RESOLUTION NO. 53,484-N.S.

ADOPTING WATERFRONT PLAN AMENDMENT TO THE BERKELEY MASTER PLAN

BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Berkeley as follows:

NHEREAS, the Berkeley Waterfront is an area of prime importance to
the Bay Area and the City, because it is the 'connection between Berkeley
and San Franciséo_Bay; and

WHEREAS, the Waterfront area as defined here consists of the 170 acres
of privately-held lands bounded by thé. Ihterstate 80 freeway on the east,
: the Berkeley Marina on the west, and the Albany and Emeryville City limits
on the north and south; and

| WHEREAS, it is necessary for.the City to amend its Master Plan for
ihe Waterfront to be in compliance with State law for general plans; and

| WHEREAS, the City has been engaged fn a planning process for the
waterfront_since Januany 1984, including collection of déta, defiﬁition and .
evaluation of alternatives, and preparation ofv several revisions ofv'a
Preferred Alternative; and

NHEREAS, the City has allocated approximately $500,000 for consultant
work aﬁd staff time for the development of a Waterfront Plan, including
contributions from the property owner, and the State, as well as the City;
“and
WHEREAS, each step of the planning process has been subject to

extensive public discussions and hearings; and



WHEREAS, the Planning Commission ahd the City Council have held
public hearings as called for in the Master Plan Ordinance; and

WHEREAS, an Environmental Impact Report has been .prepared; which
evaluates the environmental impacts associated with development of the
Waterfront including development under severa1 alternative scenafios} and

WHEREAS, the Environmental Impact Report identified several aréés of
potentially significant adverse environmental impact which can be avoided
or substantially lessened by changes in the Waterfront Plan Amendment to
the Berkeley Master Plan, or the Specific Plan, to implement the Naterfrdnt'
Plan of the Berkeley Master Plan, including: 1) ground settlement, ground
shaking and methane venting from the soil; 2) increase in:site?generation'
waste run-off; 3) exposure to f1oodfng hazards; 4) increased discharge of
contaminants into the Bay; 5) increased human contact with poor quality
waters; 6) loss of or disturbance of certain biological resources on the
site, including seasonal ponds and tidal areasj 7) intensification of land
uses at and around the site itself with corresponding increases in
sufrounding land values and rents; 8) Tlimitation of visual access to thé
shoreline from Interstate 80 and a change in the visual quality of the site
itself; 9) the potential for uncovering archaeological resources during
site improvement; 10) increased-traffic and congestion of Interstate 80,
Tocal freeway ramps, and local streets; 11) necessity for alteration of
local transit routes; 12) increase in local air emissions due to increased
traffic and temporarily due to construction activity; 13) increase of noise
Tevels due to traffic increases, and exposure of certafn new uses to noise
levels in excess of 70 dba (CNEL); 14) pressure to increase both the
Berkeley population and demand for housing; 15) necessity of improved

public services and utility systems; and



WHEREAS, the Environmental Impact report identifies eight areas of
unavoidable significanf adverse impact which would result from development
of the Waterfront, including: 1) increased risk of property damage and
injury due to seismic hazard; 2) exposure of development to flooding
hazards of the 100-year tsuami, high tide and long-term sea Tlevel
increases; 3) exposure of users of the beaéh and small boat basin to health
hazards related to poor water quality, for the perfod of time prior to
implementation of off-site pollution control measures and the East Bay
Infiitration and Inflow Connection Program recommendatibns; 4) loss of some
'vegetation and wildlife habitat, including seasonal ponds; 5) alteration
of the visual character_of the site by converting undeveloped land to new
urban uses; 6) increasing of the already unacceptable level of congestion
of Interstate 80 and at the University Avenue and Gilman Street ramps, due
to inadequate capacity; 7) localized high levels of carbon monoxide and
other pollutants, which would exceed existing background 1evéls, as a
result of increased traffic; and 8) Tloss of a portion of the limited and
non-renewable regional supply of lands identified in the Association of Bay
Area Govérnmehts Regional Plan policies as offering regionally significant
recreafiona] opportunities because of size, accessibility to disadvantaged
groups, or unique or specialized recreational potential.

NOW, THEREFORE, Be it Resolved that the City Council has reviewed and
considered the information contained in the certified EIR prior to adopting

the Waterfront Plan Amendment to the Berkeley Master Plan; and



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council finds, in accordance
with the written fihdings attached hereto and made a part hereof as
Exhibit A, that certain potentially significant adverse effects of
development of the Waterfront have been avoided or substantially lessened
due to changes in the Waterfront Plan Amendment to the Berkeley Master Plan
or Specific Plan to implement the Waterfront Plan of the Berkeley Master
Plan; and _

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council finds, in accordance with
the written findings attached'hereto.as'a_statement of overriding
consideration, that specific remaining significant effects upon the
environment, which are unavoidable, are acceptable due fo overriding
concerns which balance the benefits of the proposed Waterfront development
agéinst its unavoidable adverse environmental impacts; and

_'BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council rejects the
alternatives evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report for the reasons
‘stated in the written findings attached hereto; and

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that the City Council adopts the Waterfront

Plan as an amendment to the Berke1ey Master Plan, attached hereto and made

a part hereof, identified as Exhibit B.




Copies sent___ 6/9/87

To: ~ City Manager

Planning & Community
Development Dept.

RESOLUTION

No. 53,484 N.S.

Dated October 7, 1986

Adopted by the Council of the City of Berkeley by the following vote:

Ayes: : Councilmembers Chandler, Hester, Jelinek, Shirek, Skinner, and
Vice President Fukson.
Noes: Councilmember Denton.

Abstaining:  Nomne.

Absent: Councilmember Lashley and President Newport.

l M Q\h&a e

ee Mayor and President of the Council

Attest
City Clﬂ'k and Clerk of the Council




EXHIBIT "A"

ADOPTION OF GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND SPECIFIC PLAN
FOR THE BERKELEY WATERFRONT

RECOMMENDED C.E.Q.A. FINDINGS

Upon review and consideration of the final Environmental Impact Report
prepared for this project (Sch. No. 86032524), which was certified by this
body on September 23, 1986, and upon consideration of the revisions to the
proposed Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan, both dated August, 1980,
which were recommended by the final Environmental Impact Report to mitigate
identified significant adverse effects on the environment, the City Council
hereby finds the following, in accordance. with Sections 21081 of the Pubtlic
Resources Code and Sections 15081-15093 of the C.E.(.A. Guidelines:

INCORPORATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES
WHICH AVCGID OR SUBSTANTIALLY LESSERN
SIGNIFICANT ENYIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1. Ground Settlement, Ground Shaking, and Methane Venting

Changes have been incorporated into the Master Plan Amendment and Specific
Plan which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for  damage to
property and injury to persons from ground settiement, ground shaking and
ignition of methane in the soil, which are identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for differential ground settlement in the
Meadow and the necessity for deep pile foundations for any structures
located in the north meadow, the potential for lesser but still
substantial differential settlement in the North Basin Strip and Stables
areas, the potential for ground failure, in the event of earthquake, at
the perimeter slopes along the Bay, and the potentiail for ignition or
explosion of methane vapors in the soil, should the soil be covered
without provision for adequate venting.

In the revised Specific Plan, development has been removed entirely from
the Meadow area, strict requirements are placed on the design ana
construction of development in the North Basin Strip and Stables areas
for protection from groundshaking and settiement, no development is
permitted within 100 feet of the shoreline (200 feet where possible), and
incorporation of special measures to insure adequate venting of
subsurface methane are required of all development.




2.

Some level of increased risk of property damage and injury due to seismic
hazard would be unavoidable with waterfront development, even with the
incorporation of the aforementioned revisions. Taken together with the
other unavoidable impacts identified herein, the cumulative residual
level of impact could be significant. Therefore, this residual impact is
addressed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations included herein.

Increases in Site-Generated Water Run-0ff

Changes have been made in the Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially lessen the potential to worsen storm drainage
at the site, which is identified in the EIR. '

The EIR identifies the potential for development on site to incrementally
aggravate existing storm drain conditions. The Specific Plan requires
construction of a new storm drain trunk line and the addition of a new
outfall. . Additionally, individual developments will be required to
provide for constant positive drainage away from structures.

Exposufe to Flooding

Changes have been made in the HMaster Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for damage to property
and injury to persons from flooding, which is identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for the site to be exposed to inundation

~from the 100-year tsunami run up at high tide, and be exposed to

additional incremental flooding if sea levels rise four feet over the next
century, as predicted.

The revised Specific Plan requires the development to be located above the
100-year tsunami level, including placement of fill, as necessary, and
taking fill settlement into account. Protection from anticipated 500-year
flood levels from sea level changes is to be addressed in all on-site
flood protection planning, including the possibility of constructing
perimeter levies. '

Some level of flooding hazard due to tsunami and long term sea level
increases is unavoidable with waterfront development, even with the
incorporation of the aforementioned revisions. Taken together with the
other unavoidable impacts identified herein, the cumulative residual level
of adverse impact could be significant. Therefore, this residual impact
is addressed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations included
herein.




41 Increased Discharge of Contaminants into the Bay

Changes have been made in the Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially Tessen the potential for damage to property
and injury to persons from discharging contaminants into the Bay, which
is identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for development on the site to add
typical urba contaminants into the site water run-off, and further
identifies the potential for leachate-related water quality impacts
associated with the previous filling of the site, and with the possible
daylighting of Strawberry Creek.

The revised Specific Plan includes numerous provisions for controlling

. discharge of contaminants into the Bay, including: installation of
-greenbelts, porous paving and other landscaping measures, regular cleaning
of streets and catch basins, requiring all development proposals to be
reviewed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board for determination of
proper Teachate control measures, and a prioritization and acceleration by
the City of community-wide sanitary sewer system requirements identified
by the East Bay Infiltration and Infiow Correction Program.

5. Increased Human Contact with Poor Quality Water

Changes have been incorporated'into the Master Plan Amendment and Specific
Plan which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for human contact
with poor quaiity water, which is identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for recreational development and
increased human activity at the waterfront to increase human contact with
poor quality water in the by and in Strawberry Creek, should that creek be
daylighted. 7 -

The Specific Plan makes development of beach and recreation facilities at
the Berkeley Beach, South Basin and North Basin contingent upon
demonstration of satisfactory water quality with Regional Water Quality
Control Board review required. Daylighting of Strawberry Creek is also
contingent upon demonstiration of satisfactory water quality.

Some level of impact, in terms of subjecting smail boat center and beach
users to poor quality water, is unavoidable prior to implementation of all
of the off-site pollution control measures and the East Bay
Infiltration/Inflow Connection Program recommendations, even with
incorporation of all of the other revisions. Taken together with the
other unavoidable impacts identified herein, the cumulative residual Tlevel
of adverse impact could be significant. Therefore, this resdual impact is
addressed in the Statement of Overridding Considerations included nerein



Loss of Biological Resources

Changes have been made in the Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially iessen the potential for loss or disturbance
of certain biological resources, including seasonal ponas and tidal areas,
which are identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for seasonal ponds to be developed
(eliminated) depending upon the placement of recreation facilities, the
potential for placement of Bay fill for construction of piers, the
potential for fill placement in the intertidal zone for construction of
the Berkeley Beach or North Basin Beach, and the potential for development
of external vegetation in the North Basin strip.

The Specific Plan prohibits filling of the Bay for any purpose other than
- beach fil1l south of the Brickyard or small amounts of fill for
stabilization of public access areas, prohibits development of wetlands in
tidal or marsh habitats, requires sealing of the bottom seasonal ponds to
“increase the amount of time water is present, requires replacement of any
- seasonal ponds Tlost to development, requires enhancement of creekside
areas where creeks are daylighted, and requires replanting of disturbed
areas such as the Worth Basin strip with drought-resistant plants.

Some level of loss of seasonal ponds and other biological resources is
unavoidable with waterfront development, even with incorporation of the
~aforementioned revisions. Although by itself this impact is not
significant, when taken together with the other unavoidable impacts,
the cumulative residual level of adverse impact could be significant.
Therefore, this residual impact 1is addressed in the Statement of
Overriding Considerations included herein.

Intensification of Land Uses and Values

Changes have been made in the Master Plan and Specific Plan which avoid or
substantially lessen the potential intensification of Tand uses and valves
in nearby areas, which are identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for the investment of public and private
funds at the waterfront to increase the value of nearby parcels, resulting
in increased rents for existing uses and pressure for conversion to more
intensive uses, and the potential for development at the waterfront to
limit visual and physical access to the shoreline, particularly in the
North Basin sirip.

The Specific Plan has. been revised to require the phasing of new
development at the waterfront, to allow time to increase the City's
housing supply and reduce pressures on the cost of housing. This is



~coupled with the provision for agreements between the waterfront
developers and the City to. prov1de funds for the development and
preservat1on of affordable housing in Berkeley. * The revised Specific Plan
also requires the Cedar Street rignt-of-way .across the North Basin strip
to be dedicated for public access.

Changes in the VYisual Quality of the Waterfront

Changes have been incorported into the Master Plan Amendment and Specific
Plan which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for detrimental
changes in the visual quality of the waterfront, which are identified in
the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for developoment at the waterfront to
alter and obstruct views to, from, and across the site, and give the
waterfront the appearance of a more urbanized setting.

The Specific Plan has been revised to remove development from the East
Meadow (near the entrance to the site), if possible under the Phase I
development plan, to require the clustering of development along the
North Basin strip to retain view corridors at Gilman, Cedar and Virginia
Streets, and to enact various design requirements which concern building
setbacks, bulk, siting and landscape design. The Specific Plan has also
been rev1sed to add the requ1rements for Design Review for any waterfront
development.

Some alteration of the visual character of the waterfront is unavoidable
with waterfront development, even with the incorporation

of the aforementioned revisions. Taken together with the other
unavoidable impacts identifed herein, the cumulative residual level of
adverse impact could be significant. Therefore, this residual impact is
adressed in the Statement of Overridding Considerations included herein.

9. Potential to Uncover Archaeological Resources

Changes have been made in the Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for damage to subsurface
archaeological resources uncovered during site preparation for
development, which are identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for archaeological resources to be
uncovered during excavation, although none are presently known to be at
the site. The Specific Plan would require work to be stopped if
archaeological materials are encountered during project excavation and
construction work, and require examination by a professional archaeo]og1st
before work could recommence.




10. Increases in Traffic Congestion

1.

Changes have been incorporated into the master Pian Amendment and Specific
Plan which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for traffic
congestion on local roads and intersections, which are identified in the
EIR. _

The EIR identifies the potential for waterfront development, in
combination with other future anticipated development in Berkeley and
nearby communities to increase peak hour congestion at the University
Avenue/Sixth Street and University Avenue/San Pablo Avenue intersections.
The EIR shows that these intersections, as presently configured, will be
over capacity by the year 2010, with or without waterfront development.

The revised Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan require the freeway
interchanges and effected local intersections, including University/Sixth
and University/San Pablo, to be upgraded in specific configurations.
These configurations are designed to achieve acceptable levels of service.

The revised Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan also place
requirements on developments to increase access to public transit,
increase auto occupancy, provide for bicycle facilities, and enact other
alternative transportation measures.

Additionally, the EIR identifies the potential for regional growth,
including development at the Berkeley Waterfront, to exhaust the capacity
of the east bay I-80 corridor and the University, Ashby,and Gilman freeway
ramps, even with the improvements currently being planned by CalTrans.
This additional area of impact cannot be mitigated by implementation of

"local measures which are within the control of the City of Berkeley. The

EIR shows that these impacts are regionally-generated and would occur even
if no development were to occur on the Berkeley waterfront. To
potentially mitigate this regional problem, the revised Master Plan
Amendment calls for the cities of Berkeley, Albany, and Emeryville to
establish a joint sub-regional growth management system which would
minimize congestion through phased development.

Some level of regional and local traffic impact is unavoidable with
waterfront development, even with incorporation of the aforementioned
revisions. This residual impact, particularly when taken with other
unavoidable impacts identified herein, could be significani. Therefore,
this residual impact 1is addressed in the Statement of Overriding
Considerations included herein. : '

Necessity to Alter Local Transit Routes

Changes have been made to the Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for adverse affects on
the 1ocal transit (bus) service, which are identified in the EIR.
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i3.

The EIR identifies the potential for development at the water to
necessitate AC Transit to alter its current routes and increase service to
the waterfront. The revised Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan Timit
development at the waterfront, so that the number of buses in operation
would not need to be significantly increased, although routes -would need
to be altered. The revised plans also call for major developments
(hotels) to provide for shuttle serve to airports, BART and downtown.

Increases in Local Air Emissions

Changes have been made to the Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for adverse affects of
increased Tocal air emissions, which are identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for development at the Waterfront and in
the region to cause localized “hot spots" in air emissions due to
increased traffic volumes, particularly on I-80, which could adversely
effect waterfront users. Also, the potential exists for considerable
quantities of dust to be generated during site grading and construction.

The revised Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan include several
measures which would substantially lessen the impact of these air
emissions on waterfront users, including: creation of a buffer zone
between development/public access and the freeway, orientation of
buildings, provision of dense landscaping to provide sheltered areas, and
the requirement for an approved dust control program prior to excavation
and construction. :

Some increase in the potential for localized "hot spots" in air emmisions

from increased traffic is unavoidable with.weaterfront and regional

development, even with the aforementioned revisions. This residual
impact, particularly when taken with the other unavoidable impacts
identified herein, could be significant. Therefore, this residual impact
is addressed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations included herein.

Exposure to Increased Noise Levels

Changes have been incorporated into the Master Plan Amendment and Specific
Plan which avoid or substanially lessen the potential for exposure of
waterfront users to excessive noise, as identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for development of the North Basin Strip
to be subject to noise from traffic, and for users of the Berkeley Beach and
Brickyard areas to be exposed to freeway noise in excess of 70 dBa (CNEL).

The revised Specific Plan requires buildings in the North Basin Strip to
be set back from the freeway and local roadway, and structural noise
controls to be designed into these structures; exterior courtyards would
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face away from the freeway. Additionally, a noise berm or sound
insulating wall would be created adjacent to the freeway to reduce noise
levels in the Berkeley Beach and Brickyard areas.

Pressure to Increase the Local Population and Housing Demand

Changes have been made to the Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for adverse affects of
the increased population and housing demand which would accompany new
development at the waterfront, which are identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for new development at the Waterfront to
create pressure for increases in local population and housing demand. The
Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan incorporate three features which
will substantially reduce this pressure: requiring new developments to
comply with construction and permanent employment programs of the City
which give preference to Berkeley residents in hiring, requiring new
developments to pay housing mitigation fees which are to be used for
preservation and development of the Tocal (off-site) housing stock, and
requiring development to be phased to aliow time to increase the local
hous1ng supply.

Necessity to Improve Public Services and Utilities

Changes have been incorproated into the Master Plan Amendment and Specific
Plan which avoid or substantially lessen the necessity to improve existing
public service and utility sytems, which are identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for waterfront development to require
major improvements to existing utility systems, and expansion of public
services, with the added potential of costs falling on the City and
public. Included are improvements for water supply, sewage collection,
storm drainage, solid waste collection, roads and other public works
maintenance and part development and maintenance.

The Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan would require a phased
implementation of these improvements, with the preponderance of costs
falling on the developments, through impact fees, assessement districts,
and other development fees.

REASONS FOR REJECTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The Council finds that specific economic considerations render infeasible the
two less 1ntensxve waterfront alternatives identified in the EIR, the "no
project" and "reduced" (Sierra Club) alternatives, which would have involved
less significant adverse environmental impact than the Master Plan Amendment




and Specific Plan adopted by Council. The Council finds that because the 170-
acre waterfront site is privately owned, and because the levels of development
identified for the no-project and reduced alternatives would have l1ikely been
insufficient to allow the private owner to realize a reasonable use of its
property, these two a]ternat1ves are 1nfeas1b]e.

The Council further finds that the two more 1ntens1ve alternatives identified
ino the E.I.R., the "Santa Fe" and "Full Build-out" alternatives, which would
have involved greater adverse environmental impact or than the Master Plan
Amendment and Specific Plan adopted by Council, are unacceptable. The
Council finds ‘that these two alternatives would involve levels of
environmental impact which are unacceptable and which can not be adequately
mitigated, and that these alternatives would detract from the open space and
recreational use and character which is desired for the waterfront

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

The EIR identifies eight areas of impact which would result from development
of the waterfront and which are unavoidable, i.e. which cannot be fully
mitigated, even with implementation of the mitigation measures which have been
incorporated into the revised Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan.

Although these impacts have been substantially lessened through these
mitigations, the Council finds that the residual level of adverse impact in
these areas will still be significant, partlcu]arly when taken altogether, and
accordingly finds it necessary to consider weighing the social and enconomic
benefits of waterfront development under these plans against the unavoidable
adverse environmental impacts which will result. These findings are made
pursuant to Section 21081 of the Publi¢ Resources Code and Section 15093 of
the C.E.Q.A. Guidelines.

In considering the potential benefits of waterfront development under these
plans, the Council finds that these benefits are substantial and include the
following: 1) a way in which to substantially meet the recreational needs of
Berkeley residents; 2) the orderly development of a waterfront uses which w111
support recreational use, and also compliment and enhance the City's
character; 3) provides only the minimum level and type of developed uses which
will enable the City to provide the open space, recreational fac111t1es, and
environmental enhancement measures that will enable the waterfront's unigue
environment to be enjoyed by all of Berkeley's citizens; and 4) provides an
economic benefit to the community in terms of increased job opportunites and
municipal revenues. In consideration of the foregoing, the Council finds that
these benefits outweigh level of environmental impact, in the eight specified
areas.




“: EXHIBIT "B "

- BERKELEY WATERFRONT PLAN
. AMENDMENT TO THE CITY'S MASTER PLAN

ADOPTED BY THE BERKELEY CITY COUNCIL
OCTOBER 7,1986




' Berkeley residents share a common interest in the Waterfront

which.requires the enduring protection of this distinct and
valuaﬁle naturél resource. The shoreline ecology, the Water=-
front's geographic prominence, its unique opportdﬁities for
bayfront related activities, and the social and cultural needs
of the people of Berkeley require that the land be used with
careful balance. As the last larze undeveloped land area in
the City, the Waterfront repfesents an important resource
which must provide long term benefits to East Bay residents.
Therefore, the City must protect, maintain, and enﬁance the
quality of the bayfront environment and assure that balanced
utilization and conservation of the Waterfront's resources’

reflect the public interest.
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BERKELEY WATERFRONT PLAN:
SUMMARY

The Berkeley Waterfront Plan establishes policies for the protection,
enhancement, and development of the 170-acre area of the privately held
lands bounded by the Interstate 80 freeway on the east, the Berkeley Maxina
on the west, and the albany and Emeryville City limits on the north and
south. The amendment to the City's Master Plan contains general objectives
and principles for the Waterfront. The a-..companying Specific Plan sets
forth programs and more detailed standards for carrying out the policies of
the Master Plan amendment. These two documents constitute the regulations
controlling development on the watexfront. :

The plan designates the wWaterfront as an area primarily for
recreational, open space, and ecological uses, with an appropriate amount
of private development to make the Waterfront part of a vibrant urban
community. (See Figure 1.)

Major features of the plan are:

-~-Maintain the Meadow and Brickyard areas as open space. The City will
evaluate the feasibility of acguisition of some or all of the open space
areas and will also determine appropriate requirements for dedication as
conditions of development approvals.

~-Dedication of a continuous 1U0-foot shoreline band for public
access, with an additional building setback of up to 100 feet wherever
possible.

—~-Protection and ennancement of wetlands habitat, especially on the
Meadow and Brickyard. '

—nbevelopment of Berkeley Beach soutn of University Avenue, subject to
the resolution of water yuality and fill issues.

-— Improvement of water quality of all creeks extending through the
Waterfront, ard opening of Schoolhouse Creek in a natural conflguratlon.

