Kelly, Sherry

From: Bjorn Poonen [poonen@Math.Berkeley. EDU}]

Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2002 9:39 PM

To: Kelly, Sherry, Dean, Shirley; lamaio@ci.berkeley.ca.us; Breland, Margaret; Shirek, Maudelle;
Spring, Dona; Hawley, Miriam; Olds, Betty; Worthington, Kriss; parmstrong@ci.berkeley

Subjoct: proposed ABSW building at 2514 Benvenue Ave

Dear City Council:

I have lived in Berkeley for 11 years, but this is the first time I am
writing to the Council.

The American Baptist Seminary of the West (ABSW) intends to demolish
two houses at 2514 Benvenue Way, and build in their place a huge
office/apartment/classroom building. Although some of my neighbors
are protesting the demolition on the grounds that the two houses have
historic value, I think the real issue is the size and nature of the
proposed building that would replace them.

The addition of an institutional building of this size would do
irreparable damage to our neighborhood, not only to its residential
character, but also tangibly by the additional noise and traffic that
it would bring in. I am sure that you have already heard about the
plans for its use, and about its height (20 feet higher than even the
neighboring apartment complex).

I do not mean to tell you what to do, since I am sure that there must
be arguments in favor of this construction that I am unaware of.

Otherwise I cannot imagine why the Zoning Board would have permitted
this cxception to the zoning laws.

I hope simply that you will consider carefully the implications of
what you are doing. I and my neighborhood group will be watching
closely your decision and the reasons you give for it.

Sincerely yours,
Bjorn Poonen, Associate Professor at U. C. Berkeley
and (more importantly) resident of 2643 Benvenue Ave.
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c/o City Clerk R T

2180 Milvia Street JFFICE G SITY CLERK
Berkeley, Ca. 94704

Re: Proposed building expansion on ABSW property.

Dear Council Members:

As a thirty year resident at 2501 Benvenue Ave., I would like to voice my opposition
to The American Baptist Seminary of the West’s plan to erect a building at 2514
Benvenue Ave.

In reviewing the arguments against this expansion, it appears to me that the
overriding argument is the certain increase of people and traffic congestion in a
neighborhood that is already overcrowded.

It is always easy for someone who lives out side of an area to dismiss the pleas of the
residents who will be impacted by change. I hope you keep this in mind.

J (7 L /ZZZMA
on Weaver

2501 Benvenue Ave., #9

Berkeley, Ca. 94704

Singerely, /
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Kelly, Sherry

From: lan McDonald [lan@RoyMcDonald.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, September 10, 2002 9:56 AM
To: Kelly, Sherry

Subject: September 24 agenda

Berkeley City Council
2180 Milvia St.
Berkeley,CA 94704

Re: September 24 agenda -- Appeal (stopping) the demolition of two historic houses at 2514 Benvenue Ave.,
near Dwight Way.

We want to see the preservation of all historic structures in this Benvenue Historic District and a
maintenance of the surrounding balanced environment.

Not only is the historic area to be devastated by building the American Baptist's intended office,
classroom and apartment building at this site, but it will increase the traffic at all hours of the day and

evening and creat an even greater challengefor parking.. It will also invade the privacy of neighboring
residences.

Solution suggestion: Why not situate this need for more student housing and office space in Oakland where
many of the properties are underutilized, needing renovation for better uses? For example, downtown
Oakland's Telegraph Avenue is an easy commute route for students in Berkeley. There would be fewer cars
trying to park in Berkeley because students could use public transportation.

Do you really want to wreck the ambience of Berkeley for future generations? Talk about it with Jerry
Brown.

Sincerely,
Ian & April McDonald

510-832-6300
510-832-6302 (fax)

9/10/2002
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Kelly, Sherry

From: Anand Kulkarni [anandk@uclink.berkeley.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2002 12:26 AM

To: Kelly, Sherry

Subject: ABSW Office Park, c/o City Clerk

To the Esteemed Members of our City Council:

