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Executive Summary

OVERVIEW

Few parks in this counlry have as rich or lumultuous a history
as People’s Park in Berkeley, Califonia. The park arose os
a result of o late 1960's conflict, in which a group of
students and local residents assembled on a vacant plof of
land 1o the south of the University of California, Berkeley
campus and claimed it for “the people”. People’s Park is an
ofien studied example of the social and eultural movements
prevalent in Northem California during the 1960's, and is a
place that sfill hos historical fies io the events and ideclogy
thot defined the era.

People’s Park is oflen characierized as a botileground
between park activists (also known as the “user development
group’) and the University of California, that holds legal fitle
to the property. Over the years, People’s Park has become a
symbol of the ideological siruggle between insfitufional
authority and popular claims to avlonomy. Throughout its
history, the park has been viewed by many as a nexus of
progressive polifical ideals and social inclusiveness. Today,
the progressive sacial ideals upon which the park was
founded exist in a somewhat diminished form. Many
neighbors, residents, UC sludents, and community insfifufions
feel excluded or unwelcome in the park founded as “a park
for oll people.” Similarly, the premise of environmental
siewardship and care for the land hos been lost; foday the
ark is often littered with clothing, food woste, and refuse.

valued and desired community resource.
PROCESS

project goals of:
* Making People’s Park safer

community members
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It is unclear whether or not People’s Park empowers Ihe
people who seek it os a sancluary, or the extent fo which it
conlributes o the ovailability and effective delivery of social
services. Many people in Berkeley view the pork as hoving
a defimenial effect on neorby neighborhoods  ond
institutions. This report assesses the current use pafterns,
programming, and physical conditions cf People’s Park, and
puls ferward emerging directions for restoring the space fo

Over the pos! nine months MKThink, under contract fo the
University of California, Berkeley, and in consuliation with
the People’s Park Advisory Commifiee, has conducled an
extensive inquiry info the people, programs, and place That
define People’s Park. The perspeciives of a wide range of
local community conslituents and stakeholders have been
collecied, reviewed, and assessed. The findings, emerging
directions, and concepls are meant fo address the specific

o Generofing grealer use by o broader range of




FINDINGS

There is a broad desire for People’s Park to remain—to
some exent—a publicly accessible open space. This
finding reflects a general consensus among stokeholders
that parks are a valuable neighborhoed resource and that
the history of People’s Park is important to the fabric of the
city of Berkeley. There is strong inferest in revitalizing the
space fo better fit the needs and interests of the local
community. The inlerest in park revitalization, however, is
viewed from different perspectives. Some current park users
hold that the park should adhere to an ethos of “user
development”—the nofion that the park belongs to the
pecple and that any change or improvemenls should be
conceived and implemented by the people. Seme local
residents and merchanis envision the space beller serving
the community through redevelopment that would include
buill, secured structures. The majority of stakeholders,
however, share the vision of Iransforming the space infe @
resource that serves the needs of o broad community.

Members of the communily have offered concems: an
insights regarding the park’s current condition. Enl
and commiiment o open dialogue, seen parficular
fincl stoges of this process; suggest a real prospe
chonge. The perceplion among stakeholders ‘who |
improvement fo the space is that People’s Par
coherent guiding priniples, longterm ":'[cmning; “
depth of programming that will successfully anchor it
local neighborhaod. A broad range of park slakeholders
have consistently expressed the view that People’s Park is
not a safe place, citing the presence of drug-dedling, llicil
or anfisocial  behavier,  camping, ond  chronic
homelessness.

g

Some characterized the park as an adhoc accumulation of
luifs and territories, formal and informal aclivities, and
eclectic landscapes that fail lo support the vision of a

ople’s park. In its current state, the delivery in the park of
ffod ond social senvices for alrisk populations is |
incompatible with the broad objective of making this space
enjoyable and welcoming for oll community members.

G e

Viewing People’s Park from the perspective of people,
programs, and place requires recognizing People's Park as
part of a dynamic neighborhood, hest to a range of shifting
issues, and changing places. Integrating the park’s past into
a present that accounts for the growth of UC Berkeley, the
economic challenges along Telegraph Avenue, and ihe
needs of both local residents and the otrisk population for
whom the park is a sanciuary is the fundamental challenge
in planning for the future.

People’s Park requires greater intervention and oversight
than currenily exists. This infervenfion should involve a
comprehensive, integrated approach thai saddresses the
physical plonning of the space ond the programming that

park fo

leomes all people.
red comprehensive care is the most
iale means of providing selfempowerment skills
1| care needed fo deal compassionately with
elessness ‘and mental healih issues. The park does nof
have the infrasiructure or means io provide social services al
the level achieved by nearby organizations. The park can,
however, form an iden::iz arcund  humanistic  values,
responsible citizenship, environmenlal stewardship, and
open dialogue, leveraging the park’s history to define its
future. Formal recognition of the park's history will mobilize
concemed slakeholders towards supporting comprehensive
change lo the park.

5 PECPLE'S PARE. Assessment and Planning Study — DRAFT Summary Beporl — Octobar 1, 2007
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Executive Summary

SRS AsATT

EMERGING DIRECTIONS

The role of the People’s Park Advisory Committee will be to

guide the community fowards a vision of the park that builds

on shared ideals_and reconciles disparafe concemns. The

following emerging directions sugges! improvements fo the
park the advisory commitiee may include in a consolidated
plan that addresses the people, programs, and places that
define the park, and ensures People's Park is a park for all

people.

People

The following emerging directions have a direct relationship
fo people and their decision whether or not fo visit the park
and engage in activities supported by the park

® Enforcement of existing regulationsy
in the park. :

orgciﬁ’izuhons
fo increase and im
. Improved'pﬂrkacieﬂnhness through beﬂer slgncge

additional trash'and | _;"_\,!lng receplacles, and greater
mainfenance resources for park management.

Oﬂcreqsed sunlight and visibility in the east end, achieved

" by thinning the foliage.

