
To: Liza McNulty and the PRW Commission 
From: Claudia Kawczynska 
Date: June 4, 2026 
Re: Draft Parking Implementation and Management Plan, Item 14 on PRW agenda 

After attending both a recreational focus group and the general meeting on 6/3/26, I still have a 
few questions and comments about the Draft Parking Implementation and Management Plan. 

Dynamic Management 
I believe that more specifics about the “Dynamic Management” for this project should be 
required and what is meant by “routinely” reviewed be spelled out in more detail before its 
submission to the BCDC. It has been acknowledged that much is still missing from this draft 
(including which department is actually in charge of the meters, PRW or PW), or what possible 
modifications to this draft plan will be included.  

“Dynamic” implies that modifications can be made at just about any time. But how will the public 
know about this? How can the public stay informed? How can the public alert staff about their 
concerns now and when this project is launched? This will be doubly challenging because, as 
we know, the marina is currently experiencing staffing shortages, and, to date, we still don’t 
know who will be in charge of this project. Would it be possible to calendar regular updates and 
reviews, perhaps assigning this to the PRW Commission calendar? 

Dynamic wayfinding sounds expensive, can you give us an estimate of what the costs might 
be? And how will it be funded? Is this kind of wayfinding that in itself is “dynamic” meaning if 
changes are made to the component parts/lots, will it be difficult, and costly, to “reformat” the 
signage program? I ask because the various signage programs within the Waterfront Park 
(formerly known as CCP) have been less than successful.  

Street Improvements 
Can improvements to  Marina Blvd of Seawall Drive qualify for Measure FF funding? Or other 
funding sources outside of the Marina Fund or Parks Tax? 

Waterfront Benefits District 
It is my understanding that there was interest, at least from the D1 councilmember, for the 
formation of a Waterfront Benefits District. Such a special district would allow the marina fund, 
and not the PW or GF, to retain any revenue that could be generated by paid parking. I also 
know there has been interest in expanding paid parking to the whole waterfront not just the 
recreation “heavy” south end. What is the status of this? 

Equity 
It is quite unclear to me, and to many others, to understand how Paid Parking protects Equity, 
since the lots most affected by paid parking are used by low income recreationist users? Can 
you detail what is meant by “not monopolized by any single user group”? I do hope it  means 
ferry riders and not recreationists.  
I know that staff has said repeatedly that the South Cove Lots are not under the purview of this 
Draft plan, but nonetheless they are probably the most important components of this parking 
puzzle and the whole Waterfront’s recreational ecosystem. They should not be separated out. 

The whole planning process that was launched with the BMASP, morphed into the WSP, and 
the Pier/Ferry plan but this has been less than adequately handled since the start, hence the 
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many concerned, and articulate, stakeholder voices you have been hearing throughout this long 
process. Frankly it is all rather confusing to the public and even to someone, such as myself 
who has been involved with waterfront matters for more than 30 years.  

The planning process and proposed changes to our much loved waterfront have been 
bifurcated, so during the BMASP, even though WETA took part in a few of the initial meetings, 
we were told that we could not discuss the pier, much less the ferry itself. 199 Seawall too, 
including its large parking lot, were also taboo. And now we hear that the misguided paid 
parking plan for the South Cove lots has nothing to do with the Pier/Ferry parking plan, it is too 
hard for me, with all that I have learned while serving on the PRW, to quite believe that.  

So yes the marina fund is troubled, and back in 2025 the hotel hadn’t paid its rent, but then a 
budget deadline loomed, so voila, we get a poorly conceived paid parking plan for the most 
used lots for recreationists, with no time for the public, via the PRW commission, to review this. 
The staff’s plan was unveiled at a city council meeting, without the chance for the public to 
review it even hours before that meeting and the council blithely signs off on this paid parking 
plan, even though right before the vote, the hotel rent had been received. “Let them eat cake,” 
sounds a lot like “no one likes to pay for parking” to me. 