I'm writing to formally voice my opposition to and protest of the
proposed

construction on 2514 Benvenue Avenue by the American Baptist Seminary of
the

West. My opposition may prove especially pertinent since I was
convinced, and

I believe, misled, into signing the very petition that has brought the
proposition for construction before the council (feel free to find my
name

listed). At the time, I was given the impression that the project would

provide additional housing to address the heavy influx of undergraduate
students at the University of California, and the sign displayed and
presentation given gave such an impression. I have since discovered
that this

massive construction project does nothing to alleviate the housing needs
of

University students, but in reality is exclusively for a ludicrously
small

(200!) number of members of the Graduate Theological Union. In fact,
the size

of the building proposed is entirely out of proportion to the numbcr of
seminary students in the Union -- currently something like seventy-five.
Many

of these students are currently well-situated on Northside and would
have to

commute to this facility. This is not affordable housing open to
everyone,

and is a terrible use of valuable space! I believe that many who signed

petitions in favor of such a project did so in good faith that such a
proposition would ameliorate residential housing issues for those in the

greatest need of housing proximal to campus -- undergraduate students --
and

allow for better residential prospects for everyone, but such a project
only

further restricts housing prospects as present houses are replaced by
oversized dwellings for a select few. 1In fact, much of the space won't
even

be used for resideullial purposes; 1t will be rented out as ottice space!
This

project diminshes the quality of life for everyone living in the
vicinity as

construction and vehicular and pedestrian traffic expand significantly
to meet

the ABSW's needs -- students at Unit Two, residents of Benvenue,
Hillegass,

and Dwight, and visitors to nearby People's Park will all suffer as a
result.

The Southside Plan specifically protects the residential quality of life
south

of Dwight Way, and the construction of a six-story monster would
certainly



violate this Protection.

Itmyself am an undergraduate at the University and a resident of
Benvenue, and

I want to see Berkeley's housing problems solved more than anyone. And

this

is not the way to do it. 1 appreciate thisg neighborhood because it
allows me

to live and study in tranquility ang safety. The ABsW's Proposed

will hurt prospects for non-gry student housing, destroy the
Peacefulness of

Willard Neighborhood, and generally reduce the quality of 1ife on
Benvenue. 1T

urge you to overturn the Zoning Board's approval of this project, for
the sake

of myself and the numerous students who are my neighbors, angd for the
sake of

all those who want affordable, openly available housing, and smart
growth in

Berkeley.

Regards,

Anand Kulkarni

Student, University of California, Berkeley
2515 Benvenue #304
anandk@uclink.berkeley.edu

(510)-549-2844



September 3, 2002

To: The Honorable Mayor Shirley Dean
and Berkeley City Council members

c/o The City Clerk TR E u w LE
2120 Milvia Street _\ 7 o

Berkeley, CA 94704 -

NP5 2002
From: Joseph Stubbs
2531 Benvenue Avenue ey
Berkeley, CA 94704 CEQFCITYCL

With regard to:
American Baptist Seminary of the West proposal for 2514 Benvenue Avenue, Berkeley CA.

Dear Mayor Dean and distinguished City Council members:

I have lived on the 2500 block of Benvenue Ave. for 20 years and would like to respectfully express my
disapproval of the ABSW's proposed project for the site of 2514. It is my hope that the City Council will
join with the strong sentiment of the neighborhood here that the proposed enormous building is inappro-
priate for this residential block, in addition to destroying a valuable historic resource. The arduous process
which has led this question ultimately before you has been demoralizing and exhaustive to the neighbors
here, with the full and ruthless weight of the city staff behind the project. Yet | have never seen and never
would have imagined possible the solidarity and tenacity of my neighbors on this block and even down
the 2600 block to oppose this project for the many reasons it seems wrong to them and/or will detrimen-
tally impact the neighborhood. Please consider some of the key issues which permeate this conflict.

A) The proposed building violates everything which is good about the Height Initiative. Benvenue is not
a main artery and the proposed building will be over 60" high in 5.5 stories, and designed for institution-
al use. It would seem one of the clearest prerogatives of ordinance in the first place would be to protect
residential streets against an unprecedented institutional intrusion such as this. Four members of the ZAB
felt this to be true, that this alone was the beginning and the end of the story. Five members, miraculous-
ly, did not.

B) The project demolishes two highly debated cottages which sit on the front line of institutional creep.
The cottages are not only small, unimposing, and human-scale presences which are an important part of
the block, they are determined to be historically significant by the LPC. The neighbors must no longer
carry the burden of proving these are historical resources. LPC has made this clear. This fact can be ignored
based on the question of religious exemption, which city planning staff and the applicant have clearly cho-
sen to do, but it should not be denied.

C) In the public hearings it has been brought out before the ZAB and LPC that ABSW does not really
need this building to accommodate their current academic enrollment and housing requirements. The
Seminary carries a declining enrollment of about 75 students. This is a speculative and expansive move-
ment by the Seminary.