* Management of the community gardens through the
development of charter or plan that outlines the best use of
the gardens as an open community resource, sets
boundaries, clarifies roles, provides for appropriate

\ oversight, and reflects broadly held values and interests.

® Formal recognition of the park’s history and its
significance 1o the community and the City of Berkeley.

Programs

The following emergin% directions focus on enhancing and
expanding the breadth and scope of program activities
supported in People’s Park:

® Promote and expand special evenls and recreational
aclivities in the park. .

® Encourage smaller,
theatrical performqn
farmers’ m

commun[h,rbqsed evenls such as
adings, art installations,

wersny-sponsored
éludmg recreational, educa

) g@glql services provlded
omprehensive, meef al

g emerging directions address the physical

condifions in and around People’s Park:

e Activate the park’s corers through landscaping, signage,
and hardscaping. — (Pad . ©OV N0

® Explore ways fo connect the park to Telegraph Avenue
and adjacent merchants.

* Relate the park to adjacent uses including those at Anna
Head, Ved%anlo Society, First Church Christ Scientist,
American Baptist Seminary.

e Provide clear sightlines and logical access points info the

park by thinning and/or removi fion along
the park's corners and in wooded areas.




Place {continued)

® Improve drainage.

e Improve park lighting to optimize visibility, minimize light
pollution, and reduce energy costs.

® Provide clear, comfortable, wellmarked pathways through
ihe pork, with sealing in appropriate locafions.

® Improve ADA accessibility throughout.

® Improve the slage platform fo support performances,

festivals and authorized exhibits /events. Relocate the
slage 1o miligate sound fransmission fo residential areas.

o Consider appropriate scale, location, and form of
office/restroom building.

® Consider addition of buildings to support structured uses ~NO
and o connect park to surrounding urban fabric.

e Consider removal or relocation and replacement of
children’s play area with one that is code and ADA
compliant and of appropriate scole and design.

CONCLUSION

A significant opportuni
Mony in the communih
become slagnar
now are willing
approach fo
University, the
segments of the lo
of People’s Park a

pork for oll people.
o -
Teoplts Paric o e pd
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GOALS

The goals of this siudy are boih siralegic c:n(:i factical.
. 7

P e

Strategic goals: Y
® Make People’s Park safer,

* Cenerale grealer use by a broader range of community

members.

Tactical goals:

* Facilitate communiw@@regording the fulure of

—, People’s Park. —~
gL Ider;;iify core principles lo guide fulure improvemenis fo the

park.

® Generate design ond programmatic concepts for park
revilalization.

This section summarizes Phase | of the study. Informotion
was gathered through individual and group inlerviews,
responses to questionnaires, analysis of slatistical dala, and
secondary historical research in an effort fo shed light on the
people, places, and programs that define People’s Park.

PROCESS

) The objective of the Discovery and Audil phase is to
develop a clear understonding of People’s Park. The
process began with the identification of key constituents and
stakeholders. The Community Advisory Board and the UC

q Community Relations office supplied a preliminary list of

v PEOFLE'S PARL Assessment aned Planning Study — DRAFT Surmemary Beps
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stakeholder groups (see Appendix 1) and individuals from
the fields of healthcare, low-income and homeless housing
support services, employment training, youth services, food
and nutition, education, public sofely, as well as UC
students and members of local religious communities and
neighborhood associations. This_broadly inclusive process
wos essenlial o facilitoting egording the
issues  confroniing  People’s—Park—€anstilvents  and
stakeholders provided information through a variety of
means including group meelings, individual interviews, -
community forums, and survey responses.

Addifional information played an important role in this study:

e The history of People’s Park [as described in popular
records and official sources). N

e Park usage siudies including orgonized  acfivity
evaluations, attendance records, end obseved doily
pattermns of use.

e law enforcement records provided by UC Berkeley police
and the Berkeley Police Depariment.

e Census data {local population and demographics).

e |dentification of local social programs, services, and
community anchor instilufions.

Ociobar 1, 2007 8

o

readn Y0 ayoops o) People Lo gt V€
'30 et Park Vi wlent different, T only aué“-;w_
EOQ S'n ot 1o e Peop\e W2 cu vt Os< |
CU(.)Q‘\) s Ilf"\()u)‘t' {'C’ ¢ ‘,j:?j}-"i_.(‘ vonenke '

2
r. I"J.
o

¢ {')(




PROCESS (continued)

Data collected through inferviews and surveys focused on
five areas of inquiry:

® Frequency of park visils; reasons for using/avoiding he
park.

e Awareness of and satisfaction with the current facilities,
programs, ond cmenilies; desired improvements and
alternatives.

® Distinguishing characleristics of People’s Park.
e Positive and negalive characlerislics of People’s Park.
e Characlerislics that define a successful park.

These cofegeries served fo initiotle o diologue among
consfituents and stakeholders regarding the identity of
People’s Pork os defined by current park aciivities, activities
desired bul not currently provided in the park, the physical
location and configuration of the space, and ways in which
the park performs or fails to perform according io standards
of ideal use. Survey responses from student group and
neighborhood  association meefings are summarized in
Appendix 4.

FINDINGS

People’s Pork has lies to o socially progressive pasl.
Historicolly defined by conflict, it is siill a focus of
controversy. While the park is supported by certain
segments of the Berkeley population, others view it s
defrimental to surrounding neighborhoods, and siill others
see it as a symbol of local and institutional failings.

Stakeholders consistenlly expressed a desire fo see the park
os o welcoming open space used by neighbors, sludenls
ond the broader communily. The need for open, green
space on the south side of campus was o general point of
consensus; few odvocoled repurposing The space for a
differeni use.  Census data support the need for open
spoce: 18,000-20,000 people live within a fen minute
walking radivs of People’s Park, including students in
residence halls, primarily firstyear undergraduates [see
Appendix &).

Q PEOFLE™ PARL Assessment ancd Plonning Study — DRAFT Sumimary Repad — October 1, 2007

The nearest public open spaces are Willord Park fo the
south and the UC Berkeley campus to the north.

