Transportation Commission

CONSENT CALENDAR
September 20, 2005
To: Honorable Mayor and
Members of the City Council
From: Trangportation Commission
Submitted by:  Rob Wrenn, Commission Chair, Transportation Commission
Subject: Environmenta Review of Proposed Loceation for Ferry Service

RECOMMENDATION

That Council ask the Water Trangt Authority (WTA) to proceed with its environmenta review
of ferry service for Berkeley in conjunction with its long range plan to expand ferry servicein

the San Francisco Bay Area as follows: Environmenta review should include dl potentia
termind Stesin Berkeey (University Avenue and Gilman Street) and Albany (Buchanan Street);
the scope of environmenta review should include andysis of the trangt market, including

reverse ridership; and the ferry service plan should be consstent with the Trangportation Element
of Berkeley's Genera Plan, which cdlsfor:

o Ensuring trangt, shuttle, and bicycle connections are in place before beginning ferry
sarvice to minimize parking demand and traffic caused by people driving to the ferry
service.

0 Ensuring that public funds for ferry service will not result in areduction of public
subsidiesfor exigting trangt services.

0 Ensuring that ferry services are less environmentaly detrimental than the automobile, and
advocating for low-emission, environmentaly senstive farries.

FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION
Noneat thistime. If Berkeley decides to endorse the proposed plan, it may have to commit to
investing in termina congtruction and mitigation costs.

CURRENT SITUATION AND ITSEFFECTS

The WTA completed its programmatic Environmenta Impact Report on the effects of an
expanded Bay Areaferry system in 2004. WTA proposes adding a Berkeley- San Francisco route
to the ferry system in San Francisco Bay as part of its 10-year expansion plan, and has identified
two potentid Berkeley stes—one at Gilman Stregt, one at the Marina--but not yet sudied them

in detail. Draft environmental documents of these specific ferry termind Site proposas are
scheduled to be ready for public review in thefal of 2006.
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BACKGROUND
The Trangportation and Waterfront Commissions hosted joint public workshops on November 6,
2004 and May 12, 2005 to hear presentations by the WTA.

On June 8, 2005, the Waterfront Commission discussed this item and recommended the
following action:

Endorse pursuing ferry service for Berkeley and approve the Water Transit Authority’ s proposed
timeline for establishing a Berkeley to San Francisco Ferry Service. That WTA proceed with
environmentd review and detalled site sdlection for atermind location that includes al potentid
gtesincluding Berkeley and direct city saff to provide support for the anadysis dedling with

parking and traffic impacts. Concurrent with the environmenta review, direct saff to begin a
process to amend the Berkeley Marina Master Plan to reflect ferry service and support, cooperate
with WTA in obtaining funding for the development of aferry termina. There was amoation to
accept Commissioner Smith’s recommendations M/S/C (B. Smith/Orman) ayes- unanimous.

Funding is assured from Regiona Measure 2 (bridge talls):
0 $12 million for vesH capita
o $3.2 million/year for ferry and connecting bus operations (in perpetuity from RM2 funds)
0 Farebox revenue

RM 2 funds are conditioned upon:
0 Paking and land-side feeder connections are sufficient to support ridership
o Entitled by 2010 or funds revert to ferry service a another East Bay Ste
o Draft EIR completed within two years of Notice of Preparation.

Potentia funding could also come from Federal Grants and trangit impact fees. Thereis
consderable background materia available on the WTA website: www.watertrangt.org.

The Trangportation Commission aso consdered information provided at its regular June 16
meeting in aMemo by Ann Smulka, “ Summary Report on Proposed Berkeley- San Francisco
Ferry Service” (Attachment 1), and an emaill Memorandum from Waterfront Commission Chair
Paul Kamen dated June 14, 2005 (Attachment 2).

