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Allison Granzella 
Berkeley, CA 94703 
Allisongranzella@gmail.com 
  
July 10, 2026 
  
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
375 Beale Street, Suite 510 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
Sent via email to publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov, Lindsay.Martien@bcdc.ca.gov; and 

Olivia.Ilsley@bcdc.ca.gov 
  
RE: Berkeley Waterfront Parking Project Application 
  
Dear Chair Zachary Wasserman, BCDC Commissioners, and Staff: 
 
The Commission should decline to approve this application because the application materially 
understates the true scope and context of the parking plan for the Berkeley Waterfront and will 
undoubtedly diminish public access to public trust land. To be clear this not opposition to a ferry 
service itself, this is a response to deeply flawed plans paid-parking. 

Omittance of the existence of a larger, widely impactful paid-parking plan 

The application presents a narrow, seemingly modest paid-parking pilot covering only "3 of the 
11 existing Waterfront lots," representing "approximately 20% of total public Waterfront 
parking," and assures the Commission that "significant nearby free public parking" will remain. 
It conveniently omits that it is part of a much larger, already-drafted paid-parking expansion tied 
to the City's Pier-Ferry Project. That larger plan converts several of the very lots this application 
calls "free" into paid lots. The City's own Draft Pier-Ferry Parking Management 
Implementation Plan presented to the Berkeley Parks, Recreation, and Waterfront (PRW) 
Commission on July 8, 2026 shows that: 

• The Seawall Lot and the Skates/N Lot are already slated for "New Full-Day Paid 
Parking" — 200 stalls at Seawall, 65 at Skates/N. 

• Nearby L and M lots to the northwest are already slip holders/tenants only parking 
• F, G, H, and I lots to the northeast are also already slip holder/tenants only parking 
• The same plan document explicitly states its own next step is to "Submit to BCDC as 

part of Project Permit Application" — confirming that City staff understand these are 
components of a single, connected parking program, not separate initiatives. 

In other words, the "free public parking" the application relies on to justify the fairness and 
limited impact on public access is, by the City's own internal planning documents, on a path to 
becoming paid parking as well. A BCDC Commissioner evaluating this application without that 

mailto:publiccomment@bcdc.ca.gov
mailto:Lindsay.Martien@bcdc.ca.gov
mailto:Olivia.Ilsley@bcdc.ca.gov
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/legislative-body-meeting-agendas/PRW%20Agenda%202026-07-08_0.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/legislative-body-meeting-agendas/PRW%20Agenda%202026-07-08_0.pdf
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context would reasonably — but wrongly — conclude that ample free shoreline parking will 
remain a permanent fixture near these lots.  

A former chair of the PRW Commission raised precisely this concern in a formal comment on 
the plan: PRW staff "repeatedly" said the South Cove lots "are not under the purview" of the 
Pier-Ferry parking plan, while stakeholders who have followed the multi-year process (BMASP 
→ Waterfront Specific Plan → Pier/Ferry plan) find that separation difficult to credit given that 
all these areas in question are in such close vicinity to one another. The CEQA exemption claim 
explains why there was no environmental impact report; however, it does not excuse the 
omission of the very connected Pier-Ferry parking plan from the "detailed Project description" 
that Box 2 explicitly requires. CEQA exemption is being used to avoid the kind of disclosure this 
Commission needs. 

Reviewing this application in isolation while a companion plan to convert additional lots to paid 
parking is already drafted and moving toward its own BCDC submission risks exactly the kind of 
piecemeal review that results in an underestimation of the cumulative effects on public access 
to the shoreline. If the Commission approves this narrower filing now, it may be asked later to 
approve the Seawall and Skates/N paid-parking conversions on the theory that "some" free 
parking already went away without objection. The BCDC Commission is better positioned to 
weigh the full, cumulative change to free shoreline access if it evaluates this application 
together with the broader Pier-Ferry plan or better yet the Waterfront Specific Plan draft last 
updated in 2024. 

The "structural deficit" is self-inflicted and avoidable; remediation is already underway 

The application justifies the paid parking program by pointing to the Marina Fund's "significant 
operating deficit." Again, this omits important context of decades of financial mismanagement 
and conveniently leaves out the fact that remediating, voter-approved measures have already 
been taken to correct it. Detailed evidence of the financial mismanagement was highlighted by 
the state Division of Boating and Waterways (DBW) during an independent financial analysis on 
the Marina Fund in June 2023. The DBW found the Marina Fund deficit is largely a result of how 
the City chooses to spend the Marina Fund. The state’s report found that 65% of the funds are 
being spent on park maintenance, the nature center, staff for kids parks programing, and other 
non-boating activities which are expenses typically paid for from city municipal funds, not an 
enterprise fund such as the Marina Fund. When DBW isolated boating-only revenue and 
expenses, boaters' fees comfortably cover boating costs. The perceived “deficit” exists because 
non-boating parks and recreation spending is being charged against that same fund. This has 
resulted in the marina fund failing the state's lending standards and closing the door on state 
funding sources until responsible accounting practices are restored. 