D) Parking impacts are a very serious concern for this block. I have lived here, again, for 20 years and
am quite familiar with the parking situation on this street. An independent study | performed revealed that
during the school year, the statistical average for the number of street spaces available at any given time
is 0.25. This means, on average, 1 space is available 25% of the time out of a total of 48. Although 7AR,
the applicant and city staffers spent most of the public debate playing with numbers in regard to parking
mitigations, it seems clear that there will be a parking impact to the street, especially from those who
choose to drive to classes from another location. This is especially true, according to architect neighbor
John Haag, since the proposed Morgan Hall project at 2514 uses a manually operated lift system for park-
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ing making it arguably cumbersoine and inconvenient to use. In other words, pcople will choose to park
on the street.

E) The community process between ABSW and the neighborhood has been egregious from the start. |
can recall an initial meeting where the public was invited to give their comments on why the Seminary
should consider landmarking the cottages. They listened to much commentary from concerned neighbors
with a silence bordering on contempt and then without a word of response or dialogue, voted unanimous-
ly to affirm the project and reject the landmarking. We call that day the ‘Kangaroo Court.” That has defined
the tone of their posture towards the neighborhood ever since. Architect neighbor Ken Watson has shown
that there are viable alternatives for creating a new building on their campus which does not eclipse the
cottage tracts, but ABSW has been unresponsive, determined clearly to force the project through in collu-
sion with city staff over the objections of the neighborhood.

F) The issue of potential UC involvement in the new building has been a highly charged part of the
debate. Since about two-thirds of the Seminary campus is already leased to UC English Extension and Asian
Studies, it was deemed probable by the neighborhood at large that the new building was designed to be a
potential source of revenue that would also eventually involve more leases to UC, hence aggravating the
idea of invasion by raising the spectre of UC encroachment. The applicant eventually decided to promise
in front of the ZAB that UC would never be involved in the new building, and agreed to volunteer that as
a condition of the permit. The zoning officer agreed that this could be legitimate and binding because it
was volunteered by the applicant. In the same session it was revealed from detective work into old records
by certain neighbors that a similar condition was set for the original use permits granted to Academic and
Karpe Hall. But for many years these buildings have been leased to UC. Was not the ABSW in violation that
had gone unnoticed for all these years? The zoning officer concluded that the earlier permit condition was
not valid and binding because it was imposed by the zoning board of the time. According to the zoning
officer, the zoning board does not have the power to impose such a condition, but can accept it if it is vol-
unteered and have it be binding. In fact, this regulation applies to a building permit, but not for a use per-
mit, and so it is still a valid question. Also, the Seminary stated clearly in their application from long ago
that the buildings were to be ‘solely for their own use,” which in itself would constitute a volunteered con-
dition. The issue, | believe, is not that the Seminary should be forced to reverse a lease which has gone
unchecked for 20 years, but that they did not keep their word on a promise set then, which is identical to
a promise being made now. So when the question is asked, can this project really be expected to be finan-
cially viable without involving leases to UC?, the question seems particularly relevant. The price tag on this
building would be in the neighborhood of 14 million dollars.

The project down the street on Dwight for the Edwards House renovation and addition has been a stun-
ning success, largely because the First Church of Christ Scientist and their developers worked with the
neighborhood and were willing to modify their plans. The result is a project that everyone can feel proud
of and good about forever. The ABSW wants to mow over the neighborhood by force, and over what is a
truly impactful neighborhood preservation issue. Please let them know that that is not the way. It is a ques-
tion of our specific neighborhood, yes. But beyond that it is also a question of community process in gen-
eral. ABSW has effectively shown us a model of how it should not be done.

Sincerely,
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Kelly, Sherry

From: Sharon Hudson [sharonhudson@ev1.net]

Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2002 1:33 PM

To: Kelly, Sherry

Subject: Re: SPAM: RE: 2500, 2508, 2514 Benvenue Avenue appeal

Ok, so it sounds like you are combining all communications into one

package which will be part of or referred to by both appeals. That's
fine.

Sharon

————— Original Message -----

From: Kelly, Sherry <SKelly@ci.berkeley.ca.us>

To: 'Sharon Hudson' <sharonhudson@evl.net>

Cc: Worthington, Kriss <KWorthington@ci.berkeley.ca.us>
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2002 10:16 AM

Subject: SPAM: RE: 2500, 2508, 2514 Benvenue Avenue appeal

> We will have one communication section that will relate to any and
all

> appeals on these projects and all communication will go under that
heading.