After discussion of thisitem, the Commission took the following action:

It was MSC (Smulka/Landau) Unanimous, that the Transportation Commission recommends that
Council ask the Water Trangt Authority (WTA) to proceed with its environmenta review of
ferry service for Berkeley in conjunction with the WTA' slong range plan to expand ferry service
in the San Francisco Bay Area. Thisreview should include al potentid termind Stesin

Berkeley and Albany. The Trangportation Commission aso recommends that the scope of the
environmentd review should include andlysis of the trangt market, including reverse ridership.
The ferry service plan should be consgtent with the Transportation Element of Berkeley's
Generd Plan, which cdlsfor:
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A. Ensuring trangit, shuttle, and bicycde connections are in place before beginning ferry
sarvice to minimize parking demand and traffic caused by people driving to the ferry
sarvice.

B. Ensuring that public funds for ferry service will not result in a reduction of public
subsidies for existing trangt services.

C. Ensuring thet ferry services are less environmentaly detrimental than the automobile, and
advocating for low-emission, environmentaly sengtive ferries.

Absent: Syed, Wrenn

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Transportation Commission felt the City should ask the WTA to move forward with its
plansto perform an environmenta study of al three sites without stating a preference, and use
the resulting information as the bass for adecison.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED

The Commission considered arguments in favor of making an early Ste sdection prior to
completion of the environmenta study on multiple sites, but unanimoudy preferred to reserve
judgment until more environmenta information is available.

CITY MANAGER

The City Manager concurs with the content and recommendations of the Commission’s Report.
By supporting an Environmental Impact Study to be conducted by the WTA, the City of
Berkdey is not making any financial commitment to the project. Numerous fiscal issues related
to capital and operationd costs of a Berkeley-San Francisco ferry service are of concern to the
City, and these will be reviewed by the WTA in the context of the EIS, and reported to the City
at alater date.

CONTACT PERSON
Peter Hillier, Commission Secretary, Public Works/Transportation, 510-981-7010

APPROVED

Rob Wrenn, Commission Chair, Transportation Commission

Attachments:

1. Ann Smulka Memorandum: “ Summary Report on Proposed Berkeey- San Francisco Ferry
Service, dated June 15, 2005

2: Paul Kamen email Memorandum “RE: TC Ferry Service Report for Sept 20 Council”, dated
June 14, 2005
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' Attachment 1

MEMORANDUN

To: Berkeley Tranapottation Comfissioh
From: Ann Smulka
Date: BM50S

Re: Summary Report on Pmpmd Berkelay - San Francisco Ferry Service

Thiz memeo is mterdad 1o facilitats dlecussion by Barkalay's Transporiation Commission about the Water
Transit Authority's WTA) proposal to add a Berksley — San Franciseo route 1o the fary system in San
Francisco Bay. It is an-cbjeclive summarizaiion of the information prasanted] by the WTA at the Walarfront
&nd Transportation Commisaichs' Joint Waorkshope on Fony Setvics (n Berkalsy en Novembar §, 2004
‘and May 12, 2006. It also Inciudas Infermation from the discussion at the June 8, 2005 Watarfront
Commission mesting and email sxchanges with Waterfori Commissioness Paut Kaman and Brad Smith,

The Water Trans!t Authority (YW TA) hae propesed adding fermy service between Berkaley — San Francisco
as part of its 10-irear plan to expand tha farmy system in the San Francisco Bay Area. WTA needs the
endorsamant of Berkeley's City Council in order to mave forvard with it snvimanmenial study and

Implementation plan. i Berkeley 3 not interasted, then funds planned far Barkeley ferry sarvice will be
divertad ta another East Pay aite.

The Transportation E-::lmmlsaiun ghaid make i recommendation to Councll scon to en.ahi&tha WTA 1]
procesd with or make changes to &5 pian in a imaly manner.

Two potential termiinal sites have been |dentified for Berkeley: University Ave. and Gilman St. A third
site, at Buchanan Si. In Albany, is also under consideration,

Brafng Mama an Prq:;nsud Barkeley Famy Savice 1
June 15, 2005



WTA furecasts Berkeloy - San Francisco ferries will sarye between 1700 - 1900 trips par day by tho year

2025, Their analysis predicts passengers will come fram those who wald otherwise drive, nol from BART
or AC Transit figers, end thareby relieve some congestion on the highways.