—-Enhanced water recreation in the North Basin, with on-shore suppoxt
facilities such as boat houses 'in North Waterfront Park, provided that
environmental standards are met and that this use is con51stent with the
City's plan for North Naterfront Parxk.




—~—~New connections to the Waterfront from the rest of Berkeley, for
pedestrians, bicycles, and the disabled, at Gilman Street, Virginia/Cedar
Streets, Unlver51ty Avenue, and Ashby Avenue,

—~—~Redesign by CalTrans of Interstate 80 through Berkeley, including
closing of . the West Frontage Road south of University Avenue, to provide
additional freeway capacity and protect the waterfront from through
traffic,

—-On-site and off-site circulation improvements, for both vehicles and
pedestrians, financed by the developerx.

_ --A hotel or other lodging of up to 450 rooms and conference center in

the North Basin Strip unless circumstances require a location in the East
Meadow, integrated with open space to the south and west, and w1th other .
retall/restaurant development to the noxth and south,

. —-A second hotel or other lodging of up to 250 rooms north of Gilman
Street.

—Water related retaii-restaurant wuses in the North Basin Strip,
containing a wide range of food outlets and water-related commercial uses.

—A hostel in the North Basiu Strip, subject to publlc acquisition ox
negotiation with the property ownet.

The maximum total amount of private commercial development in the plan
is approximately 565,000 syuare feet. Moxe than 100 acres of the 170-acre
total would be dedicated for public access ox maintained as open space.
The plan requires clustering of all commercial development in locations
that take advantage of accessibility to transportation and other services,
and that protect environmental values such as the seasonal wetlands on the
Meadow. The plan treats the entire l70-acre Waterfront as a single parcel,
and allocates the amount and locations of allowable development in
accordance with the environmental and physical counstraints identified in
the studies dome in preparing the plan and in the Environmental Impact
Report,
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BERKELEY WATERFRONT PLAN:
'AMENDMENT TO THE CITY'S MASTER PLAN

This report amends portions of the City of Berkeley 1977 Master Plan
pextaining to the Watexfront: pages 71, 72, 77, and 78 (Policies 3.40-3.45)
(See Figure 1.)

1. GOALS FOR THE WATERFRONT

The follow1ng goals for the Waterfront are the basis for the pollc1es
and programs of the Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan,.

1. Establish the Waterfront as an area primarily for recreational,
open space, and envirommental uses, with preservation and enhancement of
beaches, marshes, and other natural habitats.

2, Develop the Waterfront as part of a continuous East Bay shoreline
open space system. .

3. Prov1de for an appropriate amount and type of private
development, to make the Waterfront part of Berkeley's vibrant uxban
community, attractive  to and usable by Berkleyans, neighboring Bay Area
residents and other visitors. .

4. In all types of development, meet the needs of unemployad and
underemployed Berkeley residents, in both construction and permanent jobs.

5. Establish uses and activities that reflect and enhance the unique
character of the Waterfront and foster the community's relationship w1th
the shoreline,




2. POLICIES FOR THE WATERFRONT

Following ate the policies for each of the elements of the Waterfront
Plan. Descriptive material on conditions, trends, and issues for each plan
- element is included in Part 4 of this xeport.

2.1 Policieé from the Land Use Element

Zz.1.1 General Pbl icies

The Berkeley Waterfront Plan provides for uses which will:

1. Presexve and protect the open space, views, wetlands, mudflats,
seasonal pords, creeks, meadows, and beuches of the Berkeley Waterfront.

2, Restore ard improve the features of the natural enviromment so
that the Watexfront approximates the character of the origiocnal shore.Lme
wherever fea51ble.

3. Create a social environment where Berkeley, East Bay residents,
and visitoxs can mingle in haxmony and mutually enjoy their natural
_herltage.

4, }:.xpress the prlmary recreational, open space and env1rorm—:nta11y '
-significant charxacter of the Watexfront. v

5. Create an environment which enhances the unique qualities of
Berkeley's Waterfront and its special meaning to the City and region.
6. Enhance the strength and diversity of the Berkeley economy.
7. Generate jobs which meet the needs of Berkeley's (memployed and
underemployed population and provide opportunities for job mobility.

8. Generate revenues which exceed municipal sexvice costs over the
long term, to make possible othexr City objectives.

_9.' Create water-related job and business opportunities which relate
to the site's unigue location which cannot be easily created elsewhexe in
the City ox xegion.



l0. Create business and employment opportunities for Berkeley
residents which are compdtlble with and will not adversely affect those
found in other economic centers within .Berkeley.

ll. Create conditions which will help offset pressures for housing
gentrification in West Berkeley and elsewnere in the City, through
requirements for developer exactions to assist. housing programs.

12, Create opportunities for advancement of Berkeley's Affirmative
Action policies.

15. Provide for goods and services that complement ot reinforce othetx
“land uses in the Watexfront area.

i4., Not compete with development elsewhere in the City (such as

Downtown) that is desirable in those locatlons but incompatible with the

character of the Waterfront. .

15, Provide opportunities for small businesses that are locally owned
and controlled.

16, Provide transition of 5etkeley s Waterfront to the Waterfront
development in Albany and Emeryville.

17. Cluster development where it is most accessible, least subject to-

. seismic hazards, where utilities and services are wost readily available,
and where environmental impacts are minimal,

18. Phase development in accordance with the timing of traffic
improvements that will make necessary additions to capacity.

2el.2 Policies for Uses

Based on the oOpportunities and constraints summarized in Part 4 and
described more fully in the background documents listed in the Appendix,
foilowing are the City's policies for land uses for the entire Waterfront
study area. :

Recreation and Open Spéce

These are top priority uses for the Waterfront. They should encompass
a range of recreational and envirormental uses, including:




—A continuous shoreline public ac_céss band of at least 100 feet in
width, with an additional setback of up to 100 feet for structures,
wherever possible.

~—Wildlife habitat.

~Recreational uses for people of different ages, classes, cultures,
and abilities. ' '

~—Water recreational uses, including protection of shoreline aveas
used for fishing from the impact of motor boats. :

—Between 20 and 25 acres of playing fields.

—Active recreation facilities such as a play-learning c_:ehtér, and
play structures for children.

-—Berkeley Beach is a high priority, whether in the short or long
term. it should not be precluded by short-term development or other uses.

~—Facilities for cultural activities and the arts, such as galleries
and performance spaces, to be integrated within the development so that
visitors may enjoy the rich cultural diversity of Berkeley and local
artists may profit from their patronage.

, —-Other public uses may be considered in the future provided they
shaxe a relationship with the waterfront and the Berkeley community,
involve facilities, structures, and land uses which are minimal in nature,
and provided that the feasibility and benefits of such proposed uses are
-welghed against the private and public uses already considered and against
other competing similar uses.

Recreational and Commercial

Small-scale retail uses are desirable that offer recreational products
and sexvices, such as windsurfing and sailing equipment and lessons,
bicycie and poat rentals, fishing supplies, and chandlexies. A variety of
restaurants 1is desired, especially inexpensive, family-oxiented . ones.
These activities should meet the needs of people of all ages, income
levels, disabilities, and ethnic backgrounds. Recreational-commercial
activities can provide opportunities to meet the targeted job goals of the
City, as well as create an interesting envirormment. Other kinds of small-
scale retalil and commercial uses, especially water-related, which serxve
visitors to the Waterfront should be encouraged. They should also serve
people of all ages, income levels, abilities, and ethnic backgrounds.
However, commercial theme parks and high intensity specialty commercial
centers such as Pier 39 in San Francisco are not considered appropriate or
desirable. - '




Conference and Community Centers

Tne Waterfront should include a mix of traditional and innovative
conference and cultural facilities for University and business-sponsored
events, as well as space for less f[ormal gatherings and for community
groups which cannot afford most conference/loaging facilities. These
centers on the Waterfront should not adversely affect similar fa01l1t1es
downtown and elsewhere in Berkeley.

Any conference facility should be fully compatible with lodgings in
the North Basin Strip, such as a hostel, and should be available to and
affordable by the community. The conference center should be available for
multiple performing arts uses, including rehearsal space, .and exhibition
space for local artists.

Lodgings and Acccmmodations

.Lodgings should orient toward and invite the public, rather than
orienting inward, They should accommodate a range of income and age
" groups, including community uses. A hostel which provides low-cost
accommodations for travelers and young people is highly favored. Lodgings
that accommodate people visiting the Waterfront for conferences and
recxeational activities, that support other activities in the Berkeley
community, and that take advantage of the unigue waterfront environment are
preferable. Hotel developers shall be regquired to provide inclusionary
accommodations for iow- and moderate-income travelers, either within the
hotel or elswhere on the waterfront.

Horticulture and Speciality Agriculture

Horticulture, speciality agriculture, and aquacuiture, especially that
using innovative methods, are encouraged, possibly in conjunction with
restaurants on the Waterfront. : s

Housing

Berkeley has a strong commitment to expanding the supply of housing 1in
the City, especially for persons of low and moderate incomes, as documented
in the 1984 Housing Element and as demonstrated by the City's variety of
housing programs. However, the Waterfront is not deemed to be an
appropriate location for residential development. Housing would potentially
privatize the Waterfront and intrude on public uses. The land regquired to
establish a socially viable community would probdbly be too gyreat yiven
other goals ardd cowwnity-oriented uses envisioned. Other problemns are
SelSinic nazacds, and the difficulty of providing low- and moderate-—lncome
units because of high development costs.



Offices

Offices, other than those needed for management of the preferred uses
aescribed above, are not appropriate for the Waterfront. This use has
fewer entry-level Jjobs per dollar invested and per sqguare foot, greater
negative social and economic impacts, and higher peak period traffic
generation than other. activities envisioned for the watexfront.

Industry

Conventional light or heavy industry is not appropriate tor the
Waterfront, It would adversely affect the desired public/recreational
- cnaracter of tne site and present potentially negative environmental and
traffic impacts. An exception would be the possible inclusion of a
canposting facility in tne Stables Area.

Parking

Parking for off-site uses is not a permitted use on the Waterfront,
Existing parking for Goiden Gate Fields could continue as a non-conforming
use, but could not be expanded.

2.1.3 Policies for Locations

Following are general policies for the sub-areas of the Waterfront.

South of the Brickyard

This narrow band between the freeway and the water, extending south to
Emexryville, and containing 7 acres of land, could not accommodate any
development other than extension of a continuous shoreline path and beach
improvements. The plan supports the development of Berkeley Beach in this
area, subject to more detailed planning, BCDC approval of any needed fill,
and improvements in watex guality.

Brickzard

The Brickyard should remain as open space. The Brickyaxd is a strong
focal point for access to the area and should preserve the view for the
City and the Watexfront to San Francisco., A beach, and enhanced natural
habitat at the Spit are encourayed. No structures should be allowed except
for bathroom facilities (including changing rooms) ard a nature display and
intexpretive center not to exceed 5,000 square feet. All or part of the
Brickyard Peninsula may be removed as part of one of the beach plan
variations., »




Meadow

To assure an integrated and contiguous open space area, the S50-acre
Centrai Meadow extending from the Frontage Road to the Marina and as much
of the East Meadow as possible, without interferinyg with Phase 1
development, should remain as open space. The Meadow has prime open space
value ana is the most desirabie location for recrsational activitiles. it
provides important views to and from the wWaterfront. its location is
unigue as a highly visible part of the San Francisco Bay shoreline,
immediately east of the Golden Gate, and as the "front yard'" for the City.

No structures should be allowed on the Central Meadow, with the
possible exception of bathroom facilities (including changing rooms) at
appropriate locations, structures such as soccer goals, which ave integral
parts of playing fields, benches, tables, and windbreaks. Structures for
inioor sports, bleacners, retfreshment stanas, and other uses should not be
permitted. Any physical improvements in the Meadow must provide for the
protection ana ennhancement of wetlands nabitat on the site. Playing
fielas, such as for soccer, may be allowed only if they do not conflict
with wetlands policies  of tne Waterfront Plan, and with needs for open
space, picnic areas and nature areas. In areas of the Central Meadow other
than playing filelds, iandscaping should restore natural wetlands
charactexlstics. Clustered parkirg and picnic areas snould be provided near
- Marina Drive adjacent to South Basin otrip.

bast Meadow/Phase 1 Planning Arxea

This Ju-acre area should provide a sensitive visual transition between
development in the nNorth Basin Strip and the open space in the Meadow. As
much of the area as possible should remain as open space, consistent with the
Fhase 1 development. The location for development is noxrth of Virginia Street
unless the developer demonstrates that this location is legally and
financially infeasible because of the lease obligations. If there is no
agevelopment in the East Meadow, this entire area would be vetained for open
space. Should development occur in the East Meadow, it is estimated that at
least 12 additional acres in the Bast Meadow area oould remain open space.,
The City will investigate methods of facilitating the location of development
in the desired location, noxth of Virginia Street. All development must e
visually and physically open to the Meadow. School House Creek, at Virxginia
Street, should be restored, and no Bay fill aliowed. :

All development shoulid be clustered as close to the freeway as
possible and integrated as a total complex, not treated as separate
buildings and uses. The plan allows flexipility in the locations of uses,
in the Kast Meadow/Phase L Planning Avea and the North Basin sStrip.
Permitted uses include a hotel or other lodging of up to 450 xooms (up to
300,00u sguare feet) with outdoor recreation facilities restaurants and
focd related sexvices and Conference Center (up to 40,000 square feet) to
be built in the first phase of deveiopment., The Conference Centexr should
be accessibie to the public and connect with the Meadow open space. It
should incluce facilities for the performing arts and exhibition space.

10



The above—describeda development may be allowed only if the landowner
or developer establishes that any adverse environmental impacts, including,
but not limited to, those described in the Environmental Impact Report,
including, but limited to, traffic, geology, wetlands, and endangered-—
species problems, will be satisfactorily soived or mitigated. Any adverse
lmpacts as to wetlands shall be mitigated on property within the Berkeley
Waterfront.

North Basin Strip

Permitted uses, the locations of which could be interchanged with
those in the East Meadow/Phase i Planning Area, include a hostel,
restaurants and retail, preferably related to Waterfront recreation. The
total amount of restaurant/retail use should not exceed 50,000 sguare feet.
Restaurants and other food outlets should reflect Berkeley's cultural
diversity and sexrve a wide range of income groups.

The recreational use of tne North Basin itself should be enhanced,
possible with a small craft anchorage, with supporting facilities such as
boat houses on the shoreline of Noxth Waterfront Paxk, subject to
protection of water quality amd consistency with the City Plan for North
Watertfront Park.

The New Waterfront Road will be located on the freeway side of the
development unless overriding considerations can be demonstrated to the
City Council's satisfaction. The development should be as close as
possible to the New Waterfront road; however, views from the freeway should
not be biocked, if possible, since the site provides the first view of the
Bay for the southbound motorist.

Stables Area

The easterly area 1s designated for development of a hotel or other
lodging of up to 25U rooms (up to 165,000 squarxe feet) with related
restaurants and food sexvices (up to 10,000 sguare feet) on a 20-acre site
during the second phase of the development., The shoreline band of open
space and public access should comnect to Fleming Point in Albany. Other
possible uses in the Stable Area include a composting facility nortn of the
hotel provided the facility is properly screened and all envirxonmental
concerns are met.

2.1.4 Policles for Development Phasing

It will be necessary to coordinate the timing of development of the
watexfront with completion of improvements to the Interstate 80 freeway
interchanges, to assure that tne additional capacity is not exceeded. The
present Calirans program for improving the freeway between the Ashby and

11




Gilman interchanges will mnot be completed until 1995 at the earliest.
Traffic analysis indicates that no development at the Waterfront could
occur wdexr the existing conditions, while maintaining the City's policy of
level of service "D". The Circulation Element of this Master Plan
amendment and the Specific Plan include a number of reasonable improvements
which the propexty owner could undertake in ordexr to accommodate the
proposed development, prior to CalTrans -freeway and interchange
mocGifications. '

The amount and timing of total development permitted will depend upon
in place transportation capacity, taking into account development in Albany
and Emeryville, and upon tne holuing capacity of the land based on physical
and planning constraints., Uevelopment of Berkeley's Waterfront as proposed
in the Plan will have a minimal impact on traffic conyestion on the freeway
and City streets. Nonetheless conditions are expected to reach
.unacceptable levels by the year 201U because of total growth in the region.
The Cities of Berkeley, Albany and kmeryville should establish a joint sub-
regional growth management system to minimize traffic congestion through
phased development. The State of California should enact legislation to
estabiish effective regional planning and implementation to deal with Bay
Area transportation needs.

2.2 Policies from the Cirxculation Element

2.2.1 General Policies for Circulation

1. Minimize traffic congestion gencerated during peak periods ana the
rest of the day for transit and autos in the City and region; achieve a
service level of at least "D" (.89 of capacity) of all intexsections
serving the Waterfront.

Z. - Reduce dependence on the aulomobile; encourage transit use and
shared rides. :

3. Improve bicycle, pedestrian, and disabled access to and
circulation within the Waterfront, while avoiding confiict with vehicularx
circulation. 'These routes should serve commuter as well as recreational
needs.

4, Create a continuous view of San Francisco Béy and the Golden Gate
for those who travel along the Waterfront.

5. Minimize the demand for parking and the amount of lana devoted to
it. »

6. Minimize traffic congestion on local streets.

7. Create pedestrian areas entirely separated from automobiles.

&. Provide for safe, efficient on-site circulation.

12




9. - Prov1de convenient, usable east-west pedestrian, bicycle and
automoblle links between West Berkeley and the watexfront.

10. Link different parts of the waterfront by pedestrian and bicycle
paths that are separated from traffic coxridors.

1l. Require innovative transit facilities connecting different parts
of the Waterfront with each other and with other areas of Berkeley.

12. Restrict the amount of development at any given time in accordance
with transportation capacity.

13. Regyuire developers to provige transit mitigation fees to support
public transportation for employees, visitors, and customers.

2.,2.2 Policies for Cixculation Improvements

The Circulation Element of the Waterfront Plan includes policies for
1) modifications to the Interstate 80 freeway coxridor, Z) improvements to
the roadways, bicycle. paths, and pedestrian routes at the Waterfront, and
>) modifications to the existing local transit sexvice. (See Figure &,
Vehicular Circulation Concept; Figure 3, Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation
Concept; and Figqure 4, Transit Sexrvice Cixculation Concept.)

Intexrstate 80 Modifications

CalTrans is preparing plans for improvements to the Interstate 80
freeway within Berkeley that include adding lanes; rebuilding the
University Avenue, Gilman Street, and Ashby Avenue interchanges; building a
new grade-separated bicycle-pedestrian facility within the University
Avenue interchange; and adding sound wall barriers along the Aguatic Park
frontage. {(See Figures 5 and 6.) The Circulation Element of the
Watexfront Plan callis for a number of changes in the CalTrans proposal to
sexve the proposed land use effectively, reduce traffic impacts from
diversion of automobiles onto City streets durxing peak periods, and improve
bicycle, pedestrian, amd disabled access between the Waterfront and the
adjacent West Berkeley neighborhoods.  Morxe Getailed descriptions and
drawings of these improvements are included in the Specific’ Plan.

1. Freeway between Gilman and University: inveStigate the impacts
and feasibility of widening to five lanes north and southbound as
recummended by Callrans. :

2. Freeway between University and Ashby: investigate the impacts and
feasibility of widening to five lanes north and southbound as recammernded.
by CalTrans. Replace Bolivar Street adjacent to the freeway with a
landscaped buffer and sound wall to mitigate the noise impacts on Aguatic
Park. Replace the frontage road with a landscaped buffer, bicycle way,
pedestrian promenade, and beach. '

13
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3., Auxiliary lanes: aliow additional auxiliary lanes on I-50 only 1if
they are necessary to mitigate adverse impacts on local streets such as
oth, San Pablo and University. Such additional lanes are not interxled to
encourage increased development on the Waterfront.

4, University' Avenue Interchange: Recomnended Gesign changes are
described in the Specific Plan. Construct new two-way bicycle/pedestrian
facility connecting Waterfront Road, Aquatic Parxrk, and Fifth Street.
Construct another two-way bicycle/pedestrian overpass between West Berkeley
and the Waterxfront along Cedar Street. . '

5. Ashby Avenue Interxchange: Recommended design changes are
described in the Specific Plan. Make the CalTrans park-~and-ride lot
avallabie to recreational users on weekerndds and holidays.

o. Gilman Street Interchange. Recommend design changes are
described in the Specific Plan. : '

Waterfront Circulation Network

The circulation network provides vehicular, bicycle, pedestrian, and
wheelchair access to the Waterfront. The network uses many existing City
street rights-of-way, connects with the existing circulation system, and
. provides new continuous north-south shoreline access to Albany and
Emeryville.

L. Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvements

Continuous Shoreline irails: Provide a continuous two-way pedestrian
bicycle way along the shoreline from the north to, south City limits.
Provide shoreline access along the entire Bay edge, including the Noxth
and South Sailing Basin, the Meadow, Brickyard, and Berkeley Beach.

west Berkeley Conmnections: Connect with the West Berkeley pedestrian
and bike ways at University Avenue, Virginia Street, Gilman Street, Ashby
Avenue, and the new blcycle/pedestnan crossux_; at Virginia/Cedar Street.

Norih wWaterxfront Park and Marina connections: Connect to the cuty-owned
Marina, North Waterfront Park, and Shorebird Park.

Brickyard: Provide a pedestrian trail along the shore, subject to
protection of environmentally sensitive areas.

Emergency Access: Design bicycie and pedestrian ways to accomunodate
emergency vehicles. )

Disabled access: Construct all pedestrian ways to be barrier free, to
pramote use by the movement impaired. _

4. New Waterfront Road: Build a new two-lane Waterfront Road from the

Phasell hotel site in the Stables area to University Avenue. Recommended
design standards are described in the Specific Plan.
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3. University Avenue: = Recunstruct between Shoreline Drive and
Marina Drive, - '

Transit Improvements

The Waterfront 1s now served by the AC Transit line with operating
headways from 18 to 30 minutes. It is recommended that this service be
modified to improve access to the Waterfront and to provide transit service
to establishments along Gilman Street and to the retail center at Fourth
Street.

Transit Innovations: wWaterfront developers will be required to provide
innovative transit facilities, such as elephant trains and shuttlies, to
link parts of the Waterfront toygether and reduce the use of prlvate
automobiles on site.’

Transportation systems Management: The use of carpools, vanpools, ard
flexible working hours for employees, to reduce peak period traffic
gencration will be a reguired part of the transportation plan for any
Waterfront development.

Transit Mitigation Fees: Developers will be requ1red to provide
appropriate transit mitigation fees.

snort—Term Local Improvements

CalTrans pas recently changed 1ts priorities for [-8U improvements..
The portion between Ashby and Gilman, through Berkeley, will not be
completed until 1995 at the earliest. Under existing conditions no
development on the Waterfront can occur and still attain the City's policy
of level of sexvice "D", volume to capacity ratio of 0.89 ox better, at
intersections. (See Tables 1 and Ze)

There are reasonable 1mprovements the property owner could make in
order to allow some development before completion of the freeway
modifications. These improvements, described in morxe detail in the
Specific Plan, are examples of improvements that will be needed to meet the
City's circulation needs when waterfront aeveiopment occurs. Specific
improvements will be subject to the City's review, public hearing and
approval processes. Possible improvements include an eastbound left turmn
pocket at the Powell/West Frontage Interchange, signalization of ‘the
southbound ramps intersection, relocation of waterxfront Road 400 feet west
of the southbound ramps, an eastbound left tuxn lane at the University/West
Frontage interchange, and oonstruction of new Waterfront Koad petween
" Gilman and south of the Brickyard area with additional left turn pockets at
the University/Frontage intexsection; at the Gilman -Street interchange,
relocattion of West Frontage Road 500 feet west of the southbound ramps,
signalization of the noxrtnbound and southbound ramp intersections with
Gilman, widening of Gilman Street to provide right and left turn pockets at
the ramp ilntersections and at Eastshorxe Hiyghway, and restriction of tratffic
on Eastshore Highway at Gilman Street to right turns only; at the
Sixth/University Intersection, addition of a northbound ieft and soutnbound
right turxn lane.

