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BERKELEY DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN /
PUBLIC SPACE / CODE / PTDM

CULTIVATING PLACE
SUPPORTING THE REGION
GROWING PARTNERSHIPS

TAECKER PLANNING & DESIGN
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CONTEXT
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LATE 19™ CENTURY: RAIL/STREETCAR END-OF-LINE

TAECKER PLANNING & DESIGN



EARLY 20™ CENTURY: REGIONAL RETAIL DISTRICT

TAECKER PLANNING & DESIGN



LATE 20™ CENTURY:
AUTO-ORIENTED SPRAWL
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PROCESS / PRODUCTS

TAECKER PLANNING & DESIGN



PROCESS

= City-UC Settlement (2005)

= Advisory Committee (2005-2007)

~ Education / Orientation
~ Vision / Strategic Statements

-~ Objectives / Policies
~ Implementing Measures

= Planning Commission (2006-2008)
~ Policy Refinement
~ Development Feasibility

= Council Adoption (2009 DAP)
~ Referendum Signature Drive

~ Council Rescinds 2009 DAP
~ Controversial Items Placed on Ballot

= Advisory Referendum (2010 -- 64% to 36%)

TAECKER PLANNING & DESIGN



MORE PROCESS

= [mplementing Projects (2008-2010, MTC funded)
- Street & Open Space Improvement Plan

~ Development Code & Design Guidelines
~ Parking TDM Program

= Planning Commission (2006-2008)

~ Policy Refinement
= Council Adoption (2012)

~ DAP, SOSIP, Code, Guidelines, PTDM, Fee Programs

MORE PROCESS
= Another Referendum (2012, 74% to 26%)
= 2016 shift in City Council

TAECKER PLANNING & DESIGN




Advisory Committee

PROCESS ' (100 meetings)
a) ORIENTATION ‘
b) VISION
c) POLICY

d) IMPLEMENTATION




DOWNTOWN
AREA PLAN
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION

igure HD-1: Il Designated Landmark or Structure of Merit Development Opportunity Site apparently

- Significant per both 1993 LPC List and containing no Historic Resource His t OriC Res Ou rce Su rvey

1994 Design Guidelines "= Civic Center Historic District and
- Building on SHRI +4 Berkeley High School Campus

Other Building called Contributing or Significant by BAHA Report
- Downtown Plan, LPC List, Design Guidelines, or School EIR

Revised March 25, 2009. While the map is generally accurate, corrections will be made and the status of an
individual parcel should be verified. For site-specific information see the DAP Reconnaisance Survey Matrix.

RERPRP TF St

Walnut Street

Adaptive Reuse
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ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

Green Development

 LEED Gold or equivalent

 Transit Pass for every Household & Employee
* On-Site Carshare

Parking TDM

 Transit Agency & University Partners
 Parking Information & Sensors

* On-Street Parking & Pricing

Green Infrastructure
 Permeable Pavers
 Rain Gardens

LAND USE

TAECKER PLANNING & DESIGN




ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

DRIVING & DENSITY
adapted from John Holtzclaw, et al, 2002.

35,000

30,000

25,000 TYPICAL SUBURB
5 DU/ACRE; 21,000 VMT

20,000 BERKELEY URBAN

NEIGHBORHOOD
15.000 |5 DU/ACRE; 14,000 YMT
DOWNTOWN
10.000 BERKELEY
’ 79 DUACRE;  TYPICAL URBAN CENTER
5,000 : 100 DU/ACRE; 4,000 VMT

0

ANNUAL VMT PER HOUSEHOLD

0 50 100 150

HOUSEHOLDS PER RESIDENTIAL ACRE

TAECKER PLANNING & DESIGN



ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

ANNUAL CARBON GENERATED
scenarios for 3100 du
1800 du off-site vs. within Downtown

LBS OF CO; IN MILLIONS

EXISTING ZONING (1800 DU) PC RECOMMENDATION
& OFFSITE (1300 DU) (3100 DU)

TAECKER PLANNING & DESIGN



“|Berkeley Way
Parkfng Lot

Berkeley Unified 4

o == School District |
S \ Fonih et R Ter =
=" - =
BEE=ETE
1/4 mile 24 |
L UC Site f July 2009
— - exce;;t:s(ﬁgtgd \xlch 3 a

= D City + BHS Sites

T L - Private Sites / D Private Sites, dependent
) 1 on historic evaluation

B8 Historic Landmark on Site
ol> 00 a . ' ( ) 174 mile from BART rotunda



LAND USE & INTENSITY
CAPACITY INCREASED FROM 1,300 TO 3,100

For special
Ievel use pr

Berkeley
High
School

Allowable Bqumg Helght
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BLDG HEIGHT / BLDG CODE / ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY
adapted from Strategic Economics & Hixson, 2008.
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PRIVATE INVESTMENT
Zoning, Guidelines, Design Review

TAECKER PLANNING & DESIGN



URBAN DESIGN

Massing Study

Downtown Area ¥ I .
01,2009 1k il

W W W

TR s - R Ry N R WL S
- .