Developing a solution for revilalizing People's park will
require addressing the following important consideraticns:

e Park hislory.

® Park safety.

e Children's resources.

* linkage with Telegraph Avenue.
® Which People’s Park? ¥

* Social services delivery.

® Governance and management.
® Design and physical condition.

Park History

People’s Park has been the subject of intense conlroversy for
years. The passionale debate which marks the park’s hisfory
is also fesfimony fo ils cherished status in the minds of many.
Mosi respondenis believe that this history should be
acknowledged in a woy thal provides park visitors with
insight info the founding of the space and the evenis thal
defined ils character. Art installations, memorials, and
museums were suggesied as vehicles for communicating the
park’s historical significance.

Park Safety

Mast agree that the park has a repuiation for being unsafe —
whether it is unsofe in perceplion or in redlity was the
subject of debate during most group meelings. AMany
sludenls expressed the belief that the park is unsafe; many
olso described aftending student functions at the park,
suggesling that siudenis use Pecple’s Park if they have
reason fo do so. Neighbors waolking pasi or through the
park reporied behaviors [arguments, yelling, and inccherent
speech] leading them fo perceive the park as unsafe. Poor
visibility at the east and west ends due lo overgrowlh of

(

frees and low lying branches reinforce this perception and >3

provide visual cover for drug use and drug decling. Others

cited Berkeley crime sialistics showing that the park has o
high incidence of dug use/dug dedling, viclence,
vandalism, and other crimes. A review of UCPD and BPD

t\

Phase I: Discovery & Audit

1.1: Open spaces within
10-minute walk
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Phase I: Discovery & Audit
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published crime sfotistics validated the perception of he
park as unsafe. Effective and consistent monitoring of the

_park, combined with activities designed to afiract a broad
section of the communily, con initiofe a selfsustaining cycle
of improved safety and improved perception of safety os
more pecple use the park on a regular basis.

Children’s Resources

Many people idenfified the presence of children and
activities and facilities for them os characlerizing successful
parks. A ceniral recommendation of the 1997 study of
People’s Park was the building of a children's play structure.
The poor condition of the curent play stuciure and the
presence of drug use and dug dealing in the park,
however, defer parenis from bringing children to the site.
Decisions regarding appropricle scale, design, and
placement of children’s resources in People's Park should
consider the relatively low proportion of children in this
census frocl. Nearby Willard Park, menfioned by many
respondents as an example of o space appropriate for
children, fealures a large fenced children's play structure
with a cushioned surface and o large open lown area.
Alihough The Willard play area may meel the needs of the
neighborhood as the primary children’s ploy area, a play
area in People’s Park would likely be well used during
evenis.

Connection o Telegraph Avenue

Successful urban parks can create economic benefit for
cities, providing o concenlration of potential cuslomers fo
local businesses. The health and vitality of urban parks are
ofien connected to the vibrancy and success of their local
business disiricts: when o park draws o high volume of users
seeking recreation and entertainment, local businesses sland
lo benefil from the increosed footl traffic. Conversely,
businesses can stand fo lose if a park is viewed as a source
of public nuisance. In the case of People's Park, many have
ncled historical ties to Telegraph Avenve, and there is a

PEOPLE'S PARL Assessment and Planning Sludy — DRAFT Sumimeny =
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general senfiment that the fulure of the pork is directly
connecled fo the future of the business district along
Telegraph Avenue.

A recent downturn in the local business climate has affected
many businesses with long-slanding lies fo Telegraph
Avenue, most nofably the recent closure of Cody's Baoks.
Many business owners cile undesirable sireet behavior as
on issue of great concem, and some blame the prevalence
of such behavior to ifs presence in the park. Aggressive
panhandling, diug dealing, and loitering on the sidewalk
were mentioned as specific concerns for business owners.
While many within the business community have expressed
a preference for preserving People's Park as o
predominantly open space, some have suggested that the
park might befter compliment local businesses on the Avenue
il it were fo support sfructured vses and aclivities such as a
museum, movie thealer, or ploza with sealing.

Which People's Parke

Extending park use to a broader range of constituents and
stokeholders is an area of disagresment. At the center of
the disagreement is the phrase “wider range or diversity" of
users. Active park users claim the current mix of park users

represents greater diversily of income level, social stalus, Y& € € y

and age than that of other nearby parks. They also
reference aclivities with very high sludent altendonce such as
Hip Hop in the Park, Berkeley World Music Festival, and
Bear Fesi os verification that UC Berkeley students are
among the diverse users of People’s Park. Others, however,
believe that the park is not inclusive. The phrase “Some
People's Park” is used o express their sense of being
unwelcomed. The general sense among these respondents
is that the behoviors exhibited by many aciive park users
(drug dealing, drug and alcohol use, camping, arguing,
and physical altercations) are tolerated by the City of
Berkeley and UC Berkeley, and protecled by park activists.
Such behaviors discourage them and many oﬁﬁeir
acquaintances from visiting the park.

October 1, 2007



Delivery of Social Services

There is general ogreement, but not unanimily, that the park
should not serve os a hub for social services [e.g. food and
clothing distribution, mental health ond other health-elated
services|. These services are widely available throughcut
o the city and provided more compeently by organizations
N that specidlize in the delivery of these services. Figure 2.1,
wilh a full map and list appearing in Appendix 5, shows the
localions and types of services offered by ihe established
orgenizations in the City of Berkeley. There are severol
organizalions and insfitufions providing meals, menial health
and other health reloted services, sheller, and shower
faciliies within @ 10 minute walk from Pecple’s Park.
Addilional assessment and analysis is recommended in
order fo fully understand whether these services are needed
in the park or whether the park should encaurage use of
organizations and inslitutions  currently providing  these
progroms and services.

