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Participants: Russ Wimberly and Kevin Harrison, SARPC 
  Neal Shanahan, Hornblower (Mobile) 
  Greg Brown, Hornblower (Corporate) 
  Rod Wilburn and Carla Bamatraf, Outside Services 
 
Discussions: 

- Relooking future establishment of passenger ferry service, including vessels and terminals, from 
downtown Mobile (Maritime Museum) to possibly two sites on the Baldwin County side of Mobile 
Bay.  Deadline to submit application for Stimulus funding grant is September 15, 2009. 

- To date, there have been 3 meetings with stakeholders to include those representing both sides of 
the bay, ALDOT and Jimmie Lyons with the Port Authority. 

- The first task in this effort is to update information from the Feasibility Study for Passenger Ferry 
Service on Mobile Bay, completed by Day Wilburn Associates, Inc. in 2004. Previous study included 
many appendices that may help with related issues, such as coordination work conducted, cost 
estimates, and site assessments.  Although some study findings may need updating and/or 
recasting, it remains fundamentally sound. 

- Key changes from the original study to be researched include operational costs, type of vessel (75' 
catamaran was recommended), and level of environmental assessment needed.  Hornblower may 
be in the position to relook some of these together, such as operating speeds and fuel costs. 

- As for the environmental assessment, need to determine the level required and how much it will 
cost so that it can be determined who will pay for it.  SARPC cannot, but other entities might be in a 
position to contribute depending on the final cost. 

- Determining whether to pursue Point Clear or Gulf Shores includes multiple considerations.  From 
the door to door/market segment side in support of the grant, Gulf Shores is an easy choice, but 
what about rest of Eastern Shore?  Fairhope had parking and landside issues, but possibility to get 
more interest?  Although Point Clear is interested, little preliminary engineering exists as compared 
to the Gulf Shores area, possibly meaning it comes online in a later phase.  The initial assessment, 
assuming a 75 passenger vessel and no dredging, estimated a lower level environmental assessment 
at $750,000.  More importantly, we don't want to be hung up for a year or more waiting on the EA.  
For Point Clear to be included in early deployment, a vessel that required very little alteration to the 
landing (i.e., no dredging and appropriate landside infrastructure) would be required at that outset, 
possibly as part of a phased deployment.  Point Clear needs to be considered either as a second 
phase, or a vessel needs to be identified that it basically no different than what is already operating 
out there now.  We'll keep Point Clear on the plan for the next few weeks while we investigate 
options before determining how to proceed. 

- The Grand north to Fairhope provides a different market and numbers than Gulf Shores, whose 
obvious advantage is visitors/tourists/lodging.  Maybe could get Gulf Shores' support to a simple 
AM-Noon-PM run at half-capacity as a funding source? 

- Completing the application is one thing, but just as important to provide Feds with a convincing 
application all around.  Early on, need to develop and operating plan with logic for potential 
stakeholders, particularly those who might could help fund operations. 
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- Need to ensure a thorough environmental assessment and Army Corps of Engineers involvement.  
Mobile Bay is environmentally sensitive, so good mitigation will play an important role.   

- Given existing shipping/boating on the bay, one big issue is likely to be wake wash.  Although a 
Hovercraft is a good solution, they are very expensive.  A large catamaran might have some issues 
but is also less costly. 

- Regarding vessels, there's very little difference operationally and regulatory between 20 capacity 
and 100 capacity – similar fuel, crew, maintenance, etc.  The change comes at 150 passengers.  
Same is true for EA's cost – over 149 passengers and 100 gross tons throws it into the next level for 
regulatory and classification purposes. 

- There's currently lots of good hardware on the market with plenty of opportunity; provides slightly 
depreciated but good condition vessel without the delay at the backed up shipyards. 

- As for the size, how soon it can be deployed depends on landside infrastructure and dredging.  
Downsizing the vessel might be the answer not so much for costs and ridership as 
terminal/wharfage work. 

- For the EA, we might have improved chances of a simplified process if we can demonstrate the 
vessel has been reviewed elsewhere with similar conditions and similar operating characteristics as 
what's proposed for Mobile Bay. 

