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1) The parking analysis contains serious errors and omissions

It is incorrectly stated on p. 3-19 of the EIS/EIR that "Berkeley Marina parking often has use restrictions that allow only boaters to park in the spaces." 

This is not true. The City of Berkeley Municipal Code applicable to the marina does not provide for any  berther-only parking. 

There is one sign, visible from the Doubletree Hotel parking lot, intended to divert hotel guests and Hornblower passengers away from the berther parking area near F and G docks. Apparently URS was fooled by it too, and never followed up. 

This error seems to have led to the conclusion that ferry passengers can be charged for parking because use of other marina parking is restricted. Not true. Less than 5% of the marina's 2,000 parking spaces have any restrictions on time or use (there are some time-limited spaces near restaurants).  

This a serious error that may significantly alter the siting evaluations driven by the EIS/EIR. Charging a parking fee is clearly impractical in close proximity to free and unrestricted parking lots. And the Berkeley Marina contains many parking lots in close proximity serving a wide variety of different businesses, organizations and users. 

Why would anyone pay a fee to park when there are free spaces in an adjacent lot? 

The projected demand for 380 parking spaces is based on charging a fee for parking. But with free parking readily available, the parking load will be greater than projected. The ridership and parking model needs to be re-run based on free parking.

If parking fees must remain part of the plan, they will only work if parking fees or time limits are applied everywhere within an easy walk of the ferry terminal. For the marina sites (Alt A and Alt B) this includes parking areas used by boat berthers, windsurfers, public sailing clubs, restaurants and casual park visitors.

Parking fees or time limits would seriously limit the accessibility of all of these services to the public. Marina berthers could be issued parking permits, but most boating activity involves guests or crew who would generally not have parking permits and would be annoyed or discouraged by the requirement to obtain temporary permits. 

A marina parking fee would reduce the marketability of marina berths, reduce the Marina's ability to charge market rates for boat berthing, and would have a negative impact on the Marina Fund's main source of revenue. This in turn limits the Marina's ability to support park and water access and other public-serving activities. (And, even if the new parking revenue into the marina fund balances the relative reduction in potential berthing revenue, the "transaction cost" or annoyance factor in obtaining and administering permits, especially temporary permits for guests, remains a pure loss to the marina economy.)

The parking analysis also fails to account for the leasehold status of the primary parking lot for Alt B (fishing pier), which is controlled by Hs. Lordships restaurant under their long-term lease. 


2) Negative impacts on water access and on other marina and park activities has not been considered.

More on parking: Free parking, along with new ferry boats and a nice terminal, will very likely push parking demand will above the projected 380 spaces. 

At the Fishing Pier site (Alt B), even if demand is limited to 380 space or less, occasional weekday events at Hs. Lordships restaurant will cause parking to overflow to the east and north, into spaces normally used for: 

Park acces
Fishing pier access
Adventure Playground
Shorebird Nature Center
Cal Sailing Club
Cal Adventures
Berkeley Racing Canoe Center
Skates restaurant
Hana Japan restaurant
The Bait Shop
Charter fish boat passengers
Berkeley Yacht Club. 
Windsurfer, kayak and small sailboat access at SSB
Berther and guest parking at docks J through O. 

The parking analysis in the Draft EIR does not even recognize the existence of several hundred unpaved spaces serving the South Sailing Basin. These are within an easy walk of the Alt B site (fishing pier) and they are heavily used all summer, weekdays included, as the primary parking areas for Shorebird Nature Center, Adventure Playground, Cal Sailing Club, Cal Adventures, and private kayakers, windsurfers and small boat sailors. 

This is the closest secondary parking area to the Alt B (fishing pier) site, and It is a safe assumption that ferry passengers will divert to these areas if there is a fee for parking or a shortage of space in the designated ferry lot. 

Parking overflow from the Alt B terminal site would have a significant negative impact on several popular recreational uses in the South Sailing Basin and reduce access to the Bay. 

Repeat:

Parking overflow from the Alt B terminal site would have a significant negative impact on several popular recreational uses in the South Sailing Basin and reduce access to the Bay.

These impacts need to be identified and quantified for both the initial passenger level and projected ridership level for the full schedule many years after the initiation of service. 

On the other hand, parking overflow at the Alt A site (Doubletree) affects a more limited range of users, primarily private boat berthers and visitors to the "Meadow" area of Eastshore State Park. 