I am pleased that during the last two public meetings it was acknowledged that the public’s input 
was important and ideas to solve this parking conundrum were asked for, so that modifications 
to the draft might be made. I just hope that those changes are also shared with the public before 
presenting the staff’s plan to the BCDC and that, importantly, there is still time to reconsider a 
more equitable plan for parking in the South Cove lots. 

Thanks for your consideration. 

Claudia Kawczynska 
Former Chair of the PRW Commission and Waterfront Commission 
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NO TIME LIMITS ON SOUTH COVE PARKING 

DATE: 3 June 2026 

PETITION ORGANIZER: Tom Colton 

ADDRESS: 1515 North St, Berkeley, CA 94703 

CONTACT INFO: tcolton@berkeley.edu  510-847-5771 

The proposed 4-hour limit on parking at the South Cove lots would prevent most recreational use by 
sea kayakers.  The Bay Area Sea Kayakers (BASK) club uses this location to conduct full-day classes 
and practice sessions on strokes, rescues, incident management, and paddling safely in bay chop.  
The location is ideal because it includes protected water for novices, and nearby windy, choppy 
conditions for practicing in realistic bay conditions.  In addition, typical day paddles from here 
involve a 2-hour paddle out, landing on a beach for lunch, and a similar paddle back, with 45 
minutes before and after to deal with boats and changing clothes. A 4-hour or even 6-hour time 
limit would preclude many paddlers from using this unique central-bay location. 

We, the undersigned, oppose setting daytime parking limits on the South Cove lots. 

DATE FULL NAME City CONTACT INFO 

No. 6/3/26 Tom Colton Berkeley tcolton@berkeley.edu 

1 6/3/26 Jennifer Chandler Glen Ellen jencjoyous@gmail.com 

2 6/3/26 Tim Kohler San Jose tim@relhok.com 

3  6/3/26 Jean Spurr San Francisco jeanspurr@gmail.com 

4 6/3/26 Brad Findlay Citrus Heights bfind74@yahoo.com 

5 6/3/2026 Ellen Simms Berkeley northstreetpaddler@gmail.com 

6 6/3/2026 Cynthia Robinson Richmond cynson@yahoo.com 

7 6/3/2026 Steve Goldfinger San Anselmo steve@ecomind.net 

8 6/3/2026 David Longerbeam Lafayette david_longerbeam@yahoo.com 

9 6/3/2026 Alan Kepner Forest Knolls akepner@mindspring.com 

10 6/3/2026 Stacey Jones Guerneville taichitoes@comcast.net 

11 6/3/2026 Winny van Veeren Rescue winny@vanveeren.net 
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NO TIME LIMITS ON SOUTH COVE PARKING 
12 6/3/26 Dwight Brown Pacifica cyclelab@gmail.com 