Govemance and Management

i) oo lveue The group that identifies themselves as the “userdevelopment
JC. olotamed group” fakes issue with the Universily exercising its legal
Any Land  outhorly as the landowner o make changes Io the park ond
eh Luse o enforce rules and policies. This group holds the view that
v 2 1 lhe pork belongs io “the people” and any changes to the
o £ oot space should be conceived of, planned, and implemented
' by “the people.” Some in this group perceive financial

] ot
Q'a o s (ace investment in the park by the University as a means fo exert
VY reater control over the property, thereby diminishing “ihe
A0 vat  people's ability to control and make decisions with regards

\v o tothe programs, services, and landscape of the park.
\Og_ \y A z P pe

J € “owas Others, however, are concemed that the Universily is not
fulfilling its responsibility os a property owner to monifor and

/‘N mainiain the There is an understanding, however, that
o ST Ihrecl,glgglf’i? any fime the University attlempts to
moke-improvements is the cause for the poor condifion of
Abie properly, not negligence on the part of the University.
\ /" Those dismayed by the current siofe of the park welcome the
0 1001 gl

11 PECPLE'S PARE  Assessment and FI‘:".II'I:’IIIIS Cilu’.i\l_' LRAFT Sumenicry

and behaviors thal oceur in the park that they deem as

inappropriate, such as camping, drug abuse, ond /
aggressive behavior. They supporf the maintaining ond |

grooming The londscape in @ manner thal would discourage |

inappropriale behavior and/or illegal activity, including iree
trimming and thinning on the east end, and berm removal.

Design and Physical Condition.,

Unlike most parks in the region, People’s Park is unique in
that is has never @’gfi’le";hom a formal design and
planning process. Even To the untrained eye, it is clear that
the pork’s landscaping ond physical layout could be
improved, though there are a number of successes: the
community gardens offer an interesting orangement of
shaded pathwoys and ~ al fimes — lush vegelalion, while The
basketball courts and park office enjoy aclive use. But even
these  relalively  successful spaces offer room  for
improvement: the restroom facilifies are often dirty, and park
slaff report repeated incidents of druguse, vandalism, and
graffiti. Similary, the comfort offered in the shade of the
community gardens is offsef by the concemn that the density
of foliage prevents proper and appropriale monitoring of
this space, leading Io ils use by drug and alcohal users and
diug declers. The open lown area, which should seve fo
UI:EE the spaces (ﬂ?ﬁ: pork’s periphery, instead acts as an
island or bulfer that fails to unite the regions of the park inio
a coherent composition. This area serves as the primory
point of assembly for park events, especially when the sloge
on the area’s western edge is in use. Due lo poor drainage
and an unlevel grode, however, it fails o provide an
adequale place for assembly or reloxation. The People’s
Park stage, buill by pork enthusiosis to host an array of
evenls, would benefit from reorieniofion as a means lo

reduce the amplified noise reverberating through  the
adjacent neighborhoods.
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These challenges can be oddressed through simple or "-\/ o S A L
cemprehensive improvements fo the physical configuration of 4 s 2 & N1& 5“-\}
the park.  Improving visuol and pedestrion occess, ond PR il e 0
accenlualing and aclivafing park enfrances, would raise the Sde "g TR ‘~< J\(&‘ 0 Q
park's sireel presence, leading fo more use and on RSP e Eh a\ s
improved image within the community ~ os a safe and o '\/3\‘7 \\(\Uj

~ welcoming place for visilors. N* A~ £
CONCERNS WITH THE PROCESS (‘/ }\) \

Several concerns were raised during this process. Over the
course of the “Discovery and Audit” phase of the projec
concemns were raised in regard to the intentions of the
University and its consuliant. Doubls were raised as o the
faimess of o public process led by a consullant being paid
by the University, and some constituent/stakeholders chose
not to participale in parls of Phase |. The following questions
are representalive of the concems expressed by some
stokeholders and consliluents:

e Why will this process be different from any previous
atfempts by fhe Universily to revitalize the park?
® |5 the University commilled to seeing the
recommendations through without backing down fo
pressure groups?
e How much money is committed for this process and they ~
implemenlation of the recommendalionsé !
e What are you going fo do with the dola that is collecled
and will it‘{)e made available to the public?
e Why hasn'l there been a large assembly or widely
pub%cized forum for public input2
\ L
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Phase II: Evaluation & Analysis

PEOPLE \{%a lai ) vilality of Telegroph Avenue and local church groups have

People’s Park was founded in 1969 on the premises of
freedom of speech and “power of the people” fo claim and
confrol the land. The park’s past has included violent and
nonviolent  confronialion  with  the  University ond
governmental authority, Today there are slill those within the
Berkeley communily that firmly reject the University of
California’s claim to ownership of People’s Pork and oppose
any change fo the park inifioled or overseen by the
University. There exists, hawever, a large ond diverse group
of e willing fo discuss, envision, and support change
in People’s Park.

Many of the park’s most commitied stakeholders—people
who spend each day in the park, depend or have
depencﬁo(iin on the oulreach senvices the park hosls—have
discussed with candor ond sensitivity the current problems
with People’s Park during interviews, workshops, and public
forums. Homeless and formerly homeless park users have
discussed the imporiant role People’s Park plays in the lives

~ of the homeless and other atrisk individuals, and they have

listened fo residents from adjacent neighborhoods who view
the park as an unsafe place. Telegraph Avenue merchants
have offered their views on how the park might revive the

FEOPIE'S PARI  Assessment and Planning Study = DRAFT Surnmosy Bepo

discussed their need for a sofe place to bring their
congregafions and their desire for improved safety and
order in the neighborhood. These conslilvent groups and
stakeholders have identified oppertunifies for collaberation
and programming suilable o making the park a valuable
community assel.

