DRAFT REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATIONS (RHNA)
- Adopted and Released July 19, 2007 -
beginning a 60-day public comment period
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Oakland, CA 94607 MoEY " .
| FLEASE DENY (T

Re: Comment Period, Housing Needs Allotment, Mountain View California ,(M

Please be aware that the city of Mountain View, CA. received an “F" grade in the
previous housing needs allotment. The city has not lived up to its own state-
mandated housing element. The City is run under a system of patronage politics
that refuses input or recommendations from ABAG and from local experts on
housing, but accepts their money.

Dear Allotment Committee,

-

The City of Mountain View needs a change from within, not a handout from
federal and state housing funds. Mountain View, the home of Google, Microsoft,
and others, is an extremely wealthy city that is in the process of gentrification —
not resident growth. Please discontinue all federal and state funding (including
CDGB funding) until the city increases its resident population and ceases to force
out small businesses and lower income people (like me). »

Standards are a piece of the solution. Enforcement is another piece. Please cut
funds now.

More than 30,000 low-income residents have been forced out of Mountain View
since the 2000 federal census. Most of these were renters, as former mayor Nick
Galiotto pushed for home ownership over rentat tenancy. ‘

The number of apartment units has dropped from approximately 25,000 to fewer
than 15,000 units, to be replaced by $600,000 condos, row houses, and town
houses that existing renters cannot afford to buy. The population of residents
remains about the same as reported in the 2000 federal census (check it out).

There is a high vacancy rate in apartment units because rents have been forced
up artificially through abusive housing code inspections, fees, and huge city utility
rate increases. | estimate that the day time population, consisting mostly of non-
residents, to be about 120,000, while the resident population is around 72,000. |
believe that less than half the resident population is actually employed in
Mountain View.



Lower income residents with “in-city” jobs are forced out of apartment units in
favor of new, affluent high-tech workers. The latter can afford the new row
houses and condos being built where older “affordable rent” dwellings have been
torn out or converted to ownership condos.

The city offers absolutely no help, especially monetary, from H.U.D. or any other
source to “affordable rent” landlords, so that they can maintain existing
affordable housing as mandated in the Housing Element. The exceptions are a
few city-controlled large residential complexes housing mostly Russian Jewish
refugees from the Ukraine, and studio units operated by Catholic Charities, which
set a limit of no more than two occupants in violation of housing law. These are
mostly funded by H.U.D.

The government of the city of Mountain View is deliberately gentrifying a small
California city to accommodate Google’s thirty-five buildings and their hiring of
approximately seventeen new employees a day. H.U.D. money is being used to
force out long-term residents, mostly tenants and poor minorities, to
accommodate the influx of high-tech employees. The city makes millions of
dollars in increased property taxes and utility fees on the new $600,000 -
$900,00 units. This all comes at the expense of existing residents and small
business, and uses H.U.D. money to do it.

Please stop all H.U.D. (and police) funding to the city of Mountain View. The
resident population is not going up — check the U.S. census figures. This filthy
city will lie to you again to get H.U.D. money.

Stop the extremely hurtful, greedy, abusive, and deliberate gentrification of
Mountain View, CA, as the city is using state and federal money to purge long-
term residents. This action causes huge commute and traffic problems, and
forces low income people to buy expensive housing units they cannot afford in
neighboring communities.

Sixty percent of Mountain View residents have lived in the city for fewer than five
years. The resident population has not gone up. Please check the U.S. census
figures and stop all funding to Mountain View, CA.

Donald Letcher
788 N. Rengstorff Drive
Mountain View, CA 94043

CC: Richard K. Rainey, Regional Director, H.U.D.
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Aug. 20, 2007

Housing Allotment Committee
Association of Bay Area Governments
101 Eighth Street

Oakland, CA 94607

Re: Comment Period, Housing Needs Allotment, Mountain View California

Dear Aliotment Committee,

Please be aware that the city of Mountain View, CA. received an “F” grade in the
previous housing needs allotment. The city has not lived up to its own state-
mandated housing element. The City is run under a system of patronage politics
that refuses input or recommendations from ABAG and from local experts on
housing, but accepts their money.

The City of Mountain View needs a change from within, not a handout from
federal and state housing funds. Mountain View, the home of Google, Microsoft,
and others, is an extremely wealthy city that is in the process of gentrification —
not resident growth. Please discontinue all federal and state funding (including
CDGB funding) until the city increases its resident population and ceases to force
out small businesses and lower income people (like me). »

Standards are a piece of the solution. Enforcement is another piece. Please cut
funds now.

More than 30,000 low-income residents have been forced out of Mountain View
since the 2000 federal census. Most of these were renters, as former mayor Nick
Galiotto pushed for home ownership over rental tenancy. :

The number of apartment units has dropped from approximately 25,000 to fewer
than 15,000 units, to be replaced by $600,000 condos, row houses, and town
houses that existing renters cannot afford to buy. The population of residents
remains about the same as reported in the 2000 federal census (check it out).

There is a high vacancy rate in apartment units because rents have been forced
up artificially through abusive housing code inspections, fees, and huge city utility
rate increases. | estimate that the day time population, consisting mostly of non-
residents, to be about 120,000, while the resident population is around 72,000. |
believe that less than half the resident population is actually employed in
Mountain View.



Lower income residents with “in-city” jobs are forced out of apartment units in
favor of new, affluent high-tech workers. The latter can afford the new row
houses and condos being built where older “affordable rent” dwellings have been
torn out or converted to ownership condos.

The city offers absolutely no help, especially monetary, from H.U.D. or any other
source to “affordable rent” landlords, so that they can maintain existing
affordable housing as mandated in the Housing Element. The exceptions are a
few city-controlled large residential complexes housing mostly Russian Jewish
refugees from the Ukraine, and studio units operated by Catholic Charities, which
set a limit of no more than two occupants in violation of housing law. These are
mostly funded by H.U.D.

The government of the city of Mountain View is deliberately gentrifying a small
California city to accommodate Google’s thirty-five buildings and their hiring of
approximately seventeen new employees a day. H.U.D. money is being used to
force out long-term residents, mostly tenants and poor minorities, to
accommodate the influx of high-tech employees. The city makes millions of
dollars in increased property taxes and utility fees on the new $600,000 -
$900,00 units. This all comes at the expense of existing residents ard small
business, and uses H.U.D. money to do it.