The plarning, design, and conetruction phase would run fram F008-2008. Servica would start in 2010,
assuming the availabiity of funds, permlis, local suppart and commitmearnts.

Partial fundinyg for mplementation of Berkeloy — San Francisco fery service Wil coma from Regional
Measurs 2 (the Bridge toll increasa which passed In 2003): %12 millon for aocquisition of 2 vessals and
%3 2 millionfysar subsidy for ferry and connecting bus operations {20% of thet i for buses).

WTA estimatos $10-20 million will e required for temninal construction, bus purchass, and mitigations
(based on costs for tarminal in 5. San Francieco). Faderal and State support is likely, but not assurad.

WTA is not planning to ask Glies to help fund the operating costs. WTA belisves F aderal money will fill

mast of the hotes and that capital costs to the City of Barkeley wifl be ‘minimal (Stove Castlsbermy, WA,
at May 12 Waterfront Commissian maeting).
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WTA's chartar, mandated by Cal ay Area water transit implemertation
and opetations ptan {|{OP}). The plan's objeciive is “fa increasa Bay Araa ragionel mability and
transpartation options by providing new and expanded water transil sarvicas and rolatsd ground
trangporation terminal access in the San Frantisco Bay Aroa.”

WTA proposes tha expansion becauss

= Bey Arsa highway aystem Is unable to meat cumrent and fuhwre damand. Bay araa growth projections
for the next 25 years include: 1.2 million new Bay Area jobs ard a 4.4 million populstion increass; a
30% increase n region-wida traval: 40% incraase in ransbay travel.

« Tmnshay BART and bridges are &l capactty. In 2002, there was an average of 287,004 vehicle tips
acroea the Bay Bridge, The Metropoltan Transportaticn Cammission {MTC) projects that numiper will
increasa to 425,000 in 2025, :

+ It is away fo cope with scciderts, natural disasters, and other travel Rarupiiona.

WTA's 40-yaar plan recommandsa new ferry routes to Barkelay, Richmond, Treasura Istami,
AntiochiMartinez, Hercules, South San Franelsco, and Redwood Clty. (t also recommands expanalon of
axieting routes serving Vaflejo, Sausalito, Larkspur, Oekland, Alameda, and Harbor Bay laland, WTA's -
vision ia to traneform today's systam of six indepandent, unconmdinated fermy roubes on the Bay inlo a 13-
rolte integrated system with better connections, cleaner farias, and ream for more bicycles.
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Vioter Qptiion Poll ResuE: | /577 11070 0 s Tk I EBERR S S
WA commiasioned a public opinion pall of 400 randomly selected vaters in Barkalay {and 200 in
Albany). The results indicate there ia public suppar for fary sarvice In Berkeley (margin of error +/- 4%):

(ood ides Don'tKnow Badidea

Establish femy sarvica in your ared 5% 11% 15%
At University Ave. location 5% 5% 21%
At Gilman 5t. looation 58% 13% 29%
At Buchanhan St. location 45% 2B% 28%

Tha pall did not ask respondents if they weulkd use the fary sarvice hecauas transt modeln ara
coneidered to be batter predictors af Achusl use than opinion surveys.

Hrinfing Mama on Froposed Berkalny Famy Serdce . 2
June 18, 2005



Ridership Analysis {from: HMBFM ‘workihop presaentation and Q88 sezsign):: - el e e
WTA's analysis used census track data to find out how many paopls comimuta ta mrl-; in dﬂwn'bc-wn San
Francisco. Ridership woe looked at geographically, not by Income level. The mods! compared commute
lima via farry versus other modes. It assumed that commuters would choose the fastar or cheapsr

. comemuie option and that there would be "penalties” for Ionger walt times. The model was validated using
actual service and ndership changes in Larkepur and Richmond services. The analysiz shaws:

s 1700 to 1800 tripafday forecas for 2025 *  T3% wil acoess the tarminal by car

SE% commuters, 44% non-commutens « Parkirg demand for 300-400 spacea

¢ 10-20% forecast 4o ba commuting to »  Catchment srea: Emaryville, N, Berkelay,
Barkeley _ Albany, Kensington

