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FEEDBACK COLLECTED AT VISIONING EVENT HELD OCTOBER 13.2018
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Visioning Proposal #1 .
Support for “step down heights” principle shown

'Visioning Proposal #2

Parking at BART does not heed to be replaced -

2 stories over whole site is restrictive ,

Don't need to replace all the park_ing', hills residents can bus downtown
Good architectural style o

There needs to be additional parklng spaces all low i income housmg
Not visionary enough '

Visioning Proposal #7

Good mix of heights

Too much parking. *

Taller heights would allow for more amenities and open space

Not appropriate for nelghborhood :

Good balance between housing productlon (espemally WIth the tower) and communlty needs
like access to open spaces - :

"Iconic restaurant"” and tower not appropnate for reS|dent|aI nelghborhood

The “transit village" is far too high; too dense, and foo ugly h

Yes, replace all 800 spots and add 100 more; "tower" suggestion wouldn't work for this
neighborhood : ,
Good focus on mcreasing the amount of housing available in the n\eighborhoOd ih‘a‘realistic way

Visioning Proposal #8

Love that it connects to the greenway

“Love that plan creates middle i income housing

'Focus on missing middle is important, but would be more appropnate for the surroundlng
blocks, which should be upzoned

Love mixed use and variety of forms » B
Love the style and scale of the buildings, "missing middle" is a great concept for this site -
Should have more units than BART minimum

Appropriate variety of housing types

Could include 7 stories

Too tall

Not dense enough



Visioning Proposal #9 :
Oxford Plaza is great downtown, but too urban for North Berkeley BART

" Visioning Proposal #11 .

Creative and realistic, we want more neighbors ;

‘Gorgeous rendering, but wrong scale for thls site

Too tall ‘ : -
Good vision for a lot of housing and very dlfferent act|v1t|es balanced W|th parklng o
Absolutely ridiculous

Blocks the view

Visioning Proposal #15
Needs to be great but looks like status quo

Visioning Proposal #16

Too little housing, too much parking : e

Excellent scale, nlcely shaped buildings, communlty meeting spot good if Ilmlted to 4 storles
Like view corridor. . .

Multi-modal access is |mportant no surface parklng : :
One is the best deS|gns very thoughtful : about use and emergency contmgenmes must be sure
_to keep the view - : - /
Housing is more |mportant than views of Mt Tam o : 2

Focus on parking and open space is mlsgwded almlng to keep vnews of Mt Tam |sn't a hlgh
prlorlty : : -

Visioning Proposal 7 . e l_
‘Most feasible of proposals '
Replace parking with homes

Visioning Proposal #18
lnteresting to pickup and drop-off: ,

Visioning Proposal #19
Good traffic control
Greening whole site mterestmg but not sure |f feasrble
No building facades are a concern:
Too much parking ‘ '
Like the green space, but too tall
Like the idea of 2-3 stories, underground parking, and a path over the bqumgs
" Can we offer housing units to people who don’t own cars? Create a carless complex except for -
commuters who drive to BART : '
Like the Iarge park 2 stories up; it's big, but not bulklng



Visioning Proposal #20

Too short, new street?

Bikeway connection and access to vehicles from Vlrglnla to Sacramento good idea
Non-starter; too high, huge, boxy, unattractive, no provision for replacmg the needed parklng it
would dlsplace structurally impractical : :

Well_‘done connecting Greenway

Visioning Proposal #22

Internal streets should be 15 mph or less some 7-story height

| like the idea of private courtyards, but not sure they d work out with the need for Ohlone open '
space

- Fine print of "up to 8 stories" is not okay

No. Housing should be all low income, disabled, senior and not for students

Good focus on housing- and good diversity of housmg types

Visioning Proposal #25

Student housing poor choice

EVCs are invasive ,

Open space must be part of site

Too tall at the edges :

. Amazmg idea that comblnes the life lessons of elders WIth the next generatlon respon3|b|e fora
bright future : :

* Good idea to continue Ohlone Greenway and mtegrate as much greenspace as p0331ble

. Good, thoughtful, students won't need cars, advantage of mcreased multi-generational
community : :

Love the idea of natural + vegetation and a grove of natlve plantings

Like that there’s only one coffee shop and no other businesses

Visioning Proposal #26

Very thoughtful '

.- Involvement of Ohlone a great idea
Architecture too repetitive