20



12

Table 1 _
EXISTING AND PROJECTED VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIOS

Ul & W N -
s e & &

10.
.

12,

Intersection

Gilman Interchange
Univ./San Pablo
Univ./Sixth
Univ./N.B. Ramps
Univ /W. Frontage/
S.B. Ramps
Ashby/Bay
Ashby/N.B. Ramps
Ashby S.B, off/
West Frontage
Ashby S.B. on/
West Frontage
Ashby/W. Frontage
W. Frontage/Private
Access Road
Powell Interchange

Based on 1983 and 1984 intersection turn

Associates.

LI |
' . Existing
Existing Existing Geometrics
Geometrics : Geometrics 1990 Base Traffic
Existing Traffic 1990 Base Traffic + Project Phase |
AM PM AM PM AM PM
0.81 0.92 0.86 0.98 0.87 114
0.68 0.82 - 0.70 0.85 0.71 0.87
0.62 0.92 0.66 0.94 0.70 1.04
N/A N/A | N/A N/A N/A N/A
0.83 0.75 0.88 0.80 1.13 1.16
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
- 0.58 0.44 0.62 0.47 0.65 0.57
0.80 0.51 0.86 0.55 0.90 0.66
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
085 047 090 050 093 0.54
- 0.83 0.93 0.89 0.99 0.92 1.03

~movement counts condﬁc'red by DKS

‘The V/C ratios reflect additions of 1200 PM peak and 1000 AM peak
The other intersections remain

trips to the current traffic volumes.

the same,

With
Short-Term
Improvements
AM PM
0.76 0.89
0.64 0.92
0.89 0.61
0.89 0.99



Table 2

LEVEL OF SERVICE INTERPRETATION

"~ Level of
Service

A

Description

Free Flow. No approach phase is fully |

utilized by traffic and no vehicle waits
longer than one red indication.
Insignificant delays.

Stable Operation. An occasional
approach phase is fully utilized. Many
drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted
within platoons of vehicles. Minimal
delays. :

Stable Operation. Major approach phase

may become fully utilized. Most drivers
feel somewhat restricted. Acceptable
delays.

Approaching Unstable. Drivers may have
to wait through more than one red signal
indication. Queues develop but dissipate
rapidly, without excessive delays.

Unstable Operation. Volumes at or near

capacity. = Vehicles may wait through .

several signal cycles. Long queuves form
upstream from intersection. Significant
delays.

Forced Flow. Represents jammed condi-
tions. . Intersection operates below
capacity with low volumes. Queuves may
block upstream intersections. Excessive
delays.

Average
Vehicle Volume to
Delay Capacity
(Seconds) Ratio
0-16 0.0-0.59
16-22 0.60-0.69
22-28 0.70-0.79
28-35 0.80-0.89
35-40 0.90-0.99
40 or not applicable
greater

Source: "Highway Capacity Monuol " nghwoy Research Board, Special Report No. 87,

Washington, D.C., 1965

"Interim Materials on Highway Copacity," Tronsportaﬁon Research Boord,
Circular No. 212, Washington, D.C., January 1980.

DKS Associates.
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Tne total amount of retail development would have to be limited. The
retail component is recommended to occur in phase II, after expiration of
the lease with the California Racing Association in 1997, by which time the
freeway improvements would be completed. Also, it will be necessary to

“phase the development of recreational facilities in accordance with traffic
capa01ty.

2.3 Policies from the Housing Element

- The Berkeley waterxfront is not found to be appropriate for the
development of housing. A residential community on the Watexfront would
tend to create a closed environment, vather than opening the Waterxfront to
the public. The extensive amount of land needed for a residential
community would detract from the recreation/open .space/ecological characterx
of the Waterfront residential development on the Waterfront would be
expensive, ox would require heavy subsidies which would be more cost-
effective if spent elsewhere in Berkeley.

- Development of other uses on the Waterfront should have a positive
offsite 1wpact on the City's housing supply by complylng with the following
policies:

1. Stipulate that waterfront developers provide off-site housing ox
contribute to a City housing fund, to help mitigate the housing impacts of
development, either thrxough implementation of a City oxdinance for such
mitigation fees or through an agreement with the developers.

2. Direct monies from this fund toward housing proyrams described in
the Housing Element and Housing Strategy. :

3. Discoﬁrage land use changes that would lead to displacement of
existing residents in West Berkeley, through implementation of zoning, rent
control, and controls over removal of housing units.

4, Link adjacent residential areas to the Waterfront and the Bay, to
improve the attractiveness of these communities and increase recreational
opportunities for residents.

2.4 Policies from the Conservation/Recreation/Open sSpace Element

2.4.2 General Policies from the Conservation/Recreation/Open Space Element

1. Restore and improve natural anad cultural resources and
environmentally sen51t1ve areas, such as wetlands, mudflats, and the marine
environment,

2. In any public or private development assure that marine and
wetlands habitat is enhanced and protected, and re-created where possible,

3. Improve important potential environmental featurxes, such as the
Berkeley Beacn, Schoolhouse, Codornices, arxd Pottex Creeks.
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4, Meet or exceed environmental sLanmards, such as alr and water
quality and noise protection.

5. Enhance popular understanding of natural process, the marine
enviroament, and the history ana significance of the Berkeley Waterfront.

0. Promote land use, Gevelopment prototypes and landscape treatments
which have the dreatest potential for conserving enexrgy and watex
resources.

7. Enhance publlc access to the Bay, by providing a continuous
snoreline open space, creating a variety of watexr's edge experiences, and
imprxoving the opportunity for linear recreation activities such as jogyging,
bicycling, sightseeinyg, walking, ard wheelchair access.,

8. Provide a varlety of recrxeational, educational, and cultural
activities appropriate to this unigue Waterfront setting. -

9. Help to meet Berkeley's and the region's future needs for open
Space and recreation.

V. Help to satisfy 1ocal and regional recreational needs or
preferences of different age groups, income groups, and the disabled.

il. Link with and compiement recreational activities at North
Watexrfront Park, Agyuatic Park, and the Marina.

12. Encourage water-related sports especially appropriate for this
setting. '

13. Minimize tne use of rip-rap wherever possible, subject to
shoreline stability requirements.

Z2.44.3 Policies for Locations

1. Clustexr development in locations which are close to existing
infrastructure and which protect environmental values.

2, Protect wetlands habitat in the Meadow and grickyard areas in
particular and assure that no development occurs which would impair
wetlards hablitat values.

3. BEstapblish a continucus shoreline public access band of at least
100 feet  in width with improvements for bicycles, pedestrians, and the
disabled. : '

4, Establisn a nature preserve south of University Avenue at the
Brickyard Cove if this area becomes publicly owned.

5. Maintain the Meadow for open space and provide for recreational
uses if it becomes publicly owned.
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. Ennance the North Basin with shoreline improvements in North
watexfront Park serving recreational uses to pramote boating, fishing,
windsuxfing, and transient mooring in the existing sheltered water. :

" 7. Protect the mudflats and open watexs of the South Basin to
support wildiife use, by restricting use of the adjacent land to
activities with minimal impacts, such as the shoreline trail.

- 8.  If if becomes publicly owned improve Berkeley Beach along the
south Basin's east shoreline.

9. lmprove the watex guality of the four creeks running ithrough' the
site. ' : '

lU., Exerclse the public trust over sudmerged lands, where necessary
and appropriate, in accordance with the policies of this plan.

2.5 Policies from the Noise Element

1. Locate uses wnich are relatively nolse sensitive, such as passive
open space, where noise impacts from the freeway are lowest. (See F1gure 7,
Figure 8) _

2. Locate uses which are less noise-sensitive (commercial, sports
fac111t1es) where freeway noise impacts arxe greater, buffermg the more
noise ‘sensitive uses where possiple.

3. When uses are in locations with -high noise impacts, wmitigate
these impacts with intervening buildings, sound walls, or acoustical
treatment of structures.

4. Buffer Aquatic Park from freeway noise by encouraging CalTrans to
construct a sound wall as part of the interstate 80 improvements.

2.6 Policies from the safety Element

i. Locate structures where there will be the least risk to life and
property from seismic hazards: groundshaking, ruptures, liguifaction,
tsunami. Generally, confine development to .zone 2 shown on Figure 9.

2. Place no structures within a 100-foot setback from the water's

‘edge, to minimize danger from siope failure.

3. Use techniques of design, construction, and building placement to
reduce the potential damage from differential settlement ana seismic
hdzards.

4. Provide adequate dralnage of the site, to minimize damage from
flooding and ponding.
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5. Fill construction sites or improve dikes to prevent damage from a
100-year flood event.

6. Design relocated creek outfalls to assure adequate storm runoff
capacity. :

Te Provide 1mproved water capacity to the site and expand other
utilities as reguired to insure fire safety and meet development needs.

8. Inciude fire prevention and suppressmn device in all new
constructlon.

9. Provide additional capacity of City Fire and Police departments to
meet development needs, if requlred :

lUs Clearly mark evacuation routes in the event of an emergency, at
Gilman Street, Unlver51ty Avenue, and Ashby Avenue.

il. Provide for emergency sexvices at the Watexfront in the event of
isolation from the rest of the City: information centexrs, medical care,

‘temporary sheltexs, and Firxe and Police Protection.

2.7 Policies from the Commnity Design Element

2.7.1  General Policies for Community Design

1. Reinforce and reflect Berkeiey's history, charactex, and
diversity of lifestyles in the design of structures on the waterfront.

2, Protect and  enhance vistas and view corridors to and from the
Waterfront.

3. Limit the negative visual impacts of parking by placing 1t in less
visible locations and by landscaping.

4, Desiygn buildings and landscaped areas so that they will be
visually 1nterest1ng and attractive both at the ground level and at a
distance,

5. Create an attractive and safe environment which promotes
pedestrian, wheelchair, and bicycle use.

6. Design and situate buildings so they will mitigate the noise and
air quality impacts of the freeway on wildiife habitats and recreational
and open space opportunities.

7. Overcome the barrier created by the freeway, which visually and

physically separates Berkeley fram its Watexfront, through new crossings
for pedestrian/bicycle/wheelchaix access.
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2.7.2 Design Policies for Development

1. Height of structures should ba one to two stories, with occasional
heights of three stories.

T L The height of cevelopment within the University Avenue view
corridor at the Marina eage snould not exceed 25 feet.

3. View corridors down east-west streets to the waterfront should be
retained.

4, Architecture and parcels should be diverse rather tnan
moneolithic. .

5. The Berkeley waterfront should have a pleasing connection to othex
areas on the Bast Bay shoreline.

6. Maximum intensity within development parcels should be a fioor
area ratio of .5 (xratio of building area to site area).

7. BActive ground level uses within development parcels. should be
encouraged adjacent to public access and open space areas.

5. Major parking arxeas should be set back from puollc access and
open space areas.

9. All roadways and parking areas should be generously lancisc.aped
ard appropriately lighted.
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3. DESCRIPTION OF THE BERKELEY WATERFRONT

_ The Berkeley Waterfront extends along the eastern shore of San
Francisco Bay, from the Interstate 80 freeway on the east to the City-owned
marina on the west, and from the hmeryville city limits on the south to
the Albany city limits on the norxth. This 170-acre area, undexr a single
private ownexrship, except for access rights-of-way, is a uniguely
significant location in the Bay Area. 1t is the City's connection with the
Bay, and since it is immediately east of the Golden Gate Bridge it is one
of the region's most visually iinportant sites,

This amendment to the City's 1977 Master Plan results from an
intensive, highly public planning process which oegan in January 1984.
This process has involved analysis of opportunities and constrxaints,
evaluation of alternatives based on criteria adopted by the City Council,
and selection of a preferred alternative on which this Master Plan
amendment 1s based. At each step of the planning process there nave been
public workshops and hearings. More than $500,000 has been allocated to
date for the preparation of the wWatexfront Plan, including funds frum the
City, the State, and the property owner,

Work on the plan has produced extensive information about the
waterfront, as shown in the documents listed in the Appendix. Among the
m&jor opportunities and constraints are: -

Land Use. Use of the Waterfront presents an opportunity to link the
City with the Bay, and to enhance nearby areas. The key obstacle to using
these opportunities in tne physical barrier of the intexstate 80U freeway.

Public Policy. 7he major source of public policy ‘for the site is the

- City of Berkeley's planning and land use regulatory authority. Other

regulatory agencies include the San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission, U.S. Fish and wildlife Sexrvice, Califoxnia
Department of Fish and Game, National Marine Fisheries Sexvice, Regional
Water guality Controli Board, the California bDepartment of ‘l'ransportatlon,
U.S. Army Corps of Engmeers, and State Lands Commission.

Envixormentally ben51t1ve Areas. Parts of the site have existing or
potential wetlands habitat value. Because the site is artificial landfill,
mitigation and enhancement programs will be needed to foster natural
processes. The fact that the site is in an area subject to earthquakes,
together with the soil characteristics of landfill on Bay and mud, means
that there must be special care to plan for potential seismic risks.

Recreation and Open Space. The site is an important link in the East .
Bay shoreline open space and trail system. The Waterfront is well suited
to accommnodate recreatlonal dCthltleS for which there are reglonal and
local needs.

Traffic. Transit and automobile access routes to the site are heavily
loaded, which severely limits development capacity. CalTrans' proposed
Interstate 80U improvements will substantially increase capacity immediately
aftex they are completed, but before the year 2005 regional growth in
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travel demand wiil use that increased capacity, ang access will again be
restricted. There is a potential for achieving a high percentage of transit
use at the site, but this would require cdeveloper subsidy.

Utilities and Community Sexrvices. Improvements to the sewer system
will be redquired, depending on tne amount of development, to improve water
quality and increase capacity. The water transmission system will have to
pe improved, for fire safety purposes. It willi be necessary to improve
water quality from suxface runoff out falls in oxder to develop Berkeley
Beach.

Housing. Development of itne waterfront could increase the demand for
housing in Berkeley, alrxeady in short supply. Exactions from development
can be used to help reduce the iupact on housing prices.

Economic Development. There is a strong market demand for development
of a wide range of uses on the wWaterxfront, including uses which could
generate Job opportunities targeted to Berkeley needs.

Sub-Areas of the waterfront (for identification and reference) The
Waterfront study area also includes 5i2 acres of privately owned open water
tidelands, which adjoin more than 4,000 acres of open water tidelands owned
- by the City. The filled land west of Marina Boulevard, owned by the City,
~includes a marina, fisning pier, restaurants, snoreline parks, small office
buildings, and a hotel. Spinnaker Way, running east and west at the north
edge of the marina, adjoins the North Waterfront Park which the City is
developing on landfilil.

The dury land portion of the Waterfront covered by this plan includes
the following sub-areas, from south to north (See Figure 10):

The South of the Brickyard Area is a mile-long narrow, strip between
the Bay and West Frontage Road running from the Emeryville city limits to
the Brickyard; total area is 7 acres.

The Brickyard, a landfiil composed of cleun fill, formerly used for
the sale of used brick and now for storage of clean fill, contains 27 acres
of landfill immediately south of the University Avenue-Intetstate 80
1nterchange.

" The Meadow contains 72 acres in a rectangular landfill bounded by
University Avenue on the south, Marina Boulevarxd on the west, the extension
of Virginia Street on the north and the freeway on the east.

The Norxth Basin contains 37 acres bounded by the Bay, the Meadow, the
freeway and Gilman Street. The area now includes a paved parking lot leased
until 1997 to Golden Gate Fields, a race track just north of the city limits
in Albany.

The Stables Area contains 29 acres bourded by the Bay, Albany city
limits, the freeway and Gilman Street. The site contains stables serving
the race track and is also urdex lease until 1957.
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South Basin, 291 acres of open water south of Virxginia Street.

North Basin,

Virginia Street.

214 acres of open water north of the extension of
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Figure 10

BERKELEY WATERFRONT

_ Source: Phase 1,-Waterfront Planning Process: Report and
LEGEND: Recommendations, City of Berkeley, September 1983
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4. PLAN ELEMENTS

4,1 Land Use

4.1.1 Site Description

Site Characteristics

The watexfront has severe envirommental constraints on development.
The site's position in Bay waters and overlying unconsolidated Bay muds
reguires careful siting of structures, special design of foundations,
protection of shoreline stability, conservation of Bay tidelands and
wildiife habitats, and a judicious approach to any use of the surrounding
aguatic environment. Climate, winds, and noise from the freeway also
constrain the use of the site.

_ Location and design of development will be greatly affected by the
fact that the site is artificial landfill on Bay mud. Development will

have to comply with Regional water yuality Control Board policies to

protect the Bay from the leaking of contaminants fxom the landfill.

~ Settlement of the site occurs because of underlying unconsolidated Bay
mud and compaction properties of the landfill., The rxate of settlement will
increase at least temporarily from the placement of additional fill and
structural loads on the landfill., The Meadow fiil will experience more
future settlement from applied load than the Noxth Basin Strip orx
Brickyard. Settlement will occur on the North Basin Strip from past filling
and future structural ioads, but less than on the Meadow.

Barthguakes and tsunami waves could result in human injuxy and
property damage, with a greater danger on the less stable soils of the
rMeadow than on the portions of the site near the freeway. Secondary
effects sucn as ground lurching and rupture could destablize the slopes
facing the Bay.

Methane generated by continuing decomposition of the landfill matexial -

could be a siygnificant hazard. Venting systems to prevent the accumulation
of metnane could eliminate this hazard on the Meadow and North Basin Strip.

‘'here are opportunities to protect and enhance the biological value of
both terrestrial and marine habitats.. On the man-made dry land, new
habitats could be developed to maintain existing wildlife and attract more
diverse wildlife. On the shoreline, a clean-up of litter and storm drain
effluent would improve fish and wildlife habitat. Intertidal and submerged
mudflats along the water edge are valuable wildlife areas, particularly fox
shellfish and water bixds. The Meadow contains seasonal wetlands, those
with the highest habitat value in the East Meadow near the freeway. Any
development that would reduce, eliminate, or disturb these areas would have

a negative effect on the area's biological resources.Reduction of riprap -

wherever possible would increase valuable intextidal areas.
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Development along the 1-8U corridor would be subject to potentially

high concentrations of carbon monoxide, which would preclude sensitive uses

such as housing, playgrounds, schoois, hospitals and nursing homes. Noise
along this corridor will need to be mitigated by special design measures
such as nolse walls or insulation. Lven so, it may be difficult to reduce
noise levels in outdoor areas adjacent to I-80 to acceptable levels for
certain kinds of uses. ' ‘

Berkeley's Waterfront lands are separatea from the rest of the City by
the Interstate 80 freeway. The area is accessible by only three east-west
streets: Gilman, University, and Ashby. University Avenue, running all
the way from the University of California through downtown to the Bay, is a

majox symoolic and furnctional axis of the City.

The total dry land acreaye of the Waterxfront area includes
approximately 170 acres betwesn the West Frontage Road and the Betkeley
Marina. Publicly owned lands adjacent to the site include the land around
the Marina (68 acres) and the Worth wWaterfront Park (90 acres), as well as
several street rights-of-way through the private holdings. In addition to
the dryiands, approximately 505 acres of submerged and tidal lands are held
in public trust by the owner, the Santa ¥e Pacific Realty Corporation.

CThe watex bouies surrounding the site are the North and South sailing
basins. The Noxth Basin is enclosed by land on three sides and is only
four to five feet deep at low tide. It is protecced from wave action and
subject to siltation. The South Basin adjoins the land areas known as
Shorepirxd Park, the Brickyard Feninsula, and the Berkeley Beach, near ashby
Avenue, it is partially shielded from the predominantly southwest wave
action ana is a popular location for windsurfing., Between the Peninsula
and the Frontage Road is Brickyard Cove, a small embayment that becomes
exposed mudflats at low tiace.

Of the dry land areas, moving from south to north, the South of the
Brickyard Area is from 10 to 100 feet wide. Near Ashby Avenue is a small
beach and berm north of the rotter Creek outlet, which can be up to a
quartex of a mile long depending on the tides. It is now used for
sightseeing, waiking and wind surfing. halfway to University Avenue is the
outflow of Aguatic Park. North of the beach the shore is little more than a
strip of riprap shielding the shore from wave action: The whole strip fram
Ashby Avenue to the Brickyarxd offers excellent unobstructed views of the
Bay, though the Brickyaxa Peninsula obstructs the view somewhat from near
the Brickyard Cove area. The views from the Peninsula are equal to those
from the Frontage kroad. :

The Meadow, the largest land mass, consists of 72 acres just north of
University Avenue., It measuxes 1600 feet from north to south, and only the
north and south edges adjoin the water. The Noxth Basin strip is a 400- to
6UU-foot wide area between the Frontage Road and the North Sailing Basin.
Approximately the northern two-thirds (24 acres) 1is leased to Golden Gate
Fields Racetrack for ovexflow parking. The Stables Area, between Gilman
and the Albany porder, serves Golden Gate Fields and is also under lease to
1997.

36




Existing Land Use

Other than the parking and baxns serving Golden Gate Fieids, a small
grocexy store at the southwest corner of University Avenue and Frontage
Road, and a storage site for earth and construction materials on the
Brxickyaxd, there are no developed uses on the private lands of the
watexfront. '

On adjacent publicly ownea lands, the Marina contains a number of
commercial and recreational activities. The 90-acre North Waterfront Park
is under construction on sanitary landfill noxth of the Marina. It is
planned primarily to provide a natural envirommental experience, vather
than active recreational opportunities, although bicycie and hiking trails,
picnic and camping areas are included. It will include no structures
except a park headquarters and restrooms. '

Other public recreational facilities include the l,OOO—-berth Marxina
Harbor, the six~acre Shorebird Park, three-acre Horsesnoe Park, and the
Berkeley Fishing Pier. '

Private facilities at the Marina include the 3U0-xoom Marxiott Hotel,
three restaurxants, three sailing clubs, a sports center, boat xepair yard,
and small office builaings. All of these are leased concessions on City-
owned lands. Immediately east of the freeway is Aquatic Parxk, a 60-acre.
public lake and surrounding City park, which was the original shoreliine
before the highway was built. It is a salt water body having tidal
intercnange with the Bay through controlled gates under the freeway.
improvements are badly needed to restore water quality and landscaping.

Except for aquatic Park, the rest of Berkeley between Fourth Street
and the freeway is mainly industrial. This land use pattern began when the
axea was the original shoxeline, a good location for factorxies needing
water and rail access. Some of the factories in this area have been
abandorned, and a few nave been converted to office use. Fourth Street has
also developed into a commexrcial axea of xestaurants, retail stores, and
offices. LEast of Fourth Street is a mixture of commercial and residential
uses.

In Alpany tne lands immediately north of the study site are leased to
Golden Gate Fields until 1997. Still farther noxth are the Albany Mudflats,
150 acres of habitat for shorebixds and watexfowl. On the east of the
freeway 1in Albany are industrial used and several residential
neighborhoods.

Land in- bmeryville immedlately south of the city limits and west of
the freeway is undeveloped mudflats, extending south to the area of
commnexclal development near Powell Street. East of the freeway in
Emeryville is an older industrial axea and a high-rise condominium
structure.
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Land Use Pol icy

The City of Berkeley's 1977 Master Plan designates the Waterfront "for
further stuay" and gives only general principles for planning. However,
the plan indicates that downtown Berkeley should be tne center of
commerce, government, and cultural activities for the City, and it
identifies University Avenue and Interstate 80 as scenic routes. A portion
of the area east of the freeway is governed by the West Berkeley
Redevelopment Area Plan, which calls for a mixture of uses including
residential, with a height limit from 35 to 50 feet. The remainder of the
area between Fourtn Street and the freeway is governed by the provisions of
the City's Manufacturing zoning district; they were recently amended to
reduce tile height limit to 45 feet or three stories, and to require use
permits for new construction orx conversions involving morxe than 10,000
sguare feet,

As of 198b the City of Berkeley was preparing several other plans; the
West Berkeley Area Plan, covering the area from San Pablo Avenue west to
the ftreeway and from Albany to kmeryville; the South Berkeley area Flan,
bounded by Dwight Way, shattuck, the City limits, and $an Pablo Avenue; the
Downtown Plan; and a city-wide 7Transportation Plan, to be the first

compcnent of a comprenensive revision to the 1977 Master Plan.