»  B0% of Aders will he walking to jabs inthe = A mall number will connact to MUNI to

Financial District raach SOMA, and Civic Center desdinstions
« [f parking fea s rernoved, ridership If parking fee t2 addad to the ticket price,
increaszas 20% ridership decraanes

Ridership snalysis was based an these assumptions:

¢ Pazak hours sarvics: svary 30 minutes » Off-peak hours service: every 60 minutes
Price. $3.50 ohe-way + Famy traval ime: 28 minutes
+ Porking price: $2.00 - + ABAG |and yas dala projections for 2025

Al this price, the rider subsldy woukd be about $4.00 per trip, which is in the same range a8 new service
by cthar modea. AC Tranait's cument subsidy par trip is $2.00, but it is expected %o incieass o $4.00.

Cont Estlinite for Berkelay Servige; /i 5/ il E s el HE
WTA's cost estimate:

+«  $12 millich capital to purchase 2 vessels =  §£3.2 miflenfyear subsidy for famry and
{that usa "clean merina” techmology) connection pua oporations

= $10-20 million for terminal construdion,
bus purchass, and miligations

Faul Karmen, Maval Architoct and Chair of Berkeley's Waterdrant Cormmiasion, balieves tha coats coud be
lower If Barkalay usses axisting Infrastrurctlre gt the Berkeley Marina (5.6 miles by water to SF) and plans
for amallar and slower vessals {148 pessengsrs; 18 knots; transpaort time 20 minutea) than those
proposed by WTA (220 passangers; 25 knots). (Ses P. Kamen comespondence dated 6/14/2005.)

If the Balkﬂlay dm.‘-ldaatu Er'u:iuma tha pd‘upuaad pla.n it MH hava tu cummrt tn mvastlng m tan'nlnal
consiruction and mitkyetion costs.

Agsured funding from:

« Ragknal Measurs 2 (bridge tolls) RM2 funds conditicned upon:
$12 million for vessal capital s Parking and land-side faeder connactions

- $3.2 milion'year for fermy and are sufficient to support riderahip

connecting bus operations {in » Entitled by 2010 or funds revert ta fermy
perpetuity from RM2 funds) servico at ancther East Bey sHa

= Farebox revenue » Draft EIR completed within 2 yaars of

Motics of Preparation
Patential funding from:
+ Fadoral Grants, tranalt Impact feas

BrH’ﬂu Muomo on Proposed Esrkeley Fomy Servdcn 3
Juna T8, Xkl .
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Mol tho Gl 51 nar Univarsity Ave. sites have baen atudied in detall by WTA, At the November
Workshop, WTA eaid the Gitman Incation has patential iesues with dredging and Wih wake impacts on
birds and the shoreline; the University location has potential parking and access impacis, If therm is no

clear mandate for & parlicular site during the scoping mastinga, then WTA will study all sites oqually
{induding Buchanan Strest in Albany).

Comrespondattoa from Waterfron Commissioner Brad Smith shows that Waterfront Commission meeting
minutesa reflect tha following:

June 10, 1898: "Two rapresontatives from MTC presaried a prelimimssy report on the feasibility of
astablishing feny service from the faot of Gilman Street to San Francisca. The study looked st three sios
in Berkelay {the Pier, the old ferry dock in the Marina, &nd the gito at the foot of Gilman near tha raca
track), For a numbar of reasons, the study deterninad thed the Giman St. site affered tha bast
oppariunity "

August 31, 2001; "Both the Giltnan sks and the Borkeley Marina have baan mantioned as polential
terrninal focations. Hes the site boen determined? Steve Castiebemy/WTA amswared that both sites may
be researched, howaver tha Gliman site appeans 1o be the moet raalistic from previous studies.”

Nota that when the above rmesetings took place, Esst Shore State Park and the preposal fer the Gilman
Stregt Playing Fislds did not exiat.