13 6/3/26 Annie Valdes Mountain View poopmonkey@gmail.com 

14 6/3/26 Jonathan Luskin San Francisco jonathan@moosepix.com 

15 6/3/26 Jennifer L Fury El Cerrito jennsgarden@hotmail.com 

16 6/3/26 David Kroll Fairfax krolldaveb@aol.com 

17 6/3/26 Heidi Lypps Oakland hlypps@gmail.com 

18 6/3/2026 Khoder Baydoun Pleasant Hill kbaydoun@yahoo.com 

19 6/3/2026 Deborah Davis Berkeley deborahdavis07@gmail.com 

20 6/3/2026 Chuck Cornwall Berkeley ccornwall@gmail.com 

21 6/3/2026 Anne Kang Corte Madera akscuba@yahoo.com 

22 6/3/2026 David Nguyen Daly City deeno35@gmail.com 

23 6/3/2026 Harriet John Sunnyvale harrietjohn@gmail.com 

24 6/3/2026 James Jacobs San Francisco freegovinfo@gmail.com 

25 6/3/2026 Beth Kim Oakland bethkimrush@gmail.com 

26 6/3/2026 Doerte Mann Forestville doerte.mann@gmail.com 

27 6/3/2026 Sarah Murphy Hillsborough emailsarahjmurphy@gmail.com 

28 6/3/2026  Alger Brian Sebastopol brian@algerkin.org 

29 6/3/2026 Steven Rock Berkeley wavecloud@earthlink.net 

30 6/3/2026 Nancy Briink Berkeley nancysbrink@gmail.com 

31 6/4/2026 Jan Dolzer Santa Rosa mail@jan-dolzer.net 

32 6/4/2026 Hollie Smith Santa Rosa hollie-annie@sbcglobal.net 

33 6/4/2026 Alison Garrett Guerneville bluefishbeach@comcast.net 

34 6/4/2026 Ron Mastalski Concord riverdebris@gmail.com 

35 6/4/26 Chandra Spence San jose chandra.spence@gmail.com 

36 6/4/26 Fran Sticha Lafayette fsticha@yahoo.com 

37 6/4/26 Bill Rostenberg Greenbrae brostenberg@gmail.com 
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NO TIME LIMITS ON SOUTH COVE PARKING 
38 6/4/26 Theresa Brigandi Mill Valley Theresa.brigandi@gmail.com 

39 6/4/2026 Joe Petolino Palo Alto petolino@alum.mit.edu 

40 6/4/2026 Dennis Meurer Oakland dlmeurer@comcast.net 

41 6/4/2026 Dov Cohen Lafayette idcohen51@gmail.com 

42 6/4/26 Terry Noe Sebastopol trnoe@yahoo.com 

43 6/4/26 Anne Bernstein Berkeley acbernstein@comcast.net 

44 6/4/26 Gail Feldman Kensington gail.zoning@gmail.com 

45 6/4/26 Marvin Feldman San Francisco konamarv@gmail.com 

46 6/4/26 Richard Luibrand Oakland rich.luibrand@csueastbay.edu 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 
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Miller, Roger

From: Robert <robert@alamolighting.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2026 5:01 PM
To: Miller, Roger; McNulty, Liza
Subject: Berkeley Marina Ferry/Parking

WARNING: This is not a City of Berkeley email. Do not click links or attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is 
safe.  

Hello Roger, and Liza, 

Please include these comments for the PRW agenda packet for the June 10 meeting, Item 14 on the ferry 
parking plan. I’m also copying Liza McNulty for consideration regarding the Big Ferry proposal. 

I support ferries operating from the Berkeley Marina, which can fit in nicely, without disturbing the 
current sensitive and balanced equilibrium, when they are kept to a small scale, operating from K-Dock, 
as they have in the past. To do otherwise, on the far larger scale contemplated, will certainly, negatively, 
impede critical recreational activities, so vital to Bay Area citizens' physical health and mental well 
being.  

I’m concerned that the value of these precious waterside recreational activities—including, walking, 
daydreaming, painting, swimming, windsurfing, kayaking, sailing...—is increasingly treated by planners 
as of less importance compared to the perceived necessity of creating a “transportation hub” at the 
Berkeley Marina. I oppose current Big Ferry and associated parking plans, and ask all involved to instead 
redouble your efforts to appreciate and cultivate the marina for its sacred primary purpose, as a park. 

In the zoom discussion last night on Big Ferry parking, I was struck that, yes, planners were currently 
working with “stakeholders” (actually, every Bay Area citizen is a stakeholder in the Berkeley Marina) to 
address concerns regarding unreasonable 4-hour parking limits associated with the Ferry; however, I 
wonder how was it possible that anyone started with 4-hour parking as the default baseline assumption 
in the first place? This aspect of the Big Ferry plan, is just one example of how far removed planners are 
from the actual typical citizens’ activities and usage of this park. This saddens me, reflecting the great 
push to create a transportation hub, while giving recreational activities a kind of second-class priority 
status.  