The City of Alpany's present General Plan shows the Golden Gate Fields
site, immediately noxrth of the City limits, as xecreational use.
However,the Albany Planning Commission is reviewing a development proposal
for the waterfront lands owned by the Santa Fe, including the race track.
This development, if approved and built, would have a major impact upon
Berkeley's Waterfront, especially near the Gilman Street intexchange.

The City of Emeryville, as of early 1986, was reviewinyg the Bayfront
Specific Plan, calling for intensive redevelopment uses for the older
industrial area east of the freeway. in addition, new residential and
hotel development has been proposed for the area served by Powell Street,
west of the freeway.

‘The San Francisco Bay Consexvation and Development Commission's
jurisdiction extends 100 feet inland from the point of highest tidal
action. The BCDC San Francisco Bay Plan designates the entire west-facing
shorxeline zone of the site as a waterxfront park or beach, and recommends
development of public amd cummercial recxeational areas. BCDC policy
prohibits fill in the Bay, except for minor fill for improving shoreline
appearance or enhancing public access.

In addition to BCDC approval, a permit from the U.sS. Amy Crops of
Engineexs would be required for any proposed dredginyg, filling ox
construction in orx affecting the Bay waters, up to the line of mean high
water. Review by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quaiity Control
Board to assure that the landfili is not impairing water quality would be
necessary for BCDC and Corxps permits. The U. S.Fish and wWildlife Service,
California Department of Fish and Game, and National Marine Fisneries




Service review development pians affecting watexr and shoreline areas fox
impacts on the area's natural and wildlife resourxces. These agencies may
recomnend approval or deniai of Coxps and BCDC permits, as well as
conditions and mitigation measures. The City of Berkeley, on behalf of the
State Lands Carmission, must find that development plans are consistent
with the public trust easement which covers all water areas around the
site. :

Traffic Constraints

Inadeguate freeway interchange capacity limits access to the site from
the .south and to the nortn during tne eveninyg. Northbound congestion
between the Bay Bridye and Ashpy Avenue causes the diversion of traffic
from the freeway to parallel routes such as West Frontage Road, Sixth—
Seventh Streets and san Pablo Avenue. 'fhe close spacing of intexsections
sexving tne Waterfront reduces their capacity. ’

CalTrans' proposed widening of the freeway through Berkeley will
provide initial relief from peak period congestion. owever, at some time
before the year 2005, traffic demand on i-vu duxing peak periods is
projected to exceed tie increased capacity of the freeway.

The existing transit system serxving Berkeley and the Waterfront o
have unused capacity on local and off-peak transbay routes. The Berkeley
TRiP and RiDs programs develop opportunities for ridesharing. - However,
key links in the bus and BARIT lines serving the site are heavily loaded at
peak periods.

The capacity of the circulation system of the site is limited by the
intersection capacities of Gilman and Ashby Streets and University Avenue,
by the capacities of arterial streets in Berxkeley, and by the capacity of
the freeway, as documented in the Environmental Impact Report. The total
amount of development allowed in the plan is based upon the capacity of the
transportation system as well as on other environmental and infrastructure
constraints.

Utility Constraints

The existing sanitaxy serxvice to tne Waterfront would be incapable of
_supporting new large-scale development without improvements. Any
development on private lands would be responsible for a collection system
to et sewage t¢ the lé—~inch line under the freeway. The East Bay
Municipal Utilities District has estimated that this lé-inch line could
accommodate no more than 1,100 residential units orx 1.3 million square feet
of office space on the Waterfront. watexr service to the site would also
have to be expanded fox fire protection and doinestic consumption, depending
upon the type of development.
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Economic, Market, and Fiscal Considerations -

The Berkeley Waterfront benefits from a strong market for development
in the East Bay, which can create many opportunities for employment. The
net revenues to the City from wWatertront development will depend on tne
types of private uses and the extent of pubiic improvements,

The wWaterfront could provide a wide array of job opportunities fox
Berkeley residents, treduce the need for residents to. commute out of the
City, broaden the City's employment base, and generate revenues that can be
used for jown training and other employment programs. Potential constraints
on economic development are traftic capacity and the problems of the site
described aoove, toyetilex wich competition from development in san
Francisco, Contra Costa, and south Alameda Counties. It is estimated tnat
the waterfront Plan will generate approximateiy 1,000 newly-created (as
compared with relocated) jobs.

in 1980 Berkeley oontained 5&,848 jobs, with the highest percentages
in educational services, retail, and other professional services. The
civilian labor force in 1980 was 54,857,0f whom 6.7 percent were
unemployed; 423 percent of the unemployed workers were members of
minorities., “hexe were high percentages of unemployed people seeking
professional, technical and managerial jobs, as well as clerical and office
support posltions. There has also been an increase 1n the number of
teenagers seeking work. A mixturxe of uses on the Waterfront couid create
opportunities forx service jobs in recreation and hotels, positions which
often require less expertise and training than many office jobs. Retail
estaplishments also offer jobs reguiring relatively little advance training
or expertise. (See Tables 5,4, 5, and 6).

The unigue location of the site, with access to the East Bay and San
Francisco, creates a strong market for a variety of uses. There is a strong
demand for housing in the wzast Bay; however, the cost of building new
housing would be hiyh because of site conditions. 7The site would be
attractive for vretall uses, especiaily Waterfront related, such as
restaurants and special shops.

There is also a market for hotel and motel accommodations in the East
Bay, when curxrently planned facilities are completed. A small-scale
conference . center could also be supported, because of the potential
association with the University of Cdllfornld. Tne use would be mutually
sugportlve to nearby hotels. :

. From a fiscal standpoint, hotel use is the most lucrative source of
revenue to the City —over $5,000 in 1985 dollars per 1,000 square feet.
Next is retail, at $2,4i5 per 1,000 square feet; office with $955 per 1,000
syuare feet; and residential at $715 per 1,000 sguare feet. The
cevelopment of the Waterfront wili reguire substantial expenditure fox both
capital improvements and maintenance. Typically, the surplus of revenue
ovex direct cosits associated with the site is highest for notel develiopment
and lowest for park land, with other uses falling generally in the oxder
given above. ‘fie reason for these differences is that some private uses,
such as housing, xegquire much more expansion of public sexvices relatlve to
the tax revenue they generate for the City.

40

(]




Table 3 . |
BERKELEY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY, 1980

Employment Businesses
Number  Percent Number  Percent
Industry
Agriculture, Forestry =
Fisheries, Mining - 749 1.5 _ 122 1
Construction 1,816 3.5 366 3
| Manufacturing
| Non—drable Goods 2,440 4.8
Durable Goods 1,875 3.7 _
' Group total 1,220 10
Transportation : 1,576 3.1
Communications, other
Public Utilities 694 l.4 ‘
Group total : 244 2
Wholesale Trade 903 1.8 610 5
Retail Trade - 6,564 12.8% 4,148 34
Finance, Insurance, .
Real Estate 2,966 5.8 _ 732 6
Services :
; Business and Repair 3,018 5.9 - ‘ -
- Personal, Entertainment,
Recreational Services 2,778 5.4 - -
Health Services 4,005 7.8 - -
Educational Services . 13,062 25.5 - -
Other Professional
and Related Services 6,016 11.8 - -
Group total : 4,758 39
Public Administration 2,703 5.3 - -
Total Employment, , _
16 years & Older 51,165 100% 12,200 100%
Table Notes: '
In some cases, businesses were not broken down by subgroups, as way
employment. Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. .
Source: ABAG, 1980 Census Materials, 1980 Census Summary Tape File 3A and
"~ Business License Tax, Data Finance Dept., City of Berkeley.
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‘Table 4
Berkeley Occupational Distribution, 1980

OOCUPATION CF LABOR FORCE " BERKELEY WEST BERKELEY
MMBER PERCENT NOMBER  PERCENT

Executive,'Administ;ation & Management 6,109 - 11.9 1,232 9.6
Professional Specialtyv | 15,442 30.2 2,052 15.9
Technical and Related Support 3,885 7.6 667 5.2
Sales | 4,085 8.0 .972 7.6
Admin, Support,_incl. Clerical _ 8,750 17.2 699 _20.9
pri&ate_ﬂousehold o 493 1.0 240 1.9
Protective Sérvice | | 398 1.0 151 1.
Other Service: o 5,344 10.4 1,89 14.7
Farming, Forestry, Fisﬁing 538 1.1 176 1.4
PrecisioﬁiProduction, Craft

and Repair Services 2,964 5.8 1,205 9.4
Machine Operators, Assemblers, .

and Inspectors 1,261 2.5 631 4?9
Trans. ahd Material Moving 769 1.5 420 3.3
Randlers, Helpers and lLaborers 1,097 2.1 524 4.1
TOTAL B _ 51,165 100.0 12,865 100.0
Table Note:

Totals may vary from other tables because of variation in sources.

Source: ABAG, 1980 Census Materials, Summary Tape File 3A, March 11, 1982.
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Table 5 |
Demographic Characteristics of Persons Registered for Employment

SEX 1983 1984 Percent Change
Male 3,605 4,135  +14.7
Female - 3,710 4,065 + 9.6
TOTAL 7,315 8,200  +12.1
| 1983 1984
RACE : Number Percent Number Percent Percent Change
White 3,360 . 50.0 3,290 40.0 - 2.1
Black 2,965 41.0 3,605 44.0 - + 21.6
Hispanic 405 6.0 600 7.0 + 48.1
Amer. Indian & _
Nat. Alaskan _ 40 5 35 .4 - 12.5
Asian & Pacific : -
Islander ' , 450 6.0 495 6.0 + 10.0
Unavailable 95 1.2 160 1.9 —0-
TOTAL - 7,315  100.0 8,185 = 100.0 +12.1
AGE GROUPS : 1983 1984
Number Percent Number Percent Percent Change
15 & Under 5 .06 80 .97 + 1,500
16-19 210 2.80 730 8.90 + 248
20-21 390 5.30 475 5.70 + 22
22-39 . 5,265 71.90 5,190 63.30 - 1
40-54 1,125 ©15.30 1,335 16.20 + 19
55 & Over 320 . 4.30 385 4.60 + 20
1983 1984
EDUCATION Number Percent Number Percent Percent Change
0-7 (years Coampleted) 185 "2 175 2 - 19.5
8-11 920 9 1,300 16 - 5.4
12 3,110 36 3,105 39 - 41.3
12 & Bigher 5,635 57 3,350 42 - 40.6
TOTAL 9,850 7,930

Percentages may not add up due to rounding off.
Source: California Employment Development Department.
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Table 6
Occupational Characteristics
of Persons Registering for Employment
with Employment Development Department

1983 1984
Professional, Technical, Managerial 1,815 1,470
Clerical 1,670 1,780
Sales . Coms s |
Domestic Services 55 105 B
Food, Beverage, Prep, Services & Sales 1,020 1,215
Agricultural, Fishery & Forestry 45 75
" Processing ' 135 180
Machine Trades | | - 235 320
Benchwork 145 155
Structural Work 480 465
Miscellaneous. _ 440 625
No Classification 1,040 1,455
GRAND TOTAL 7,315 8,080

Source: California Employment Development Department
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4,1.2 Policies for Land Use: See Section 2.1
4,2 Cirxculation

4,2.,1 Conditions, Oppoxtunities, and Constraints

‘Vehicular access

Inadeguate freeway interchange capacity and congestion on Interstate
80 limit access to the Berkeley Waterfront during the AM and PM peak
perioas. ‘rhis congestion causes the diversion of traffic from the freeway
to parallel routes such as West Frontage Road, Sixth/Seventh Street and San
Paplo Avenue. Diversion places an unnecessary traffic burden on the
intersections and interchanges serving the Waterfront. The lack of access
to and from all directions at the Watexfront at the Ashby and University
Avenue interxchanges shifts the demand for northbound access to the freeway
to the Gilman and Powell Street 1nter;hangeb, resulting in an uneven
distribution of 1nterchdn9e traffic.

Traffic can only reach the Berkeley waterfront by passing through one
of four interchanges, at Powell, Ashby, University or Gilman. . the close
spacing of intexsections at the Gilman, Univexsity and Powell 1nterchanges
reduces their traffic capacity.

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) plans to modify
and reconstruct segments of the I-80 freeway between the Bay Bridge Toll
Plaza and the Carquinez sBridye. This includes a widening of I-80 in both
the northbound and southbound directions through Berkeley. Changes to the
interchanges are also proposed, including a ma _jOI redesign of University
Avenue.

These CalTrans improvements should provide initial relief from the AM
southbound and PM noxthbound congestion, which could be expected to reduce
the amount of freeway traffic now diverting to parallel routes. However,
before the year 2005, peak period traffic on I-80 is projected to exceed
the increased capacity of the freeway because of regional growth trends,
and congestion will exceed current levels. Moreovexr, (altrans' original
design for improvements in Berxkeley would actually reduce capacity
significantly for both the Univerxsity and Gilman Averme interchanges.
Therxefore, the City's waterfront Plan recommends changes in the initial '
Caltrans proposal.

Another major problem is that tne CalTrans tentative schedule for the
1-80 improvements would not complete the section extending through Berkeley
until 1995 at the earliest. Traffic analysis indicates that no new
development could be accommodated at the waterfront with the freeway
interchanges in present condition. fTherefore, the Waterfront Plan requires
traffic improvements by the property owner as a condition of development to
meet the City's standards and to match the amount and phasing of
development with transportation capacity.
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Development . 1n the City of Alvany will share the capacity of the
Gilman Street interchange, and development in Emeryville will use the Ashby
interchange. Potential traffic generation room Santa Fe's Albany lands and
traffic from mmeryville's Bayfront will compete for interchange capacity.
‘Ihis competing deveiopment could reduce the capacity for Berkeley
wWaterfront development by as much as 50 percent.

Traffic and Circuiation

" Witn or without development on the Berkeley waterfront, shortages are
projected on 1I-80 and at several locations along University currencly
planned capacity improvements are made. '

Planning of the pending set of I-80 inprovements was based on traffic
projections made in 1982 for the year 2005. They were based on the best
ABAG land use projections avallable at that time, but those projections did
not anticipate the major development proposals now being considered in
-Albany, kmexyville, and Berkeley. Even so, Callrans' forecasts indicated
that certain sections of the improved I-80, including the northbound
segment between Gilman Street and Buchanan Street, would operate beyond
their capacities by the year 2005.

The current estimated compietion date for the freeway project is later
than originally planned, and CaiTrans will be updating its traffic
projections, for the year <uUiU. Those projections, if they account for the
-development proposals in Bexkeley, albany, and Emeryville as well as ABAG's
most recent projections of regional growth, will conclude that the freeway

will exceed its planned capacity before the year 2010. If that becomes the

case, CalTrans may explore measures to increase the capacity of critical
sections, such as the northbound segment from Gilman Street to Buchanan
Street. However, given the relatively advarced stage of project design, it
is doubtful that major additional capacity would be made available on
anything more than a spot basis. The likely approach to widespread
capacity shortages would be to rely on the added capacity provided by the
planned nigh occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes and to count on the projected
congestion in the general freeway lanes. to induce greatex amounts of ride-
sharing and transit use. :

Improvements requixed in the Berxkeley wWaterfront Plan could make minox

contripbutions to the future freeway operation. Plan policies include an.

aggressive performance-based TSM program, encouragement of ridesharing and
transit use, and upgraded public transit service to the site. The Plan
also proposes street and interchange improvements in the vicinity of the
freeway ramps so that the off-ramp termini function smoothly and traffic
backups do not occur on the off-ramps. The proposed relocation of the New
watexfront Road to provide significant spacing from the southbound ramps at
Univexsity Avenue 'is cne such measure.

‘The Plan recommends removing the section of Frontage Road ‘petween

University Avenue and Ashby Avenue, to be replaced with auxiliary lanes on
the freeway.
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The Plan's transportation improvements would allow the development of
all recently approved projects in Berkeley as well as the cumulative
development analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report on. the plan,
together with development proposed for the Berkeley Waterfront. The
intersections along University Avenue would operate within their maximum
capacities, and at the same or better service levels they operate at today,
put they would not operate at level of service (LOS) D or better. To
further mitigate traffic impact, and to help attain the City's policy of
LOS D at key intersections, transportation systems management programs are
xecommended for the Waterfront, and should be used in othex parts of the
City as well. :

Transit
Under present transit service conditions, there is available capacity

on the 51 line to accommodate growth in the Berkeley Waterfront. Unused
capacity is availlable primarily in the segment of the KRoute 5i line between

‘the Watexfront and downtown Berkeley. Other segments of this line, beyond

the campus, arxe already crowded. Route 37 (and 37R) also has capac1ty to
accommodate transfers from this 51 line.

The transbay bus routes along University Avenue and the I-80 corxridor

-are already at or near capacity. It would be desirable to add a bus stop

sexrving the Berkeley wWaterfront, and to add buses for peak periods. The
present master planning effort now under way at AC Transit will evaluate
the structure of transit routes. This study may provide an opportunity to
to expand service for the Berkeley Waterxrfront. However, AC Transit has
indicated that system expansion to serve the Waterfront would have to be
funded by the developer.

The BART lines serving the nNorth Berkeley and Berkeley BART stations
are expected to be able to meet the increasing demand for train travel
over the next five years. However, the reailocation of BART trains within
the system to respond to overcrowding on specific lines will limit the
amount of capacity available to serve growth on the Berkeley Waterfront
during peak periods.

The berkeley TRiP Program offers local mechanisms for coordinating
transit and ridesharing activities. Waterfront development presents an
opportunity to achieve a high proportlon of shared rxides and tlde'lSlt,
funded all or in part by the developer.

. Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Disabled Access

Access to the Waterxfront for pedestrians, bicycles, and the disabled
is highly limited. There are bicycle/pedestrian connections crossing the
freeway only along Gilman Street and at University Avenue. The Gilman
Street urderpass is siyneu as a bicycle route, indicating that bicycles
share the traffic lanes with motorized vehicles. Once on the west side of
the freeway, there are no bicycle facilities connecting Gilman Street to
Univexsity Avenue. :
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Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Disabled Access

Access to the waterfront for pedestrians, bicycles, and the disabled
is highly limited. There are bicycle/pedestrian connections crossing the
freeway only along Gilman Street and at University Avenue. The Gilman
Street underpass is signed as a bicycle route, indicating that bicycles
share the traffic lanes with motorized vehicles. Once on the west side of
the freeway, there are no bicycle facilities connecting Gilman Street to
Univexsity Avenue. :

A bicycle route is designated for east-west travel across the
University avenue interchange, which is the sidewalk on the south side of
University shared with pedestrians.. Access to a bicycle-pedestrian path
beneath the elevated portion of University Avenue is provided at First
Street, _ '

Bicyclists and pedestrians must walk across the north bourd off-ramp to
" Bastshore Highway, and up a flight of stairs to reach the sidewalk on the
soutn side of the University Avenue overpass. Bicyclists are requivred to
walk their bikes on the overpass sidewalk and then must cross to the noxth
side of Jniversity at West Frontage Road, in order to reach the
bicycle/pedestrian path extending to the Berkeley Marina.

Gilman Street provides sidewalks on both sides of the Street under the
freeway. However, no sidewalks arxe provided along West Frontage Road
between Gilman and Powell. The extension of Ashby Avenue to the Waterfront
is considered a freeway ramp, and access by bicycles and pedestrians is
prohibited. None of the east-west routes provides wheelchair ramps at the
crosswalks, and the stairs at the University Avenue path prevent wheelcnair
access, ' :

The proposed CalTrans improvements for I-80 include improvements for
pedestrian, bicycle, and disabled access, including a separate two-way Xamp
over the freeway on the south side of University Avenue. The design of
the facilities is more to accommodate recreational needs than possible
comnuting patterxrns, which could be done with a strong east-west link
between the waterfront and the Berkeley bikeway network on the east side of
the freeway.

Land Use impacts on firansportation Demand

Various land uses have different impacts on transportation demand.
The afternoon peak hour conditions are most critical at the intersections
in the vicinity of the Berkeley wWaterfront. Hotels generate 7 percent of
their trips during the PM peak houxr, open space 8 percent, retail 9
percent, and residential 11 perxcent. On the other hand, offices and
conference centers would have as much as 19 and 25 percent, respectively,
of their daily trip generation concentrated during the PM peak hour.

Different land uses also vary in their potential for inducing transit

and ridesharing use. Office and residential uses are the most likely to do
so. Ridesharing can be greatiy enhanced through a formal ridesharing or
vanpool program provided by employers.
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4.2.2 Policies for Circulation: See Section 7.2

4.3 Housig

4.3.1 Corditions, Opportunities; and Constraints

The constraints to housing on the Waterfront are physical and
economic. Noise, odors and air pollution from the freeway limit the -areas
of the Waterfront on which housing can be located. Methane gas odors fram
the lanafill wili make upwind parcels undesirable for housing. Other
sections of the Waterfront are ecologically sensitive environments on which
no development should occur.

Soii conditions on the Waterfront would require costly fourdation work
which would add to the already high price of new housing. New housing
units on the Waterfront are estimated to cost between $80,000 for a studio
and $125,000 for a two-bedroam unit, up to 26% more than existing units in
Berkeley. Annual household incomes would need to be $32,000 to $49,000 to
" afford these units, if no more than 33% of income were allocated to
housing. 1t 1is estimated that about 25% of wWaterfront employees could
afford the least expensive units and only 12% could afford the most
expensive.

Establishing a Waterfront residential community could have a
gentrifying effect on existing neighborhoods, if such a comunity becames
an upper income enclave. There would be spillover effects that cause land
value increases in West Berkeley and the Giiman neighborhood.

. The changing characteristics of Berkeley's population directly affect
the need for housing in the City. Important factors include a decline in
both population and number of households: lower median income than in the
Bay Area as a whole, and a dramatic decrease in the number of black
families between 1970 and 1980.

Housing rental costs in Berkeley are low compared to the rest of
Alameda County although the costs of hame ownership are higher than in the
region as a wnole. Median contract rent in 1980 was $226 per month for the
City and $249 for the county. This gap has widened in the five years
since, as rent countrol went into effect in Berkeley in 1980, while rents in
the rest of the region experienced sharp increases. The mean value for an
owner-occupied unit was $110,750 for the City and $94,210 for the county.

‘The Waterfront Area

The following section describes how these housing proolems and trends
relate to the Waterfront in particular. This profile of the Waterfront
area is derived from 1980 Census data for Census tracts 19, 20, 21, 32, and
33. (%ee Table 7.) Tract 20 encompasses the Waterfront itself, while
tracts 21 and 32 are immediately adjacent; tracts 19, 22, 31, and 33 are
east of San Pablo Avenue. These tracts are adjacent to the Waterfront, and
potentially will experience spillover or gentrification effects from
develomment there.
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Table /.