The Siamma Club and Audoban Society are apposad ta kcating the terminal anywhera other than
Univeraity Ave. Others advacate that WTA study all ites edqually, that it is too premature to recommand a
sita lncation urtil the EIR |s completed.

WTA Eviniiation and Ation Bohisditles:

Task L st Nov. 8, 2004 Workshop
Jaint Cammission Mesting/ pre~sooping o 11eRO0d
Additonal bechnical studies 1112004212005
Jolnt Commisgsion Meating/pre-saping Y2005
Commisalorn/Cauncil Direction 032005
Ervirormantal Documeni {ED) Notica of Preparation 42005
Emvironmental Document Scoping 52004 — B/2005
Tachnical studies ’ Fr2005 - 122008
Prapars draft emimnmental documents 1/2006 — 812006
Sublic review of dreft 712008 — Bi2-08
Respanse to comments / Final ED 1042006 — 1212008
Motice of Deteminaton f ROD 172007

Al the May 25 Joinl Workehap, WTA's Manager of Planning and Developmant presantad an additional
action plan tmaling.

_Astion ' Date
Cammizsions digsysa and select terminel site 652005
Earkalay updaten oity Rlans to ndluds selected terminal sie 1/2008
EiR for sarvice end terminal — WTA consultart B/2005 — 12007
Tarmina! design — WTA consultant 6/2006 - 6/2008
Pemitting — WTA, Berkeloy, other agencles 1/2007 - 812007
Briefing Memn on Proposed Berkeley Fetry Service 4
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Rarkiéiey Watiitont Comilaalon:si 155 125 e S
Al He Juns B meafing, the Waterfront Commission pﬂ.ssad a mﬁtlon {E-ﬂ nna abaant} that andursad
purauing Farry servica to Berketey. The text & quoted below:

Recommaend thal Gty Cotmncil fake the following actions to procesd with tha establishment of
Berkeley - San Francisco fery sarvice.

1) Endoras purening famy service for Berksley snd approve the Water Transit Autharity's

propesad timeling for establishing a Berkeley - San Francisco ferry sarvice:

Ridorship analysia Jul 94 10 Sept 04
Wake wash analysis Aug 04 to Oct 04
Joint commisslon mesting/pre-scoping Nov 8 04
Addtinra! lachnical studies MNov 04 to Fab 05
Pall Agr 05

Joint commisskon meeting/pre-scoping May 05
Commission/Council cirection Jul 85
Envirormental consultant salection Aug 05 to Sept 05
ED Motice of praparation Oct 05

ED Scoping ' Mov 05 to Feb 06
Technical studiss Fab (4 to Jun 0B
Prepase Draft ED Jun 06 to Dec 05
Public review of draft ED Jan 07 to Mar 07
Reaponse fo commentaffinal ED Apr 0T o Jun OF
Notice of detarminationyROD Auy OF

Mzmina Mastes Flan update (if required) Jul 08 to Apz 07

2] Request that WTA procead with stwironmental review and datailed site seledtion for a terminal

incation that Includes all potertlal sites in Berkeley and Albany and direct Cily staff to provide
support far the analysis of parking and treffic impacts.

3 Cnnmmnt with the anvironmental review, direct steff to bagin a process to amand tha
Berkaley Marna Mastar Plan to reflact femy service.

4) Support and cooperate with WTA in obteining additional funding for developing the femry

terminal,

Briafing Maina on Froposed Berkeley Famy Sendoe
June 15, 2006



Attachment 2
June 14, 2005

Email from Paul Kamen, Chair, Berkeley Waterfront Commission
Paul Kamen here, from the Waterfront Commission.

| see you have only alowed 30 minutes for the ferry item at your meeting this week, so |
thought I'd provide some background info and some personal opinion on various
possihilities for the Berkeley ferry.