Please stop all H.U.D. (and police) funding to the city of Mountain View. The
resident population is not going up — check the U.S. census figures. This filthy
city will lie to you again to get H.U.D. money.

Stop the extremely hurtful, greedy, abusive, and deliberate gentrification of
Mountain View, CA, as the city is using state and federal money to purge long-
term residents. This action causes huge commute and traffic problems, and
forces low income people to buy expensive housing units they cannot afford i in
neighboring communities.

Sixty percent of Mountain View residents have lived in the city for fewer than five
years. The resident population has not gone up. Please check the U.S. census
figures and stop all funding to Mountain View, CA.

Donald Letcher
788 N. Rengstorff Drive
Mountain View, CA 94043

CC: Richard K. Rainey, Regional Director, H.U.D.
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Dear Sirs:

Good idea - but you are up against very clever city governments in California.
Google is buying Mountain View, a city of 72,000 that is losing resident
population. Google hires 17 people a day; they have 35 buildings in Mountain
View, and are expanding into neighboring Palo Alto.

Tens of thousands of long-term Mountain View residents are being displaced;

property owners make a profit, but most of those affected are displaced tenants.

The population is down since the 2000 federal census. 60% of residents have
lived in Mountain View for less than 5 years (since Google’s entrance). The
number of apartment units has dropped from approximately 25,000 to fewer than
15,000. Meanwhile, the City Manager and City Attorney receive salaries more or
less equal to that of the Governor of California.

Housing costs, including utilities, and property tax revenues have soared
approximately four-fold since Google’s entrance into the city. A huge
gentrification effort is taking place, with unemployed Hispanics and Russian Jews
generally exempt from its effects (powerful local people protect their own).

The city of Mountain View has ruthlessly skirted the eminent domain practices of
the past to force landowners out. As | see it, this is how they do it:

1) The use of city police to “remove blight,” and to back city housing
inspectors in forcing out long-term landlords. This allows developers to
move in and tear out any and all “affordable housing” not controlled by the
city. My rental property existed 35 years without a single registered
housing complaint until six armed cops and two housing inspectors forced
tenants out. My units have now sat vacant for five years, during a housing
crunch. ’

(over)



2) The city established a “Community Development Department” with the
specific goal of gentrifying Mountain View and “making room” for high-tech
(Google) workers. High-density condominiums (up to five stories), row
houses, and townhouses now provide very upscale rental housing. They
replace shopping centers and the traditional Mountain View housing that
existing residents can afford.

3) The City Clerk and City Attorney select who they will allow to run for City
Council, and tightly control the council members with such means as the
following: “legal” bribery, inflated senses of power and authority (including
the right to use threats of eminent domain), and millions of doliars of
taxpayer money for their “special” projects. All, of course, if they co-
operate.

Finally, I will submit that Judge Jeremy Fogel (CA-Democrat) will not uphold the
Constitution of the United States. When | sued the city of Mountain View
(Federal Case C-98 21120JF) | was not even allowed to testify in his court on my
behalf.

Good luck!

Donald Letcher
788 N. Rengstorff Ave.
Mountain View (Googleplex) CA 94043
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William H. Mitchell
1400 Palm Avenue
San Mateo, CA 94402

September 13, 2007

Mr Henry Gardner

Executive Director

Association of Bay Area Governments
P.O. Box 2050

Oakland, CA 94604

Re: Comment Regarding Draft RHNA Allocations

Dear Mr. Gardner:;

I wish to express my reservations about the proposed “city centric” Regional Housing Need
Allocations presently under comment. 1 believe that placing the focus on the cities and removing
substantial amounts of RHNA from the outlying communities as compared with the previous
planning period is unfair to the already urbanized cities and completely impractical. Such cities
do not have much vacant Jand, so larger allocations appear to presuppose large scale
redevelopment. It is likely that such large scale high density development simply will not be built
on the scale indicated by the proposed RHNAs, resulting in yet another planning period where
production falls far short of the RHNAs.

Additionally, rural counties such as Sonoma County (I own property in San Mateo and Sonoma
Counties) are expected to continue to see job and population growth, yet their proposed RHNAs
have been cut dramatically. In the case of unincorporated Sonoma County, its RHNA is proposed
to be cut from 6,799 units to 1,364 units. Dramatic cuts are proposed for Sonoma County’s cities
as well.

Sonoma County and other outlying communities are hot beds of anti-development sentiment.
Unincorporated Sonoma County has only met about half of its current RHNA, but that is still in
excess of 3,000 units. It represents in its housing element that it has inventory capacity for
thousands more units (though I take issue with how they determined their inventory). However,
the County can accommodate far more housing than 1,354 units. Should the RHNA be reduced
so far anti-development sentiment will assure that not even that much housing is constructed.

1 ask that you reconsider how you have allocated the RHNA and allocate far more units to the
outlying communities. This is only fair and might actually increase the odds of some housing
being built.

Sincerely,

il ST RECE]

SEP 1 ¢ 2007

[ wwmwen 3
=
FAl
i—]

William H. Mitchell
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226 Wildwood Aveniue
Piedmont CA 94610
September 14, 2007

Henry Gardner

Executive Director

Association of Bay Area Govenrments
P.0. Box 2050

Oakdand, California 94604-2050

Subject: Public Comment Period for ABAG's RHNA specifically in reference to the City of Lafayetite
Dear Mr. Gardner:

My name is Michael Henn. | am a long-time local government city planner in the East Bay. | was the
Planning Services Manager in Lafayette for many years, retiring in 2001. | recently had the opportunity to
review the current Lafayette Housing Element certified in 2003. | knew from my 18 years experience in
Lafayette that the city was rapidly running out of qualifying sites for affordable housing and that the next
Housing Element would probably require expanding into single family residential areas. To my surprise, |
found that the current city document reached a different conclusion, and in my view the city’s submittal to
the State raised serious questions of professional integrity. The attached report documents my findings.

More recently | found that Lafayette was challenging the new RHNA assigned to it by ABAG. | have read
the letters from the city to ABAG which allege that Lafayette is almost fully built out and cannot implement
the assigned numbers because of its steep topography and a street system overwheimed by traffic.
Relative to the other cities in Contra Costa County, these allegations are grossly exaggerated. Lafayette
averages less than one dwelling unit per acre and has probably the most restrictive zoning and arduous
review processes of any city, which are designed to keep the city from meeting its housing allocations. It
was the audacity of these city letters that provoked me into finding it necessary, as a professional
planner, to address the city's representations.

