                          intensities, so that property owners can readily respond to 
                                          ever changing opportunities in the real estate market.  
 
  1-11   1        4 – 5            To the question: “What existing types of business and   
                                          other land uses do you think should be allowed?” “There 
                                          was a strong support for uses that were favored by the 
                                          market and could generate sufficient revenue to facilitate 
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Page Par. Line(s) Observation 
 

                                           investment.  Apparently some respondents do recognize 
                                           the need for respecting market forces when planning for                        
                                           a sustainable future. 
 
 1-12    1           2           Surprisingly, only “One respondent opposed non- 
                                           financially viable businesses.” – This is puzzling indeed: 
                                           Why would any plan accommodate land uses that invite 
                                           businesses that are do not promise financial success? 
 
 1-13    3         10                In summing up the Steering Committee’s comments, the 
                                           consulting team observes: “the Committee members felt 
                                           that Marinship could/should be better promoted and 
                                           marketed…”  The Steering Committee must know that it is  
    difficult to promote and market an “industrial/business 
                                           district” that is severely handicapped by deteriorating 
                                           infrastructure. 
 
 2-1     3         2 – 3            In this paragraph the consultants refer to “…the 
                                          community’s sentiment… …that a clear overall purpose 
                                          for the Marinship needs to continue to be combined with 
                                          very specific prescriptions what is allowed on individual 
                                          properties.”  
 
                                          Everyone familiar with the Marinship Specific Plan is well 
                                          aware that the plan attempts to do exactly that.  Perhaps 
                                          this is the reason why the Plan has discouraged capital 
                                          investment in the Marinship area.  The quoted “community 
                                          sentiment” is exactly that: merely a sentiment not aware of 
                                          realities of a responsible management of Sausalito’s 
                                          valuable real estate assets located in the Marinship area. 
 
 2-1     3        8 – 9           In their Preliminary Report the consultants refer to 
                                           “community objectives, as expressed during the recent 
                                           interviews and online comments.”  The consulting team is 
                                           well aware of the fact that the public commentary 
                                           received includes many emotional comments that are 
                                           based on residents’ perceptions rather than facts and 
                                           hard realities. 
                                            
                                           The MSP Steering Committee and its professional 
                                           support team should not accept a summation of – often 
                                           contradictory – public commentary as a manifestation of 
                                           valid “community objectives,” as the sole basis for 
                                           evaluating the Marinship Specific Plan.  
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Page Par. Line(s) Observation 
 

  2-2      2       8 – 9             In this paragraph the consulting team states that: “The 
                                           options and recommendations in this report are 
                                           specifically intended to balance the community’s 
                                           objectives for the Marinship in a way that will not increase 
                                           allowed density or floor area, as such an increase would 
                                           require a vote of Sausalito’s residents in accordance with 
                                           the 1985 Fair Traffic Initiative.” 
 
    Why this concern about going to the voters, why such 
                                           respect for the Traffic Initiative, when in some instances 
                                           the feasibility of achieving worthwhile, beneficial 
                                           development objectives would depend on density 
                                           bonuses, on increasing certain floor area ratios? – The 
                                           Fair Traffic Initiative was adopted 29 years ago.  An O&D 
                                           survey of peak Bridgeway traffic and a few simple 
                                           calculations would validate -- or perhaps invalidate – 
                                           development constraints represented by the Traffic 
                                           Initiative.  
 
  2-3       Weaknesses Please add important missing bullet:  Underutilized prime 
                                           real estate. 
 
  2-3       Opportunities       Please add important missing bullet:  Better public access 
                                           to the waterfront from both land and Richardson’s Bay 
 
  2-3    Threats 3rd bullet     I wonder how market forces could drive undesirable 
                                           land uses to the Marinship with the MSP in effect and 
                                           with Sausalito’s well established permit process in place?   
 
  2-4      1        1 - 2             Correction: Traffic congestion has not been “an issue in 
                                           the Marinship for many years.”  Traffic congestion has 
                                           been an issue along the Bridgeway on Friday afternoons 
                                           – or whenever Highway 101 is congested – for many 
                                           years. Vehicle trips associated with the Marinship have 
                                           little practical impact on traffic on Bridgeway because 
                                           everyone in the area tries to avoid the rush period. 
 
  2-5      2         9            “Additional economic and/or infrastructure analyses” will 
                                           be essential, not just “may be desired.”  Up-to-date 
                                           Information generated by those analyses will be needed in 
                                           order to assure that the recommended land uses and their  
                                           respective floor area ratios (FAR) are indeed realistic and 
                                           financially feasible. 
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Page Par. Line(s) Observation 
 

2-5       4         8            The consulting team is right: It would be counter- 
                                           productive to “focus too finely on prescriptions for 
                                           individual properties.”  Prescriptive regulations rarely bring 
                                           as good results as “performance-based” regulations.  
 
  2-5       5         6                Please consider adding a 5th option:  “Update the MSP to 
                                           reflect promising market opportunities.” 
 
  2-6     1 – 3                       The consultants’ recommendations for a “targeted update 
                                           to the Specific Plan” are most appropriate and should be 
                                           embraced by the MSP Steering Committee.  
 
  2-8     Title             A thorough analysis of Marinship’s infrastructure should 
                                           not be referred to merely as an “Optional” task  
                                           associated with a meaningful, responsible evaluation of  
                                           the Mariship Specific Plan; an understanding of the “off- 
                                           site” improvement costs that will burden each and every 
                                           square foot of private property will be essential to 
                                           identifying feasible “land uses” and their respective FARs. 
 
  2-8      Bullets  Please add a sixth bullet: ‘Determine per square foot “off- 
                                           site” improvement costs to be borne by private property 
                                           owners.’ 
 
  2-8      Title                      The consulting team’s recommendation to “consider a  
                                           market study that identifies marine-related and 
                                           associated uses most likely to succeed in the Marinship” 
                                           should not be regarded as optional and should be taken 
                                           to heart by the MSP Steering Committee and the City 
                                           Administration.    
 
 
                                           AK    
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