First, there is some new material on my website
(http://www.well.com/user/pk/waterfront/Ferry/index.html) that may be of interest,
especialy the parking analysis that | present as an aternative to the one done by WTA.
Also apreliminary evaluation of the Doubletree hotel site, afourth possible "University
Avenue' location that WTA should consider in their environmental and economic
review.

To restate my basic position: Theferry is probably not the most cost-effective way to
ease traffic congestion or improve air quality. However, in aregional environment in
which the sensible solutions seem to evade implementation, ferries may still play an
important role. Not as a large-scale solution to the above problems, but as a valuable
public amenity that improves the quality of life for everyone in Berkeley, even if they
only ride the ferry once or twice ayear.

The commuter market is the foundation that will make the service viable, and thisis what
the economic analysisis necessarily based on. Still, there is a broader vision of aferry
service that serves those once-a-year ridersin addition to seamlessly accommodating
bicycles and wheelchairs. Maybe even people with dogs (assuming large outside decks)
and tourists.

To make it work, | am advocating several modifications to what WTA has suggested so
far:

1) The speed needs to be low. It isonly 5.6 miles by water from the Berkeley Marinato
San Francisco, and at 18 knots this distance is covered in less than 20 minutes. WTA has
begun a process to acquire two new ferries with a service speed of 25 knots, and this may
be excessive for this route. Remember that power to move through water is proportional
to speed cubed (and therefore energy per mileis proportional to speed squared).
Emissions vary along with power, so the first way to make aferry energy-efficient and
clean isto choose the shortest possible route and design for appropriately reduced speed.

2) Keep the scale of the service within the limits of the marina's infrastructure. Parking is
the limiting factor - see my parking analysis at
http://www.well.com/user/pk/waterfront/Ferry/index.html.



The marina can probably absorb 300-400 weekday cars at any of the proposed sites
without significant negative effects on existing businesses, organizations, berthers and
park users. This suggests a passenger volume defined by one 149-passenger ferry every
hour during morning and evening commutes.

3) Minimize subsidy by keeping the ticket price relatively high. Thisisimportant for
several reasons. First, it matches the demand for the ferry service to the relatively small
scale that the marina can support. Second, as long as the per-trip subsidy is no greater
than for other modes, public funds are not wasted on arelatively inefficient mode of
transit. And third, it leaves room in the price structure for deep discounts to those arriving
by bike or bus, thereby providing the same disincentive to drive as a high parking fee.

4) Minimize the investment in the terminal facility. Fast boarding is critically important
(see my SNAME paper, also at
http://www.well.com/user/pk/waterfront/Ferry/index.html), but if the expense of a
terminal is borne by relatively few passengers the subsidy per ride must necessarily be
high. Keeping terminal costs low is especialy critical if the relatively small scale of
serviceisgoing to be viable.

Terminal development is the one component that does not have an assured outside
funding stream. Federal and State support is likely but not yet in place, and the City will
have to fund at least a portion of the terminal costs.

Fortunately there is existing infrastructure that can keep terminal costs low (although
these potential savings have not yet been reflected in WTA's initial estimates).
Incorporating the terminal into the existing fishing pier is one option. Using the existing
dock behind the Marina Doubletree Hotel is another.

Thislast option isanew one and is particularly attractive. There are already passenger
vessels of considerably larger size (Hornblower dinner cruise boats) operating from that
site, so facilities are nearly al in place. No new dredging and no breakwater construction.
All it needsis a couple of long ADA-compliant gangways, a boarding float, some ticket
machines and arain shelter. Most importantly, the hotel management is enthusiastic
about the ferry and wants to cooperate with the City and with WTA to make it happen.
Thisisin sharp contrast to likely opposition (albeit shortsighted, imho) from H's

L ordships restaurant near the other candidate sites. Improving business at the hotel will
help the Marina Fund and send more room tax revenue uptown.

Operation from this existing facility could accelerate the timeline to an '07 startup instead
of '09. The downside is that it probably adds 4-5 minutes of low-speed operation to the
route, although thisis not nearly as bad as the 8-10 minutes of delay that the old ferry
pier in the southeast corner of the marinaincurred.