TAECKER PLANNING & DESIGN



URBAN DESIGN
2211 Harold Way

120" max. diagonal

Stepbacks
& Height
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Source: SVA Architecture
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URBAN DESIGN
High-Rise Hotel

Stepbacks
& Height

Source: JRDV Urban International TAECKER PLANNING & DESIGN



POST-DAP DEVELOPMENT
1,600 dwellings built or in pipeline
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CITY INTERESTSIN UC PROPERTIES

SUBCOMMITTEE

& DESIGN
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PUBLIC INVESTMENT
Street & Open Space Improvement Plan
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STREET & OPEN SPACE IMPROVEMENT PLAN

Major Projects & Funding Commitments
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SHATTUCK RECONFIGURATION

Source: Gehl Studio (adapted from SOSIP)
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SHATTU CK RECONFIGURATION
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SHATTUCK PARK BLOCKS (GREENWAY)

EXISTING CONDITIONS

130"
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Lane 2 Travel Lanes
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SHAT TUCK-ADEL INE-STANFORD GREENWAY

Medical ( 1l

»~_ ADELINE

BW. eV .’\\\ B 1 i
DOWNTOWN ~ BART

PLANAREA

OHLONE
GREENWAY

BERKELEY

\EMERYVILLE ~ MANDELA

TO BART

<9 KEY PARK
PROPOSED
Y OTHERS)

<«
Source: Taecker for Bike East Bay i
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BERKELEY DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN /
PUBLIC SPACE / DEVELOPMENT CODE

CULTIVATING PLACE
SUPPORTING THE REGION
GROWING PARTNERSHIPS
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The Downtown Plan
Transbay and Rincon Hill
What’s Next?
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DOWNTOWN
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DOWNTOWN

1985
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Downtown Plan Goals

1. Increase Commute Transit Mode Share
from 64% to 70%.
2. Increase Vehicle Occupancy

from 1.48 to 1.66 persons/vehicle

2004 Downtown Monitoring Report

Mode Shares: 70% Transit
7.5% Carpool

10% Drive alone
6% Walk and bike

Vehicle Occupancy: 1.2 — 1.4 persons/vehicle
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= Corridor

- - Yerba Eutn? { i
J‘.Jm I—u—' Centar (YBC) i :..

South
Yan Ness . ¢~
AREAS FOR NEW HOUSING NEAR DOWNTOWN Map 2

- Redevelopment Agency Housing Sites
W Areas To Be Rezoned For Housing
Potential Housing Areas For Study

e Propoged C-3 District Boundary

W

Yerba Buena
Redevelopment Plan (1966)

Rincon Point/South Beach
Redevelopment Plan (1981)

Van Ness Plan (1985)

Rincon Hill Plan
(1985/2005)

Mission Bay 1998

Transbay Redevelopment
Plan (2005)/ Transit Center
District Plan (2012)

Market & Octavia (2008)

SoMa Plan (1990)/East
SoMa (2008)/Western
SoMa (2013)



Downtown Plan: Housing

Houzing Duil Gince 1905
By iz {unils)

e 39,600 housing units
R built within 1 mile of

& i Downtown C-3 since
i 1985

69% of all citywide
housing built since
1985 are within 1
mile of downtown

39% of citywide
pipeline units are
within 1 mile of

downtown (69%

excluding 3 large master
plans of HPS/CS, TI/YBI,

and Parkmerced)
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Transbay Project Area
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Development _ ssesrsosion

Model

s Back at the Ground
and Upper Staries to
provide semi-public

transitional spaces

Individual Residential
Entries Engage
the Straet

Widened Sidewalks
arid Traffie-Cabmed
Ctrests

Rooftop, Courtyard
and Terraced
OpenSpaces, -

Public open spaces

should be at-grade

Ground Floos
Fetail Lines
Fotsom Bauleyard

Parking
Undergrownd







A: 18" planting strip

B: 3' min. building setback,
5" average, 10'max,.