: City of Berkeley
Variable Gty €20  Cr19 (21 CIa2

Population(1) 103,328 977 3,721 2,556 2,652
white (6) 68,198 536 2,013 724 601
% (6) | 66 55 54 28 23
Black (6) 20,770 300 965 1,220 1,601
% (6) 20 31 26 48 60
Families(2) 19,239 232 933 615 615
Households (3) 44,704 442 1,737 1,068 1,061
65 or Older(8) 11,132 112 523 281 200
) 11 11 14 11 8
Yearly Occupancy(3) 46,319 462 1,790 1,130 1,166
Units Occupied(3) 44,704 442 1,737 1,068 1,061
Vacant Units(3) 1,615 20 53 62 105
$ Vacant 3.5 4.3 3.0 5.5 9.0
People per Unit (17) 2.11 2.16 2.14 2.39 2.49
Renter Occupied(7) 27,821 247 814 655 753
% Rented 62 56 47 37 65
Owner Occupied(7) - 16,883 195 923 413 308
% Owner Occ. 38 44 53 39 29
Median Rent (10) $226 $144 $220 $182 $172
Median House(9) $96,400  $42,500 $73,700  $45,400  $53,500
1 Unit/Address(5) 25,725 354 1,426 707 584

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, 1980

33 AL CT
3,339 13,245
395 4,269
12
2,755 6,841
83
868 3,263
1,528 5,836
613 1,729
18 /
1,568 6,116
1,528 5,836
40 280
2.6 4.6
2.18 ~
724 3,193
46 52
804 2,643
53
$170
$52,300
1.169 4,240

% City
13%
6%

33%

17%
13%
16%
13%

~13%
17%

11%

- 16%

16%

Table Definitions:
CT: Census Tracts

Yearly Occupancy: Number of year round housing units

Median House:

Median value of an owner-occupied non—condominium unit.

1 Unit/Address: Year round housing units with one unit at an address.
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Figure 11 is a map showing the liocation of 1980 Census tracts in
Berkeley. Census tract 20 extends from Albany to Emeryville, and is
variously boundea by Sixth, Camelia, Dwighv and S8an Pablo Streets. 1t has
a population of 977 persons, significantly less than the other tracts,
because of primarily industrial and other non-residential uses. The other
four tracts extend as far as Albany on the north, Ashby Avenue on the
south, Sacramento Street on tiie east and Sixth Street on the west.

Census tvracts 21, 31, and 33 and portions of Census tracts 20 and 22
have been designated a part of the Neighborhood Strategy Area by the City
of Berkeley, to target federal Community Development Block Grant funds to
the area considered tO have the yreatest need. West Berkeley, a rapidly
- changing section of the City, is the subject of further planning efforts by
the Planning Division, which is in the process of creating a West Berkeley
Area Plan. '

All five Census tracts togetner contained a population of 15,245, or
24% of the total 1980 population of Berkeley. They account for 33% of the
city's black residents, 6% of its white rxesidents and 16% of the over 65
residents. Statistics indicate that the Waterfront area is comprised of
neighborhoods witn significant numbers of elderly black residents, and thus
will be subject to population shifts through turnover of housing. There
are 5,836 househoids and 3,263 families in the Watexfront area. These
'statistics arxe presented in detail in Table 8.

Although the number of househoids in the Waterfront area is
proportional to the overall population (13%), there are proportionately
more families (17%). Given the higher proportion of families, it is not
surprising that the average household size in these tracts is higher than
the 2.1l persons per household found in the city as a wnole, ranging from a
low of 2.16 in Census tract 20 to a high of 2 49 in Census tract 3.

The Waterfront area contains 1i% of the city rental housing and 16% of
the owner—occupleo housmg. In all but Census tract 32, the proportion of
owner-occupied housing is greater than in the city as a whole, and the
proportion of renters is correspondingly lower. Fully 37% (1,346) of the
City's 3,655 black homeowner households reside in these five Census
trxacts, as do 30% (1,557) of black renting households.

Median rent is somewhat lower in all five tracts than the city wide
median of $226, The same is true for the median value of owner-occupied
housing: City-wide the median value was $96,400 in 1980 while it ranged
from a low of $42,500 in Census tract 20 to a high of $73,700 in Census
tract 19. The five tracts contain 16% of the City's detached, one-unit
housing and contains 11% (2,731) of the housing constructed in 1939 or
earlier,

Per capita income in the five Census tracts is lower than the $8,46Z
tor the City as a whole, ranging fram a low of $4,973 in Census tract 32 to
a hign of $8,075 in Census tract 19. Mean housenold income is also below
the $18,942 of the City as a whole., Only Census tract 19 is above the
$13,500 median household income of the City as a whole, with $i5,064.
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Table 8

HOUSING TENURE AND INCOME, 1980
City of Berkeley

Variable city  cmo Cr19 Cr21 Cr32 3 er

Black Howe Owners 3,655 19 257 253 164 653 1,346 37%
Black Renters 5,161 80 136 266 483 592 1,557 30%
Mean Gross Rent $267 $208 $263 $232 $223 5206 - -
Median Gross Rent $245 $166 $241 $216 $217 $210 - -
Median Hshld. Inc.  $13,506 $12,006 $15,064 $12,743 $8,929  $10,641 - -
Mean Hshld. Inc. $18,942 $15,631 $17,124 $15,758  $12,119  $13,436 - -
Per Capita Income $8,462  $7,524 $8,075 $6,548 $4,973 . $6,203 - -
Unit Pre-1939 24,335  176 966 514 471 604 2,731 113

Homeowners and renters refer to households, not 1nd1v1duals.
Hshld. Inc.: Household income.
Unit Pre-1939: Dwelling units built 1939 or earlier.

GT: Grand total for the five Census tracts; percent refers to five tracts as a percent of the city.

Source: 1980 Census Area Profiles, Summary Tape File 3A(SI'3A)
: ABAG Reglonal Data Center, March 11, 1982.
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Table 9 shows income distribution in relation to the poverty status
standard. For the City as a whole, 14,463 persons had an income in 1979
that was less than 75% of the poverty level. The five Census tracts
~account for almost 11% (1,525) of these people, the greatest concentration
(550) occurring in Census tract 32. Another 11,136 residents of Berkeley
had incomes 75% to 124% of the poverty level. Almost 17% (1,890) of these
reside in the five tracts, again with the greatest number (526) in Census
tract 32, Census tract 19 shows the greatest number of persons (3,140) with
incomes of 125% ox greaterx of the poverty standard.

Existing Housing Policies

The City of Berkeley has articulated housing policies and programs in
its Housing Element (adopted in February 1985) and Housing Action Strategy.
(December 1984). 'The former puts forth an analysis of Berkeley's housing
problaems along with goals and policies to address tiousing problems. The
latter outlines major actions to be taken by the City to solve housing
problems. The findings of each document provide - guldanoe in addressing
hou51ng in relation to the Waterfront.

‘The Housing Element cites affordable housing and the maintenance of
existing housing as impoxtant problems facing the City. It recognizes the
need to expand the supply of housing, although little undeveloped land is
available for this purpose, other than the Watexfront. The housing needs
of special groups such as low and moderate income Black, Chicano/Latino
 families, the elderly, students, the disabled and single parent households
are of particular concern, as the City places a high value on maintaining
diversity in its population. These groups face problems of high housing
costs, lack of housing with suitable physmal characteristics, low VdCanCY
rates and inadequate neighborhood services,

in order to address the City's housing needs, the Housing Action
Strategy recommended that the City takes five majox initiatives.

The initiatives are:

l. New Construction - The City snould take the measures necessary to
increase the supply of new units in Berkeley, consistent with other policy
goals.

2. Diversity Maintenance - The City should operate its programs in a
manner that allows threatened populations to stay in Berxkeley for thne long
term and maintains the City's diversity. New programs to achieve this goal
should be developed.

3. Other Additions - The City should take the measures necessary to

increase the supply of housing units through methods other than new
construction in a manner consistent with other policy goals.,
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Table 9

POVERTY STATUS, 1980
City of Berkeley

Povertg Status _

1979 City CT20 » . CT19 CT21 CT22 CT32 ‘CT33 Total
Below 75% 14,263 93 0.6% 265 1.9% 291 2.0% 308 2.2% 550 3.9% 326  2.3% 12.9%
75-124% 11,136 | 152 1.4% 295 2.6% 267 2.4% 477 4.3% 526 4.7% 650 5.8% 21.2%
125-149% 4,514 61 1.4% 177 3.9% 154 3.4% 90 2.0% 166 3.7% l64 3.6% 18.0%
150-199¢ - 8,771 168 1.9% 444 5.0% 219 2.5% 290 3.3% 361 4.1% 318 3.6% 20.4%
200-Above : 56,635 507 9% 2,519 4.4% 1,583 2.8% 1,941 3.4% 1,030 1.8% 1,863 3.3% . 16.6%
Table Note:

The percentages in the first column refer to the income of persons in relation to the poverty level.

Source: 1980 Cepsus Area Profile, Summary Tape File 3A(STF3A)
ABAG, Regional Data Center, March 11, 1982



4. FRental Rehabilitation -~ The City should direct its rehanllitation
programs to rentex—occupied, as well as owner—occupied units.

5. Demand Generators— The City should assure that major demand
generators prov1de hou51ng to mitigate their impact on the Berkeley housing
market,

The City has urndertaken and/ox proposes to comnence a wide array of
programs that respond to the general problem of the gentrxification of
Berkeley. These programs are availapnie to offset whatever gentrifying
effects that Waterfront development may cause. These programs range from
rent control to low income public housing tc mortgage revenue bonds for
purcnase of single family housing. In West Berkeley, the City is
undertaking a rehabilitation program involving vacant units. One project
is in the Delaware Street Historic District, where 12 vacant units will be
restored for residential and commexcial uses. Two additional infill
structures will be developed with 26 dwelling units; 19 for home ownership
and seven Section ¥ rental units. Residential development to be located
between Hearst, Cedar, Fourth and Fifth Streets is currently umnder study,
and is expected to result in the rehabilitation of 15 buildings and the
construction of two to eight new units on vacant lots.

The Kesidential Rental Inspection Progvam is also active in West
Berkeley. This systematic code enforcement program reguires owners to make
housing repalrs, anda has resulted in apout 500 inspections city wide on an
annual basis. Rent control assures that these improvements will not cause
displacement which could otherwise occur as improvements are made.

A part of the residential area near the Waterfront will receive funds
foxr housing improvement under the Rental Renabilitation Program.
Specifically, this program involves the Neighoorhood Strategy Area between
Delaware and Cedar Streets. Under this program, it is expected that at
least 86 units will be rehabilitated. As this is a matching program, the
$5,000 maximum per unit from the program must be matched with a like amount
of private funds. Other programs in the Neighborhood Strategy Area are
Section 312 loans for rehabilitation of single and multiple family low and
moderate income housing and the Municipal Loan Program for rehabilitation
of low income primarily owner-occupied housing.

Housing Opportunities

Development of the waterfront may increase demand for housing and have
spillover effects on neighborhoods adjacent to the Waterfront, If new
housing is not provided as an offset, comnexcial development will have a
spillover effect on existing neighborhoods. +his could manifest itself in
gentrification. Thus, one initiative in the Housing Action Strategy is to
require demand generators to provide the housing for which they are
responsible.
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The housing demand generated would depend upon how many Job holdexs -
seek housing here. Some Waterfront employees will already reside in
Berkeley, others wili make a residence change as a result of a job location
change, and others who now live in Berkeley will move out of the City after
they start working on the Waterfront,

Gver the lony run, residence patterns for Waterfront employees may
approximate the historical residence patterns of Berkeley workers. In 1980
Berkeley providea 55,400 public and private jobs; of wese 40% were held by
people who live in the City and 60% were held by those who commute into the
City. if these proportions hold true, the approximately 1,000 new
employees estimated to work on the Waterfront will generate a need for 400

- aaditlonal housing units in Berkeley.

if it is assumed tnat commercial developers on the Waterfront will oe
required to assist in the provision of housing beyond the level needed to
offset ‘housing demand induced by tne development, there will be
opportunities to produce housing to sexve existing and projected need. ABAG
has provided estimates for the existing need in Berkeley today, and the
projected need. Existing need as of 19580 was 76l for the City, while
projected need (198U-19%0; is 1,61l. Commercial development on the
Waterfront could provide resources for a part of this needed new
construction, depending upon tie financial feasibility of the exactions.

There are a variety of other mechanisms to produce nousing that can be
combined with programs already on the books —— programs with deep subsidies
such as public housing; programs with shallow subsidies such as below
market rate mortgages subsidies under mortgage revenue bonds; programs  to
help special groups such as adding space to existing buildings to provide
famiiy nousing ox second units; and new programs such as.establishing a
housing fund to be spent as the City sees fit to implement the Housing
Strategy, to replace disappearing frederal funds.

Likewise, there ave a variety of programs that can be funded through
developer exactions to foster neighborhood presexvation, whether needed as
a result of gentrification threats oxr other causes. These include the
Rehapilitation Loan Matching Program, code enforcement inspections, the
Municipal Loan Program arnd the Rental Rehabilitation Program.




4.3.2 Policies for Housing: See Section 2.3

4.4 Conservation/Recreation/Open Space

4.4,1 Conditions, Opportunities, and Constraints.

Soils and Geology

Because the site is on landfill, it will settle due to the properties
of underlying unconsolidated Bay mud and compaction. The rate of settle-
ment will increase- temporarily durxing deveiopment, as additional fill and
structural loads are placed on the landfili. Structures on the Meadow
would require more elaborate foundation design than on other poxtions of
the site, and would also require more filling to raise the ground surxface
elevation. The Brickyard requires no adaitional fiiling before
development, because of the nature of the fill material. Settlement is not
expectea to occur there from either past or future loading. '

Settlement occurxs at different rates and amounts on landfill,
depending upon the composition of material and their degree of
consolidation, decomposition, and compaction. Differential settlement is
more likely to continue at the Meadow than at the North Basin strip, and is
least significant at the Brickyard. Utility lines and structures require
special design and construction to resist damage from differential
settlement.

Barthguakes and tsunami waves could result in human injury and
property damage at the site. Proper design and construction of buildings
wlll veduce the potential for damage. Secondary effects such as ground
luxching and rupture could destablize the perimeter slopes facing the Bay.
structures should not ke placed there.

Methane generatea by continuing decomposition of landfill material
could be a significant hazaxd at the site. Large expanses of pavement will
promote the accumilation of methane, increasing the hazard of ignition or
explosion of the gas. Open, unpaved areas will facilitate venting of the
gas, reducing thils hazarxd. Detectable amounts of methane have accumiliated
at the Norxth Basin Strip, and methane generation can be expected at the
Meadow. The rate of methane production is probably decreasing because of
the age of the fill material. The Brickyard does not generate significant
amounts of methane. Venting systems to prevent the accumulation of methane
will eliminate this hazard at the Meadow and Noxth Basin Strip.

The extensive shoreline of the site is almost entirely riprapped.
While it may currently be needed in most areas, it should be minimized
whenever and wherever possibie. Beaches could be developed along parts of
the shoreline to create new opportunities for water-related recreation in
Berkeley. It may be feasible, under some beach designs, to remove much of
the riprap along the Frontage Road and the Brickyard. A beach could
probably be constructed using nearby sand sources. A preliminary study of
sediment from the Ashby Shoal indicates that there is suitable material.
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But man-made peaches at any site could be subject in varying degree to
erxosion by waves and currents. For example, instability and erosion of the
man-made shorebird Park in Berkeley has resulted in the loss of $100,000
worth of 1imported large grained beach sand. Similarly, Crown Beach in
Alameda bhas been shown to be unstable witvhout the continued supply of new
sand. Similar problems may occuxr at the Berkeley site if a beach is
constructed at a location which is exposed to laterxal wind and wave
erxosion. However, the existence of the small beach at Ashby Avenue
provides testimony that a stable beach design wan be developed even without
a continual introduction of new sand. A study to assess the long-term
stability of various designs should be undertaken before constructlng a wet
beach at any location.

Alternatively, a dry beach, protected from wave erosion by a seawall,
could be constructed at any of the possible sites. However, the physical
separation of tne beacn and Bay water may detract from the recreational
value of the beach and there may be problems with blowing sand if the berm
is extensive and unvegetatea.

Constructing a seawall will increase the initial cost of a beach but
reduce future expenses for beach replenishment and stabilization; an
intertidal ("wet") beacn will be less costly initially, but may impose
‘higher maintenance costs. EBEither a "dry" or "wet" beach will reguire a
fill permit from BCDC ana the Army Corps of kngineers.

Hydrology, Drainage, and watexr Quality (See Figure 12.)

The extensive Bay shoreline of the site offers a potential for
numerous kinds of water-related recreation, such as boating, fishing and
swimuing. A peach, as suggested apove, would greatly enhance the present
shoreline fox recreational activities. However, the poor quality of Bay
water 1n the site vicinity may limit water-contact xecreation. This
constraint may be mitigated eithexr by locating the beach away from sources
of pollution, or by improving tile quality of watexr discharged by the creek
and stoxm drains in the vicinity, and into the Bay at the Berkeley Marina.

A monitoring program of water guality in the vicinity could identify
the areas of best water quality where body-contact watex recreation would
pe safest. These probaply occur along seyments of the shoreiine that are
farthest from the outfalls of Codornices, Schoolhouse, Strawberry and
Potter Creeks. Alternatively, the outfalls of the creexs could be extended
farther into the Bay orxr moved laterxally to discnarge at a safe distance
from water recreation areas.

~The outflow from the storm sewers theoretically could be treated
before release into tne Bay. However, treatment of stomm runoff would
propably be infeasible because of the cost and lack of available treatment
capacity. Control of this poliution at its source is very difficult, since
the sources of urban pollution and runoff are so widely distributed
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throughout the urxban watershed that is drained by the creeks. - Regular
cleaning of streets, catch basins, and storm sewers, and enforcement of
anti~dumping ordinances could improve the qguality of water discharged by
storm outfalls, Public education is necessary, however, to decrease
littering, illegal dum._.)mg of Wabtt,s 1nto stoxm sewers, and improper
disposal of animal wastes. :

Installation of sand filters at creek outfalls coula supplement the
benefits of more effective pollution source control in Berkeley, and
improve the guality of near-shore water. Filters do require proper'_
maintenance ana periodic cleanmg to function properly.

The site 1s susceptible to flooding from high tides and tsunamis.
portions of the Meadow and Nortn Basin Strip will be unsuitable for
placement of structures until filled to acceptable elevations. Flooaing
could aiso be prevented by railsing tne level of perimeter aikes at, the
site,

The presence of subsurface leachace at the site prevents the use of
ground water at any locations on the site.

Proper yrading to create positive drainage, and an effective storm
drainage system will be necessary on developed portions of the site.
Undeveioped portions will also require effective drainage of minimize watex
infiltration and generation of leachate in the landfills, The proximity of
the Bay to the site provides a convenient body of water for tne discharge
of runoff. However, urban pollutants in runoff from the site will further
deteriorate the guality of neax-shore water if allowed to drain into the
Bay without at least mlnlmdl treatment (e.g., sand fllters) .

Blologlcal Resources (see Figure 13.)

Several important opportunities exist within the project area to
protect and enhance the biological value of both terrestrial and marine
haoitats. On the existing man-made uplands, at present a mix of ruderal
("weedy") and barren, littered areas, new habitats can be developed,
‘xanging from fully landscaped to “semi-natural" areas which could maintain
existing wildlife as weil as attract more diverse wildlife. Areas in the
Berkeley Marina and the completed portion of the North Waterfront Park,
neighboring the project atea on the west, setve as exanples of some of the
successful landscaping approaches that are avallable, using native or
naturalized plant species.

The Meadow, particularly the kast Meadow, and the Brickyard contain
seasonal ponds wnich are an lmportant habitat rox migrating shore birds and
watexr fowl.

The opportunity to protect and ennance the area's wildlife use do not
totally preciude development if land uses and development sites arxe
carefully selected, separated, and buffed. However, there are some clear
and potential constraints to development, if habitat is to be maximized.
if wmost of e existing ypland areas are developed and/or landscaped,
ruderal vegetation and its associated wildlife will be displaced. This
weedy cover provides useful hapvitat for a numbex of common bivd and animal
species,
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Exposure to perxsistent wind and salt air conditions, as well as the
so0il conditions, will constrain the plant species that can be used to
landscape developed and open space areas. However, both native and
naturalized plants have been used successfully in landscaped areas of the
Berkeley Marina. . ' .

Similarly, the snoreline exhibits great potential for protecting and
improving fish and wildlife habitat and recreational use. Generally, a
cleanup oth of litter and of water quality from storm drain effluent
entering the project area would be a step toward improving existing
habitat. More elaborate proposals to create or expand habitats by
introducing mixed structural and vegetative assemblages could increase the
ecological values of the shoreline area, but will have to be carefully
designed. Possible enhancement projects include: mudflat enhancement and
encouragement through revegetation of a salt marsh in Brickyard Cove;
creation of a bird refuge by cutting off the southern tip of Brickyard spit
as an island and creating diversified "niches"; and creation of transition
buffer zones between lands along the North Basin and South Basin strips.

Intertidal and submerged mud flats along the site's water perimeter
are valuable wildlife areas, particularly for shellfish and water birds.

. Particularly in the fall, winter and early spring, water fowl and shore

birds maike heavy use of the shallow Berkeley shore and water areas. Any
development that would reduce orx eliminate these areas or disturb wildlife -
during peak periods of use would adversely impact the arxea's bioloyical
resources, either temporarily or permanently. Activities that may alter

~ the existing mud flats include: any dredging; filling to create beaches;
attempting to establisn a salt marsh in the northeast corner of Brickyard

Cove, at the expense of the mudflat (which, in itself, is a highly
productive intertidal habitat) should be carefully considexed.

In addition, wildlife use of the water-related portions of the project
area, specifically by water bixds in Brickyard Cove, would constrain the:
types of lana uses that would be appropriate for adjacent areas, and may
dictate the need for buffer zones. For example, plans to provide a beach
for public recreation use in ox adjacent to Brickyard Cove may conflict
with water bixd use. Bird numbers in this area increase in August and
remain high through spring, leaving only a few months in late spring and
the first half of summer when birds use it relatively low and when
confiicts between human and bird activities would be minimal.

’ Finally, continued poor water quality at storm drain outfalls could
detract fram shoreline habitat enhancement efforts. :

Climate and Air yuality

Because of the persistent west wind, buildings should be aligned 1in a
north-south oriencation, forming interior. corxridoxs and courts that are
sheltered yet exposed to the south for sunlight. To minimize infiltration
of cool air, dooxways should be located on the east ox interior side of the
builaings, Landscaping should include dense trees and shrubs that could
sexve as windbreaks.
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Development alony the I-80 corridor will be suhuect to potentially
high concentrations of carbon monoxide. This could restrict developments
to non-sensitive uses, since the measures to Yeduce carbon monoxide concen-
trations are limited. "Sensitive uses" generally include re51dent1al
areas, playgrounds, schoois, nospltals and nursing homes.

Recreation and Open Space

Following is a summary of the needs and opportunities for the

recreation/open space categories which could be located on the Berkeley

Waterfront, Because of the size of the site, its strategic location and

accessibility, a future park is likely to serve more than the local
Berkeley population. Therefore, recreational and open space uses could
help meet both regional amd local needs. The shoreline itself is a key
link in a potential wmast Bay trail/open space systems. '

Environmental Preserves. The mudflats at Brickyard Cove and the stream
outlets -have & potential for enhancement as marshland wildlife habitat.

Sports Facilities. The Waterfront provides opportunities foxr both
structurea playing fieias and open meadows sultaple for informal games.

Boating/Marina Facilities. The need for such facilities as launching
areas, temporary mooring, and marina is growlng witn boat ownership in the
Bay. Bexrkeley has the advantage of a very centralized, accessible marina.

Social/kducational Activities. The Waterfront offers opportunities
for an interpretive center as part of a Brickyard nature preserve, a
public conterence center, an outcdoor tneater, and a public marketplace. '

Fishing/Beach Activities. Fishing, swimming, wind surfing, = sun
bathing, joyging, strolling, and beach games are popular recreational
activities which could be incorporated at the Waterfront, subject to
environmental, design,and c¢ost considerations.

Overnight Lodging/Camping. The State Parks Department has identified
a regional need for i1ndividual camping sites and group camping, and for a
hostel complex (30 to 100 overnight visitors), amd a conference center
(seating capacity 3,000 and overnight acconmouatlons for 700) elsewhere on
the Waterfront. :
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4.4.2 Policies for Conservation/Recreation/Open Space: See Section Z.4

4,5 Noise

4,5.i Conditions and Constraints

‘The Waterfront is suobject to noise from automobile and truck traffic,
railroad and industrxial operations, and natural sources such as wind.