I hope you have the opportunity to read these important documents. | would be happy to answer any
questions or comments that you or your staff may have.

(el

cc: Homebuilders Association of Northern Califomia
California HCD, atin: Lynn Jacobs
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Response to ABAG re the Regional Housing Needs Assessment
Assigned to Lafayette

The City of Lafayette is an affluent, very low-density residential community
with an overall density of less than one unit per acre. Most knowledgeable
local citizens would agree that the vocal and active element of the citizenry
which largely controls city govermment is philosophically anti-growth in
general, but is particularly set against Lafayette providing affordable, higher-
density housing and infill development other than in a relatively tiny
downtown area. The development community does not constitute a
countervailing force to offset the anti-growth forces. Lafayette was one of
the leading opponents of the Smart Growth effort called Shaping Our
Future, undertaken by Contra Costa County in the 2002-2003 period.

When the city incorporated in 1968 its land area of about 14.6 square miles
was about one-third vacant and that area was expected to provide available
land for additional single family residential development, with zoning for hatf-
acre and one-acre single family residential lots. Since 1968 most of this
otherwise developable single-family infill land has been categorized, without
any real substantiation, as being too environmentally sensitive and unstable
to develop. Then these areas were systematically downzoned, first to a 3-
acre minimum lot size and then in 2002, to a 10-acre minimum lot size, in
order to provide the rural appearance and open space desired by the no-
growth element of the population. The inevitable result of only allowing very
large parcels is that only a very small amount of very expensive housing can
be built. Smaller areas suitable for infill development were restricted with un-
meetable restrictions such as if the housing was visible from a public street,
it could not be built.

Multiple residential housing fared even worse than single family residential.
Contra Costa County had zoned several areas, generally along Highway 24,
both north and south of the freeway, for multiple-family in addition to the
largely developed small apartment area just south of downtown. The city
systematically downzoned most of these areas to single family residential
designation. Subsequently, whenever an attempt was made to rezone to a
multiple zone any area other than the downtown area where apartments
had been present for many decades, it has been met with strong opposition
and denied. Even senior housing has been aggressively fought and
defeated, including an affordable, non-profit, senior project proposed directly
across the street from the Lafayette BART Station (currently the location of
the iraq War, Peace Crosses).

Given the local political climate, the strategy that was devised in the 1980s,
to meet the State’s affordable housing requirement, was to assert that the
generally built-out small downtown area, combined with an even smaller
adjoining area zoned for apartments, contained enough vacant and



underutilized properties to meet the assigned RHNA by potentially allowing
high-density apartments in the commercial zones, even though the
downtown contains only about 3% of the city’s acreage. Lafayette used this
evasive strategy for more than 20 years.

Up until the 2002 Housing Element update, the sites in the inventory could
have theoretically produced the ABAG affordable housing numbers given
the right market conditions. The assumption was made that owners of
commercially zoned property would elect to develop their lands with
apartments instead of stores and offices. This was an economically
questionable assumption because these sites were already developed with
income-producing businesses. Additionally, commercially zoned land has
been typically more valuable for business use than for residential use.
Nevertheless, Lafayette used this strategy for a long time in the periodic
updates of the Housing Element (approximately every 5-8 years) because
the affordable housing development could have happened. And in fact a
small number of new apartment units were built in commercial zones in
three or four cases, but nowhere near the ABAG assigned numbers.

in the periodic revisions of the Housing Element, the Planning Department
prepared the legally required inventories of vacant and underdeveloped
parcels suitable for higher density housing. However, during each period of
economic upturn, the city’s inventory of vacant or even legitimately
underutilized commercially-zoned properties rapidly dwindled as the vacant
parcels were built on, largely by commercial uses containing no housing. By
2001 there were only three or four vacant properties remaining on the
inventory in the commercial zones, and a slightly greater number of
legitimately underutilized parcels.

In 2002 when Lafayette again updated its Housing Element, a new and
expanded list of vacant and underutilized properties in the downtown was
created. According to this list (hidden in an appendix without property
addresses), there is existing space on 43 parcels in downtown for 499,
multiple-family units in the commercial zones. The new list was merged into
the remaining previously designated parcels (without updating to delete
those sites that were known to have been developed by 2002), and together
both sets of properties were presented in the revised Housing Element and
EIR, approved by the city in 2002 and submitted to the State and approved
in 2003. The State’s approval was based on respecting the integrity of the
professional planners who prepared the documents, rather than by actually
checking the accuracy of the data submitted.

If one looks at the current list of some 43 allegedly vacant and underutilized
properties found in Table 31 of the Appendix of the Lafayette General Plan,
combined with those parcels shown as vacant and underdeveloped in the

accompanying EIR, they would find that few of these properties would meet



the definition of vacant or underdeveloped for most reasonable persons.
The vast majority of the listed properties are already developed with stores,
offices and apartments including some that are the largest and finest in
Lafayette. One listed property that allegedly can provide housing for some
60 new apartments consists of a parcel that was acquired by CALTRANS
more than 30 years ago and is now the east-bound lanes of Highway 24!
This non-existent site accounts for 12% of all the units in the inventory.

For the most defensible of properties on the current list, there would
typically be a single-story commercial building of moderate value relative to
land value, but still the buildings are in active commercial use with little
reasonable probability of being replaced with housing. The list also includes
some actively used storage yards or parking lots connected with an
adjacent business that one could argue were underutilized, but again there
was no reasonable probability of their being replaced with housing.