- The Army Corps drives the magnitude of the EA; its permitting process requires the most time.  The 
Corps is not interested in the routes so much as the terminal facilities.  Lots has already been done 
shorebound, but not so much on Bay wildlife.  Although there's bound to be groups with very strong 
environmental protection feelings along the Gulf Coast, the degree of existing shipping in Mobile 
Bay might help to some degree.  There are several good firms around, and some EA materials are 
probably already around for the Mobile Bay area, particularly around Gulf Shores due to its 
development.  It's important to begin preliminary discussions (along the line of "go/no go" process) 
with the Corps to get feeling for degree of opposition. 

- Previous study involved the Fish & Wildlife people.  They provided a listing of 11 recommendations 
to minimize impacts, many of which seem pretty straightforward and almost boilerplate.  Might be a 
good idea to use those 11 recommendations as boilerplate now as a means of putting a cost on it 
and figuring out how to pay for it. 

- Anything that can be done to avoid dredging, particularly in early deployment/Phase I, should help 
speed things up so it shouldn't take too many months to get out there.  Hornblower currently uses 
pontoons and barges to span from deeper water to land, and it's an inexpensive alternative. 

- As for environmentally friendly vessels, Hornblower Hybrid currently running to Alcatraz Island and 
has been very well received.  It resulted from a stipulation in Hornblower's contract with NPS for 
that service.  Hybrids are expensive upfront.  Some retrofit, particularly to provide ETA Tier 2 
compliance and NOX scrubbers, provides significant and meaningful impact, particularly in 
combination with synthetic oils.  Hornblower is currently converting all of their Alabama ferries.  
Higher level improvements include wind turbans, LED panels and solar panels (runs deck lighting and 
navigational electronics, not vessel itself).  Good solution for Mobile Bay would be to purchase a 
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vessel that's a few years old (such as GeoCat from Hawaii) and retrofit.  In addition, these elements 
will look good in application. 

- Typically, when working with Federal funding assistance and procurement regulations, operator 
comes online before grant is approved and deployed.  They are able to offer their experience and 
demonstrate to feds the operational wherewithal to actually deliver. 

- Not aware of any limitations on urban to rural/rural to urban service (such as with buses), but will 
Greg offered to research further.  Hasn't encountered in any of its contracts, which include DOTs, 
cities/counties, and DoD. 

- Look into Title 10 or Discretionary Ferry funding.  May be some opportunities towards operations, 
but can't be used to pay for salaries or fuel. 

- Differences between Gees Bend and Mobile Bay services.  Gees Bend is subsidized through a grant 
(federally funded/ALDOT managed) and operations offset expenses ($35K into maintenance).  
Mobile Bay is basically for profit – operating revenues cover expenses – profit sharing agreement. 

- In general, phasing is good.  From previous recommendations, suggest we don't exceed 12 hour day.  
It forces you to double labor and significantly increases labor and maintenance costs.  If under 12 
hour day, you can work with one net unit crew and less stress on engines.  Much easier to grow. 

Next Steps:  Update, by July 9th meeting, preliminary cost estimates contained in Ferry Study reports 
relevant to vessel costs, operations, and terminal facilities.  Activities include: 

• Excerpting for review/update tables, assumptions and calculations contained in reports.  May 
consider reduced service plan from previous recommendations if funds lower on operating side, 
or if better from the environmental review side.  (Rod Wilburn to take lead with assistance from 
Hornblower staff, Dan Dealy, and others) 

• Consider best way to keep application competitive in terms of environmental coordination.  The 
more we can point towards existing operations and similar vessels and minimize landside 
berthing, the better.  (Rod Wilburn/Kevin Harrison) 

• Get in touch with Fish & Wildlife about updating their recommendations to get closer to EA cost 
estimate.  Begin contacts with Corps and NEP (National Estuary Program).  Early coordination 
focused on how most readily to demonstrate compliance, or simply not trigger strong negative 
response.  Research whether existing Mobile Bay manatee protection plan in place. (Rod 
Wilburn/Kevin Harrison) 

• Review jurisdictional/agency funding and organizational options for further discussion at July 9th 
meeting (Rod Wilburn/Kevin Harrison/Dan Dealy) 