C:1' vestibule depth

D:3' average entry elevation

E: 10" entry height

Min. 3" elevation
between sidewalk
and entry

5-10¢
'__j.,_ A s Building
setback
Land

| .
scaping ~ T

20-25'
Width of units















i i1y 15' I 2 , T 5 e 5
| I | | 1 ]
M. Sidewalk  Parking/ Travechvway Parking! SidewalkUseable Sichewalk! | Min,
Setback Slcheweralk [Bi-directional) Sichewralk Open Space Walkway | Setback
for bulk bulk (e.g.garden, tot lot, eic ] Fese
Fesidential Resigdential
[
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4 aguing Andscagaing
Right-of-way for

Beale, Main, and Spear Streets
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View from First Street Looking West
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4,300 new housing | _ :
units (7,000+ including e e — e S S s B
Rincon Hill) |

~

Over 1,300 T ‘| |
|
|

affordable in
Transbay (35%)

6.5 million s.f. of new i = i
office development = S ——

1,000+ hotel rooms _ , R

200,000 s.f. of new
retail space



Public Realm: Streets and Clrculatlon




Public Realm: Streets and Circulation

« Expand and Improve
Transit lanes

* Widen and Improve
Sidewalks

 Create Mid-block
Signalized Crosswalks

« Enhance bicycle facilities
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City Park 54 ac
Transbay Park 1.1ac
Natoma Street Plaza 1.3 ac
2nd/Howard Plaza 0.6 ac
Mission Square 0.5ac
Shaw Plaza 0.1 ac
Living Streets 0.6 ac
Oscar Park 1.4 ac

Essex Street 0.25 ac



V1 LNAoING

The Hub
Better Market Street

Civic Center Public Realm Plan
Central SoMa

State of Retail/Union Square

T
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The Hub

Better Market Street
Civic Center Public Realm Plan
Central SoMa

State of Retail/Union Square

PROPOSED HEIGHT LIMITS




Better Market Street

BETTER Yl
MARKET
STREET JH



Civic Center Public Realm Plan
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The Hub

Better Market Street
Civic Center Public Realm Plan
Central SoMa

State of Retail/Union Square
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THANK YOU

www.sfplanning.org

] SanFrancisco







: e ' ‘.’ | RecreationArea P, 0 ©
@ (0] / Martlnez Bay,Pomt *«f\»ﬁ.ﬁ% g ‘QJ“_\ \ i
Point Reyes - P| nole Antloch Y b , 3% :Lakevuew
National Seashore San Rafael Concord 2} x

l ) . S%o,cktm
RlCh n Wl . Brentwood S i = S,
Walnut Cree Morgan Territory & (@

Muir Woods \

erkely d Regional Preserve %
National Monurment I\ Datille () 3
= _ \

Gulf of the Farallones San FranCISCO - . San Ramon
Marine Sanctuary Bayview San LeXridro

oa e S —oubyn

Hayward

“Livermore

SanBruno %

.Uglon City o

Fremont Del Valle Reglonal Park
= St QSunoI Ohlone

Regional Wilderness

v

Gray Whale (s)

Cove State Beach . Sa hﬂ;a‘t\eo;

(+

Pomponio State Beach

More diverse than most of Peninsula. :
- Affluent areas and blue collar areas. - J Almaden -
Not bedroom community. ; :

- More jobs than workers. J Q
Home to tech giants such as: Ano Nuevo State Park

- Oracle n ¢
- Dreamworks Scotts/Valley
- EA
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Redwood City Real Estate

& Twsuseess oL I v 30,3002

Peninsula’s hot spot moves north
Business-friendly strategies create big competition for Redwood City real estate

Y MARY AN AZEVERO
EWHO oY -wmmrmcnu erking m
s penisn.

THE WALL STREET JOURNAL

LT e W3J.com

SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA | Nowvember 4, 2010

Start-Ups Are Drawn to Pulse of Downtown

J Article Stock Quotes Comments
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By PUI-WING TAM

- X
11300 e g s v 4 b ty !
whin umr, ot z:-lumn'.-u Blead adsmxre: 13 the fled-

Many Silicon Valley start-ups are increasingly hankering for downtown, urban

3 e sk ot TG Foroe s Evoek Bropaty st
omces. " R gme&mh«rdmﬁwbnmlhhulu
s TR Ty In Rad-
The shift can be seen in Redwood City, where many tech companies long have .::..... :&“;’L"‘&Tﬁ‘.ﬁ‘&‘i“"“‘"‘ o ST
e (1 L checalng Reatwoed C By ovver other citiss Sor sl
made their homes—but primarily in the Redwood Shores office parks where Oracle Rl 73 R e s B S
Corp. and Electronic Arfs Inc. are headquartered. This year, a trickle of start-ups A\ e Knmﬁm«lmnwmm;
has moved into downtown Redwood City, with digital ad companies Tumn Inc., \ e T e
YuMe Inc. and compensation research firm Equilar Inc., among others, relocating /|
to the area since January. 4 |
"We used to be located in the Redwood - LS < 4]
Shores area, but | didn't like it because - __.ﬂi]M ,lll‘ -