It is readily apparent that the usual standards of civic ethics were breached
by the City of Lafayette in preparing the current Housing Element. In
addition to the questionable inventory there are other statements in the
Housing Element, designed to mislead a reviewer as to the availability of
sites and the conduciveness of the zoning to muiltiple housing, including the
following:

1. Itis stated (page V-41) that in the APO, office zone, apartments
are permitted by right, when actually they are subject to approval of a
C.UP;

2. Table 32 shows a list of 10 apartment projects purported to have
been approved in the last 15 years by C.U.P. Actually 6 of the 10 are
located in apartment zones where no C.U.P. is required, and eight of
the ten apartment buildings are very old and had been approved and
developed under Contra Costa County jurisdiction before Lafayette’s
1968 incorporation, 34 years before the Housing Element’s adoption.
Only one small 8-unit site at 231 Lafayette Circle is possibly
legitimate. Its approval was 16 years old at the time of the Housing
Element’s adoption;

As you know, Lafayette is now petitioning ABAG to reduce its proposed new
RHNA, claiming that the city is just too built out to meet the new numbers.
This is from a city that averages less than one dwelling unit per acre, and
has downzoned virtually all vacant land to the lowest densities thought to be
legally defensible. Given the Lafayette history of civic impropriety, ABAG
including its staff and Board should be made aware of the need to reject the
current plea for relief from the 361 unit allocation. But in particular, both
ABAG and the State HCD need to actually audit the accuracy of whatever
documents are forthcoming from Lafayette in its future Housing Element



submittals. California’s Housing Element process must be based on a
minimum level of civic integrity if its worthwhile goals can be achieved.

mh: 9-14-07
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. CITY COUNCIL
Yy o9 r‘ Mike Anderson, Mayor
i =
oy’ GO, Don Tatzin, Vice Mayor

Brandt Andersson, Council Member
Carl Anduri, Council Member

LAFAYETTE Carol Federighi, Council Member

SETTLED 1848 seer INCORPORATED 1968
January 8, 2008

Henry Gardner

Executive Director

Association of Bay Area Governments
P.0. Box 2050

Oakland, CA 94604-2050

Dear Mr. Gardner;

It has come to my attention that in September 2007, Michael Henn, a former Lafayette city employee, submitted a
letter to ABAG containing serious allegations regarding Lafayette’s housing element that could damage the credibility
of this city. While Mr. Henn sent copies of the lefter to the State Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD), the Homebuilders of Northem California, Contra Costans for Every Generation and the East
Bay Housing Organization, he chose not to send a copy to Lafayette and it was only recently discovered by Lafayette
staff on ABAG’s website.

The City of Lafayette's housing element is the result of countless hours of research, analysis, and community review
and input. The housing element is also the result of many meetings and discussions with HCD staff to ensure the
City met all its requirements and responsibilities. The housing inventory to which Mr. Henn alludes has been used by
many housing developers, and most recently by Eden Housing, Inc. to locate an appropriate site in which to build an
affordable senior housing project.

Lafayette has, as you know, been a constructive participantin ABAG’s many regional planning efforts including, most
recently, the FOCUS program. In addition, Lafayette has for many years had a housing element that has been
approved by the State HCD. That element led to the construction of multi-family housing near the Lafayette BART
station that includes affordable units for people with disabilities. Likewise, the City has just recently approved another
multi-family development with inclusionary housing, and has committed all of its accumulated low/mod housing funds
to the Eden Housing project. Lafayette has been extremely diligent in its efforts not only to meet State requirements,
but to provide a diversity of housing types.

To say, then, that Lafayette has breached “the usual standards of civic ethics” and to suggest that HCD's approval
was not based on actual verification of data insults the professionalism of both the State Department of Housing and
Community Development and the City of Lafayette. | am troubled that this former employee would use the regional
housing needs allocation process to display his animus towards the city that employed him for eighteen years.

I would be happy to meet with you to discuss this matter further. Thank you.

Sipserely,

even B. Falk m nuo e
City Manager E @ E B Q_’l E m
Cc: City Council s
State Department of Housing and Community Development JAN 1o 20
Homebuilders of Northem California B Ao
Contra Costans for Every Generation e Q;Ej‘;}égm el
East Bay Housing Organization
Michael Henn
\ 3675 MT. DIABLO BLVD., SUITE 210, LAFAYETTE, CA 94549
K TELEPHONE: (925) 284-1968 FAX: (925) 284-3169
http//:www.ci.lafayette.ca.us
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ORAL COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC

five years. Mr. Letcher commented that he is very unhappy with the way things
are going in Mountain View regarding affordable housing. He stated that in the

N

A Chairperson ANDERSON asked staff for dlarification on the article in The View
iﬂ/ referred to by Mr. Letcher in his public comments. Principal Planner Alkire stated
5

- PUBLIC HEARINGS-—None.
6. NEW BUSINESS
6.1 Economic Development Strategy Update

Principal Planner Alkire introduced Ellis Berns, Economic Development Manager. 6< \
Mr. Berns welcomed questions from the Commissioners and members of the .~ A
~public during his presentation. In his presentation, Mr. Berns provided a back-
ground and history of the Economic Development Strategy, stating that their work
is to generate jobs and employment opportunities as well as revenue. He cited
several examples of capital improvement projects that have occurred over the
years.

Mr. Berns stated that in 1993, an Economic Development Strategy was developed
with certain goals: improve development services; diversify the City's revenue

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
Regular Meeting -2- September 5, 2007 =




Donald Letcher, 788 North Rengstorff Avenue, Mountain View, stated that it is a
little confusing to him to see people who have lived in the City more than five
years, such as the majority of members of the Environmental Planning
Commission, put primary emphasis on the business community whose vast
majority of workers do not live in the City. He objects to the goals of the program
and to making it a City-wide priority. He predicts that the City will see in the next
few years tremendous housing problems as people struggle to maintain their
properties.

Mr. Berns provided an overview of some of the action steps being taken to
improve the diversity in downtown Mountain View in trying to improve the
experience and character of the downtown area. A fairly aggressive retail recruit-
ment program has been developed, and Mr. Berns provided highlights of what has
been happening in downtown Mountain View with the direction of the Council
and Downtown Committee, stating that this process has been going on for the last
four to five years. He talked briefly about incentives being offered such as the
Facade Grant program. He also addressed the issue of parking restrictions and
change-in-use, in-lieu fees to help change the character of downtown.

Commissioner GREENE asked about the current retail success ratio. Mr. Berns
comumented that several downtown retailers are now staying open until 11:00 p.m.
to accommodate walk-in traffic. He stated that his understanding of the vision for
downtown is that it is interesting, engaging, pedestrian friendly and pedestrian-
oriented. Given the demographics of the downtown, Mr. Berns stated that they
are moving toward doing some web-based marketing fairly soon. Downtown
retail recruitment efforts are ongoing and the strategy will be updated in 2008-09.

Commissioner SODERBERG questioned Mr. Berns about balanced growth
between the commercial/industrial and housing redevelopment. Mr. Berns stated
that specific areas will be identified around the community and provided to the
Commission that are specifically reserved for industrial-/commercial-type
activities. Part of the challenge is to ask what makes sense and where are the areas
where commercial and residential can be blended. He added that this is a very
tough question.