_The commitment lo cpen diclogue ameng Ihese constiluents
suggests an opportunity Ioh@_eﬁfi%nﬁg—m@
of the park within the community from one defined by
conflict to one dedicated io responsible citizenship, open

dialogue, programs that promote community, and a safe
nd welcoming place for all who desire 1o use it
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Current Park Users: Turfs And Territories

East End Users

Park users along the pork's east end (along Bowdiich Street)
often stake claim fo portions of this heavily Ireed space,
frequently crealing the almosphere of o permanent
campground. This area of the park is often strewn with food
scraps and other liller, and the personal belongings of
homeless park users. local community organizations and
wellmeaning residents serve meals 1o and lsave food for the
homeless in the park, further contributing fo the accumulation
of refuse and debris. Some of the homeless who frequent
the park make considerable efforts to keep the space clean.
Others, however, creale a chaolic environment that leads fo
the perception that this area of the park is a campground. lis

improve outreach to atrisk individuals.

':M ,_{ J . relative seclusion, shade, ond lack of visibility make it a
T — ploce to hide antisocial and illicit activities. As a result,
S TS many residents and students choose not 1o visil.
buffermg ,
4+ \ceepa Recommenc:‘onc?n: Enforce existing regulations pertaining
ol coegd) " tocamping in the park.
.~ L rc Recommendation: Enforce laws periaining to public
o J b behavior and drug and alcohol use.
721 a0 Recommendation: Foster collaboration among the
e University, social service organizations, community
171 }-/ { o groups, and civic organizations to increase and

o

Recommendation: Improve park cleanliness through better
signage, additional frash and recycling receptacles,
and grealer maintenance resources for park
management.

Ma Wy

\J"‘:'i nuA

Communily Gardens

Along the park’s western edge are the community gardens.
Some of the community gardeners keep well mainiained,
diversely planted plofs and grounds that enliven the area,
while others do not. Many of the plots are not maintained

and may receive no attention for several weeks or months., N9

becoming overgrown with knee'high weeds and dying
plants,-and litered with rollen lils and vegelables. Plofs are
occasionally vandalized, somefimes the result of innocent
misunderstandings  befween  fellow  gardeners  and
managers, at ofher times infenfionally inflicted by park users.

Recommendation: Improve governance and management
of the community gardens through the development of
a charter or plan that outlines the best use of the
gardens as an open communily resource, sels
boundaries, provides for appropriate oversight, and
reflects broadly held values and interests.

Building on ihe current programs relaled fo the community
gardens [e.g., community and student work days) lo include
workshops in food security infrasffucture, garden fours, and
classes in_susioinoble_agriculiure can reinforce the purpose
of the community gardens, help organize the space, and
make the space more afiraclive lo gardeners who do nol

curenlly parlicipate in the park’s communily gardening
aclivities.

Of more immediale concem is the community gardens’ use
as a primary fransaction ground for drugdealers, who
benefit from the proximily of ihis arec to the pedestrian rraffic
along Telegraph Avenue. This area of the park, particularly
at the northweslern comer of the pork along Hasfe Street
and the southwes! comer along Dwight Way provides o
secluded place omenable to drug transactions; a seller can
solicit along Telegraph Ave and make the exchange in the
park or vice versa.
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Phase II: Evaluation & Analysis

People

THINKED 2007

oy

The community gardens require responsible stewardship,
which consists nol only of working with the earth but also
ensuring that this area does nol encourage illegal or
antisocial aclivilies. Encouraging more footraffic through the
gordens through better management and a greater aray of
progroms could moke this space less aftractive fo drug
dealers. Changes to the physical configuration of the space
le.g., thinning trees, providing for more formal entries and
clearer sightlines) will futher discourage undesirable
aclivity.

Other Park Users

People’s Park has ofher frequent users: students and
community members regularly use the basketball court on the
park’s northern edge, borrow alhlefic equipment and games
from the park office, and attend performances and other
events held on the stage. local churches and Food Mot
Bombs make use of the open lawn and stage areas for meal
services. On a daytoday basis, however, many feel that
People’s Park is not as inclusive os it should be, and do not
vis[il the park because they feel unwelcome, that it is not their
furt,

Future Park Users; A Park For All People

7 he division of People’s Park inlo turfs and lerilories

nfrolled by paricular users undermines bolh the original
function of the park as a place for free assembly and the
vision of the park common across constituents os a place
inclusive fo everyone: “"Pecple’s Park” — and nol “some
people’s park”, os a number of community members
characterize the more broadly inclusive future they envision.
Many studenls and community members of Berkeley's dense
soulh side neighborhood experience a shortage of ovailable

A} open spoce and express a strong desire lo use the park.
&
i

Encouraging these polential users fo come to the park
ihrough @ wider range of park programming, improvemenis
io the landscape, and exponded oulreach would result in a
broader range of users. ;

PECOFLE™S PAR)

Assessment and Planning Study — DRAFT Surmenary Baoai -

Pecple’s Park is surrounded by a diverse community
dedicated 1o pursuing @ more inclusive future for the park.
There is a general appreciation for the historical significance
of the park and for the circumstances of ifs founding 40
years ago in an age of social upheaval. People’s Park's
history as a site of conllict between the proprietary claims of
an insfitulion and the perceived rights of individuals can be
recognized; today, this same sile can seve as a ploce of
reconciliation.

Recommendation: Formally recognize the park’s history
and ifs significance to the community and the Cily of
Berkeley.

Oeclober 1, 2007



PROGRAMS

People's Park is o combinalion of formal and informal
events, octivities, and gotherings (Table 2.2). Formal events
include community-wide scheduled concers and gatherings,
such as the People’s Park Anniversary Celebration, the
World Music and Fesfival, and HipHop in the Park. These
evenls Iypically afiract a crosssection of the Berkeley
communily. Other events, such os bosketball fournamenls
and UC Berkeley's Bear Fest for resident hall siudents are
welkatiended bul serve specilic subsels of the community.

Both types of programs reflect community desires and
expeclations for the spoce. A conlingeni of the community
seeks more communitywide evenis I;? broader lopical and
cesthetic breadth. People’s Park is often envisioned as a
ploce oble to accommedate [frequent performances,
presentations, lectures, workshops, and  exhibitions
accessible 1o the entire Berkeley communily. It is olso viewed
os a place for community meefings and gatherings that
would maoke the park a local, inclusive, and aclive
destination.