> Again, I am getting ahead of myself, because until I see what we get
from

> Planning in the way of how the reports are presented, I can't
completely say

> we can do this one way or the other. I just want to assure you that
we will

> indicate that all communication should be considered and be made
part of any

> applicable appeal.

>

> It might be best for you to check back with me when we get the
reports so

that it is clearer to all of us at that time how to list these.

Sincerely, SHerry

————— Original Message-----
From: Sharon Hudson [mailto:sharonhudson@evl.net]

Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2002 9:33 AM
To: Kelly, Sherry

Cc: Worthington, Kriss
Subject: Re: 2500, 2508, 2514 Benvenue Avenue appeal

Yes, I am happy that you intend to be the most inclusive, but I
on't

understand what you mean: you "will only list the communication
once"?

Sharon

————— Original Message -----

From: Kelly, Sherry <SKelly@ci.berkeley.ca.us>

To: 'Sharon Hudson' <sharonhudson@evl.net>

Cc: Worthington, Kriss <KWorthington@ci.berkeley.ca.us>
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2002 8:11 AM

Subject: RE: 2500, 2508, 2514 Benvenue Avenue appeal

1

VVVVVVVVVVVVAVYVVVVVVVVVVY
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> Dear Ms. Hudson,
>

> Our office is not sure how we will see these reports when they
arrive from

> the Planning Department, but our intent is to make sure that any
> communication received will be referenced to any and all appeals
n

this
> project. It might be difficult for us to sort that out as well so
to err on

> the side of inclusion my thinking is we will only list the
communication

> once but have a statement made that these communications are are
part of the

record for each appeal.
Does that address your concerns?

Sincerely, SHerry Kelly, City Clerk 981-6910

VVVYVYV

————— Original Message-—---

From: Sharon Hudson [mailto:sharonhudson@evl.net]
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2002 5:02 PM

To: Kelly, Sherry

Cc: Worthington, Kriss

Subject: 2500, 2508, 2514 Benvenue Avenue appeal

Dear City Clerk,

VVVVVVVVYVYVY

As you know, the Current Planning Division has divided the ABSW
project on Benvenue Avenue into two parts, unaccountably, and
forced

> > the Benvenue Neighbors to submit two appeals. As you also know,
we

> > intend to submit identical packets for the two appeals, for
reasons
> > outlined in earlier communications--that is, primarily because the

> > Mitigated Negative Declaration must apply to the entire project
and

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVOVVVVYVYVVY
\%

\

> > not just to the 2500 part of the project.

> >

> > Unfortunately, as could have been predicted, the segmenting has
> > already caused problems for neighbors trying to communicate with
> > the City Council about the project. Several people have already
> > written and I'm sure that over the next few months you will
receive

> > more letters in which citizens write about their disapproval of
the

> > ABSW project, but do not know that they might have to reference
BOTH

> > projects to have their letters be included in both packets; in
fact,

> > most of the time they seem to fail to reference EITHER part of the
> 2> project specitically. So, frankly, we do not know exactly what
your .

> > office will do with the letters--whether you will try to decide

> yourself which appeal each letter pertains to or whether yvon will
> treat them as applying to both appeals.
>

> We request therefore that you assume that any letter referring to
any

> part of the ABSW project be included in BOTH packets that
eventually

> > go to the City Council.

VVVVVYV
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Thank you.

Sharon Hudson
Writing on Behalf of the Benvenue Neighbors Association



2633 Benvenue Avenue, #l
Berkeley, CA 94704
September 9, 2002
L ™ IRV
The Honorable Mayor Dean D )E[\{y 3 { W
and Members of the City Council S
c/o City Clerk Ll
2180 Milvia Street L)
Berkeley, CA 94704

) /

Fr)
P

Dear Mayor Dean and City Council Members,

I invite you to come visit Benvenue Avenue in your review of the
appeal on the proposed American Baptist Seminary of the West (ABSW)
project. Here is a briet description of the neighborhood, from my
perspective - a 45 year old who has lived nearly one-half of her life in
Berkeley - the past 14 years at 2633 Benvenue.

Along several blocks of Benvenue you will see grand turn-of-the-
century homes. Toward the southern end of the street many of these
remain single-family homes inhabited by well to do home owners. As
one heads north, an increasing number of these large houses have been
divided over the years into multiple units, providing much needed
housing for middle and low income residents and for the most part,
maintaining the historic atmosphere of the neighborhood.