Mr. Berns added that getting input is so important in order to find out what the
community would like to see. Commissioner LESTI commented that Mr. Berns'
department works on one-half of the equation, which is trying to identify
businesses to come to Mountain View, and the other one-half is the community
needs. Commissioner LESTI asked Mr. Berns to look at a process or Best Practices
or a matrix of some sort to get input efficiently or as needed from various com-
munity resources. Mr. Berns agreed that a survey might be a good opportunity for
community input when talking about the strategy in 2008 and 2009. He reiterated
that diversity is very important in the decision-making process.

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
Regular Meeting -b- September 5, 2007
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Paul Fassinger - Re: Comments on Draft Regional Housing Needs Assessment Allocation

From:  merrilie Mitchell <merriliem@sbcglobal.net>
To: <paulf@ABAG.ca.gov>

Date: 9/18/2007 5:00 PM

Subject: Re: Comments on Draft Regional Housing Needs Assessment Allocatio

paulfi@abag.ca.gov
To:  Mr. Paul Fassinger, ABAG Research Director, ABAG
From: The Neighborhood Network

Re: Comments on Draft Regional Housing Needs Assessment Allocation

The California Legislature has directed the ABAG process specifically to consider universities and colleges in the
RHNA process, and that seems to mean now, not when it is too late. UC Berkeley is having a huge impact on the small
city of Berkeley. Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory is here also and currently planning a massive expansion-- 15
new laboratories, housing, 5 acres of surface parking, new access roads all in Strawberry Canyon, the ecologically
sensitive area between two partial greenbelts. ABAG has not properly considered the Universities impacts on housing,
congestion, destruction of priority conservation areas, jobs

Regarding job impacts we concur with the concept that University-related jobs should be spread over the area
that contributes workers. And the same of course should apply to the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, which is
connected to the University through allocation of funds and shared facilities, projects, and developments.

Some of us have been told that ABAG has not been counting rent-controlled units as
part of our affordable housing, and or does not include dorms or University owned housing
in their counts. We certainly should get credit for excellent affordable housing programs, --
those that provide good quality, truly affordable housing in Berkeley in very large amounts.
It is time for ABAG to be fair to Berkeley, and time to make reparations to our city. As one of
the densest cities in the state, and as the city known for caring and creativity, trees and
dense but livable neighborhoods, ABAG should pause and reflect on the carrying capacity of
the land here, on Global Warming, and on damages done to the land and people here by
inappropriate development. Also it should carefully examine the good developments in
Berkeley and strive to protect and encourage that.

We support affordable housing in Berkeley Berkeley is leader in affordable housing. But since the state
Housing and Development Committee and ABAG have been imposing their RHNA on local housing decisions,
Berkeley’s excellent inclusionary rule has been violated and this seems to be becoming the new rule. Some of
the recent planned developments are for high density, high-rise rental units that would not be approved by HUD
due to:
e Concentrating poverty
e Concentrating very low income and dual diagnosed families in high rise apts
* One bedroom apartments having one window for entire apartment

148 unit apt building with almost no open space

This is creating vertical sprawl, dangerous environments for all, and forces those who live there to need a carand or a
second home to escape the unhealthy environment. Mature trees are cut down routinely and development sites totally
paved-=-in short a nightmare for human beings and disastrous for global warming.
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The affordable housing we gain through the density bonus and the ABAG quotas is
extremely poor quality, especially compared to the affordable housing we are losing
through loss of older, rent-controlled units. And every time a neighborhood-damaging
building is built, it damages existing housing, whether affordable or not.

The recent development boom fueled by multi millions state commitments from ABAG
Finance Authority though increasing numbers of units, has greatly decreased average
quality of livability and the ratio of affordable to non-affordable units in Berkeley, while
providing virtually no units whatsoever that wealthy people might want to live in, near
transit corridors or downtown. Some of us understand the EcoCity agenda, which serves
political “Greenwashers”who are paving our towns and planet and calling it Green.

How is this good for Berkeley?

Please revise downward your 2007-2014 housing goals for the City of Berkeley and better account for
group housing and student housing. The seven or more large Patrick Kennedy projects that received some $70 million
in funds such as tax exempt, multifamily housing revenue bonds and loans for” impoverished community” are now
completed and filled primarily with UC students. These students are almost always individuals, not families. Few are
Impoverished. These students generally do not contribute to the “vitality” of the Downtown and areas they reside in
because they study and eat on campus.

When accounting for student and group housing, Berkeley has remarkably overachieved in the area of
Very Low and Low Income Housing and underachieved in Moderate and Above Moderate Housing. We are well
on the way to being a city of rich and poor.

You need to consider condo and TIC conversion of old stock housing as a way to increase the numbers
of moderate and above moderate-income families without destroying our historic texture and livability.

The people of Berkeley are generous and environmentally conscious, and we would like to work with
you on methodology to get this right. We all want growth to be smarter, sustainable, respectful. We do not want
to destroy our unique, friendly, diverse neighborhoods for big box projects of transient tenants.

Young families have been leaving the city of SF when shadows and densification become too much.
Many have been moving into our sunny flatlands neighborhoods to have babies and raise their children. ABAG
may not be considering this phenomenon in their methodology. The ages are younger and the numbers per
household higher, than City of Berkeley average family size; the square footage of the bungalows and
apartments are incredibly smaller than McMansions and tract homes being built in the “greenbelt” over the hill
from Berkeley. To where will new families and long-timers move if ABAG imposes such large numbers of
housing units that they destroy our already dense but desirable and growing (organically) neighborhoods?

In the last 7 year period, about one third of the new housing in Berkeley was in our neighborhoods, not on
corridors. This type of development is a great success especially when using real green building concepts,
saving trees and neighbors sunlight, and using windows that open to minimize need for air conditioning. These
units in neighborhoods need to be considered as a part of Berkeley’s fair share, and as good places for families
to live in our inner cities. This type dev has other imp benefits:

e New housing and additions in neighborhoods generally do not have to be subsidized.

¢ Remodeling in the flatlands often includes an in-law or second unit.
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* Berkeley has three BART stations spaced about one mile apart. Berkeley flatlanders therefore generally
live within half-mile (easy) walk or roll to BART. Those living in the hills, or neighboring cities like
Albany, generally drive or bike to a BART station, and therefore they do need easy, safe parking
available or they will not use BART. BART usage would increase if simple security measures were
increased and if the deafening screech of BART train wheels could be reduced to safe levels.