Recommendation: Continue to promote and expand
eventoriented and recreation-based activities in the
park through sustained programming across the
spectrum of local and regional interests.

17 PECOPLE'S PARL  Assessment and Flanning Sludy

Evenls such as the World Music Feslival suggest ihat the
park is copable of being a regional draw. There is also
suslained inleres! in smaller, more community-based events
covering a broad array of inferests including opera thealer,

oelry, arl, design installations, a farmer’s markef, and il
[poelry g

ouldoor workshops.

The doy-to-doy use of People’s Park—social gatherings,
conversalions,  exercise, meditation, and  community
gardening—result in highly fluciualing aclivity levels in the
park.  Increasing the scale ond frequency of formal
progroms in the park would have the added benefit of
making the spoce a less attraclive ploce for undesirable
acfivities like drugdealing and drug and alcohal use, while
delerring olher anfisociol behavior through a greater
community presence on a daytoday basis.

Pecple’s Park’s socially progressive past has led fo it
becoming a staging ground for a host of social services
catering fo the park’s homeless ond impoverished users.
Groups like Food Not Bombs and many local churches, with
the best of inlenfions, assemble frequently 1o provide meals
io the public, often overlapping efforts with other providers.

LRAFT Summary Bepod - October 1, 2007
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Phase II: Evaluation & Analysis
Programs
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Table 2.2: Represenialive evenls and
aclivities in People’s Park [scheduled,
published, and observed Spring/ Summer
2007). List not inlended 1o be a
comprehensive schedule of park use.

HINKED 2007

Activity Frequency Occurs Participants

Community Action Day (CalCorp) Annual, one day Oclober [Sohwday)  [&f 200 2 15-20

School of Public Health Annual, ene day .;&ugust [Fridery) : 15-20

Berkeley Poject Garden Day T Annuol, She doy Novembor (Sahudoyl 1\ /yy /s, 3/17/s7 -5-20 O

People's Park Anniversary Celebration Annual, one day Agpril (Sunday . Tt 200 - 500

Hip Hop In the Pork Annual, one day Moy (Saturdoy] 300 - 400

Workd Music Feslival Concer Annual, weskend lune 100-200 00

RHA Boor Fes! i Annuol, one day Noverber (Safurday) 150- 300

Athloios United for Peace Baskelboll leogue Twice Annually, montilong e, Seplefiber [Every Sauwday] 45 wokh ey

Chess Tomament . Annual September (Sunday) 10-15

Liberly Hill Missionary Baptist Church meal provision Monthly Fourlh Saturday of every month 50-75

Homeless Ministries outreach Weekly Saturday 75

Knights of the Cathalic Worker meal provision Weekdy Sunday Breakfast Only- 100

Maybeck High Basketboll Woskly Wednesday 11 am - 12:30 pm 20-30

Disabled Therapy Group Baskatbal Weskly Toesdy momings 5

. Community Gardening Weekly Sunday aflemoon A 0 1@

Berkeley Presbylerion Korean meal provision Biweekly Every other Saturday 75-100

Food Not Bombs meal provision Daily Maonday thru Friday 20-100

Berkeley High Basketball Occasional Weekday aftemoon 10

Tai Chi Occasional 79 am 2

People's Poelry One lime only March 2007 (Saturdoy) 50

I Love People’s Doy L o ol May 2007 (Soturday] 80-120

Global Warming Rally One lime only Apiil 2007 (Saturday) ) 5‘

Maybeck Student Group Gathering Cne lime only Spring 2007
o  Organic Gardening Event One lime only March 2007 [Scheduled, did not occur 0 hae (71

Tea Party and Old Time Music Jam One fime only May 2007 {Scheduled, did not occur] _ 0 \ E] 14
@ Bike Ropoir Fest Workshop One fime only May 2007 (Scheduled, did not occur 0 May &
@ Children's Gorden Doy ) One fime only March 2007 [Scheduled, did ot occur] 0 e 1
e -~ . | 4 f £k | Qa | oot \ud ab ' ./} "
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Phase I: Evaluation & Analysis
Programs
PROGRAMS (continued)

Communily groups serving unscheduled and adhoc meals
in the park is one of the most confroversial park uses. If such
services do not comply with federal food safety and quality
compliance codes, UC Berkeley, the propery owner, could
be found liable in the evenl of illhess related fo the
consumplion of food knowingly provided on UC properly.
Food wasle has been an ongoing problem in People’s Park
and the park lacks the stoFP and resources fo adequaiely
monitor the proper disposal of food woste, crealing o vector
control problem. Finally, there is significant doubt as 1o
whether public parks are appropriaie places for providing
meals 1o those in need, and wheiher it is consiructive to offer
such a narow scope of oufreach senvices that encourage
susienance Io the detriment of recovery and selFsufficiency.

nis 1= @ \OOLLk (\.00(
aHewnspt o =g YO
(e \)\\ QJ: e oVl

CO AV VAL %(‘a J.Ps
on d i A oo dA

Future w V\O S‘V\ fh\/ Q

The future programming of People’s Park could influsnce the <o INCLD
future layout and configuration of the space. The most

common desire for the park is a recreation-based space with o 2
adequate facilities for an expanded program of evenls and \

acliviies that serves as a e communily resource, reflects

the diversity of the Berkeley population, and meels the needs

of local students and residents. VWhile the issue of providing

social services in the park is divisive, The Berkeley community

seeks a mindful and empathic opproach io mediating the

needs of the homeless and atrisk with the needs and

slandards of the community. Successfully negolioting this

issue in planning the fulure of the park could make the park

pretotypical for inclusive and compassionate park '

revitalizalion,

- "'T
|

Recommendation: Ensure any social services provided in
the park are struclured, comprehensive, meet qll
applicable codes, and administered by trained
professional personnel.

