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PREFACE 
This document includes minor technical changes and additions to the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) and Public Comments and Responses issued by the 
Water Transit Authority in June 2003.  These changes were made as a result of comments 
received after the close of the formal comment period on May 16, 2003.  The changes 
were made following consultation with the individuals who made the comments, and 
were considered and reviewed by the WTA Board of Directors prior to their taking action 
on the Final EIR and Statement of Overriding Considerations in July 2003.  The 
following pages present the text changes in the FEIR as a result of the comments. 
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CHANGES TO THE FEIR TEXT 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Table ES-1, page ES-13, Impact WW-1, Level Of Significance After Mitigation is 
amended to read:  
L (Less Than Significant) 

SECTION 3.2 NAVIGATION 

Section 3.2.1.4 page 3.2-7, paragraph 2 under “Vessel Incidents” is amended to 
read: 
Baseline statistics for incidents on the Bay were obtained from the VTS website for 1997, 
1998, and 1999.  The data were evaluated to determine the number of incidents per 1,000 
100,0000 transits.  The total average yearly transits and the incidents per 1,000 100,0000 
transits were compared to other ports of both larger and smaller size than San Francisco 
Bay.  These ports include Berwick Bay, Houston/Galveston, New York, Sault Sainte 
Marie, and Los Angeles/Long Beach (Table 3.2.4).  This comparison shows that the 
number of vessel incidents varies widely and independently of the number of vessel 
transits.  On San Francisco Bay, the average number of collisions per 1,000 100,0000 
transits is 1.  Four near misses, 2 groundings, and 5 allisions (an allision occurs when a 
moving vessel strikes an inanimate object such as a pier) occur on average for every 
1,000 100,0000 transits on the Bay.  Vessel incidents are recorded and reported as 
“casualties,” a broadly applied term that technically includes violations of load lines and 
discharge of garbage, personal injury, or property damage. 

Section 3.2.1.4 page 3.2-7, Footnote 2 is amended to read: 
Approximately 31 vessel casualties occur for every 1,000 100,0000 transits, Title 46 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 4 defines a reportable marine casualty as: (1) 
groundings - whether intentional or not; (2) bridge strikes; (3) loss of main propulsion, 
steering, or associated components, which resulted in a reduction of a vessel's 
maneuverability; or (4) occurrences affecting seaworthiness or fitness for service (fire, 
flooding, lifesaving equip, bilge pumping, etc.); (5) loss of life; (6) injury: (a) beyond 
first aid or (b) to a crew-member on commercial vessel unfit for routine duties; (7) 
damage to property greater than $25,000; (8) alleged misconduct or negligence by Coast 
Guard licensed, certified, or documented members of the Merchant Marine; (9) damage 
to aids to navigation; (10) certain recreational boating deaths, waterfront facility 
casualties, and others as directed; (11) reports of load line violations; and (12) marine 
pollution: discharges of oil, hazardous materials, or garbage into the navigable waters of 
the United States. 
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SECTION 3.3 WAKE WASH  

Section 3.3.2.2, page 3.3-12, Impact After Mitigation (WW-1) is amended to read: 
Impact WW-1 would be less than significant with successful implementation of one or 
more of the above mitigation measures (or other site-specific mitigations such as 
shoreline protection).  However, if there are situations where it is not possible to 
implement the mitigation measures, impacts would be potentially significant.  The 
proposed routes with potentially significant erosional wake wash impacts could be 
removed from consideration or terminal locations could be changed.  Until final routes 
and terminal locations are determined, this impact is considered potentially significant. 

The routes that are most likely to have unmitigable wake wash impacts are those 
traversing the Carquinez Strait to Pittsburg/Antioch.  These routes are within 1,500 
meters of the shoreline and adjacent to long stretches of tidal marsh.  Site-specific studies 
of the existing natural wave climate and wake wash from existing vessels would be 
required to determine whether impacts would be significant.  Use of low-wake vessels 
may be feasible for this route, but site-specific study would be required to make that 
determination. 

SECTION 3.5 BIOLOGY 

Section 3.5.2.6, page 3.5-40, 1st full paragraph, last 2 sentences are amended to 
read: 
This disturbance would not result in a permanent loss of habitat, but rather the area of 
habitat where disturbance may take place.  Waterfowl may use these areas when ferries 
are not present. 

This disturbance would result in a permanent abandonment of the disturbance area by 
waterfowl as long as the ferry service is in existence. This is equivalent to a loss of 
habitat. 

Section 3.5.2.6, page 3.5-40, Mitigation B-11.2 is amended to read: 
Response of waterfowl to new ferry routes in shallow North and South Bay roosting, 
rafting, and foraging habitat shall be evaluated by monitoring.  Evaluation could include 
observations of ferry operations and waterfowl responses by an authority such as the 
Point Reyes Bird Observatory (PRBO).  If such evaluation reveals impacts to waterfowl 
then the following mitigations should be implemented; 1) The CDFG should be consulted 
to identify possible rerouting so as to avoid the impacts to these roosting, foraging or 
rafting areas or, 2) If rerouting proves infeasible, then compensatory mitigation should be 
implemented consisting of the creation of new roosting, rafting or foraging waterfowl 
habitat. Examples of such compensatory mitigation are the removal of abandoned piles 
and piers in the Bay or through other means of restoring Bay waters. 
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CHANGES TO RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Comment Response ROUTES-6 is amended to read: 
The Proposed Project does not include at terminal at Berkeley/Gilman. As noted in the 
DEIR (DEIR at 2-4), Alternatives 1 and 2, which potentially could include a terminal at 
the Gilman or Buchanan Street sites, have numerous potentially significant impacts 
beyond those of the proposed project.  For this reason, the DEIR found that Alternatives 
1 and 2 would not meet CEQA’s requirements that alternatives be designed to reduce or 
avoid project impacts.  Further, Alternatives 1 and 2 could not be determined to be 
feasible without extensive additional study (ibid.)  For this reason, the EIR has not fully 
evaluated the potential impacts of a terminal site at Gilman or Buchanan Street. 