* Downtown BART area, most agree, would benefit from reasonable increase in moderate income with
inclusionary units. But stations of the North and South Berkeley BART —need other strategies to
increase BART ridership and decrease dependence on automobiles:

o North Berkeley BART connects with Santa Fe Right of Way and Ohlone Greenway, important
bike routes and paths. But bike parking is not secure and bikes are frequently vandalized and
stolen, a huge disincentive for biking to BART. For a relatively small cost, secure bike parking
could be designed, installed, and biking to BART encouraged.

Safety in BART parking lots and routes to and from BART should be greatly improved with
enhanced lighting and extra security measures. This would encourage walking, biking, as well as
driving by Hill dwellers to BART.

O At South Berkeley BART, most residents want a “Mainstreet” model of development to
maintain the diversity of the inner city, and to keep the existing community living there.
Residents have a clear vision of rehabilitation and creative reuse. The remarkable historic
structures could be used for affordable apartments and homes and community serving
businesses. Three stories maximum size development, in order to see the sky, feel the sunshine,
and enjoy a wonderful central park.

© The crime rate is very high near all Berkeley BART stations. Berkeley is becoming
chronically short of police officers, and robberies and violent crime are increasing. Berkeley
does not have bicycle cops available to safely patrol the vicinity and bike paths of BART. City
of Berkeley needs to improve lighting, maintenance (remove broken glass, trash) and pruning of
overgrown vegetation near BART.

e City of Berkeley’s big box development on transit corridors has not created Parisian revitalization as
promised by our elected officials. Instead it has created a wasteland in much of Downtown and on
University Ave, with filth, litter, crime, and homeless encampments. Areas without the new “smart
growth” development, such as North Shattuck, Solano, and Fourth Street, thrive. These latter shopping
areas have buildings no higher than three stories where shoppers can feel the warmth of the sun and
clearly enjoy themselves while walking about.

¢ Although Berkeley and perhaps ABAG use average household size of 2.2, many of the new
homeowners and renters in Berkeley’s unique flatlands neighborhoods have moved here to sunny,
walkable, flatlands neighborhoods near BART. The families size is 3. +, greater than Berkeley average,
and parents walk, push strollers, shop locally, and often take BART to work. These new families need to
be factored into ABAG’s methodology for Berkeley, so that the new strategies protect our healthy and
revitalizing neighborhoods, which would be missed in a one-size fits all densification strategy.

e The University of California sprawl is destroying the viability of Berkeley as a city. So much land is
being taken off the tax rolls by UC B, that property taxes are increasingly unaffordable. The effect of
UC’s unchecked development is invasive, incredibly stressful, noisy, polluting, destructive of the
environment, harmful to the peace and welfare of the community.
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o UC Berkeley should maintain clear growth boundary limits like other universities. Strawberry
Canyon and the Ecological Study Area could be linked to the East Bay Regional Park greenbelt.
Berkeley City plus 30,000 UC students create a very dense built-out area next to the canyon,
which is in serious risk of disaster from earthquake or fire. The University and the Lawrence
Berkeley Labs should not expand further into that area for their own sake as well as for the
protection of the environment and the community.

o The original concept of Town/ Gown relationships in Berkeley was planned so that UC students
would live in and be part of the community. Students rented rooms at affordable rents, much
cheaper than renting an apartment. But today students are being encouraged to rent apartments
in the new, large “smart growth” developments near campus and on transit corridors. These
buildings tend to separate students from the greater community and this has a polarizing effect
on Town/ Gown relationships. The students come and go from the new apartments to campus
without being a part of the life on Shattuck Ave and University Ave. Who would blame them?
Much of those Avenues and Gateways to our City are becoming dead, dirty, and dangerous, not
the revitalization we were promised.

o The apartment-dwelling students buy cars to get away from the mess in Berkeley. Community
members find no parking Downtown and give up going there. Lack of parking/ shoppers kills
our anchor businesses. City Council is giving away our revenue producing, business sustaining,
“satellite” parking such as the Oxford/ Alston lot, for their nonprofit developers to build more
the “smart growth” which smarts!

As community parking diminishes Downtown, UC B plans new huge parking lots, which will
draw thousands of vehicles into our Downtown. This defeats all smart planning strategies and
will increase congestion and air pollution while forcing Berkeley shoppers to drive farther away
to shop. One huge new parking lot is planned for the UC Art Museum to be built across the street
from Downtown BART station.

*  We would like the opportunity to work with ABAG on smarter, sustainable, neighborhood friendly
development.
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w OC ABAG  execoTVE BoARD /.0//3/07
July 16,2007
' Castle Coalition f ~ Ui & aq oo
gggngt'oﬁ,'e\?: 2Rzoza(;j3 (7/ AN ;/047&\_/ /m—ﬁ’kﬂ?,— To
2 e o7 OF BUS/MHESS

— ——<

Re: Events in Mountain View, &m& Google) .

Yot et

Dear Sits: AL TS VACART ATO U
T FOR OVER 5 YEARS

Good idea — but you are up against very clever city govemnments in California. ;
Google is buying Mountain View, a city of 72,000 that is losing resident L, 0@@
population. Google hires 17 people a day; they have 35 buildings in Mountain

View, and are expanding into neighboring Palo Alto. -

Tens of thousands of long-term Mountain View residents are being displaced:
property owners make a profit, but most of those affected are displaced tenants.

The population is down since the 2000 féderal census. 60% of residents have -

Housing costs, including utilities, and property tax revenues have soared
approximately four-fold since Google’s entrance into the city. A huge
gentrification effort is taking place, with unemployed Hispanics and Russian Jews
generally exempt from its effects (powerful local people protect their own).