In the 2500 block, the northernmost block just a short walk to the
University, one also finds apartment buildings, some dating from the
1930s and before, and others (on lots where grand turn of the century
homes were demolished) built during the boom years of the 1960's and
70's.  Meekly, sitting amongst these apartment buildings and large
homes is a small cottage at 2514 Benvenue and one behind it at 2516.
The cottage at 2514 is the oldest remaining structure on thc block, a
workingman's home, built in 1899 for a janitor, Robert Thomson, who
was employed at the University. Within a few short years Thomson was
joined by such distinguished neighbors as the President of the
University, Professors and at least one well-known artist of the day.
These inhabitants are long gone but the remaining structures reflect the
origins of Berkeley's social diversity.

Today, our neighborhood remains a diverse community of artists,
writers, professional persons, students and the elderly. Many of us
having more in unity with the simple working-man's cottage than the



grand homes which we are only able to inhabit since they are now
multiple units. This densification, along with the numerous apartment
buildings make the block facing 2514 Benvenue the most dense non-
dormitory block in Berkeley - 675 people according to the 2000 U. S.
census. In addition, we know the census notoriously undercounted the
area, counting only 1 person in the adjacent block to the north which
houses over 1000 students in the dormitory.

Benvenue is a residential street and the cottage at 2514 Benvenue is a
pivotal feature of our neighborhood, signaling that as one rounds the
corner from the busy thoroughfare of Dwight Way, you are now in a
neighborhood of homes. As proprietor, ABSW has treated this section
of their campus much as a back alley and as much as I appreciate the
restoration that they have undertaken on other parts of their campus,
the Benvenue property has not been respectfully cared for. Nor have
they been thoughtful neighbors in proposing an out-of scale, largely
non-residential building on this already overburdened neighborhood.

ABSW does not need additional offices or classrooms for themselves
and they have already exhibited that they ignore the city's parameters
of their use permits by renting a large portion of their current campus
to U.C. Berkeley. The proposed building does not further the ABSW's
religious mission but is simply institutional rental property foisted
upon an otherwise residential neighborhood. If ABSW truly needed
additional housing for their own students, this could easily be
accommodated without the demolition of the cottages and the
degradation of the neighborhood.

The proposed ABSW project will greatly diminish the quality of life for
us. It will add countless vehicles to a street which already has double-
parking at nearly any given hour day or night. It is in direct conflict
with the Southside Plan which protects the residential quality of like
south of Dwight Way. And it would destroy an important Landmark in
the City of Berkeley, one which honors social diversity.

Thank you for your consideration. Please vote to deny the ABSW project.

Sincerely,

/

Dianne Ayres
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Kelly, Sherry

From: Tuan Nguyen [atn@socrates.Berkeley.EDU]
Sent:  Sunday, September 08, 2002 7:54 PM

To: Maio, Linda; Armstrong, Polly

Cc: Kelly, Sherry; sharonhudson@ev1.net
Subject: No Six-Story Building on Benvenue

Dear Council Member:

My name is Tuan Nguyen, a graduate student at UC Berkeley, and I live at 2501 Benvenue Ave. I am
writing regarding the proposed construction of a six-story building a few houses away from where I live.
by the American Baptist Seminary of the West (ABSW). Such a building would diminish, degrade, and
hinder the quality of life for everyone on that street. Traffic is already a huge problem that with such a
large institution, the street would constantly be teeming with cars, delivery trucks, etc. In addition, I
don't think I would ever find a parking space within two blocs of home again.

It doesn't make sense to erect such a building on a street that right now has only residential units. If
projects like these are not stopped, then soon our street would resemble the block that is immediately to
the west of us on Hillegass Ave. Here the UC English Language Program, UC Extension, and the
ABSW have take over half the block. One only needs to take a short drive to be convinced of how much
more beautiful and serene the Benvenue block is compared to the block on Hillegass.

These are my concerns and I think that the City Council should grant the residents of Benvenue Ave. a

public hearing. The Council will have nothing to lose and everything to gain, with such a hearing. Let us
all be careful and prudent in our choices now, so that our quality of life will not be endangered.