If, at some future time, the WTA determined to further consider a Gilman or Buchanan 
Street terminal, it would be necessary to fully study the impacts related to such a project, 
including those identified in the comment.  Further, it appears that mitigation of the 
already identified impacts at these sites (e.g., erosion impacts – see DEIR Figure 3.3.3) 
would require compromises to project service and/or cost that might make such service 
infeasible.  For a Gilman or Buchanan Street terminal to merit further project-level 
analysis, all these issues would need to first be fully addressed. 

Comment Response ROUTES - 29 is amended to read: 
The DEIR identified potentially significant impacts of a Gilman Ferry terminal.  These 
included wake wash (Figure 3.3.2), impacts on rafting birds (Figure 3.5.7), and dredging 
impacts (Figure 3.1.3). These impacts would all be lessened or eliminated by locating the 
terminal at University rather than at Gilman. Ridership to a University terminal would be 
different than that to a Gilman terminal.  However, since the WTA's ridership forecasts 
identified a significant number of riders from Emeryville to a Berkeley terminal, it is not 
clear whether the change in ridership will be significant.  A future site specific EIR will 
need to evaluate a number of alternative sites, and would likely include further analysis 
of sites at Buchanan and Gilman.  Those studies would analyze issues such as access, 
parking availability, variations in ridership, as well as environmental issues.  Without that 
site specific analysis which might identify advantages of sites other than University, it did 
not appear appropriate to make findings of over riding concern related to the significant 
environmental impacts of a Gilman terminal site. 

A future site specific EIR will need to evaluate the Berkeley route(s) and associated 
terminal. The project level EIR will consider those issues that could not be fully 
addressed at the general programmatic level, including potential ridership and catchment 
area and specific project impacts.  However, the impacts identified for the Gilman or 
Buchanan Ferry terminal site are unlikely to be any more mitigable at the project level.  
Selection of a Gilman or Buchanan Street terminal would therefore require adoption of a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations.  Such a statement would be difficult to support, 
given the feasibility and lesser impacts of the University Avenue terminal site.  

Thus, unless conditions change significantly from those studied in the DEIR, it appears 
that a Gilman or Buchanan Street terminal would not meet CEQA’s requirements that 
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alternatives be designed to reduce or avoid project impacts.  (See DEIR’s discussion of 
Alternatives 1 and 2 at page 2-4.) 

If, at some future time, the WTA determined to further consider a Gilman or Buchanan 
Street terminal, it would also be necessary to fully study the impacts related to such a 
project.  Further, it appears that mitigation of the already identified impacts at these sites 
(e.g., erosion impacts – see DEIR Figure 3.3.3; see also letter EIR 1004, comment 5) 
would require compromises to project service and/or cost that might make such service 
infeasible.  For a Gilman or Buchanan Street terminal to merit further project-level 
analysis, all these issues would need to first be fully addressed. 

Comment Response PROJ-72 is amended to read: 
The purpose and need of the WTA ferry expansion plan is to "increase Bay Area regional 
mobility and transportation options by providing new and expanded water transit services 
and related ground transportation terminal access in the San Francisco Bay Area".  This 
mission was developed based on legislative direction including Section 66540.24 of the 
WTA's enabling legislation, which states "The primary focus of the authority shall be the 
provision of services through the development and operation of a comprehensive water 
transit system".  

As part of the project planning, the WTA evaluated ferry expansion in comparison to 
several alternative mode investments that were developed by MTC and other 
transportation planning organizations.  This evaluation, summarized in Table 2.2, looked 
primarily at cost effectiveness measures of ferries compared to other transit investments. 
In general, most of the other transit investments included in the table are feasible, cost 
effective, and will reduce vehicle travel in the bridge corridors. For that reason, the 
express bus/BART capacity, TSM, and Smart Growth alternatives are being further 
investigated and pursued for implementation by other transportation agencies, such as 
MTC. In addition, the WTA does not have the jurisdiction to implement the non-ferry 
alternatives. The merit of these other projects do not diminish the ferry expansion's 
ability to increase regional mobility and transportation options. For that reason, 
investments in other modes were not considered further in this document, but are being 
pursued by other appropriate agencies. 

Because it would not be the lead agency to implement those alternatives, this EIR has not 
given in depth consideration to the potential impacts of the non-ferry project alternatives 
described in Section 2 of the EIR.  Any consideration of the relative merits of the 
Proposed Project compared to the non-ferry alternatives sketched out in the EIR would 
require a full analysis of potential benefits and impacts.  Such an analysis was beyond the 
scope of this EIR. 
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