The city of Mountain View has ruthlessly skirted the eminent domain practices of
the past to force landowners out. As 1 see it, this is how they do it:

1) Museofdtypolioeto'removeb!igm,’andtobad(citthsing
inspectors in forcing out long-term landlords. This allows developers to
moveinandteaoutmyandaﬂ“aﬁotdwlehousim'nmmmledbyme
cny.Myremalpropenye)dstedSSyvearstasmmeregistered
housingoomplaintmtilsbcaﬂnedcqpsandtvmhwsinginspectorsfmced
tenants out. My units have now sat vacant for five years, during a housing

(over)



2) Thedty&dmﬁsheda'CmuulﬂyDevehpanepaﬁnert‘ﬁmme T
MMJWMVWMWMWM
(Google)workers.ﬂidladensﬁymm;s(wmﬁvesmﬁes),m -
mplacestwppingcmtersmdﬁnehadﬁionaiMowﬁaianhqyskwgm

3) TheCilberkandCityAttomeyseléctwhomeym’saﬂuwtonnﬁxCity
Cwﬁ,aﬂmwmmmmmm"masme
following: “legal” bribery, inﬂawdsensesofpowerandaumoﬁty(induding
the right to use threats of eminent domain), and millions of doliars of
iaxpayermomyforﬂw’u"spedafp«q‘ects.Aﬂ,ofoa‘xse,ifﬂquo—,,
operate. )

Finally, | will submit that Judge Jeremy Fogel (CA-Democrat) will not uphold the
Constitution of the United States. When | sued the city of Mountain View
(Federal Case C-98 21120JF) 1 was not even allowed to testify in his court on my
behalf.

Good luck!

Donaid Letcher
788 N. Rengstorff Ave.
Mountain View (Googleplex) CA 94043
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Paul Fassinger - Re:Comments on Draft Regional Housing Needs Assessment Allocation

From:  merrilie Mitchell <merriliem@sbcglobal.net>

To: <paulf@abag.ca.gov>

Date: 11/19/2007 12:49 AM

Subject: Re:Comments on Draft Regional Housing Needs Assessment Allocation

November 18, 2007

To:  Mr. Paul Fassinger, ABAG Research Director, ABAG
From: Merrilie Mitchell, The Neighborhood Network—(510) 549-1840 msg
Re: Comments on Draft Regional Housing Needs Assessment Allocation

Dear Mr. Fassinger,

We have not yet received a response from ABAG for our comments on the Draft RHNA for Berkeley,
California, and we have rearranged our comments to make it easier to respond. We divided concerns
into three topics, housing, University of California, and transportation, and have numbered the points
under each topic.

ABAG SHOULD NOT FORCE LARGE-SCALE INAPPROPRIATE DEVELOPMENT ON
BERKELEY

Berkeley is already the third densest city in California, north of the Los Angeles region. Thousands of
housing units and more than one thousand dorm beds have been approved and built since the year
2000. More than one thousand additional units are in the approval process now. At the same time,
the vacancy rate is increasing. The last thing Berkeley residents need is ABAG telling the city that it
Is not providing its share of housing.

It is especially unfair for ABAG to impose massive housing development on an already dense and
economically diverse, and built- out city like Berkeley.

Berkeley residents want the opportunity to work with ABAG on human-scale,

sustainable, neighborhood friendly development. .

Our comments cover the following general topics below.

I. ABAG’S UNFAIR HOUSING DEMANDS ON BERKELEY

II. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA EXPANSION ISSUES:

Ill. TRANSPORTATION AND BART ISSUES

I. ABAG’S UNFAIR HOUSING DEMANDS ON BERKELEY:

1. ABAG continues to be extremely unfair to the residents of Berkeley.
Berkeley is the third most densely populated city in northern and central California.

Since the year 2000, thousands of apartment units and dorm beds have been approved or already
built. The recent development boom, fueled by millions from ABAG Finance Authority has greatly
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decreased Berkeley's livability.

Since the state Housing and Development Committee and ABAG began imposing their RHNA on
local housing decisions, Berkeley's inclusionary housing development regulations are routinely
violated. Projects that flagrantly violate city zoning regulations are approved without EIRs and without
hesitation.

This is creating vertical sprawl and a dangerous environment for all.

ABAG should be fair to Berkeley. Berkeley is one of the densest cities in the state, but is still known
for caring and creativity, trees and gardens, and dense but livable neighborhoods. ABAG needs to
consider the carrying capacity of the land, so that it does not destroy what is best about Berkeley.

Young families have been leaving San Francisco's shadows and densification to move into Berkeley's
sunny flatlands neighborhoods. ABAG is not considering this phenomenon in their methodology.
Where will new families move if ABAG imposes such large numbers of housing units that they destroy
our already dense but still desirable neighborhoods?

2. ABAG fails to acknowledge the glut of apartments in Berkeley, and the weakness in the housing
market. The housing market has changed. Homes are not selling and home values are falling. If
ABAG insists on further massive development in Berkeley, its efforts must be seen as a deliberate
attempt to force down the value of our homes and to destabilize our neighborhoods. The question
then must be asked, “what is ABAG’s agenda?”

3. ABAG has refused to count rent-controlled units as affordable housing, and excludes University
owned housing from their counts. ABAG also fails to count the thousands of students housed in
relatively affordable student cooperative housing and fraternities.

We should get credit for affordable housing programs that provides ample, good quality, affordable
housing in Berkeley. Only existing housing is subject to Berkeley's rent control laws; new housing is
not.

4. The ratio of affordable to market-rate units in Berkeley has increased, thus overachieving in the
area of Very Low and Low Income. Crowding our town with massive apartments and condos is NOT
“green,” despite what the “greenwashers” say . Our mature trees are being destroyed during this new
development although they are critically important to decrease global warming and preserve livable
communities.

The affordable housing built through the density bonus projects and for the ABAG quotas is extremely
poor quality, especially compared to the affordable housing we are losing through loss of older, rent-
controlled units. Every time a neighborhood-damaging building is built, it damages existing housing.

The planned and recently approved developments for high density, high-rise rental units do not meet
HUD standards due to:

Concentrating poverty;
Concentrating very low income and dual diagnosed families in high density developments;

Few windows, no fresh air, no sunlight, and little or no open space.
5. The over-development of Berkeley causes many of those who live here to own a car and (for

those who can afford it) a second home or cabin in the countryside or worse, the foothills, so as to
escape the unhealthy environment. Mature trees are cut down routinely and development sites totally
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paved—in short a nightmare for human beings and disastrous for global warming.

Berkeley uses half the energy per capita of other cities and so serves as a model for reducing impact
on Global Warming. We know some of the reasons for this—large trees, solar access, windows that
open, and walkable neighborhoods. We must strive to protect and encourage those features.

6. DON'T SUBSIDIZE BIG DEVELOPERS - The seven large projects by developer Patrick Kennedy
that received some $70 million in loans for an "impoverished community" primarily house UC
students. These students generally do not contribute to the "vitality" of the community because they
study and eat on campus. These students often buy cars whereas those in dorms rarely do.