This matters to the BCDC Commission because the application relies on this same "structural 
deficit" to justify the paid parking program generally and to invoke the CEQA fee-setting 
exemption specifically as revenue "necessary" to meet operating expenses. The perceived 
deficit is a self-created financial choice and charging new parking fees to shoreline recreational 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BWSP_Draft_2024-11-08%20low%20resolution.pdf
https://dbw.parks.ca.gov/pages/28702/files/Berkeley%20Marina%20loan%20Feasibility%20Report%20Update%20-%206.20.2023_FINAL%20Remediated.pdf
https://dbw.parks.ca.gov/pages/28702/files/Berkeley%20Marina%20loan%20Feasibility%20Report%20Update%20-%206.20.2023_FINAL%20Remediated.pdf
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users is not the only, or even the most obviously "necessary," fix. As a matter of fact, Berkeley 
voters have already approved a funding source designed to address this problem by passing 
measure Y in November 2024 with 75% voter approval. Revenue generation from measure Y is 
estimated at $3.8 million per year specifically to fund parks, trees, landscaping, and waterfront 
maintenance. City staff's own budget materials identify approximately $1.5–1.55 million per 
year of Waterfront park, building, and landscaping costs currently paid out of the Marina Fund 
as "Parks Tax-eligible". That is, costs that could be covered by Parks Tax revenue instead of the 
enterprise Marina Fund. City documents go further: the Parks, Recreation and Waterfront 
Commission's own recommendation states that a voter-approved Parks Tax increase "could 
unburden the Marina Fund and eliminate its structural deficit." Consistent with that, the City's 
own tracked Marina Fund operating gap has already been shrinking as this reallocation and 
other measures have been phased in. In this city report the city manager states “The 
operational gap is trending down as it was $2.1M in FY23, $1.5M in FY24, and is projected to be 
$1.4M in FY25, $968K in FY26 and $650K in FY27." 

In summary, Berkeley City already has a voter-approved funding source to close the very deficit 
this parking-fee application cites as its justification. The Commission should ask why new fees 
on shoreline recreational parking at South Cove and J/K are necessary now, rather than 
allowing the Measure Y — which does not hinder public shoreline access at all — to do the job 
voters funded it to do. 
 
Finally, the City's revenue logic contradicts itself. The application claims both that ample 
"nearby free public parking" will remain available and that the paid lots will generate 
meaningful Marina Fund revenue — but if free alternatives are truly available, visitors will at 
best simply park in free areas or at worst not visit the shoreline at all, leaving paid lots 
underused, revenue short, and public access diminished. This scenario is playing out in real time 
at San Diego's Balboa Park. After introducing paid parking in January 2026, visitation dropped 
20–25% in one week and was down roughly 34% by April, prompting the mayor to attempt to 
salvage the parking program. Paid parking framed as a revenue solution often functions instead 
as an access deterrent — undermining the very public access BCDC is charged with protecting. 
 
No credible enforcement plan 

The application states enforcement will be "conducted by City of Berkeley staff" however 
recent reports from PRW staff at the meeting on July 8th revealed that the parking lots will not 
legally be enforceable by Berkeley Police Department Parking Enforcement Unit. As it currently 
stands, Marina staff give parking violators an “administrative citation” which bear no 
meaningful repercussions to ensure the violation fee is paid. Furthermore, this is adding more 
tasks and responsibilities to an already strained marina staff following layoffs in recent months. 
Even if the waterfront were hypothetically able to be enforced by the police’s parking unit, an 
audit of Berkeley’s parking enforcement operations found that the accounting methodology 
“places the parking enforcement operations in a deficit”. At the time no action was taken to 
correct this resulting in continued “shortfalls in the parking funds are subsidized by the General 
Fund”. Continuing in this hypothetical scenario of police parking enforcement, the City 

https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07-30%20Special%20Item%2006c%20Ballot%20Measure%20%E2%80%93%20Increasing%20the%20Parks,%20Trees%20and%20Landscaping.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07-30%20Special%20Item%2006c%20Ballot%20Measure%20%E2%80%93%20Increasing%20the%20Parks,%20Trees%20and%20Landscaping.pdf
https://www.nbcsandiego.com/news/local/attendance-declines-balboa-park-museums-since-paid-parking-went-into-effect/4013195/
https://www.nbcsandiego.com/news/local/attendance-declines-balboa-park-museums-since-paid-parking-went-into-effect/4013195/
https://berkeleyca.gov/city-services/parking/street-parking-restrictions
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-01/Parking%20Enforcement%20Operations.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-01/Parking%20Enforcement%20Operations.pdf
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currently has a limited traffic-enforcement staff for the entire city as reported by Berkeleyside 
newspaper in June 2026. This comes in the setting of wide reaching, severe Berkeley City 
layoffs in April and June 2026 including cuts to police, fire, Public Works, and Parks, 
Recreation and Waterfront staff. In summary, there is no credible enforcement plan such as 
staffing, budget, or citation/towing mechanism to back up its claims that this will generate 
revenue for the marina. 