____________ e —

—
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Phase Il: Evaluation & Anabysis
Places
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Phase II: Evaluation & Analysis

Places
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2.3: Benchmarking Research
(see Appendix /)

Parks that have overcome similar
challenges faced by People’s Park and
become social centers of their
communilies by focusing on leisure and
physical activity, performance, local
aris, or volunteer-bosed stewardship of
nafure. N

2.3a: Mission Dolores Park, San Francisco

s Café Pocket Pur, New Orleans

Oclober 1, 2007

1

2.3g: Getty Center Gardens, Los Angeles
22




Phase II: Evaluation & Analysis

PARK CONDITIONS AND OPPORTUNITIES Places
There are small but significant improvements to the park that
can provide immediale benefils. These changes can lay the
foundation for future, more ambitious improvements, and if
enacted in landem with struclured communily programming
in the park, ecan work towards making the park a valuable
communily resource.

East End

The density of foliage on the east end (Figure 2.4a) of the
pork obscures sight lines and provides a pofential hiding — iy
olace for undesirable activilies. A few of the trees along the 2.4a: Eastend of park
eastern edge dale fo the park’s founding. Viewed from 7

Bowdilch Street (Figure 2.4b), the park’s heavily Ireed
eastern edge provides shade but blocks visibility fowards the
p(_uk's other amenilies, L‘()nh'ibuting to the perceplion that the
park is divided into zones or “turfs”. Inside the area on the
park’s east side (Figure 2 4c), the bare ground and relalive
darkness are more consistent with ihe feel of a campground
in a national fores than that of an urban pork. A lack of
visibility from the street and difficulty in discouraging
undesirable aciivilies is a frequently ciled concem from
neighbors.

Posilives:

e Provides shade.

e Foresl environmenl in urban selling.

e Hisloric element (some frees date H park's founding).

Challenges: i ore

e Obscured sight lines make the area difficuli to monitor.

e Olften Ireated @5 a campground or slorage area.

e Qffen littered with frash.

e Weak conneclion to adjacent sireels and sites (First
Church of Christ Science and student housing in
pariicular).

Recommendation: Thinning the vegefation along the
park’s corners and in the east end will improve sight
lines and provide logical access poinis fo the park.
Reducing full-day shade from the trees will create an
environmenf more consistent with successful urban
parks and discourage illicit activities.

2 4c: East end of pork
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Community Gardens

The communily gardens [Figure 2.3] along the park's west
end reflect the commitment of some communily members io
mainlaining and beautifying the space. Low visibility, a lack
of formal guidelines and oversight have been known to
resull in vandalism, derelict plols, and undesirable activities.

Positives:

® Public use and userdevelopment.

® Some wellmainlained ond aesthefically pleasing plots.

® High diversity in plont species including edibles ond
nalives.

® An opporunity for hondson education in food
production and ecology for urban youth.
Network of walking paths.
Picnic table and pergola for reloxation.

Challenges:

® lack of formal organization leads fo inconsistent
mainlenance and appearance.

* Obscured sight lines moke monitoring difficult
solicitation of drugs and alcchol use are particular
problems).

* Weak connection fo adjacent streefs, particularly
Telegraph Avenuve.

Recommendation: Draffing a charter or plan for the best
use of the community gardens, including guidelines on
maintenance of plots, will help ensure that the
gardens are well-maintained. Explore parterships
with local gardening, nutrition, and environmental

groups.

PECIPLE'S PARL  Assessment and Planning Study — DRAFT Summary He

2.5¢: Paths through the gardens
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Basketball Courts/Restrooms

The baskefoall court area on the park’s northern edge also
contains the park’s resiooms and office, and is used
extensively. The park office provides athlefic equipment,
games, park information, and referrals lo local services.

Positives:

Heavily used by players and cbservers.

Strang connection fo adjacent sireels and sites.
Murals with park hisfory and artistic expression.
Availability of renial equipment.

Availability of local service and event information.
Wellit, wellsupervised spoce.

* o & 8 ¢ @

Chellenges

e Restrooms offen in very poor condition due fo vandalism
ond inappropriale use.

e Fulure nearby development may be affected by light
from late night use.

Recommendation: Monitor use of the restrooms.

Recommendation: Improve park lighting with installations
that minimize light pollution, optimize visibility, and
reduce energy costs.

25 FEOPLE™S PARL Assessment and Plosning Stucly

2.6¢: Wall painting mural
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Phase II: Evaluation & Analysis
Places

Open Llawn Stage Area

The slage end lawn areos are cenfral to the Park’s identity
ond provide a localion for concerls, fairs, and other large
communily events. The lawn is used by students and local
residents os a place o relox and sccialize. “Open” or
‘green spoce” were frequenlly given as posilive
characleristics of the park and reasons for visiting [see
Appendix 4).

Positives:

*  Place for open assembly and evenls

e Concerts are bestattended park program.

® Sunny open space in an urtban setting.

Challenges:

® Poor drainage.

e Grade not level or intentionally sloped.

e Orieniolion of stage o open area does nol adequalely
conlain sound from evenls.

* lregular sight lines from lawn to stoge.

Recommendation: Improve drainage

Recommendation: Improve and reorient stage to mitigate
sound transmission to neighbors

Recommendation: Provide better seating.

COPLE™S PARL Assessment and Plonning Siucky — DRAFT Suminary Repo
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lll. Concepts

OVERVIEW

The following concepts are infended to slimulate discussion
around possible  organizing  principles for revitalizing
People’s Park.  Planning concepls describe physical
configurations designed to support the needs and desired
uses of the park while addressing ils current physical issues.
Progrommalic  concepts define  thematic  organizing
principles that can serve fo guide development of specific
programs and inform specific physical changes to the park.
These concepts are nof mulually exclusive; rather, they can
be combined and drawn upon 1o varying degrees as part of
developing a vision for People’s Park’s fuiure.

FECPLE'S PARI Assessment and Planning Study — DRAFT Sumnmany Kepaxd
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connections to surrounding urban fabric.