ABAG should subsidize people adding second units to their homes instead. Remodeling in the
flatlands can include adding an in-law or second unit. This type of development is a great success,
especially when using real green building concepts, saving trees and sunlight, and using windows
that open instead of air conditioning. These good places for families to live need to be considered as
a part of Berkeley's fair share.

ABAG needs to greatly reduce its 2007-2014 housing goals for the City of Berkeley.
ABAG's current methodology is simply wrong. We do not want to destroy our unique, friendly, diverse
neighborhoods with massive development projects.

Il. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA EXPANSION ISSUES:

1. ABAG FAILS TO CONSIDER UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA PROVIDED HOUSING IN
CALCULATING WHAT IT CONSIDER’S THE CITY OF BERKELEY’S SHARE OF THE REGIONAL
HOUSING NEED:

ABAG has not been considering dorms and other University owned housing as part of Berkeley’s
affordable housing supply. UC Berkeley has added thousands of new dorm beds in new
development projects in recent years. Yet ABAG unfairly ignores this new housing in calculating what
it considers to be Berkeley’s affordable housing fair share obligation.

The California Legislature has directed the ABAG process specifically to consider universities and
colleges in the RHNA process. ABAG must do this now, not after it completes its current round of
housing needs assessments.

2. ABAG FAILS TO CONSIDER THE SEVERE NEGATIVE IMPACT THAT THE UNIVERSITY OF
CALIFORNIA’S ONGOING EXPANSION IS HAVING ON BERKELEY

The University of California sprawl is destroying the viability of Berkeley as a city. So much land is
being taken off the tax rolls by UC B, that property taxes are increasingly unaffordable. UC’s
unchecked development is invasive, incredibly stressful, noisy, polluting, destructive of the
environment, harmful to the peace and welfare of the community.

UC Berkeley should maintain clear growth boundary limits like other universities. Strawberry Canyon

and the Ecological Study Area could be linked to the East Bay Regional Park greenbelt. Berkeley City
plus 35,000 UC students create a very dense built-out area next to the canyon, which is in serious
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risk of disaster from earthquake or fire. The University and the Lawrence Berkeley Labs should not
expand further into that area for their own sake as well as for the protection of the environment and
the community.

The original concept of Town/ Gown relationships in Berkeley was planned so that UC students would
live in and be part of the community. Students rented rooms at affordable rents, much cheaper than
renting an apartment. But today students are being encouraged to rent apartments in the new, large
developments near campus and on transit corridors. These buildings tend to separate students from
the greater community and this has a polarizing effect on Town/ Gown relationships. The students
come and go from the new apartments to campus without being a part of the life on Shattuck Ave and
University Ave.

UC Berkeley is having a huge impact on the small city of Berkeley. Regarding job impacts we concur
with the concept that University-related jobs should be spread over the area that contributes workers.

3. LBNL - The same of course should apply to the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, which is
connected to the University through allocation of funds and shared facilities, projects, and
developments.

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory is here also and currently planning a massive expansion-- 15
new laboratories, housing, 5 acres of surface parking, new access roads all in Strawberry Canyon,
the ecologically sensitive area between two partial greenbelts. ABAG has not properly considered the
Universities impacts on housing, congestion, destruction of priority conservation areas, jobs

III. TRANSPORTATION AND BART ISSUES

1. BART - Berkeley has three BART stations spaced about one mile apart. Berkeley flatland
residents generally live within a half-mile easy walk or roll to BART. Those living in the hills, or
neighboring cities like Albany, generally drive to a BART station, and therefore need easy, safe
parking. BART usage would increase if simple security measures were implemented.

Safety in BART parking lots and routes to and from BART should be greatly improved with enhanced
lighting and extra security measures. This would encourage walking, biking, as well as driving by Hill
residents to BART.

At South Berkeley BART, most residents want a “Mainstreet” model of development to maintain the
diversity of the inner city, and to keep the existing community living there. Residents have a clear
vision of rehabilitation and creative reuse. The remarkable historic structures could be used for
affordable apartments and homes and community serving businesses. Three stories maximum size
development, in order to see the sky, feel the sunshine, and enjoy a wonderful central park.

The crime rate is very high near all Berkeley BART stations. Berkeley is becoming chronically short of
police officers, and robberies and violent crime are increasing. Berkeley does not have bicycle cops
available to safely patrol the vicinity and bike paths of BART. City of Berkeley needs to improve
lighting, maintenance (remove broken glass, trash) and pruning of overgrown vegetation near BART.

BART usage would also increase if the deafening screech of BART train wheels could be reduced to
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safe and legal levels. Many people avoid using BART, or ride BART as little as possible because of
the painfully high noise level of the BART trains.

2. OVER-DEVELOPMENT OF TRANSIT CORRIDORS - City of Berkeley’s big box development on
transit corridors has not created Parisian revitalization as promised by our elected officials. Instead it
has created a wasteland in much of Downtown and on University Ave, with filth, litter, crime, and
homeless encampments. Areas without the new “smart growth” development, such as North
Shattuck, Solano, and Fourth Street, thrive. These latter shopping areas have buildings no higher
than three stories where shoppers can feel the warmth of the sun and clearly enjoy themselves while
walking about.

3. LACK OF PARKING - Local residents now find no parking Downtown, and thus give up going
there. Lack of parking, and the resulting lack of shoppers kills anchor businesses. The City Council
unwisely is giving away our revenue producing, business sustaining, “satellite” parking such as the
former Oxford/Kittredge lot, for large-scale development.

As community parking diminishes Downtown, UCB is planning huge new parking lots,

which will draw thousands of vehicles Downtown. This defeats all “smart” planning

strategies. Road congestion and air pollution will increase, while Berkeley residents will drive farther
away to shop.

4. BUS RAPID TRANSIT (BRT) — The currently proposed BRT through South Berkeley is highly
controversial. Many local residents correctly argue that it will greatly damage their neighborhoods,
while providing little if any improvement in the transit situation. Improved bus service in general,
better BART to bus connections, and lower AC Transit fares or Ecopasses for Berkeley citizens,
would accomplish much more for environmental justice and reducing Global Warming than the
proposed BRT. It would save AC Transit many millions of dollars which could be used toward creating
clean air plug in electric priuses.
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