Note that Doubletree hotel is reportedly planning to gate off their large parking area, so hotel guests and Hornblower charter yacht passengers will not be vulnerable to ferry passenger parking overflow. 

Also, at the Alt A (Doubletree) site, future growth in parking demand beyond 380 spaces can be accommodated because there are viable options for expansion. Parking for the Alt A site could be expanded into a relatively small area (1-2%) of the "Meadow" area of Eastshore State Park, or into an equally small corner of City-controlled Cesar Chavez Park. These may be seen as particularly attractive options because they would also provide badly needed spaces for park visitors on weekends, effectively doubling the utility of new parking. 


3) The Dredging analysis does not consider the existing channel.

The existing channel into the Berkeley Marina, marina has to be maintained regardless of the location of the ferry terminal. 

It makes no sense to have two parallel channels, as would be the case at the Alt B (fishing pier) site. 

To spell this out: If the ferry terminal is located in the marina, then the marina and the ferry service share the same dredged channel and presumably share the cost of maintaining it. If the ferry terminal is at any other location, then there must be two dredged channels. 

If the negative environmental impacts of dredging are of concern, then reducing total dredging should be a priority. Total dredging volume should be calculated as dredged volume required in addition to, not as an alternative to, the periodic dredging already required for the marina. 

Although the cost of marina dredging is not included in the ferry economic analysis, it still exists as a very significant public cost and should be considered by any publicly-funded project. Duplication of major cost items is financially wasteful and environmentally counter-productive regardless of which funding stream bears the cost. 


4) The single breakwater shown at Alternative B is inadequate. 

The most severe wave conditions at the Alt B (fishing pier) site are associated with southerly storms in winter, and the breakwater shown offers no protection. 

It is not unusual for climatological hindcast data obtained from existing databases to miss the most extreme local storm events, and this appears to be the case here. If the "100-year" standard is applied (and we have had at least two storms that exceeded the "100-year" intensity in the last 30 years) then there is little question that a second breakwater or other wave attenuating system protecting the terminal and berthed vessels from waves from the south will be required. This also may impact the cost analysis of the pier structure when actual peak wave loads on the pier and on berthed ferries are considered. 

For the cost analysis, the breakwater cost should be at least doubled, and the time-line for permitting the breakwater should also be reviewed. 


5) The terminal is over-subsidized.

If the ridership projections used for the draft EIS/EIR (alternative 17, appendix H) are correct, annual ridership will gradually increase to only 459,331 one-way trips per year (or 629 round trips per day) by 2025. At a cost of $17M for the terminal, the subsidy for the terminal alone is about $3-$5 per trip. This does not include the cost of acquiring or operating the ferries, costs which must also be heavily subsidized if the fare is to be as low as proposed.

The elaborate terminal shown is extravagant for the number of passengers anticipated, and has the effect of artificially leveling the relative development costs at the various site alternatives. In fact, some of the sites allow much more economical terminal development plans than other sites, and this needs to be reflected more accurately in the EIS/EIR. 

Specifically, Alternative B (fishing pier) requires two breakwaters (only one of which is shown) for protection from westerly and southerly waves. Alternatives C (Gilman) and D (Buchanan) are naturally protected from the north and south but may require some breakwater protection or wave attenuation from westerly waves. Alternative A can take advantage of existing facilities currently leased to Hornblower Cruises and Events, with relatively inexpensive repositioning of the Hornblower docks to the north and west to make room. Furthermore, dredging costs could be shared with marina dredging projects in Alternative A, and the cost of additional parking, when and if required (probably post-2025), might be shared with an expanded parking project for Cesar Chaves or Eastshore State Park. 

The EIR needs to be revised with these potential cost differentials in mind.


Conclusions:

Ferries are wonderful amenities and worthy of public subsidy, but in the context of a route already served by a highway bridge and a rail tunnel, the ferry will never be a cost-effective transportation solution compared to more busses, additional HOV lanes and improved rail service. 

The subsidy for the Berkeley Ferry should not exceed the subsidy required to run additional transbay busses or provide more BART parking at Berkeley stations. 

Keeping the subsidy level within reason implies a more modest terminal design than proposed, and significantly higher fares than contemplated. These changes will in turn probably reduce ridership compared to the projections. 

These will all be good changes in the proposed service: The ferry should operate with only light subsidy so as not to waste public funds that would be better spent on more cost-effective transportation solutions. 

Reduced ridership will have far less negative impact on nearby public, private and commercial uses, and less negative impact on park and water access points.