it was too remote,” says Bill Demas,
rhief executive of Tum, which moved
0 a 10,000-square-foot office in the

stored late 19th-century Alhambra
ilding in downtown Redwood City in

EMmetroactive

nuary. "We wanted to be in a more ' o home
BAY AREA REAL ESTATE »an location, we wanted more music & nightlife neWS an d feat u re S
I staurants and bars near us.” home | metro silicon valley index | features | silicon valley | feature story

movies

xdwood City is just the latest the arts No More Deadwood

1+
Redwood City’s Rapid Changes “
=

Oeliclary,of a dowTaown aRoration by whyc! @ restaurants
a
4
=

wrofﬁcesaround nsdowntownCaslm Nt Ee
ace aroun i i 4 classifieds How one ambitious real-

estate-developer- turned-

club-owner transformed

news & features Redwood City's downtown
SILICON VALLEY

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY By Mike Connor

SONOMA / NAPA /

@ columns

MARIN
@ the papers 'NOW," says John Anagnostou, "do you
a. bloas see the wedding cake?" The Redwood

9 City real estate developer is talking

TS 33— - e e 000 about the historic Fox Theatre, located

O contests in the heart of downtown. And indeed, Photo; 7
- graphs by Felipe Buitrago
O coupons the 1928 Art Deco theater doeslook like  gytreme Home Makeover: John Anagnostou has
o advertise a giant, tiered wedding cake. been the driving force behind the rebirth of
Seesry dovwntown Redwood Sty wahes from its neverie, o about us ) ; : i Redwood City.
The reason you can see it now is that it's

o contact

no longer obscured by the south annex of the old San Mateo County Courthouse. When
Anagnostou bought the Fox in October of 1998, he couldn't help but notice that it was
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MAKING

IT
HAPPEN



MAKING

IT

HAPPEN

, HELP
‘ THE PUBLIC
UNDERSTAND

i THE BENEFITS
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MAKING

IT
HAPPEN

GET
, PUBLIC INPUT
‘ BEFORE
DEVELOPMENT

; IS PROPOSED






MAKING

IT

HAPPEN

J STIMULATE
‘ PRIVATE INVESTMENT
WITH

i PUBLIC INVESTMENT
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MAKING
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HAPPEN

g DEAL
§ WITH
? CEQA

UP FRONT
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CEQA Process Flow Chart
Public Agency determines whether
the activity e a “project" Not a project

Project is ministorial

Public Agency No possible significant effect
determines if the .

project is exempt Statutory exemption
Categorical exemption
Not Exempt
Public agency evaluates project
to determine if there Is a possibility
that the project may have a

significant etfect on environment

Possible significant effect

Determination of lead agency where Notice of Exemption No further action
more than one public agency is may be filed required under CEQA

involved

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY LEAD AGENCY

pares initial study
Respond to

informal
consultation

Negative Declarstion

Lead ncy sends Notice of

Respond to Notice ration to responsible agency

Prepa
of Preparation as to Consultation

contents of draft EIR
Lead agency prepares draft EIR

Lead agency flles Notice of Lead Agency gives public
Completion and gives public notice notice of availability
of avallability of draft EIR of Negative Declaration

on adequacy
of draft EIR or Public Review Period Public Review Period
Negative Declaration
Lead agency prepares final
EIR including responses to

Decision-making body comments on draft EIR
considers final EIR or

Negative Declaration . "
prepared by lead agency Consideration and approval of O ot Nogative Declaration
final EIR by decislon-making body by dec%:ion-mak'l'lg body

Findings on feasibility - —
of reducing or avoiding Findings on feasibility of
significant environmental reducing or avoiding significant
effects environmental effects

oo oo

State Agencies Local Agencies State Agencies Local Agencies

File Notice of File Notice of
File Notice ot File Notice of
Determination Determination Determination Determination
with Office of with Office of
with County with County
Planning & Clerk Planning & Clerk
Research Research
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Project #2

4 du/ac 6 du/ac 12 du/ac 17 du/ac



21 du/ac 43 du/ac /2 du/ac 90 du/ac




Project #4
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ABOUT
BUILDING
HEIGHTS
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Menlo Park

Figure BE-2: Urban Form
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2.7. BUILDING HEIGHT AND
DISPOSITION REGULATIONS

This section contains several rezulations of the heights of buildings. The

DTPP regulates height to ensure that adequate density and intensity can be

achieved in order to support the urban vitality desired for Downtown, while

also ensuring compatibility with historic resources and adjacent low-rise 2 > o
dential neighborhoods and minimizing shadow impacts. This Section will Sy A ; -

Precise Phan Ares,

also ensure that buildings allow for ad: courty and other spaces to 2 2 s

enhance livability by providing access to natural hght and air L < watown Medical Campus
MAPLEGEND > < ' :
I 2 stoy Zone R |

I 1050 Zone !