The majox source of continuous noise levels in the area is the heavy
traffic on the Intexrstate 80 freeway, and on major arterials and collectors
such as University Avenue, Gilman Street, and Ashby Avenue. I-80 adjacent
to the project site carxies. up to about 204,000 vehicles per day. The
major sourxce of intrusive noises lasting for shorter periods is train
traffic with the Southern Pacific Railrxoad tracks one yuarter mile east of
the project site. ) :

- Environmental noise is measured in units of dba, or A~ weighted
decibles, This is a scale of noise measurement which approximates the
range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different frequencies.
On this scale, the normal rangye of human hearing extends from about 10U dba
to about 140 dba. A 10 dba increase in the level of a continuous noise
represent a preceived doubling of loudness; a 2 dba increase is barely
roticeaple to most people. :

Human response to noise is subjective, and varies considerably from
individual to individual. Effects of noise, at various levels, can include
interference with slesp, concentration, and communication; physiological
and psychological stxess, ard even hearing loss. Noise levels are often
classified according to the following scale: 30 dba, very quiet; 45 dba,
quiet; 70 dba, loud; 95 dba, very loud; and 120 dba, painfully loud. The
sound level of speech is typically about 60 to 65 dba. In general, noise -
begins to intexfere with a listener's undexstanaing of speech when it
exceeds 55 to 60 dba. Sleep disturbance occuxs when interior noise levels
exceed 40 to 50 dba. Hearing damage occurs at a level of 90 dba over an
eight-hour period. ' '

Environmental noise fluctuates in intensity, and is typically
described by a time-averaged noise level. Several descriptors of noise are
available. The two used here are Ldn and CNEL. Ldn, the day-night noise
level, is an index based on a 24-hour averaye of the energy content of the
noise, with a 1iU-dba "penalty" added for night-time noise (10 p.m. to 7
a.m.) to account for the yreater sensitivity to noise duxing tnese periods,
oecause of lower ambient levels. CNEL, the Community Noise Equivalent Level
is similar to the Ldn, but adds an additional 5~dba penalty to evening
noise (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.). 1In practice, Ldn and CNEL descriptions of the
same noise sources usually differ by less than 2 dba.

Noise levels at the watexfront follow contours parallel to i-80,
ranging from in excess of 75 dba CNEL along I-80 to less than 60 dba CNEL
in the western portion of the Meadow. ‘The 75-~dba CNEL contoux is located
about 100 feet from the freeway right-of-way; the 7- to 75~ dba CNEL zone
is about 100 feet wide; the 65~ to 70-dba CNEL zone is about 400 feet wide;
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and the 60~ to 65~ dba CNEL zone is about 850 feet wide. 1The 60—~ to 65-
dba CnklL zone also includes strips alongside University Avenue and Marina

‘Boulevard. During frequent times of relatively high westerly winds (in

excess of 15 mph), noise levels on the west side of I-B0 are 5~10 dba lower
than they are on a calm day. 'rhis effect was included in the above
estimates. (See Figure 7, and Figure 8.)

Noise Re@.i.atiéns and Planning Guidelines

~ California administrative Code Title 25 requires that for multi-unit
residential buildings (including hotels, motels, apartments and aweliing
units other than single-family detached units), the annualized interior
CNEL not exceed 45 dba. Such residential bulldings proposed ifor sites
having an existing exterior CNEL of 60 dba or more must be analyzed to

_ensure that he structures would etfectlvely reduce exterior noise levels to
~ an interior CNEL ox 45 dba or less.

The City of Berkeley's Nolse Element of the Master Plan (1977)
establishes Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise which are
shown in Tabie 10. According to these guidelines:

Over 85-dba Ldn: Development within this zone should be discouraged.

. Inaustrial uses would be possible, but other uses would reguire extenswe

acoustical isolation. N

70~ 75-~0dBA Ldn: Offices, commercial, and professional uses could be
developed, with acoustical isolation such as fixed glazing (possibly sourd
rated), and mechanical ventilation. Development of residential uses is
possible but would require extensive acoustical isolation.

oU~ to 70-dba idn: ~ All uses could be developed with no special
acoustical treatment.

The deygree of noise reduction reguired for particularly noise
sensitive uses could be reduced by locating such uses farther from I-80 and
constructing other buildings, containing less noise-sensitive uses, between
them and I-8U. The degree of shielding provided would depend on the
buildings' height and spacing. Shielding can also be provided by
constructing landscaped bexms or sound walls,
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Table 10 LAND USE COMPATIBILITY GUIDELINES FOR COMMUNITY NOISE IN BERKELEY

Community Noise Exposure Category/a/

Normally Conditionally
- Acceptable

Land Use Category Acceptable

Normally
.Unacceptable

Clearly

Residential-Low Density . up to 60
Single Family, Dup]ex,
Mobile Homes

Residential-Multi Family - up to 65

Transient Lodging- , up to 65
Motels, Hotels

: SchooTS, Librarijes, . up to 70

Churches, Hospitals,
Nursing Homes

‘Aud1tor1ums, Concert ' -

Halls, Amphitheatres

SportS'Arena,'Outdoor -
Spectator Sports '

Playgrounds, up to 70
Neighborhood Parks '

Golf Courses, Riding : -'up,to 75

Stables, Water
Recreation, Cemeteries

Office Buildings, up to 70
Business Commercial o
and Professional

Industrial, Manu- up to 75
facturing, Utilities,
Agriculture

55

60
60

60

up

: o

67.

70

-70

- 70
- 70

- 70

to 70

to 75

70 - 75

70 - 75
70 - 80

- 70 - 80

67.5 - 75

70 - 80

5 - 77.5 75+

75+

/a7 Noise levels under each category are given in dBA Ldn.

SOURCE City of Berkeley Planning Department, The C1ty of Berkeley

Plan, 1977 p. 174,

Unacceptable

75+

75+
80+
80+
65+ .
70+

72.5+

Master
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4,5.0 Policies for Noise: OSee section 4.5

4.6 Safety

4.0.1 Conditions and Constraints

Thrxee Kinds of natural hazarxds coula potentially affect the
Waterfront: earthquakes, floods, and fires. Because the Watexfront is
physically separateu from the rest of the City by the Interstate 80
freeway, people on the site could be isolated from city-wide services in
the event of an emexryency. The information and policies for safety in the
City's Master Plan, as it is updated and revised, axe applicable to the
Watexfront, as well as the xest of the City.

BEax akes

The San Francisco Bay region is highly prone to. seismic activity. ‘The
San Andreas fault, 16 miles west of the Waterfront, could generate an
earthyuake of magnitude 4.3 on tne Richtexr scale. The Hayward fault, 2.5
miles east, is considered capable of generating a 7.5 earthquake.
Eartnquakes of tnese magnitudes would produce severe ground shaking on the
site. The fact that the Waterfront land consists of fill on Bay mud causes
speciai seismic pronlems, since this type of soil shakes with the greatest
intensity during earthquakes.

In the event of a major earthquake, the slopes immediately adjacent to
the watexr would become unstable and slip into the Bay. Land dGeformations
sucn as lurching and settlement would occur, depending on the thickness of
Bay mud. Average defoxmations may be as high as 10 feet and the zone of
ceformation may be about 100 feet wide for Bay mud 50 feet thick. As shown
on Figurxe 9, the Brickyard, North Basin Stxip, Stables area, and southern
part of the Meadow are more stable, with up to 30 feet of Bay mud and
landfill, while the northern part of the Meadow is less stable, consisting
of 30 to 60 feet of Bay mud and landfill.

Floods

“Flooding can occur as a resuit of overflow from the Bay during very
heavy storms and high tides, swelling of creeks, overriding of curbs, and -
dam failurxe. 1in addition, seismically induced sea waves oOr tsunamis
associated with a major earthguake could flood the Waterfront plus small
parts of west Berkeley. The creeks which drain the eastern parts of the
City ard flow through the Waterfront are School House and Strawbexry which
are contained in unmderground culverts, and Codernices, which is in an open
channel. They would be unlikely to overflow unless they were redesigned to
flow as natural channels. Dams and reservoirs in the Berkeley Hills could
collapse due to landslides orx strong ground shaking during earthquakes,
releasing a huge volume of water to inundate downstream development.
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Figure 14 delineates the flood hazard areas of Bexkeley during a luy-
year fiood, based on a 1973 U,S. Geological survey study. A l0O0-year flood
can be expected to occur only once every iUU years, based on past
experience. ‘The map shows all of tnhe Waterfront as being in a flood-prone
area. Flooding coula e prevented by filling to acceptable elevations
before construction, or by raising the level of perimeter dikes at the site.

Fire

The water transmission system serving the waverfront will need to be
improved for  fire protection puxposes, as well as for water consumption.
This would entail extending a secona water main out to the Marina to
connect with the existing main, creating a looped system. New  hydrants
will also be needed. '

with the amount of development callea for in the Waterfront Plan, it

is not anticipated that an adaitional fire station will be needed at che
site. : .
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4.0.2 Policies for Safety: . See Section 2.6

4.7 Comunity Design

4.7.1L - Conaitions, Upportunities and Constraints

‘The Berkeley waterfront is highly visible from many parts of the Bay
Area, as well as from many points in Berkeley, because of its location
directly east of the Golden Gate. The Waterfront itself affords important
views across the Bay. ‘'he design of new development on the Waterfront
should protect and enhance these visual resources, in addition to creating
an attractive env1ror1ment on the site.

The waterfront is an 1mportant cultural,' natural, ana educational
resource for the City. Development there should reflect the creativity,
diversity and uniyueness of the rest of the City, as we.u as the physical

_cnaracterlstlc_s of the waterfront.

anothex factor in determining desiyn standards for the Waterfront is
compatibility with tiwe heights of development in nearby areas. As shown in
Figure 15, there are 35, 45, and 30-foot height limits in the parts of
Berkeley immediately east of the freeway, and the height of the University

“Avenue overpass 1is approximately o0 feet.

Site Features and Views from the Site

The "Y" shape of the land extending from the linear portion of the
Waterfront creates extensive frontage along the Bay, permitting many views
GCross open water to tne natural land forms of Angel island. and Mount
Tamalpais, as well as significant constructed features such as the Golden
Gate Bridge and the San Francisco skyline. interstate 80 and the
industrial zone to the east of the freeway are the major impediments to
visual access to the rest of Berkeley.

The visual character of the site 1s expansive due to the flatness of
the topography, the existence of few vertical elements, such as trees or
buildings, ani the proximity of water, which almost surrxounds the site.
Because the topography is flat, relatively minor differences in elevation
can create dramatic viewpoints, North Waterfront Park, - in particular,
affords a panoramic view from the hilltop (approximately 70-foot
elevation). 'the Meadow is not high enough to provide any significant
view points except along the water's edges. The mounds of rubble at the
Brickyard site are high enough to provide panoramic views of open water,
although this is somewhat marred by foreground debris and scrub veyetation.

Figuxe 1b indicates the viewpoints for important views to and from the
Berkeley watexfront. View corridoxs are among the planning and
environmental constraints which have determined the amount and location of
development. (See Figure 8, Constraints Map.)

View Corridors from Berkeley.

Divect views from the Berkeley to the wWaterfront and the Bay are
avallable along the view corrxidors of University Avenue, Gilman Street, and

72



Cedar Street. The University Avenue corridor is considered the most
significant due to. the volume of traffic and the sense of entry into the
waterfront site that it provides (Figure 17, View 1). At the lower
elevations of the City, most views of the Watexrfront (including the
corridor along University Avenue and Cedar Street) are blocked by the
height of the freeway structure. At Gilman Street, the view opens up under
the overpass (Figure 17, View ). ‘'ihe view of the Bay from Cedar Street
and s5ixth otreet is shown in Figure 17, View 3).

Views from the Freeway and Frontage koad

The site is visible from Interstate 80, but views from northbound 1-Bu
to the water are somewhat obscured by freeway diviaer fences aiong the West
Frontage rRoad and by landscaping furtnexr north. Views of the site are
pexpendicular to the divection of travel on the freeway, arxi the duration
of views to the site tends to De shoxt. From tne elevated overpasses at
Gilman Street ana University Avenue, the Bay and Waterfront areas are
clearly visible, with panoramic views to mt. Tamalpais and the Richmond
shioreline in the backgrourxdi.

Views from entrances to site are locatea at Gilman Street, Ashby
Avenue, and University Avenue. The view from University Avenue is the most
centrally locatea ana offers the most panoramic views (Figure 17, View 1).
The Golden Gate is visiple from south of University Averme. Noxth of
Univerbity Avenue, the cypress trees and boat masts at the Marina block
views of the Golden Gate.

Views to toe site from West Frontaye Koad are totally unobscured

except for existing trees north of the University Avenue intersection.
vramatic views of the Bay, the San Franclsco skyline, and the Goladen Gate
and Bay bridges can be seen from West Frontage Koad south of University
Avenue, where driverxs Or pedestrians are literally on the edge of the waterx
(Figure ls, View 4). From West Frontage Road noxth of University Avenue,
unobstructed views are avallable across the bMeadow to the Bay Brldge ;s Yerba
Buena Island, and Mt. Tamalpais (Figure 18, View 5).

Views from the Berkeley Hills

From the hills to the East, the Waterfront is seen in the setting of
the surrounding Bay. Views that include the Golden Gate and the San
Francisco skyiine, Mt. Tamalpais and the Sausalito shore put the waterfront
site in a different perspective from views from the Berkeley flatlands or
the freeway, and reauce the importance of the site as a major visual
element in the overall scene.

Views from the Site

Figure 1Y depicts a summary of views that are available from the site.
From the Bay frontage of the site, views open up across the water to the
San Francisco skylines; to Mt. Tamalpais ana the Marin headlands; to the
wolden Gatw, Bay, and Richmond Bridges; and to Alcatraz and Angel Islands.
These views are speclially distinct along west Frontage Road south of
University Avenue and the Brickyard where there is virtually no separation
between ithe viewer ana the water (Figurxe 18, View 4).
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Dlstant views from the site are blocked in some places by the
topography of the Marina and North Waterfront Park and existing trees.
Fran the Mcadow near University Avenue, distant views can be seen of -the
Emeryville and downtown Oakland skyiines, but views of the Golden Gate are
partially blocked by the masts of boats in the Marina and by the cypress
trees planted along lower University Avenue and near the Marriott Hotel.
Richmond, Aloany, and the &l Cerrito hilis can be seen apove the. Meadow
looking north. The landscape viewed from the Worth Basin Strip and Stables
area is enclosed by the hills of North Waterfront Park, Fleming Point and.
the landfill peninsula in Albany. Mt. Tamalpais, the Marin hills, and the
Richmond snoreline can be seeun in the distance to the north and west
(Figure Zu, View b).

Berxeley and the Lllls are seen peyond the site fram wtorth. waterfront =
Park, portions of the Marina and from eastbound University Avenue. The
freery overpasses ana industrial buildings adjacent to the freeway block

-views of the lower parts of the hills from cexrtain viewpoints on the.

wWaterfront site (Figure 20, View 7).

Figures 21 and zz;illustrate maximun view impacts from the Céntral
Meadow and Meadow shore viewpoints. The actual visual impacts will depend
on puilaing heignts, locations, ciustering, setbacks, and roof design -

. details,
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8. Panoramic view of North Basin area from shoreline at Gilman Street.

STABLES AREA NORTH BASIN STRIP
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APPENDIX 1
HISTORY OF THE BERKELEY WATERFRONT

Ownexrship

.The BerKeley Waterfront Area was the home of the Costanocan Indians,
- the native people of this region. The Indians innabited the area until
Spanish . explorers and missionaries began to arrxive. The last of these
native people were generally removed or forced out of the area during the
170U's by the bpanlsh :

when California was still a part of Mexico, under the sovereignty of
Spain, Don Luis Peralta, in 1818, applied to the Spanish Governor for
48,000 acres of land, extending north from San Leandro Creek to a hill
- called El Cerrxito. Peralta divided this land among his four grown sons,
Antonio, Domingo, Ignacio and Vicente. The present Berkeley shoreline was
within the area known as Rancho San Antonio. The last heixr and owner was
Jose Domingo .Peralta who, in 13841, built an adobe house alongside
- Codornices Creek. With the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, California
acquired title to the watexrs of the Bay. Following the 1849 Gold Rush,
"squatters" settled and were given title to homestead under the Possessory
Rignts Law of 1852. ‘fhe Spanish Grantees and theixr families were
dispossessed. In 1868, a Boarxrd of Tideland Commissioners was established
and for the next several years much of the Bay's tidelands were sold to
private individuals or coxporations. The Pacific Guano Co. was in business
~during the 1920's on a portion of what is now known as the Meadow. From
1925 -~ 1935, the numerous small parcels of shoreline properties from
Emeryvule to Richmond were acyuired by the Berkeley Waterfront Co., which,
in turxn; was absorbed by the Santa Fe Railroad Company. This left only two
private owners of the Berkeley Waterfront, Santa Fe and George Murphy, a
developer, based in Honolulu. His Meadow acreage was acguired by Santa Fe
in the early 1980°'s. ‘

The City of Berkeley was awarded a Tideland Grant by the State in
1913. This Grant was amended in 1961 to permit a variety of uses. This
‘Tideiand Grant area, largely filled during the 50's and 60's, comprises the
present Yacht Harbor and Marina Development Progect area.
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Uses

The first use of the Berkeley Waterfront was for commerce. Ships
carried goods to and from Berkeley, San Francisco and Sacrxamento and
provided passenger service among cities and towns on the Bay. Before the
City was incorporated in 18738 there was a town called Ocean View which grew
on the shore of the Bay. Ocean View dated from 1853 when a whaxf was
constructed near what is now Delaware Street. The same year Bowen's Inn
was established as a stage coach stop on San Pablo and Delaware Street. To
the noxth of the wharxf stretched a beach, and behind the beach was a salt
marsh into which emptied Virginia and Codornices Creeks. The maxsh let out
to the north of what is now Golden Gate Fields. South of the Wharf was
Strawberry Creek, a major creek which had a salmon run. Boxdering the
Creek was a major Indian shell mound which was excavated by the University
of California in the 193U's South of the shell mound the shoxe was
dominated by bluffs of height varying from 10 to 20 feet down to the
current bordexr with mleryville. At least two springs and finally Potter
Creek entered the Bay in this stretch.

Ocean View was populated by people of many different nationalities:
French, Germans, -Italians, Portuguese, Chileans ard others. The wharf, the
San Pablo koad ana later the train fueled the economy of the area. The
beach, and Willow Grove Park, north of Strawberry Creek at 3xd Street,
provided recreational areas. This history has been studied and forms the
- basis for the City's first historic distvict, the Delaware Street Hlstonc
District between 5th and oth Streets.

The Heywood family owneda much of the beach, and sand was sold for
.construction purposes. - The beach finally disappeared undexr the freeway.
The marsh became a dump site, finally being filled by debris from the
‘Berkeley Fire of 1923. The Bay became polliuted by an excess of untreated
sewage -and much of the natural wildlife died out. It is only in recent
times that the Bay has became clean enough for sensitive life forms to
begin to make a comeback.

Urban development of the East Bay accelerated after the 1906
. earthquake. Between 1900 and 1910 Berkeley's population increased from
13,214 to 40,434. Following this xapid growth, plans for transportation
facilities to increase Berkeley's regional importance were presented,
including proposals for a deep water port, which were expanded to include
an international airport in the 1940's.

These plans were not carried out. However, majoxr projects which gave
the Berkeley watexfront its present configuration were:
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. —The ebth.LlSﬂIIbnt of the Berxeley Yacht Club in the 1920's. In the
1960's the Yacht harbox was expanded and the Marina area was landscaped
‘with a loan from the State Swmall Craft and Harxbor Department. A
requirement of the loan repayment was the establishment of restaurants and
a hotel (Hs Loxdship's, Solomon Grundy's -~ now Skates - and the Maxviott).

—~-Tne - construction of ‘a Z 1/2 mile long pier to provide auto and
passenger ferxy service to san Francisco in the late 1520's. While only
used fox this purpose for seven years until construction of the Bay Bridge,
the first mile 1s still used as a fishing pler.

~-The Eastshore Highway (now the l—~80 freeway) was constructed as a
public works project in the 1930's. It was built on fill and now separates
Aquatic Parxk, the east shore of which was the natural Bay shoreline at the
time, . from the rest of the Bay.

Post World War il growth and expansion helped accelerate Berkeley's
Bay filling. Berxkeley's garbage dump was one of over 40 such disposal
sites around the Bay tnat bumed municipal trash and garbage until the
advent of the Regional Air Quality Control Boaxd and the EPA xegulatlons.
Waste dlsposal on Berkeley's waterxfront is being phased out.

Planning—~Goals, Policies, and Legislative Constraints

City of Berkeley's Planning.

In 1951, the Berkeley wWaterfront was vezoned from "Industrial" to
"Unciassified." - In 1955 a Master Plan Waterfront Amendment Plan proposed
filling over 2,000 acres of open water for multiple urban uses. This was
followed by technical and economic studies and public discussion. 1In 1961,
the Planning Comnission submitted a . revised amenament, again proposing
extensive fill for primarily .non-water related uses. This plan led to the
formation of the Save San Francisco Bay Association. Because of the strong
public concern, and considerable opposition, the City Council requested
that alternative plans be prepared. :

in late 1963, the Council, showing a definite change of attitude,
adopted new policies that reflected a fundamental change in their previous
assumptions. The Council directed: that the Watexfront fill should not
extend any farther to the south amd west, and should not extend beyond
Gilman Street to the north, that park and recreational uses should be
emphasized and that planning should be considered moxe fully in the
regional context. At this. period the City's vision was for a "Berkeley
Regional Shoreline Recreation Area." At this time also, Aguatic Park was

‘'saved from being filied and deveéloped as an industrial parxk ox as a golf

course. To assist with planning decisions the Council appointed an
Advisory Committee on Waterfront Planning.
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These Council policies were reaffirmed at the Council meeting of
October 20, 1964, and expressed in the Interim General Watexrfront Plan,

Included in the watexrfront Objectives were #%i: "lnsofar as possible the

development of Berkeley's waterfront should be designed to fit harmoniously
1nto a coordinated development plan for offshore lands throughout the Bay
Area, particularly between the Bay Bridge and Point Richmond"; and #5:
"Berkeley's portion of tne shoreline of San Francisco Bay shoula bpe
reserved exciusively for public recreation and its related public uses. To
achieve this the City should gain sufficient control of the shoreline and
tidelands to assure permanent public use of the Bay along Berkeley's entire
eventual shoxeline with provision for access at multiple points." This
Intexim Watexfront Plan was updated by the 1977 Master Plan. '

in Maxch 1565, a five-page City Manager's report to the Council on the
feasible methods of acquisition of the privately held lands presented a
comprehensive list of sources of funds. For the past 20 yeaxs, this issue
(source of acquisition funds) has been a recurring concexrn. The City's

current planning process for the Watexfront Plan (see Appendix #2) has

addressed the question of wnat kind of Gevelopment use would be appropriate
for the site, regardless of the possibility of public acquisition. The
waterfront Plan has also taken into consideration types of recreational
activities recommended by State Parks and others. It has also recommended
areas for public acyquisition, based on the City's objectives for open space
and tecreatlondl use.