The plan, envisioning over 900 Ferry commuters per day, using about 300 parking spaces, for another 
example, is far too optimistic and unrealistic. Park users will certainly be negatively impacted. Please 
stop this Big Ferry plan, and reconsider alternatives. 

Similarly, the lack of protection for the planned new Ferry, against North wind and seas in the fall and 
winter—which every sailor knows, comes around each year like clockwork — reflects an apparent 
disconnect and lack of planning, for likely, predictable, negative scenarios. 

Lastly, on a related note, I beg all involved to reconsider and not start charging for parking at the Berkeley 
marina—this will yield a profound negative impact on park users. The net revenue—after costs—if any, 
will be the proverbial “drop in the bucket” at best, and at worst, after all this effort and heartache, not net 
a financial benefit at all. Please don’t do it.  
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Yes, of course I understand the City’s fiscal challenges, but parking fees at the marina are self-defeating, 
truly upsetting the present, working, delicate equilibrium. As noted above, this plan reflects a sad 
disconnect from actual marina park users, many low income, seeking a bit of solace in an increasingly 
stressful world. At the very least, can planners promise to study actual financial parking cost/benefit 
results after time passes, and rescind the program if it is shown to be a debacle? 

I thank you sincerely for your service and consideration. 

Robert Ofsevit 
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Miller, Roger

From: David Fielder <davidfielder@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2026 4:16 PM
To: Miller, Roger; McNulty, Liza
Cc: David Fielder; Claudia Kawczynska
Subject: PRW/Marina Parking Zoom comments

WARNING: This is not a City of Berkeley email. Do not click links or attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is 
safe.  

Roger & Liza, 

Please share with PRW. 

Thanks,  David 

xxxxxxx 

1. I almost commented on 75% reduction in Seawall Dr viewer parking (80 down to 20 spaces).  That is sooo
egregious.  Regular users of that parking strip are well aware of how important it is.  Comment that
“walkers/bikers” are more important was really annoying - “out of car experience”, etc.  Weather is huge factor
in how people access/enjoy Seawall Dr.

2. Liza’s initial site photo/slide shows almost no recreational pier extension beyond the hilt breakwater.  Also,
no further pier remnants.  Doubt those will be dealt with in future.

4. Nothing about fisherfolk parking near the pier, especially given all their gear, chairs, etc.

5. Emphasis on health benefits of the Marina at about 8:20 PM - recreation is too simplistic a description.

6. WETA siphoning $ from BART and for minimal actual patron results - 8:15 PM or so.

xxxxxxx 
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Miller, Roger

From: Ellen Rodin <esrodin729@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 9, 2026 9:34 AM
To: pk@well.com
Cc: McNulty, Liza; Miller, Roger
Subject: Re: [BWCC] Letter for Waterfront Commission agenda packet

WARNING: This is not a City of Berkeley email. Do not click links or attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is 
safe.  

As a regular user of the entire marina area, I am finally grateful for a serious careful and clear discussion 
of the needs,  parking needs especially, of the South Cove area. Thank you.  
 
I will also point out, again (I have tried to provide this information twice before) that the Rails to Trails 
organization  substantial research shows that Providing better  access to nearby already existing 
amenities and businesses, for example on fourth Street and fifth Street both north and south of university 
Avenue, is the most effective way of generating revenue for the city and creating access to the marina 
without actually building on the marina. You should check out “rails to trails”,, they have actual 
research. 
Please keep me informed. Thank you. 
 
 
Ellen Rodin Attorney at Law Sent from Gmail Mobile 
 
On Tue, Jun 9, 2026 at 9:11 AM Paul Kamen <pk@well.com> wrote: 
Was anybody at the Marina last Saturday? (5/31) The Cal Sailing Club was having one of its monthly “Open House” 
days with free sailboat rides for the public. Berkeley Yacht Club was hosting a high school graduation party. Weather 
was typical for a summer day.  
 