Equity — the population most negatively affected is the population the plan claims to serve 

The lots targeted first (South Cove, J/K) serve predominantly recreational users (anglers, 
swimmers, sailors, kayakers, and paddlers) that skew lower-income, while the future paid lots 
(Seawall, Skates/N) intend to predominately serve ferry-commuters (estimated in city planning 
materials at roughly 380–410 spaces needed for ferry riders). Framed together, the paid-
parking program effectively reallocates waterfront parking away from existing recreational 
visitors and toward future ferry commuters. That tension goes to the heart of "maximum 
feasible public access" for the existing public, not a hypothetical future ferry ridership. Long-
term, the draft plan lists further tools explicitly under consideration for the larger parking plan 
including "demand based paid parking". In practice this will result in access being awarded to 
those able to pay the highest price, discriminating against low socioeconomic users during the 
most desirable times to enjoy the shoreline. 

Broad, standing authority to change fees, hours, and rules without further BCDC review 

Box 2, item 9 of the application asks the BCDC Commission to bless the City's ability to 
unilaterally adjust "fees, time limits, vehicle types, loading zones, and temporary situations" 
going forward, citing hypothetical future conditions. Approving a permit on this basis effectively 
pre-authorizes future changes to public-access conditions (fee levels, hours, enforcement) 
without a defined process for BCDC or public review of those changes. Given that the City's own 
draft plan already previews significant subsequent expansions of paid parking, this flexibility 
clause deserves closer scrutiny rather than blanket approval. 

Public trust land, not ordinary city property 

The application itself documents (Attachment 1, Box 1) that the former state tidelands was 
granted to the City of Berkeley in the form of a public trust made expressly for public uses. 
Converting recreational parking that serves public trust uses (boating, fishing, swimming, 
sailing) into a revenue-generating fee system for the local city sits in some tension with the 
trust's original public-benefit purpose. As the permitting body for this trust tideland, the BCDC 
Commission should weigh that history carefully rather than treat the proposed paid-parking 
program as a routine municipal rate adjustment.  

Considered in its full context, the project raises serious questions under the McAteer-Petris Act 
mandate to ensure "maximum feasible public access" to the Bay and shoreline in projects 
within its jurisdiction. BCDC's own public-access guidance lists "free shoreline parking" as one of 

https://www.berkeleyside.org/2026/06/10/berkeley-parking-sunday-meters-change-permit
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the recognized forms of public access, adding that "in general, public access to the Bay should 
be available to the visiting public free of charge". The Commission should not approve it 
because it misconstrues the true scale of intended plans and its impact on public access to the 
shoreline. It is a falsification of the city’s need for revenue to cover waterfront operations and 
maintenance and based on unsubstantiated claims that this strategy will even generate 
meaningful revenue. 

 

Recommendation 

The Commission should either (a) deny the application without prejudice pending submission of 
the full completed (not draft) Pier-Ferry Plan for consolidated review, or (b) require the 
applicant to supplement the record with: a comprehensive and completed (not draft) 
waterfront Parking Implementation Plan; a defined enforcement budget and staffing 
commitment; and a disclosed, bounded process for any future fee/hours changes that would 
otherwise not require public and BCDC Commission review.  
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Appendix 1: Visual Aides to assist in understanding the full scope of Berkeley City’s parking 
plans for Berkeley Waterfront and it’s negative impact on shoreline recreation 

 

Figure 1: Overview map of parking areas for the Berkeley Waterfront and corresponding paid or time limited parking plans 
for weekdays. All dark blue annotations and lot labelling were not original and were added by me. Original Source: 
Berkeley PRW staff presentation on 7/8/2026 
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Figure 2: South cove, J/K and L/M lots parking rules. Original Source: Berkeley PRW Staff Presentation 
on 7/8/2026 

Figure 3: Seawall Drive and Seawall Lot. Original source: Berkeley PRW Staff Presentation on 7/8/2026 
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Figure 5: Skate/N and O lots. Original Source: Berkeley PRW staff presentation on 7/8/2026 

 

Figure 4: Example photo of wood chip/compost 
bay; not actual photo of the site at the Berkley 
Watefront 
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