Planning Constraints - Bay Consetvation and Development Commission.

in the early 60's when "Save the Bay" was involved in opposing
Berkeiey's grandiose pian for a second Berkeley in-the-Bay, this
organization also became concerned regarding the Bay-wide issue of
indiscriminate filling of the Bay. With the leadership of the late Senator
McAteer and then Assemblyman Nick Petris, a Bay Study Commission was
established 1n 1965, It recommended tne establishment of a State
Regulatory Commission which was enacted in 1967. Finally, with the help of
a State and National public awareness campaign undertaken by a coalition of
consexvation organizations, the Save the Bay legislation, known as the
McAteexr-Petris, act was passed and a permanent Bay Conservation and
Development Commission was established. This means that any furthex
filiing of the Bay must be in accordance with BCDC's criteria and in
accordance with their San Francisco Bay Plan,

Santa Fe's Plans. For almost 40 years, Santa Fe has had plans for the
development of their Lastshore property. In 1954, a proposal was made
which highlighted the development of industrial areas on the watexfront, to
be served by their nearby railxoad.

in 1965, Victor Gruen and Associates presented a regional plan for tne
offshore areas of Emeryville, Berkeley, and Albany which involved massive
Bay fill. By this time, since both ciltizens and officials were now
considering the Bay as an aesthetic asset rather as real estate, the plan
met with very little enthusiasm,
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in. 1970, Wililam Pereixa designed a reyional shopping center for the

Meadow, with Ernest Hahn the developer. At the many public hearxings there

was strong opposition from organizations (Uxban Care, Save 'The Bay,
Berkeley Bay front Council, and numerous others) as well as from many
concerned citizens. The Council voted against granting a use permit and
soon afterward Santa Fe and George Murphy, the property owners, sued the
City for 1z million dollars each. Although the basis for the lawsuit was
inverse condemnation, the State entered the case and extended it
geograpinically to the City's northern and southern boundaries and legally
expanded it to include the issue of the public trust. "Save the Bay" and
Sierra Club entered the case as Friends of the Court. 1In 1980, the State
Supreme Court declared that "submerged lands as well as lands subject to
tidal action...are subject to the trust." The."public trust" is the right
of the people to use the lands covered by water for fishing, navigation,
and water related commerce and recreation.

Planning of State Agencies . .

Coastal Conservancy.

. The State Coastal Consexvancy was created by the legislature in 1976
to restore, preserve and enhance the coastal resources and to solve
difficult iand use problems. 1In 1980, the Conservancy worked with a group
of public agencies and private citizens to identify potential projects fox
pubilc acguisition and development along the kastshore waterfront. Some
projects, including a new boat dock foxr the Berkeley South Sailing Basin,
have wneen completed. In 1981, the C(Conserxvancy conducted community
workshops in Berkeley whicn led to a recommendation for a combination of
development ana public acquisition for the Berkeley Waterfront.

State Deparument of Parks and Recreation. For the 1980 Park Bond Act,
this East Bay Shoreline had been the number one site selection foxr an urban
paxk of all Alameda County's park and recreation officials.

In becember, 1952, the Department of Parxks and Recreation presented to
the public their East Bay Shoreline Feasibility Study, describing how a
State recreation area could be estabiished along the shoreline from
Emeryville through Albany. The State already had provided funds fox
improving Noxth waterfront Park. Sites in Berkeley include the North
Watexfront Park and much of the same areas covered by the City's present
plan.

State Department of Transportation (Callrans). ln the past few - years,
Caltrans presented several plans to improve I-80 from the Bay Bridge to the
Carguinez Briage to various groups 1nvolved in watexfront planning. 1In .
Berkeley, improvements are proposed for the three interchanges at Ashby,
University and Gilman Streets. The City is working with CalTrans to assure
that any improvements conform with local objectives, and has devoted
extensive efforts to relating the design of the Univexsity Avenue
interchange to the Waterfront Plan.
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Citizen Organizations' Planning. Numerous citizens' organizations
have been ciosely involved in all the wWatexfront planning processes since
the eaxrly 60's ana more recently since 1980. They include: the Golden
Gate Audubon Society, Berkeley Design Advocates, Berkeley Beach Committee,
.Cal Sailing Club, DAWN, "Save the Bay", League of wWomen Votexs, Urban Care,
Bexkeley Bayfront Council, Berkeley Bayfront Conservancy Fund, Friends of

Aguatic Paxk, kegional Paxks Association, the Sierrxa Club, and

Environmentai Defense Fund.

Several groups created tneir own plans for the waterfront. Most well
known among these has been the Sierra Club Plan. The Revised Sierxa Club
Plan advocates an open Meadow and Brickyard and a maximum of 300,000 square
feet of development to be located on the North Basin Strip.

A number of the above mentioned oryanizations have joined with
Citizens tor the Eastshore State Park, a coalition of groups and
individuals wnose purpose is to further the creation of a significant urban
recreation arxea along the Eastern shore ot San Francisco Bay. '
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APPENDIX 2

THE CITY’S PLANNING PROCESS

The Clty S present. plannmg efforts for the Waterfront began in 1983,
fo].lc:wu.rnj the announceiment 1n 1982 by the Santa Fe of their intent to
develop more than 4 million square feet of commercial space on the
watexfront. ‘the City's 1977 Master Plan contained only very general
policies for the Waterfront, and did not constitute an adequate basis for
evaluating the proposal. The City's uUnciassified zoning district for the
Waterfront did not specify land uses or other standards, but allowed any
type of development consistent with the Master Plan, subject to approval of
a Use. Permit.

As a first step, in the'spring and suxmier of 1983, the City oonducted
a series of workshops which led to the preparation of prellmmary goals and
pollc1eb for the wWatexfront,

In January 1984, the City initiated a planning process which would
produce a Mastex Plan amendment and a Specific Plan for the Waterfront, the
process that resulted in this document. Firxst, the City requested
individuals and organizations to submit proposals for the Waterfront. A
total of 2Y responses resulted, ranging in intensity from xecreation and
open space uses to construction of floating islands to add to on-shore
develogment.

The City contractea with the RUMA Design Group as the prime consultant

- for the Watexfront Plan in summer 1984. ROMA and theixr sub-contractoxs did

the information collection, analysis, planning, and report preparation work
and drafted a set of development prototypes. The City selected five
alternatives to evaluate as the firxst major step in the planning process,
derived fram the proposals submitted by the community. (See Figures 23
through 247, Tables 11 through 15). .These alternatives were:

No Project, requlred by State law for env1romnental review purposes.
Assumes no development or improvements,
1. Low Intensity, 10u,000 to 200,000 square feet of development.

2. Low/Moaerate Intensity, 500,000 to 565,000 square feet of
development, similar to the proposal submitted by the Sierra Club.

3. Modexate Intensity, 2.3 millioh‘vto 2.3 million square feet of
development. ' : -
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4. High Intensn.y, 4,2 million squaxe feet of cevelopment, the Santa
Fe proposal.

The consultants compiled and analyzed extensive information on the
envixonmental, economic, traffic, and visual charxacteristics of the
Watexfront. (See Summary of Opportunities and Constraints, Background
Analyses, Jan. 28, 1i985). This information was presented at a series of
community woxrkshops during February and sarch 1985, on kconomic Development
and Employment, Housing, Conservation/Recreation and Open Space, Urban
Design, and Transportation and Community Facilities. Workshop participants
raised their questions about the Waterfront in each of these subject
mattexrs areas. These questions led to the development of criteria for
compaxing the aliternatives.

The City Council approved the evaluation criteria in April 1985, and
these were used as a basis for the Evaluation of Alternatives report
proouced 'in May. Amony the major findings of that report were:

Economic Development. Alternative 4, which includes more development
and generates more jobs than the other three, ranked most effective in this

 category.

Housing. Altetnative 3, the only one which includes housing, ranked
somewhat higher than the -others in this category. However, the rankings
wexe relatively ciose, since all the altexnatives could be expected to
increase housing prices elsewhere in Berkeley unless there are programs to
prevent this from happening.

Conservation. In the category of environmental protection and
minimizing natural hazards, the alternatives ranked in reverse order of the
amount of development included, with alternative 1 ranking most effective.

‘Recreation and Open Space. Both Alternatives 1 and 3 rated higher
than the other two in this ‘category —~ Alternative 1 because of the great
amount of open space provided, and Alternative 3 because of the wide
varlety of recreational and cuitural activities included.

Land Use and Urban Design. Alternative 3 ranked higher than the other

three 'in this category primarily because it included the widest range of
land use and activities, and because it created physical links with the
West Berkeley community east of the freeway.

Transportation. Altexnatives 1, 2, and 3 ranked fairly close together
in this category —~— Alternatives 1 and 2 because of relatively low amounts
of development and thus low levels of traffic congestion, and Altexnative 3
because it would create incentives for transit use and because it included
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housing, which is a lower peak-nour traffic generator than some other uses.
Alternative 4 ranked substantially lower, because its higher level of
development woula cause heavier traffic impact, especially during the peak
pexriods when office workers are going to, or leaving theixr jobs.

Utilities. Tne alternatives ranked in reverse order of the amount of
development included, in theirx effects on need for utilities, public

. facilities and public services. However, the alternatives with yreater

amounts of development would be morxe capable of offsetting costs through

xevenues.

k k k Xk k k %
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vuring the summer and fall of 1y85, the consultants conducted several
additional studies for the Wateriront Plan. sSpecial attention was given to
tie econamics of Waterfront development, to assuxe that the plan would
allow for a reasonable economic return to the property owner. (See Revised
Preliminacry - Conceptual Framework for ODevelcpment of a =@ Preferred

Alternative, July 15, 1985; Economics of the Preferxed Alternative for the

Sexkeley Watexfront Plan, Cctober 1Ss5, prepaxed by Economics Research

Associates.) woodward/Clyde Consultants conducted additional analysis of
seismic hazards, and DKS Associates analyzed alternatives. for improvements
to the University Avenue interchange of the Ihterstate 80 freeway, to
assure coordination witii the land use policies of the Watexfront Plan.

Tne City Council in July 1985 gave directions to the consultants for
preparation of the Preferred Alternative which would be the basis for the

‘Master Plan amendment for the Waterxfront. A major poiicy direction from

the Council was, "“ihe Berkeley Watexfront should become part of a
continuous East Bay shoreline open space system. An appropriate. amount of
private development shouid take place, to make the Watexfront part of a
vibrant urban community, attractive to and usable by people." The Council
indicated that recreation and open space; a centerpiece visionary public
use; small-scale recreational/commercial activities; a conference center,
and lodging and accommodations were desired uses. ‘The Noxth Basin Strip

.. was indicated as the top priority area for development. A total of 500,000
square feet of development was recommended as a working figure, to assure a

reasonable economic return for the property owner, and to attain the
benefits desired by the City. :

The consultants presented a draft Preferved Alternative in September.
(See Figure 28, Table 16.) It envisioned 705,000 square feet of commercial
development, including one hotel and conference center in the East Meadow
area and another in the Stables area, and a rxetail center at the Marina
Edge. ifoxe than 80 percent of the site would be in open space and
recreational uses; however, the Meadow was designated as prlvate open space
Since the amount of development would not justify requiring its dedication

for public purposes.

in the hearings and workshops on the draft Preferred Alternative, the
public expressed concern about three main issues: the fact that some
oevelopment was shown on the Meadow, the fact that the Meadow would be
private open space and therefore public access could not be assured, and
the total amount of development,

In January lYsb, the consultants presented a revised Preferred
Alternative with several important changes. (See Figure 29.) It provided
for 575,00V square feet of commercial development, all alongside the
freeway. The Phase I Hotel was moved north, on a location at the corner of

the North Basin Strip, which provided a closer relationship to the water
and left the Meadow open. A small restaurant was shown on the Brickyard.
A continuous 100 foot shoreline access band would be dedicated to a public
agency.
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A most important change was that ail of the 5U-acre Meadow was
designated as "to be acguired for public purposes.” This was based on the
yreat impoxtance of the open  space value of the Meadow. it provides
important views to and from the Waterfront. Its location is unique as a
highly visible part of the Bay shoreline. There are indications of
important wetlands habitat value on the Meadow, anmd there is substantial
risk of damage from earthguakes. ‘The ifeadow 1S also the most desirable
location for recreational activities.

The City Council on February i, 1986, approved a revised Preferred
Alternative with several additional changes: designating the Brickyard and
part of the bast readow area for public acquisition, and indicating other
important policy dirxections including deletion of a possible visionary
public use. The Council then directed staff to prepare an amendment to the
City's Master Plan amd a Specific Plan consistent with that document.
Further evaluation of the Preferred Alternative based on findings of the
Envirommental Impact Report led to the rxecommendation that the Central
Meadow and Brickyard pe designated for open space with further evaluation
of the feasibility of acquisition and determination of appropriate areas to
be referred for dedication, vrather than specifying public acquisition.

These documents have been prepared in accordance with requirements of
the Planning and Zoning Law of the California Government Code, Title 7,
Planning and Land Use, Chaptexr 3, Local Planning. The City's Master Plan
constitutes a General Plan as defined by State Law. All elements and
procedures required for General Plans and Specific Plans have been
included. ‘The Specific Plan it sets forth all necessary standards to
enable the City to regulate development in the area. As required by the
California Environmental wyguality Act, an Environmental Impact Report has
been prepared on the Master Plan amendment and sSpecific Plan,
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Table 11

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE LAND USE ALLOCATIONS (ACRES)

Alternative
Open Space
Basic Components
Additional (including
circulation)

Development

Privately-held
.City-owned

Freeway Take (Approximate)

Total Upland Area

Mudf]ats/Marsh
Beach Areas

Open Water Areas |
Total Wetlands

and Submerged Lands

TOTAL

1 .

70

86

100

2

70
58

5-10

7-10
4500

515

690

3

70

5-10

7-10

+500 -

515

690

| 4

65
24




Table 12 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Alternative 1
(s.f.)

Commercial/ 200,000
Recreation

Hotel _

Retail : 150,000

Conf. Facility 50,000
Office/R&D | None
Residential None
TOTAL , 200,000

2 3 4
(s.f.) (s.f.) (s.f.)
500,000 480-600,000 1,050,000

650 rooms 550 rooms 1,500 rooms

100,000 35-50,000 100,000
50,000 50-150,000 50,000
None 1,145,000 3,000,000
None 760,000 None
950 units
500,000 2,300,000 4,150,000
to :
2,420,000

Table 13 COMPARISON OF THE PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF DEVELOPMENT

Alternative 1

Open Space .
Acres . 156
Percent of 93

Total Upland

Development Parcels

Acres 7+5

City-owned
Percent of 7

Total Upland

1~

128
78

37
22

3 4
97 89

59 54

63 + 5 71 + 5
City-owned City-owned
41 46

Note: Variations in the total land acreage for each alternative varies
slightly by the assumed take for the freeway improvements.
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Development .Characteristics

Total Square Feet 200,000

Net Floor Area 0.2

Ratio (Average - to
FAR) . 0.4

Average Height 2 stories

- Maximum Height -~ 2 stories

500,000

2 stories

2 stories

102

2,300,000

to

- 2,420,000

0.75
to
0.90

3 to
4 stories

6 stories

4,150,000

1.44

-5 to
6 stories

10 stories
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Table 14

DEVELOPMENT CHARACTERISTICS OF GENERIC ALTERNATIVES BY -SUBAREA

--—-----..-‘-—_---___-—-——-.----------------------......n-----------

ALTERNATIVE 3

ALTERNATIVE 4

R R Ll e R R SR AR M e e S S S SR MR s A4 o R R v T ED D ES D AR R e v e M R A N R W NS S S L A Al ey W SR A T e MR SR e e S N N SR SR SR AR A e Y W MR R R M M W A s EE SR W AR R M e e R SR e A A

----—--—----._----—----—q.-----------—-------—-----—.—q.---—--—-------------—--_-_-——-———--.._-___--------u_--_--—----——,*

1. EAST BRICKYARD

10 ac.
Additional Nature
Preserve

10 ac.
Additional MNature
Preserve

8-10 ac.

230,000 s.f.

' Hote] 300 rooms

Max. 3-4 stories

Max. 20% site
coverage, FAR .6

50% landscaped o.s.

240-320 cars requ1red

- 10 ac.-

Public Access
Easement -

2. EAST MEADOW
Along Freeway

10-12 ac.
Freeway Buffer,
Possibie Playing
Fields

10-12 ac.
Freeway Buffer,
Possible Playing
Fields

10-12 ac.
parcels)

532,000 s.f.

290 housing units +
300,000 s.f. office

Max. 40' for housing,
65' for office

Max. 55% site .
coverage, FAR 1.0

Min. 30% landsc. o.s.

1,040 cars required

(3-5 ac.

10 ac. (1 parcel)
850,000 s.f.
Hotel, Office,
Support Retail
50-100"' heights

Max. 75% coverage,
FAR 2,03

Min. 25% land. o.s.

1,700 cars required

—----—-—----——-----------—----—--------————------—-----——-----m--—-—--—-——---..--—————----——-------—-—--——----—-------

3. CENTRAL AND -
NORTH MEADOW

35 ac. Open Space
Concept: Major
Multi-use Space

35 ac. Open Space

Concept: Low
Maintenance
Naturalistic Park

- Concept:

35 ac. Open Space
Civic/
Cultural Concourse,
including 50,000-
150,000 s.f. of
conference,
exhibit, and

cultural facilities :

. Hotel,

24 ac. public access
easement

15.25 ac, dev't.

955,000 s.f.

0ffice,
Support Retail

50-75' heights

“Max. 75% coverage,

FAR 1.5
Min. 25% land. o.s.

1,500 cars required

u--------—-——-----——--—————---—--_--————--.—--------————--_-.-----..-----——_-u--'---—---_-—---—-------——--------‘p_n------
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4. MARINA EDGE 7 ac. + 5 City-owned 5-7 ac. Open Space 7 ac. + 5 City-owned 5 ac. + 5 City-owned

200,000 s.f. 200,000 s.f. 150,000 s.f.

Commercial Rec./ ' 250-room Hotel + Comm. Rec./Specialty
Community Meeting . : 35,000 s.f. Retail/ Retail/Public
Rooms Restaurant - Conf. Center

Max. 2 stories Max. 3 stories : 35-75' heights

Max. 20% site ‘ o Max. 25% site Max. 50% coverage,
coverage, FAR .2-.4 : coverage, FAR .3 FAR .23

- 50% landscaped o.s. : 50% landscaped o.s. 25% landscaped o.s.
400-600 cars required : -~ 300 cars required 550 cars required

.-a---—-ﬁ—---—-t-—-----------o------—----------------g--o-—------—-—------—----------—--—-——--------—---—-----i—-----

5. NORTH BASIN 20-25 ac. Open Space 37 ac. (incl. Horse 15-20 ac. (3-5 ac. 24 ac. (1 parcel)
Along Freeway Barns) parcels) . ' g
500,000 s.f. - 705,000 s.f.: . 1,215,000 s.f.
Hotel (300 rms.) + 350 housing units + ‘0ffice, R&D, Support
Hotel/Conf. (350 425,000 s.f. Retail
rms. + 50,000 s.f. Office
> conf. center) +
=
Comm. Rec.
(100,000 s.f.)
Max. 2 stories o Max. 40' for housing, 50-75' heights
65' for office
Max. 25% site ‘Max. 55% site Max. 50% coverage,
coverage, FAR .2-.4 ‘coverage, FAR 1.0 FAR 1.2
50% landscaped o.s. Min. 30% landsc. o.s. Min. 25% land. o.s.
1,050 cars required 1,400 cars required 3,000 cars required
6. HORSE BARNS 16-17 ac. Open Space ~ (Development program 16 ac. (2-3 parcels) 16-17 ac. (1 parcel)
l1isted under North 670,000 s.f. 1,080,000 s.f.
Basin includes 310 housing units + 0ffice, R&D, Support
Horse Barn Area) 420,000 s.f. office Retail

Max. 40' for housing, 50-75' heights
65' for office
Max. 55% site Max. 55% coverage,
coverage, FAR 1.0 FAR 1.5
Min. 30% landsc. o.s. Min. 25% land. o.s.
1,360 cars required 2,700 cars requ1red



Table 15

DEVELOPMENT PHASING SCHEDULE - PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT/a/

Phase I Phase II
_ 1985 to 1995 . 1996 to 2010

Years: 1-5% 6-10 11-15 16-25
Alternative 1 ' : '
Marina Edge 200K s.f.

_ Commercial/Rec.

Alternative 2
North Basin/ 100K s.f.
Horse Barns Commercial/Rec.

Alternative 3

East Brickyard
Marina Edge

East Meadow
North Basin

Horse Barns

Alternative 4

East Meadow

Central Meadow'

North Basin

Horse Barns

7a/ In thousands of square feet (K s.f.),
of dwelling units (d.u.}.

650 hotel rooms

300 hotel rooms

250 hotel rooms
35K s.f. retail

300K s.f, office

290 d.u.
' 425K s,.f. office
350 d.u.
420,000 s.f.
310 d.u,
517K s.f. office/
retail
500 hotel rooms
289K s.f. office/
retail
250 hotel 750 hotel
rooms rooms
607.5K s.f. 607.5K s.f.
office/R&D/ office/R&D/
retail retail
1,080K s.f.
office/R&D/
retail

number of hotel rooms, or number

Source: ROMA; McGuire and Company, Santa Fe Land Improvement Company.

40191h/IA
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Table 16 -
BERKELEY WATERFRONT DRAFT PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

September 12, 1985 Draft

Approx.
81dg. Area Building Offstreet
{Thousands Permitted Footprint Parking Sfting
of 5q. Ft.) Height (Coverage] Requirement Requirements
PHASE 1 _
SUU-RODM HOTEL 320 45 feet 100,000 s.f. 500 cars East Meadow:
o -adjacent <E&st of Horth Basin
to I-B0 shoreline edge and
-min. 300' adjacent to Univ. Ave.
from
. shoreline
CONFERENCE CENTER 40 40,000 s.f. 200 cars
-centrally
located for
visitors
-adjacent to
frontage rd.
& Unfv. Ave.
PHASE 1
-WKTERFROMT CEMTER 15 25 feet 75,000 s.f. 300 cars Marina Edge:
Commercial/Recreation: north of a -fncludes <Extending no further than
-retaf) point 670°* shared 300 feet from the existing
-restaurant and food north of the parking w/ Marina edge;
services center line civic- -Retail and food service
-waterfront-related office of Univ. cultural frontage along public
(max. 333 of enclosed Ave.; 15 ft. center promenade.
space) south of ’
this point
PHASE 11 -
NTER 40 25 feet 40,000 s.f. 350 cars Korth Basin Strip:
~ball fields -afn. 150' “Belween Virginla St. and
-court games from Giiman St.;
~health club/fndoor shoreline ~50% of structure set back
sports -ain. 75% min. 150° from shoreline;
-water-oriented Tocated -Unobstructed public access
concessions adjacent along shoreline.
-public changing to 1-80
rooms and bathrooms
-restaurants (max.
50% of the enclosed
space)
-bleachers
PHASE 11
J50-ROUN HOTEL 230 45 feet 77,000 s.f. 350 cars Horse ‘Barns Area:
- -located “MinTrus eet from
adjacent shoreline;
to 1-80 -Average 300 feet from
shoreline.
TOTAL PRIVATE 05
BUILDING PROGRAM
PHASE 0
South of University
HATURE PRESERYE 10 15 feet 10,000 s.f. 25 cars 8rickyard and Berkeley
-public uses geach:
~interpretfve center “ATnTaum 450 feet from
shoreline;
<Mith ancillary structures
for public access
frprovements.
PHASE O .
West of Meadow 0 25 feet 30,000 s.f. 200 cars - Marina Edge:
INTERMATIONAL CIVIC- - -centrally rliﬂaceng Eb relocated
CULTURAL CENTER located for Marina Orive.
-multi-use auditoriym visitors
-public meeting rooms ~adjacent to
-exhibition space Marina Dr.
~museum & Untv. Ave.
TOTAL PUBLIC 40
BUILDING PROGRAM
41913/DPAG
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 APPENDIX 3

REPORTS PREPARED FOR DEVELO}P‘MENT OF
THE BERKELEY WATERFRONT PLAN

Alternatives Description -and Initial Evaluation- Criteria, ROMA Design Group.
December 5, 1984

 Summary of Opportunities'and.Constraints, Background Analyses, ROMA Design

Group. January 28, 1985

Alternatives Description, ‘Endorsed bz;City Council ROMA. Design Group.
January 29, 1985

Notes from Public Workshops, Anthony/Fleming & Associates:

. Economic Development and Employment. February 14, 1985
. Housing. February 21, 1985 '

. Conservation/Recreation and Open Space. March 14, 1985
. Urban Design. March 7, 1985

. Transportation & Community Facilities. March 14, 1985

W W

Evaluation of Alternatives, ROMA Design Group. May 16, 1985

Report on Site Improvement Costs, Wocdward—Clyde Consultants. July 5, 1985

Revised Preliminary Conceptual Framework for Development of a Preferred

Alternative, ROMA Design Group. July 15, 1985

Draft Preferred Alternative, ROMA Design Group. September 12, 1985

Fiscal and Employment Impacts of the Preferred Alternative, McGuire &
Company. September, 1985.