Sincerely,

Tuan Nguyen

9/9/2002



American Baptist Seminary of the West

Opposition to Appeals of Use Permits 01-10000075 and 02-10000021
2500, 2508 and 2514 Benvenue Avenue

December 2, 2002
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‘Writer’s Direct Contact
Telephone: (415) 268-6238
Telefacsimile: (415) 276-7084
DLevy@mofo.com

By Messenger

Hon. Mayor and Members of the City Council

c/o City Clerk

City of Berkeley

City Hall

2180 Milvia Street

Berkeley, California 94704

Re: Opposition to Appeals of Use Permit Nos. 01-10000075 and
02-10000021

Dear Mayor and Members of the City Council:

This office represents the American Baptist Seminary of the West regarding the
project approved by the Zoning Adjustments Board on June 13, 2002 under City of
Berkeley Use Permit Nos. 01-10000075 and 02-10000021 (the “Project”). On behalf of
the Seminary, I submit this letter and the attached materials in opposition to the appeal
of those use permits by a small but vocal group of neighbors. The Seminary
respectfully requests that the City Council deny both appeals without further hearings,
and at a minimum that it do so for Use Permit No. 02-10000021, which covers only the
renovation of 2500 Benvenue Avenue.

1 8 The Seminary is a Century-Old Resident of the Neighborhood and
Desires to Continue as a Good Neighbor and an Important Berkeley
Institution. :

The Seminary has been operating at its current location for nearly 100 years, and
the boundaries of the existing campus have not changed in 50 years. The Seminary
maintains the campus and its landmark buildings as a neighborhood resource that is
open to all persons — students, faculty and neighbors alike — in the midst of a bustling
and dense mixed use neighhorhood. Last fall, the Seminary applied for permission to
renovate two existing buildings and to construct one new building — all within the
existing campus — to provide additional student housing and modest amounts of new
classroom and faculty/staff office space. Because all property on which the Project

sf-1412146
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Hon. Mayor and Members of the City Council
December 2, 2002
Page Two

would be located has been part of the campus for decades, these proposals in no way
represent an “expansion” of the existing campus. In fact, they will result in the merger

of all Seminary parcels into one, thereby creating a true campus in the legal, as well as
the practical, sense.

After eleven public hearings on the Project and more than a year of process, the
City of Berkeley Zoning Adjustments Board (the “ZAB” or the “Board”) approved the
above-referenced use permits, and adopted a negative declaration pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), to allow the proposed Project to
proceed.! Raising the same arguments they unsuccessfully raised during those
proceedings, on July 17, 2002 the Benvenue Neighbors Association appealed those
approvals.

The Project has three main components, two of which are entirely residential and
one of which is two-thirds residential. These components are: 1) the renovation and
seismic upgrading of an existing Seminary-owned and occupied apartment building at
2500 Benvenue Avenue resulting in an increase of twelve dwelling units within the
existing building envelope, 2) the renovation and seismic upgrading of an existing
Seminary-owned and occupied apartment building at 2508 Benvenue Avenue resulting
in an increase of six units within the existing building envelope, and 3) the demolition of
two nondescript single-family Seminary residences at 2514 and 2516 Benvenue Avenue
and the construction on that site of Morgan Hall — a five-story mixed use building
consisting of a ground floor of classrooms, a second floor of faculty and staff office
space and three floors of apartments for faculty, staff and students of the Seminary and
its partners in the Graduate Theological Union (the “GTU”).2

The Seminary has proposed the Project for two primary reasons. First, as noted,
the Project would substantially aid the Seminary in its growth and in its partnership with
the GTU to provide a wide variety of options for religious education in Berkeley by
creating additional student and faculty housing, thereby directly addressing the primary
obstacle to attracting and retaining top faculty and students from around the world, as
well as additional classroom and faculty/staff office space. Second, the Project will
ultimately allow the Seminary to cease its current practice of leasing a portion of its

! This number includes hearings and meetings related to the City of Berkeley Landmarks
Preservation Commission’s illegal designation of existing buildings on the project site as
Structures of Merit. That action is directly related to this project because it was motivated to
“stop this project. This number also includes hearings before the Design Review Committee (the
“DRC”), which recommended approval of Morgan Hall.