The parking lots for South Cove, East and West, were full and then some, with many cars illegally double parked. The 
O-Dock/N-Dock parking lot, by BYC, was also full with many cars illegally double parked. The M-Dock lot had some 
space, but on weekends these are  “Permit Only” and many cars without permits were illegally parked.  
 
There were a few legal “after-10 AM” spaces remaining in the Skates/N-dock parking area. It would only take one 
weekend ferry departure after 10 AM to fill up those few spaces as well.  
 
The point is that the “baseline analysis” of parking load is a gross underestimate of peak weekend summer parking 
demand. And that does not count additional parking demand if a recreational pier is added as promised. And it 
underestimates potential restaurant parking: The old Hs. Lordships building has a 600-seat banquet room upstairs. 
(And it does not include all the Genentech bus who look for parking in the South Cove area.) 
 
The other point is that parking will be a serious problem for Skates restaurant. Without convenient parking it will 
threaten the viability of that business, costing the City $200K-$400K in revenue per year. Skates should have been in 
the planning loop much earlier in the process, but this seems to have caught them by surprise. 
 
We already lost one landmark restaurant (Hs. Lordships) thanks to the City’s failure to require the lease-holder to stay 
current on safety and structural maintenance. We now have a shell of a building that can’t possibly generate any 
revenue for the Marina Fund for at least eight years, maybe longer, even if a new restaurant operator signs on today.  
 
Let’s not go the same route with Skates.  
 
The ferry parking plan tries to put ten pounds of potatoes in a five pound bag. Does not fit. Usurpation of recreational 
parking and reduced restaurant revenue are both inevitable under the current proposal.  
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Please respect the CEGA requirements, and go back to a planning process that includes some substantive alternatives 
as required.  
 
Paul Kamen, Naval Architect, P.E. 
(Six-term former Chair, Berkeley Waterfront Commission, and Berkeley Marina berther since 1977) 
1224 Campus Drive, Berkeley, California 94708 
pk@well.com   http://www.SurfacePropulsion.com 
510-540-7968  510-219-8106 (cell)  
 

--  
You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups "Berkeley Waterfront 
Community Coalition" group. 
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to berkeley-waterfront-
community-coalition+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com. 
To view this discussion visit https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/berkeley-waterfront-community-
coalition/6b281380-9e29-40e3-9764-f7acde7bf957%40well.com. 
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Miller, Roger

From: Fran Haselsteiner <franhaselsteiner@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 9, 2026 3:49 PM
To: McNulty, Liza; Miller, Roger
Subject: [BWCC] Letter for Waterfront

I previously submitted a comment regarding the ferry proposal (see below). FYI: I was a member of the Transportation 
Commission for nearly ten years.   
 
One more point: The proposal for a Berkeley ferry does not make practical sense given the highly likely development of 
the Albany park proposed for the former racetrack. First, as I recall, the Albany shore does not require the kind of 
dredging needed for the Berkeley ferry. Second, the Albany tract has more space for parking. Third, the park will be a 
destination for the region.  Commuter use of the Berkeley Marina is inconsistent with its intrinsic purpose as state 
recreation land.  
 
Thank you for considering my views.  
 
Fran Haselsteiner 
District 2 resident since 1984 
 
Comment, 4/11/26: 
 
Let's please not pretend that the ferry project will actually improve the transbay commute. Has anyone calculated how 
many single-passenger trips would be eliminated if those riders used the ferry? I doubt it would be anything more than 
five minutes’ worth on the Bay Bridge.  
 
State and municipal land intended for recreation will host all-day parking for commuters.  
 
As one who commuted daily to the city for 15 years, even with a transit subsidy I could not afford to pay for a ferry. 
Nor would it deliver me to my destination at SF Civic Center Plaza. Instead of paying for bus and BART, I would have 
been paying for bus (with transfer), ferry, and SF Muni.  

 
I also wish to express concern about the toxic waste generated by dredging.  
 
I am a homeowner and resident of Berkeley since 1984.  
 
 
 
 