Economics of the Preferred for the Berkeley Waterfront Plan, Economics
Research Associates. October, 1985

Interstate 80 Alternatives Analysis and the Traffic Implications of the
Preferred Berkeley Waterfront Alternatives, DKS Associates, October, 1985

Revised Planning Level Cost Estimates Including Seismic and Foundation
Factors, Preferred Alternative, Berkeley Waterfront Development,
Woodward-Clyde Consultants. December 5, 1985

Waterfront Development Potentlal Prior to CalTrans Freeway Improvements,
DKS Assoclates. December 10, 1985

Revised Planning Level Cost Estimates, Berkeley Waterfront Development,
Woodward-Clyde Consultants. January 2, 1986

Revised Preferred Alternative, ROMA Design Group. January 3, 1986

Draft Berkeley Waterfront Plan: Amendment to the City's Master Plan,
Planning and Community Development Department. March 17, 1986
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Draft Berkeley Waterfront Specific Plan, Planning and Community
Development Department. April 1, 1986

Revised Draft Berkeley Waterfront Plan: Amendment to the Cityis Master
Plan. Planning and Community Development Department. May 9, 1986

Revised Draft Waterfront Specific Plan, Planning and Community Development
Department. May 9, 1986

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report on the Berkeley Waterfront Plan,

Larry Seeman Associates, Inc. June 1986.
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ADOPTION OF GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND SPECIE‘lC PLAN
FOR THE BERKELEY WATERFRONT

RECOMMENDED C.E.Q.A. FINDINGS

Upon review and consideration of the final Environmental Impact Report
prepared for this project (Sch. No. 86032524), which was certified by this
body on October 7, 1986, amd upon consideration of the revisions to the
proposed Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan, both dated August, 1986,
which were recommended by the final Envirommental Impact Report to mitigate
identified significant adverse effects on the environment, the City Council
hereby finds the following, in accordance with Sections 2108l of the 'Public
Resources Code and Sections 15091-15093 of the C.E.Q.A. Guldelmes. ‘

INCORPORATION OF MITiGATION MEASURES
WHICH AVOID OR SUBSTANTIALLY LESSEN
SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1. Ground Settlement, Ground Shaking, and Methane Venting

Changes have been incorporated into the Master Plan Amendment and Specific
Plan .which avoid or substantiaily lessen the potential for damage to
property and injury to persons from ground settlement, ground shaking and
ignition of methane in the soil, which are identified in the EIR. '

The EIR identifies the potential for differential ground settlement in the
Meadow and the necessity for deep pile foundations for any structures
located in the north meadow, the potential for lesser but still
-substantial differential settlement in the North Basin Strip and Stables
areas, the potential for ground failure, in the event of earthquake, at
the perimeter slopes along the Bay, and the potential for ignition or
explosion of methane vapors in the soil, should the soil be covered
without provision for adequate venting.

In the revised Specific Plan, development has beén removed entirely from -
the Meadow area, strict requirements are placed on the design and
construction of development in the North Basin Strip and Stables areas for
protection from groundshaking and settlement, no development is permitted
within 100 feet of the shoreline (200 feet where possible), and :
mcorpordtlon of special measures to insure adequate ventmg of supsurface
methane are reguired of all development.

Some level of increased risk of property damage and injury due to seismic
hazard would be unavoidable with waterfront development, even with the
incorporation of the aforementioned revisions. Taken together with the
other unavoidable impacts identified herein, the cumulative residual level
of impact could be significant. Therefore, this residual impact is
addressed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations included herein.
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2.

Increases in Site-Generated Water Run-Off

Changes have been made in the Master Plan Avendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially lessen the potential to worsen storm
drainage at the site, which is identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for 'devélopnent on site to aggravate
incrementally existing storm drain conditions. The Specific Plan
requires construction of a new storm drain trunk line and the addition of

~a new outfall. Additionally, individual develogments will be required to

provide for constant positive drainage away from structures.

Exposure to Flooding

_Chéng&s nave been made in the Master Plan Awendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for damage to property

and injury to persons from flooding, which is identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for the site to be exposed to inundation
from the 100-year tsunami run up at high tide, and be exposed to
additional incremental flooding if sea levels rise four feet over the
next century, as predicted.

The revised Specific Plan requires the development to be located above
the 100-year tsunami level, including placement of fill, as necessary,
and taking fill settlement into account. Protection from anticipated
500~-year flood levels fram sea level changes is to be addressed in all
on-site flood protection planning, including the possibility of
constructing perimeter levies.

Some level of flooding hazard due to tsunami and long term sea level
increases is unavoidable with waterfront development, even with the
incorporation of the aforementioned revisions. Taken together with the
other unavoidable impacts identified herein, the cumulative residual
level of adverse impact could be significant. . Therefore, this residual
impact is addressed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations
included herein.

Increased Discharge of Contaminants into the Bay

Changes have been made in the Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for damage to property
and injury to persons fram discharging contaminants into the Bay, which
is identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for develupment on the site to add

'typical wurban contaminants into the site water run-off, and further

identifies the potential for leachate-related water quality impacts
associated with the previous filling of the site, and with the possible
daylighting of Strawberry Creek.
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5.

The revised Specific Plan includes numerous provisions for controlling
discharge of contaminants into the Bay, inciuding: installation of
greenbelts, porous paving and other landscaping measures, regular
cleaning of streets amd catch basins, requiring all development proposals
to be reviewed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board for
determination of proper leachate control measures, amd a prioritization
and acceleration by the City of community-wide sanitary sewer system
requirements identified by the East Bay Infiltration and Inflow
Correction Program.

. Increased Human Contact with Poor Quality Water

Changes have been incorporated into the Master Plan Amendment and
Specific Plan which avoid or substantially lessen. the potential for human
contact with poor quality water, which is identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for recreational development and
increased human activity at the waterfront to increase human contact with
poor quality water in the bay and in Strawperry Creek, should that creek
be daylighted.

The Specific Plan makes development of beach and recreation facilities at
the Berkeley Beach, South Basin and North Basin contingent upon
demonstration of satisfactory water quality with Regional Water Quality
Control Board review required. Daylighting of Strawberry Creek is not
recommended in the plan, : :

Some level of impact, in terms of subjecting small boat center and beach
users to poor quality water, is unavoidable prior to implementation of
all of the off-site pollution control measures and the East Bay
Infiltration/Inflow Connection Program recommendations, even with
incorporation of all of the other revisions. ‘aken together with the
other unavoidable impacts identified herein, the cumulative residual
level of adverse impact could be significant. Tnerefore, this residual
impact is addressed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations
included herein.

Loss of Biological Resources

Changes have been made: in the Master Plan Zmendment and Specific. Plan
which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for loss or disturbance
of certain bioiogical resources, including seasonal ponds and tidal
areas, which are identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for seasonal ponds to be déveloped
(eliminated) depernding upon the placement of recreation facilities, the
potential for placement of Bay fill for construction of piers, the
potential for fill placement in the intertidal zone for construction of
the Berkeley Beach or North Basin Beach, and the potential for
development of external vegetation in the North Basin strip.
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The Specific Plan prohibits filling of the Bay for any purpose other than
beach fill south of the Brickyard or small amounts of fill for
stabilization of public access areas, prohibits development of wetlands
in tidal or marsh habitats, requires sealing of the bottam seasonal ponds
to increase the amount of time water is present, requires replacement of
any seasonal pords lost to develomment, requires enhancement of creekside
areas where creeks are daylighted, and requires replanting of disturbed
areas such as the North Basin strip with drought-resistant plants.

Some level of loss of seasonal ponds and other biological resources is
unavoidable with waterfront development, even with incorporation of the -
aforementioned revisions. Although by itself this impact is not
significant, when taken together with the cther unavoidable impacts, the
cunulative residual level of adverse impact could be significant.
Therefore, this residual impact is addressed in the Statement of
Overriding Considerations included herein.

Intensification of Land Uses and Values

Changes have been made in the Master Plan and Specific Plan which avoid
or substantially lessen the potential intensification of land uses and
values in nearby areas, which are identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for the investment of public and private
funds at the waterfront to increase the value of nearby parcels,
resulting in increased rents for existing uses and pressure for
conversion to more intensive uses, and the potential for development at
the waterfront to limit visual amd physical access to the shoreline,
particularly in the North Basin strip.

" The Specific Plan has been revised to require the phasing of new

development at the waterfront, to allow time to increase the City's
housing supply and reduce pressures on the cost of housing. This is
coupled with the provision for agreements between the waterfront
developers and the City to provide funds for the development and
preservation of affordable housing in Berkeley. ‘The revised Specific
Plan also requires the Cedar Street right-of-way across the North Basin
strip to be dedicated for public access.

Changes in the Visual Quality of the Waterfront

Changes have been incorported into the Master Plan Amendment and Specific
Plan which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for detrimental
changes in the visual quality of the waterfront, which are identified in
the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for developament at the waterfront to

alter and obstruct views to, fram, and across the site, and give the
waterfront the appearance of a more urbanized setting.
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9.

10.

The Specific ‘Plan has been revised to ramove development from the East
Meadow (near the entrance to the site), if possible under the Phase I

development plan, to require the clustering of development along the

North BRasin strip to retain view corridors at Gilman, Cedar and Virginia
Streets, and to enact varicus design requirements which concern building
setbacks, bulk, siting and landscape design. The Specific Plan has also
been revised to add the requirements for Design Review for any waterfront
development.

Some alteration of the visual character of the waterfront is unavoidable
with waterfront development, even with the incorporation of the
aforementioned revisions. Teken together with the other unavoidable
impacts identifed herein, the cumulative residual level of adverse impact
could be significant. Therefore, this residual impact is adressed in the

Statament of Overriding Considerations included herein.

Potential to Uncover Archaeoiogical Resources

Changes have been made in the Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for damage to
subsurface archaeological resources uncovered during site preparation for
development, which are identified in the EIR. ' '

The EIR identifies the potential for archaeclogical resources to be
uncovered during excavation, although none are presently known to be at
the site. The Specific Plan would require work to be stopped if
archaeological materials are encountered during project excavation and
construction work, and require examination by a professional
archaeoloyist before work could recammence, :

Increases in Traffic Congestion

Changes have been incorporated into the Master Plan Amendment and
Specific Plan which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for
traffic congestion on local roads and intersections, which are identified
in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for waterfront development, in
carbination with other future anticipated development in Berkeley and
nearby communities to increase peak hour congestion at the University
Avenue/Sixth Street and University Avenue/San Pablo Avenue intersections.
The EIR shows that these intersections, as presently configured, will be
over capacity by the year 2010, with or without waterfront development.

The revised Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan require the freeway
interchanges and affected local intersections, including University/Sixth
and University/San Pablo, to be upgraded in specific configurations.
These configurations are designed to achieve acceptable levels of
service.
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11.

12.

The revised Master Plan anendment and Specific Plan also place
requirements on developments to increase access to public transit,
increase auto occupancy, provide for bicycle facilities, and enact other
alternative transportation measures.

Aditionaliy, the EIR identifies the potential for regional growth,
including development at the Berkeley Waterfront, to exhaust the capacity
of the East Bay I-80 corridor and the University, Ashby,and Gilman
freeway ramps, even with the improvements currently being planned by
CalTrans. ' ' '

This additional area of impact cannot be mitigated by implementation of
local measures which are within the control of the City of Berkeley. The
EIR shows that these impacts are regionally-generated and would occur

" even 1f no development were to occur on the Berkeley waterfront. To

potentially mitigate this regional problem, the revised Master Plan
Emendment calls for the cities of Berkeley, Albany, and Emeryville to
establish a joint sub-regional growth management system which would
minimize congestion through phased develogment.

Some level of regional and local traffic impact is unavoidable with
waterfront development, even with incorporation of the aforementioned
revisions, This residual impact, particularly when taken with other
unavoidable impacts identified herein, could be significant. Therefore,

this residual impact is addressed in the Statement of Overriding

Considerations included herein.

Necessity to Alter Local Transit Routes

Changes have been made to the Master Plan ZAmendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for adverse affects on
the local transit (bus) service, which are identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for development at the water to
necessitate AC Transit to alter its current routes amd increase service
to the waterfront. Tne revised Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
limit development at the waterfront, so that the nuvwber of buses in
operation would not need to be significantly increased, although routes
would need to be altered. The revised plans also call for major
developments (hotels) to provide for shuttle serve to airports, BART and
downtown. ‘

Increases in Local Air Emissions

Changes have been made to the Master Plan amendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for adverse affects of
increased local air emissions, which are identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for development at the Waterfront and in
the region to cause localized "hot spots" in air emissions due to
increasad traffic voluwes, particularly on I-80, which could adversely
affect waterfront users. Also, the potential exists for considerable
quantities of dust to be generated during site grading and construction,
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13.

14.

- The revised Master Plan Amemiment and Specific Plan include several

measures which would substantially lessen the impact of these air
emissions on waterfront users, including: creation of a buffer zone
between development/public access and the freeway, orientation of
buildings, provision of dense landscaping to provide sheltered areas, and
the requirement for an approved dust control program prior -to excavation
and construction,

Some increase in the potential for localized "hot spots” in air emmisions
fran increased traffic is unavoidable with waterfront and regional
develomment, even with the aforementioned - revisions. This residual
impact, particularly when taken with the other unavoidable impacts
identified herein, could be significant. Therefore, this residual impact
is addressed in the Statenent of Overriding Considerations included
herein.

Exposure to Increased Noise Levels

Changes have been incorporated into the Master Plan Amendment and
Specific Plan which avoid or substantially lessen the potential for
exposure of waterfront users to excessive moise, as identified in the
EIR. :

The EIR identifies the potential for development of the North Basin Strip
to be subject to noise fram traffic, amd for users of the Berkeley Beach
ard  Brickyard areas to be ext)osed to freeway noise in excess of 70 dBa
{CNEL) .

The revised Specific Plan reyuires buildings in the North Basin Strip to
be set back fram the freeway and local roadway, -and structural noise
controls to be designed intc these structures; exterior courtyards would
face away from the freeway. Additionally, a noise berm or sound
insulating wall would be created adjacent to the freeway to reduce noise

- levels in the Berkeley Beach and Brickyard areas.

Pressure to Increase the Local Population and Housing Demand

Changes have been made to the Master Plan Zmendment and Specific Plan
which avoid or substantially iessen the potential for adverse effects of
the increased population and housing demand which would accampany new
deveiopment at the waterfront, which are identified in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for new development at the Waterfront to
create pressure for increases in local population and housing demand.
The Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan incorporate three features
which will substantially reduce this pressure: requiring new develomments
to canply with construction and permmanent employment programs of the City
which give preference to Berkeley residents in hiring, requiring new
developments to pay housing mitigation fees which are to be used for
preservation and develogment of the local (off-site) housing stock, and
requiring development to be phased to allow time to increase the local
housing supply.
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15. Necessity to Improve Public Services and Utilities

Changes have been incorproated into the Master Plan Amendment and
Specific Plan which avoid or substantially lessen the necessity to

improve existing public service amd utility sytems, which are identified

in the EIR.

The EIR identifies the potential for waterfront development to require
major improvements to existing utility systems, and expansion of public
services, with the added potential of costs falling on the City and
puolic. Included are improvements for water supply, sewage collection,
storm drainage, solid waste collection, roads and other publlc works
maintenance and part development and maintenance.

The Master Pian Amendment and Specific Plan would require a phased
implementation of these improvements, with the preponderance of costs
falling on the develomments, through impact fees, assessement districts,
ard other development fees.

REASONS FOR REJECTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The Council finds that specific econamic considerations render infeasible the
two less intensive waterfront alternatives identified in the EIR, the "no
project” and "reduced" (Sierra Club) alternatives, which would have involved
less significant adverse envirommental impact than the Master Plan ZAmendment
ard Specific Pian adopted by Council. The Council finds that because the 170-
acre waterfront site is privately owned, and because the levels of development
identified for the no-project and lower-intensity alternatives maybe
insufficient to aliow the private owner to realize a reasonable use of its
property, based on informmation and facts available to the Council at the time
of the final EIR, these two alternatives do not appear feasible. .

The Council further finds that the two more intensive alternatives identified
in the EIR, the "Santa Fe" and "Full Build-out" alternatives would have
involved greater adverse envirommental impact than the Master Plan Amendment
and Specific Plan adopted by Council. The Council finds that these two
alternatives. would involve levels of environmental impact which are
unacceptable and which cannot be adequately mitigated, and that these
alternatives would detract fran the open space and character which is desired
for the waterfront. -

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS ‘

The EIR identifies eight areas of impact which would result fram develogment
of the waterfront and which are unavoidable, i.e. which cannot be fully
mitigated, even with implementation of the mitigation measures which have been
incorporated into the revised Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan.
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Although these impacts have been substantially lessened through these |
mitigations, the Council finds that the residual level of adverse impact in
these areas will still be significant, particularly when taken altogether, and
accordingly finds it necessary to consider weighing the social and enconamic
ovenefits of waterfront develomment urder these plans against the unavoidable
adverse envirommental impacts which will result. These findings are made
pursuant to Section 21081 of the Public Resources Oode and Section 15093 of
the C.E.Q.A. Guidelines.

In considering the potential benefits of waterfront development under these
plans, the Council finds that these benefits are substantial and include the
following: 1) provides the orderly develogment of waterfront uses which will
support recreational use, and also complement and enhance the City's
character; 2) provides the level and type of developed uses which will enable
the City to provide the open space, recreational facilities, and envirommental
enhancement measures that will enable the waterfront's unique enviromment to
be enjoyed by all of Berkeley's citizens; and 3) provides an econamic benefit
to the community in terms of increased job opportunites and municipal
revenues. In consideration of the foregoing, the Council finds that these
benefits outweigh the level of environmental impact in the eight specified
areas. :
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RESULUTION NO.

ADOPTING WATERFRONT PLAN AMENDMENT TO THE BERKELEY MASTER PLAN

_:BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Berkeley as follows:

WHEREAS, the Berkefey Waterfront is an area of prime importancee to
the Bay Area and tne City, because it is the connection between Berke]ey_
and San Francisco Bay; and

WHEREAS, thé Waterfront area as defined here consisis of the 170 acres
of privately-held lands bounded by the Interstate 80 freeway on the east,
the Berke]ey Marina on the west, and the Albany and Emeryville City limits
on the north and sduth; and

WHEREAS, it is necessary for the City to amend its' Master Plan for
the Waterfront to be in compliance with State law for general plans; and

WHEREAS, the City has been engaged in a planning process for the
Waterfront since January 1984, including collection of data, definition and
evaluation of alternatives, énd preparation of several revisions of a
Preferred Alternative; and |

WHEREAS, the City has allocated approximately $500,000 for consultant
work and Staff time for the development of a Waterfront Plan, inc]uding'
contributions from the property owner, and the State, as well as the City;
and |

WHEREAS, each step of the planning process has been subject to

extensive public discussions and hearings; and
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WHEREAS, <the Planning Commission and the City Council have neld
public near1ngs as called for 1n the Master P]an Urdinance; and

NHERtAb an Env1ronmentd1 Impact Report has been prepared, whicn
eva]uates the env1ronmenta1 impacts assoc1dted with deve]opment of the
wdterfront 1nc1ud1n9 deve]opment under severa] a]ternat1ve scenar1os, and

NHtREAb, the Env1ronmenta] Impact Report 1dent1f1ed severa1 areas of
potentially 515n1f1Cdnt ddverse environmental impact wh1cn can oe dvo1aed
or'substant1e]]y 1essened»hy chanyes in the Waterfront Plan Amenoment to
the derke]ey Master‘P1an, or the Specific P]an, to implement thelweterfront
Plan of the Berkeley Master Plan, inc]udingﬁ 1) ground Settiement,'ground
snaking and methane venting from the soii- 2) increase in site;generation
waste run- off d) exposure to f]ood1ng hdzards, 4) 1ncredsed dlscharge of

concam1ndnts into ihe Bay; 5) increased. human contact w1th poor qua11ty

“waters; 6) loss of or disturbance of certain b1olog1ca1 resources on the

site, inc]uding seasonal ponds and tidal areas; 7} intensification of land

uses at and around the site itself with corresponding increases in

surrounding 1and va1ues and rents, 8) limitation.of visual‘aCCess to the
shoreline from Interstate 80 and a change in the v15ua1 qua11ty of the site
itself; 9) the potenc1a1 for uncover1ng drchaeolog1ca1 resources aur1ng
site improvement,llo) increased-traffic and congestion of Interstate 80,
1oca1,freeway ramps, and local sireets; 11)‘nece§sity for a]teration of

local transit routes; 12) increase in local air emissions due to increased

traffic and tewporarily due to construction activity; 13) increase of noise

levels due to traffic increases, and exposure. of certian new uses to noise
levels in excess of 70 dba (CNEL); 14) pressure to increase both tne
Berkeley population and demand for housing; 15) necessity of improved

public services and utility systems; and
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WHEREAS, tne Environmental Impaét reporc identifies eight areas of
unavoidable siynificant adverse dmpact which would resd]t'from development
of tﬁe Waterfront, incluaing: 1) increased risk- of proberty damage and
injury due to seismic nazardg Z) exposure of development to flooding
‘hazards 6f thelluu-year tsuami, high tide and long-term sea level
increaseﬁ; 3) exposure of users of tne beach and small boat basin to health
nazara§ relqted L0 poor wacer quality, for the period of time prior to
imp]ementatfon of off-site pollution contfo] medsures ;and‘.the Eaét Bay
Infi1tfdt10n and inflow Connection Program fecommenaations; 4) loss of some
vegetation and wildlife habitat, including seasonal ponds; 5) alteration
of thevvisual Character of the.sité by converting undeveloped land td new
urban uses; 6) 1ncreasing of the already-unacceptable level of congestion
of Interstate 80 and at tne University Avenue and Gi]ﬁan Street ramps, due
to inadequate capacity; 7)71ocalized high levels of. carbon monoxide and
other poi]utants,. which would exceed éxisting backgrbuhd levels, as a
result of increased traffic; and 8)‘1055 of a portion of the limited and
non-renewable regional supply of lands identified in the Associatioh of bay
Area Governﬁents Regional Plan policies as'offering regionally signiffcant'
_recreationa1 opportunities because of size, accessibility to'disadvantaged
groups, or unique or specialized recreational potential.

qu, THEREFORE, Be it Reso]véd that the City cﬁuncil has reviewed and
considéred the information contaihed in tne certified EIR prior to adopting

the Nateffront P]ah Amendment ©o the Berkeley Master P]an; and
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council finds, in accordance
with the written findings attached. hereto and'made a part herreof as
Exhibit A, thét certain potentially significant adverse effects of
development of the Naterfront have been avoided or substantially lessened
due to changes in the Waterfront Plan Amendment to the Berkeley Master Plan
or Specific Plan to implement the Waterfront Plan of the Berkeley Master
Plan; and |

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council finds, in accordance with

the written findings attached hereto as a statement of overriding

consideration, that specific remaining significant effects upon the

environment, which are unavoidable, are acceptable due to overriding

concerns which balance the benefits of the proposed Waterfront development

agaihst its unavoidable adverse environmental impacts; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that- the City Council rejects the
alternatives evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report for the reasons
stated in the written findings attached hereto; and

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that the City Council adopts the Waterfront
Plan as an_amendmeht to the Berkeley Master Plan, attached hereto and made

a part hereof, identified as Exhibit B.
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