2 Ttem one is under Use Permit No. 02-10000021, items 2 and 3 comprise Use Permit No. 01-
10000075.

sf-1412146
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Hon. Mayor and Members of the City Council
December 2, 2002
Page Three

campus to the University of California Extension and English as a Second Language
programs. The Seminary began that practice in the 1980s as a last resort to save itself
from financial collapse because its endowment had been essentially lost through a series
of poor decisions and unfortunate circumstances. The Project will allow the Seminary
to increase revenues by expanding programs and providing housing for its own students
and faculty. Directly providing housing is doubly beneficial because it creates
additional revenue and eliminates significant spending on private housing that the
Seminary currently must rent for students as part of scholarships or other incentives. (It
also relieves pressure from Seminary students on the private rental market.) Over the
next approximately ten years, the Seminary is hopeful that these additional revenues and
savings would reduce, and ultimately eliminate, the need for revenue from the leases to
the University, thereby allowing the Seminary to terminate those leases — most of which
are of five-year terms — and return that space to Seminary and GTU use. The Project is
necessary to “prime the pump” to allow that to happen.

Consistent with that objective, it should be clear that the Project is in no way
sponsored by or intended to be used by the University of California or any of its
affiliates or programs. To that end, the Seminary voluntarily offered a condition of
approval, which the ZAB accepted, prohibiting the Seminary from leasing any of the
new space to the University.

The Seminary is aware that City staff has provided the City Council with the
voluminous materials submitted during the lengthy process before the ZAB, therefore
we will not reitcratc the arguments sct forth therein. Rather, we will make a few points
particular to this proceeding.

II. The Seminary Respectfully Requests that the City Council Deny
These Appeals without Setting them for Hearing. Should the
Council Decline, the Seminary Respectfully Requests that the
Council Take Up Only Use Permit 01-10000075 and Allow the
Renovations at 2500 Benvenue Avenue (Use Permit 02-10000021)
to Proceed Immediately.

The Seminary urges the City Council to reject these appeals outright, without
setting this matter for a public hearing. (Berkeley Mun. Code § 23B.32.060.B.1.) To
date, the Project has been through a fifteen month process before the Planning and
Development Department, the LPC, the DRC and the ZAB. That process culminated
with the Board’s approval of the requested use permits. The Project complies with the
Berkeley Zoning Ordinance in all respects — no variances or waivers are requested —
and substantially fulfills the goals of the recently amended Berkeley General Plan.
(Please see Exhibit A.) The Project would provide affordable housing for Seminary and
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Exhibit A

PROJECT BENEFITS AND GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY



PROJECT BENEFITS

Provides Affordable Housing (14 Units) without Density Bonus or Variance

Provides Additional Housing (39 Net New Units / 69 Units Total) for Students
and Faculty and Relieves Pressure on Private Housing Market

Work/School—Housing Balance Results in Reduced Impacts on Neighborhood,
Especially Transportation and Parking

Meets All Requirements and Fulfills Purposes of R-4 Zoning District — Docs Not
Require any Variance or Density Bonus

Consistent with and in Furtherance of Berkeley General Plan Update

Meets Parking Requirement and Improves Overall Campus Parking Situation
Includes Voluntary Measures to Further Mitigate any Potential Impacts
Includes Voluntary Restriction on Leasing New Space to University

Smart Growth In-Fill Development Near Transit (Seven AC Transit Lines within
1/2 Mile, Dwight Way on Transit Network and Hillegass is a Bicycle Boulevard)
and Telegraph / College Avenue Commercial Areas

Entirely Within Existing Campus Boundary — No Encroachment Into
Neighborhood — and at Edge of Residential Area, not Within

Attractive High Quality Building Consistent with and Complementary to
Adjacent Historic Landmarks and Recommended by the DRC

Height and Number of Stories Reduced and Pedestrian Access to Courtyard
Enhanced in Response to Design Review Committee and Neighbor Concerns

Enhances and Preserves Historic Courtyard that Provides Over 30,000 Square
Feet of Open Space for the Surrounding Neighborhood

New Building is Consistent with Surrounding Buildings in Mass and Height
New Building Steps Back from Street to Minimize Impacts of Mass and Height

Facilitates Continuance of an Approximately $18 Million Investment by Nearly
Century-Old Institution Serving Religious and Educational Needs of Berkeley

Permits Seismic and Life Safety Upgrades in Existing Apartment Buildings
Eventually Funds Seismic Upgrades of Existing Landmark Buildings on Campus

Results in Merger of Entire Campus Property Ensuring Future Integrity



General Plan Consistency

The Project furthers many of the objectives of the recently updated Berkeley General
Plan. These include:

* “Encourage sensitively designed, thoughtfully planned in-fill development that is compatible
with neighboring land uses and architectural design and scale” (LU-3);