- 8 Story Zone
[ 5 story Zone
[ #story Zone
[ ] 3storyzome

[l stadow Sensitive Public Open Space (See Sec. 2.7.5)

b Maximum Comer Height Required (See Sec 2.7.3)
@  Special Corner Treatment Required (See Sec 2.7.2)

#  Historic Resources (See Sec. 2.1.3)

SHADOW-SENSITIVE PUBLIC OPEN SPACES®

A Courthouse Square F. Depot Plaza

B. Theatre Way G. Little River Park
C. City Hall Park H. Post Office Paseo
D. Library Plaza I Redwood Cresk

E. Hamilton Green I. City Center Plaza

* Please note that not all Public Open Spaces are shown on this map. The only Public
Open Spaces shown here are those which are considered shodow-sensirive. For a full
discussion of Dowssown public open spoces, see sections 2.5, 32,1, and Appendix 2

HEIGHT REGULATIONS MAP

BUILDING HEIGHT AND DISPOSITION REGULATIONS CHART

Height Zones (Sec. 27.1) ~= [ 12StoryZone | 10 Story Zone 8 Story Zone 5 Story Zone 4 Story Zone

Maximum Height (Sec. 2.7.2)
Maximum 12 fioors / 136 feet 10 fioors / 114 feet

3 Story Zone

Ineldion to Single Family Homes - - - Required

Special Comner Treatment Requiredat @ Requredat @ Requred ® Requredd @

|Accessory Buildings 1.5foors / 14 feet 1.5Moors / 14 feet 1.5Mioors / 14 feet 1.5Mcors / 14 feet
Minimum Height (Sec. 2.7.3)
Required Minimum Height 3 floors / 35 feet 3 fioors / 35 feet 3toors / 35 teet 3to0rs / 35 teet

Maximum Corner Height Tallestmass locted 3t e Tallest mass locted 3t e Tallest mass locted 3t fm Tallest mass locted 3t fm
Buildina Disposition Tvpes (Sec 2.7.




B) Relation to Single Family Homes C) Special Corner Treatment 2. Guidelines

A relational height limit to single-family homes is established in order to A Special Comer Treatment is required to emphasize comners at specified a  The Speclal Comer Treatment should differentiate the comer of the
create an appropriate height relationship where new development is adjacent major mtersections. The Special Corner Treatment uses a distinctive building mmmﬁ%‘m
to existing single-family homes. element to emphasize the corner of a building in special locations such as continuing that mass beyond the height of the prmary buiding

gateways and other places of significance to the district. mass, and providing the top of he mass with 3 recognizabie
1. Standards sihoustte.

1. Standards
3 The redational height limit shall be required for areas as shown In - The Special Comer Treatment should Jlign with buliding Length

e Height Reguiations Chart. a. Special Comer Treatments are required whese Indicated on the Asouiaion elemenis, 26 deccibed i Sechon 2.8.30).

Helght Reguiations Map. Special Comer Treatments are prohibited
. Where the reiatonal height Imit Is required, the limit is appiled to at all other locations.

. Special Comer Treaiments shall be permitted 0 exceed the
pemmitied maximum height more than 20 feet.
imit Is controlled by 3 45 degree slope vym

ariginating at a height of 15 feet dlong the applicable property line Special Comer Treatments shail have no horizontal dimension
(creating a 1 %0 1 height tp setback ratio) as shown In the diagram greater than 25 feet, and no less an 20 feet.

o mpacespzwymgaeaoyammgnmm
2. Guidelines Special Comer Treatment shall be piaced In the poron of the
- parcel with the taller maximum height imit.

There are no Relation to Single Family Homes gukielines.

4 SPECIAL CORNER
TREATMENT

RerLaTioN TO SINGLE Faavmy HoMEs Spec1aL CORNER TREATMENT - PLAN VIEW SpeciarL CoRNER TREATMENT - SECTION VIEW
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ldeas + Action for a Better City
learn more at SPUR.org

tweet about this event:
@SPUR_Urbanist
#GreatDowntowns