Hereisthe motion that passed 8-0 (one absent) by the Waterfront Commission last week:

Recommend that City Council take the following actions to proceed with the establishment
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of Berkeley - San Francisco ferry service:

1) Endorse pursuing ferry service for Berkeley and approvethe Water Transit Authority's
proposed timeline for establishing a Berkeley —San Francisco ferry service:

Ridership analysis

Wake wash analysis

Joint commission meeting/pre-scoping
Additional technical studies

Poll

Joint commission meeting/pre-scoping
Commission/Council direction
Environmental consultant selection
ED Notice of preparation

ED Scoping

Technical studies

Prepare Draft ED

Public review of draft ED

Response to comments/final ED
Notice of deter mination/ROD

Marina Master Plan update (if required)

Jul 04 to Sept 04

Aug 04 to Oct 04
Nov 6 04

Nov 04 to Feb 05
Apr 05

May 05

Jul 05

Aug 05 to Sept 05
Oct 05

Nov 05 to Feb 06
Feb 06 to Jun 06

Jun 06 to Dec 06

Jan 07 to Mar 07
Apr 07 to Jun 07
Aug 07

Jul 06 to Apr 07

2) Request that WTA proceed with environmental review and detailed site selection for a
terminal location that includes all potential sitesin Berkeley and Albany and direct City
staff to provide support for the analysis of parking and traffic impacts.

3) Concurrent with the environmental review, direct staff to begin a processto amend the
Berkeley Marina Master Plan toreflect ferry service.

4) Support and cooper ate with WTA in obtaining additional funding for developing the
ferry terminal.

Note that the Gilman and Buchanan sites are till on the table. My own preference would
have been to screen them out for very basic reasons of geography and economics (don't
need an EIR to determine the relationship between time, speed, distance, power and cost,
not to mention water depth). But since WTA has assured us that narrowing the selection
now is not as important as they seemed to indicate at our joint meeting in May, the
Waterfront Commission saw no reason to upset the Albany advocates.

| am also proposing aresolution by CESP, Citizens for East Shore Parks, which might be
approved at their June 15 meeting:

CESP recommendsthat WTA:

1) Select the University Ave. site and proceed with environmental review
and funding optionson that basis.

2) Design the level of service so that no more than 400 parking spacesare
required for weekday passengers.

3) Procure vesselsfor the Berkeley-SF route with a service speed no
greater than 22 knots.

Page 3



A few more thoughts:

The Berkeley Marina offers economic advantages for reasons other than shortest
distance. Whileit is difficult and expensive to adequately serve the large suburban
catchment area with feeder busses, the point destinations of downtown and U.C. lend
themselves well to aU. Ave. shuttle. Thiswill attract reverse commuters, and reverse
commuters have an extremely positive effect on the economics of the system.

Reverse commuters also have no negative impact on our limited parking resource, and
because they must necessarily use a non-automotive mode to reach their destination in
Berkeley, they help support better transit service for everyone along the U. Ave corridor.

The SF Ferry Building is the natural hub for the small but important network of ferries on
the Bay. Transfers to other routes will make Marin, South SF and other areas not well
served by public transit accessible to everyone. With this hub only 5.6 miles away, and
with considerable amounts of subsidy viathe RM-2 bridge toll becoming available
through the WTA, it would be a great |oss to miss the opportunity to connect to this mode
of transportation.

The Berkeley Municipal Pier is also the historical ferry terminal location, with scheduled
ferries in operation continuously from about 1880 to 1956.

Finally, note that the ferries from Tiburon and Sausalito to SF are run by an unsubsidized
private operator. Thisis possible because of the short routes and low speeds. Our market
is not exactly the same, but the Berkeley route shares many characteristics with Tiburon
and Sausalito, and they demonstrate that ferries can succeed at low subsidy levelsthat do
not divert resources from other modes.

| would be delighted to meet with any of you at the marinato look at the possible
terminal sites and discuss any of these and other issues in more detail.

Thank you for your attention.

Paul Kamen
Chair, Berkeley Waterfront Commission
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