* Multi-Family Residential “areas of the City are generally characterized by large, multi family
structures conveniently located near transit, the Downtown, the University campus or BART.
Appropriate uses for these areas include: residential, community service, schools,
institutional, recreational uses, open space, and in some cases where allowed by zoning,
ground floor commercial and office” (Land Use Element at 28);

*= “Increase the number of housing units affordable to low and moderate income Berkeley
residents” (H-1);

= “Enforce code requirements to insure that existing housing meets health and safety
standards,” e.g., 2500 and 2508 Benvenue (H-10);

* “Maintain sufficient land zoned for high and medium density residential development to
allow sufficient new construction to meet Berkeley’s fair share of regional housing needs”
(H-19);

* “Regularly evaluate city regulations and ordinances to identify and reduce unnecessary
impediments to housing development and affordable housing projects” (H-20);

* “Encourage . . . institutions to cap parking at current levels while seeking to reduce
automobile use” (T-13(H)); -

* “Encourage institutions to create incentives for their employees and students to live locally”

(T-13(D);

* “Improve access by increasing proximity of residents to services, goods, and employment
centers” (T-16);
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* “Encourage Berkeley businesses and institutions to establish shared parking agreements . . .’
(T-32);

* “[E]ncourage consideration of high-tech computerized parking (e.g. lifts and or “robotics™)
when . . . providing off-street parking for multi-family residential projects” (T-39); and

* Parking impacts for high-density projects “should not be mitigated through the provision of
additional parking on the site. The City finds that: . ... As the parking supply increases or
parking costs decrease, antomobile use becomes a more attractive transportation alternative
and demand for parking increases. . . . Increasing the parking supply increases automobile
use, which causes a measurably negative impact on the environment” (T-40).
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Further, the City Council amended policy H-16 to read “[e]ncourage construction of new
medium and high density housing on major transit corridors and in the Downtown consistent
with zoning and compatible with the scale and character of these areas.” The Council also added
the following action: “[c]onsider revisions to the zoning ordinance to establish a minimum
height limit of two, and where feasible, three stories, and to require or encourage residential
development above the ground floor on transit corridors.” (Emphasis added.) These are obvious
expressions of support for projects such as that proposed here.

The Council also amended Policy LU-3 to read “[e]ncourage in-fill development that is
architecturally and environmentally sensitive, embodies principles of sustainable planning and
construction, and is compatible with neighboring land uses and architectural design and scale.”
The Project is consistent with every word of this policy.
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Summary of Project (Submitted to ZAB on June 13, 2002)

Smart growth infill project with many benefits, including affordable housing and the creation
of an architecturally outstanding building that enhances an existing City landmark and was
recommended by the Design Review Committee.

Widespread support for the project among religious and community leaders, and as
demonstrated by letter from Urban Ecology and a petition signed by over 280 area residents.

The project provides a cohesive academic environment on an existing campus where students
can live, work and learn on the same property.

The project is consistent with the purposes and requirements of the existing R-4 zoning and
requires no variances or density bonuses.

The project furthers many of the goals and policies of the recently updated General Plan —
the General Plan practically describes this project.

The project permits a private investment of more than $15 million to be made in Berkeley.

The project makes better use of existing institutional land, but does not expand the existing
institutional use beyond its current boundaries.

The existing institutional use abuts, but is not within, a residential neighborhood, therefore it
is particularly appropriate and complaints of invasion are unfounded.

The project meets the City’s parking requirement and is a mixed use project with a
temporally diverse parking demand. It will improve parking conditions on the campus and
will have minimal impacts on existing parking conditions in the neighborhood.

City staff has complied with CEQA in analyzing the project, and the conclusion of that
analysis, based on the evidence in the record, is that, with mitigation, the project will not
have any significant impacts.

Nonetheless, acknowledging the issues raised by the neighbors in this process, the Seminary
has offered additional mitigation including restrictions on automobiles to exit to the north
and out of the area, documentation of the buildings that will be demolished, and participation
in various transportation and parking related programs to further reduce potential impacts.

In sum, this is a tremendous opportunity for the Seminary, the neighborhood, the community,
and the city of Berkeley. This is the tenth public hearing for this project, and the Seminary
has participated in the process in good faith and has responded to every question and
concern. Denial of this project would constitute a substantial burden on the Seminary’s
ability to pursue its educational and religious mission.

I respectfully encoufage you to approve both of these projects tonight.
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