The successful urban park builds on the elements of the
current space and improves the connection of the space o
the fobric of the adjocent areas. This space provides a
range of uses and acfivilies both passive and aciive; it is
easy lo access and connecls fo the surrounding community;
il is safe, clean ond afiractive; and it is a place that
encourages and supporls social inleraction. It is an urban
space left predominantly open and serves as a release for
the neighbaring high-density population. It is safe, peaceful,
and nalural. It is a space that captures ihe_heart and mind
of ifs community.

The Park and ils programs could have a strong connection
to a revilalized Anna Head site. Indoor and culdoor
research, experiments and exhibits of the lofest technology
ond their e& on the environment can_be_experienced
through the park. —mpk's S ar we're o fond £

Design Ideas

The design concept illustrated in Figure 3.1 centers around onf gl B\e

E)nrg’;?;\n%;eeor; rsg:yaf:er;srkcgrcm pavilions, and a dry creek o 0 Xt Wa (‘ X % <) ;
| Srorsoatny

iy m.;;d:j;es - e HE \bensleed

* S i o B

e Program pavilions spill out onlo green space providing
opportunities for aclivity, art installations and
performances.
e Proposed student housing o Anna Head site offered on
inviling view info the heart of the park.
e Comer plaza and program pavilions invite students from L
Dining Commons.

29 FECIPLE™S PARL Assessment and Planning Study — DRART Swrmnmicr Oedober 1, 20007
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STUDENT AND COMMUNITY CENTER

Organizing Design Principle:
Pathways and open spaces integrate small scale built
structures with the surrounding blocks.

The student and community center connects high density
residential, commercial and commens through the park’s
open space. This space provides opportunity for students to
| /connecl wilh adjacent residents and businesses as they
\1\ J M transition between their residential and academic lives. This
central zone is a dynamic meeling ground providing spaces
for interaction, decompression, socialization, leaming, as
«:b‘(? | well as community events and club meetings.

Design Ideas

The design concept illusiraled in Figure 3.2 is bosed around JAUAN® ;

a cenfral pathway lined with pavilions that would provide s & o ¥ la P
meeling and event space and drow passersby inlo the life of s & LRy
the community. ' '

e Connect high densily residential, commercial and
commons fo open space.

\J . nes {ﬂ e Cenler serves as o meeling ground for studenis and
“D \C £ o acl. clubs, with opporiunilies lo engage the community.
A S 'p
wee ex-gok RS e Paths allow for traffic flow to and from acodemic,
Lor = residentiol and commercial usage. o i P
: i/_)‘.\ dﬂ)? L J} ’r!
;}A u‘ 'I, ‘!’: ]l ﬁi {? 7 i/
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Ill. Concepts

ARTS PARK

Oxrganizing Design Principle:
Bringing logether sireet and curated art, theater, dance and
music.

This park is o place that brings together Performance Aris
and Fine Ars so both can be experienced in a public
space. The space allows for the exhibition ond display of
stuctured and unstruciured arfs—streel performers, buskers,
and local arlist ond musicians to share space with academic
depariments and formal  pedormance  evenis  (e.g.,
orchestras, galleries and professional dance Iroops|. T%:e
space mighl provide adjuslable indoor and outdoor venues
of vorying shapes and sizes suilable for performance,
exhibitions and instruction.

Design Ideas

The design concept illustrated in Figure 3.3 Is based on a
large ouideor performance and exhibit space accessible lo
all.

-e Formal and informal arl and music performance.
3.3 Arts & Entertainment Park Planning Concept

e Performance and exhibit space pavilions provide for
opportunily lo showease work of artists and musicians.

o Amrr)hnlheo'er auditorium flexible for smaller indoor
performances opening onio fiered grass area for lorger

performances. "'1{\{6 l/\.)hO\-P Ve ()OY’I m{"g‘;—_é%
& 1 O e nesS ¢
SN ,gerr-xﬂ‘ uni g
\/Q 0SS O~ _%'\C\M.L‘(/\/\ij‘ nwabd \O-é’.};\\mﬂy\
wa\é’cﬁ o f_uo\uﬁdq Lromm The (o ‘4
Cuoeepm e chovad Mo gd aye
O'\VW\‘\-“T/[’\(/\LH’AO +5 NS ConcepPy a—v’
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lil. Concepts
Programmatic Concepts

HIMNKES 2007

The following programmatic concepls could be applied to
or accommodaled by any of the preceding physical
planning concepts.

NEIGHBORHOOD RECREATION

Provides outdoor recreafion space thal supports all ages.
Organizing Principle:

Variety of activities for neighbors and opporlunities for
inferaclion.

People:

¢ Sjudenls

e Community members
¢ Children

e Teens

* Families

e Faculty

Place:

e High degree of visibility (scfety)
e Suitable for UC sfudenls to study
* Flat, open outdoor space

e Comforlable seating

eCale NO unlEss He Leee \CO"‘O’

. ® Wifi access poinls

e Play areas

Programs:

e Family picnic areas: tables, grills
® Bosketball

e Skateboarding

e Exercise/games

PECFIE'S PARI  Assessment and Planning Study — DRAFT Summary Repar

COMMUNITY RESOURCES

Provide information and referral regarding social services
and support provided to the local community. Programs,
discussion, and workshops on topics such as: sirategies for
the successful delivery of social service, siralegies to house
the homeless, and mental health rends and supporl services.
Work with the City of Berkeley fo help craft policies and
sirategies o iackle communify social service issues and
concerms.

Organizing Principle:

A onestopsshop for social service information, referrals, and
supporl, providing opporiunities lo discuss local and
regional concems.

Pecple:

® Relevant UC departments

® Neighbors

e City Social Service Workers
® Siudenis

o Academic Focully

® Consumers of Social Services
Place:

® Building with small and large meeling rooms No
® Slage area for forums

e Resource library and kiosks

Programs:

e Information Dissemination

o Referrals

© Weekly Brown Bag lunch Seminars
® Health and Wellness Fair

® Workshops

e Public meetings

October 1, 2007 32
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