
   
Planning Commission  

2120 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA  94704  Tel: 510.981.7410  TDD: 510.981-6903  Fax: 510.981.7490 
  E-mail: planning@cityofberkeley.info  

 
AGENDA 

REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
This meeting is held in a wheelchair accessible location. 

 

December 12, 2012 North Berkeley Senior Center 
7:00 PM 1901 Hearst Ave. / MLK Jr. Way 

See “MEETING PROCEDURES” below. 
 
All written materials identified on this agenda are available on the Planning Commission 
webpage: http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/ContentDisplay.aspx?id=13072  

PRELIMINARY MATTERS 

1. Roll Call. 
 

2. Order of Agenda:  The Commission may rearrange the agenda or place additional 
agendized items on the Consent Calendar. 
 

3. Public Comment:  Comments on subjects not included on the agenda.  Speakers may 
comment on agenda items when the Commission hears those items.  See “Public 
Testimony Guidelines” below. 
 

4. Planning Staff Report:  In addition to the items below, additional matters may be reported 
at the meeting. 
 

5. Chairperson’s Report:  Report by Planning Commission Chair. 
 

6. Committee Reports:  Reports by Commission committees or liaisons.  In addition to the 
items below, additional matters may be reported at the meeting. 
 

7. Approval of Minutes:  Draft Minutes from November 28, 2012. 

8. Future Agenda Items and Other Planning-Related Events:  None.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS:   
 
AGENDA ITEMS:  All Agenda items are for discussion and possible action.  Public Hearing 
items require hearing prior to Commission action. 
 
 

http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/ContentDisplay.aspx?id=13072
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9.  Public Hearing: Zoning Reclassification Application #12-99900050, 
for 1515 Dwight Way 

 Recommendation/Action: Consider staff’s recommendation of applicant’s 
request to reclassify the C-SA portion of 1515 Dwight 
Way to R-2. 

 Written Materials: Attached. 
 Web Information: None. 
 Continued From: N/A 

 

10.  Public Hearing/Discussion: West Berkeley Master Use Permit Community 
Benefits Agreement (CBA) 

 Recommendation/Action: Take public comment, then close the Public Hearing. 
 Written Materials: Attached. 
 Web Information: None. 
 Continued From: November 7, 2012 

 

ADDITIONAL AGENDA ITEMS:  In compliance with Brown Act regulations, no action may be 
taken on these items; however, discussion may occur at this meeting upon Commissioner 
request. 
 
Information Reports:  None. 
 
Communications in Packet:  None. 
 
Late Communications:  None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Meeting Procedures 
 
Public Testimony Guidelines: 
Speakers are customarily allotted up to three minutes each.  The Commission Chair may limit 
the number of speakers and the length of time allowed to each speaker to ensure adequate 
time for all items on the Agenda.  To speak during Public Comment or during a Public 
Hearing, please line up behind the microphone.  Customarily speakers are asked to 
address agenda items when the items are before the Commission rather than during the 
general public comment period.  Speakers are encouraged to submit comments in writing.  
See “Procedures for correspondence to the Commissioners” below. 
 
Consent Calendar Guidelines: 
The Consent Calendar allows the Commission to take action with no discussion on projects to 
which no one objects. The Commission may place items on the Consent Calendar if no one 
present wishes to testify on an item.  Anyone present who wishes to speak on an item should 
submit a speaker card prior to the start of the meeting, or raise his or her hand and advise the 
Chairperson, and the item will be pulled from the Consent Calendar for public comment and 
discussion prior to action. 
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Procedures for correspondence to the Commissioners: 

 To distribute correspondence to Commissioners prior to the meeting date, submit 
comments by 12:00 p.m. (noon), eight (8) days before the meeting day (Tuesday) – email 
is preferred. 

 If correspondence is more than twenty (20) pages, requires printing of color pages, or 
includes pages larger than 8.5x11 inches, please provide 15 copies. 

 Any correspondence received after this deadline will be given to Commissioners on the 
meeting date just prior to the meeting. 

 Staff will not deliver to Commissioners any additional written (or email) materials received 
after 12:00 p.m. (noon) on the day of the meeting.  

 Members of the public may submit written comments themselves early in the meeting.  To 
distribute correspondence at the meeting, please provide 15 copies and submit to the 
Planning Commission Secretary just before, or at the beginning, of the meeting. 

 Written comments should be directed to the Planning Commission Secretary at the Land 
Use Planning Division (Attention:  Planning Commission Secretary). 

 
Communications Are Public Records:  Communications to Berkeley boards, commissions, 
or committees are public record and will become part of the City’s electronic records, which are 
accessible through the City’s website.  Please note:  E-mail addresses, names, addresses, 
and other contact information are not required, but if included in any communication to 
a City board, commission, or committee, will become part of the public record.  If you do  
not want your e-mail address or any other contact information to be made public, you may 
deliver communications via U.S. Postal Service or in person to the secretary of the relevant 
board, commission, or committee.  If you do not want your contact information included in the 
public record, please do not include that information in your communication.  Please contact 
the secretary to the relevant board, commission, or committee for further information. 
 
Written material may be viewed in advance of the meeting at the Planning and Development 
Department, 2118 Milvia Street, First Floor, during working hours, or at the Main Branch 
Library, Shattuck/Kittredge Streets, during regular library hours, at the Reference Desk. 
 
Accommodations Provided Upon Request:  To request a disability-related accommoda-
tion(s) to participate in the meeting, including auxiliary aids or services, please contact the 
Disability Services Specialist at 981-6342(V) or 981-7075 (TDD), and/or Commission 
Secretary, at least three (3) business days before the meeting date.  Five (5) business days 
are needed to request a sign language or oral interpreter. 
 
Note:  If you object to a project or to any City action or procedure relating to the project 
application, any lawsuit which you may later file may be limited to those issues raised by you 
or someone else in the public hearing on the project, or in written communication delivered at 
or prior to the public hearing.  The time limit within which to commence any lawsuit or legal 
challenge related to these applications is governed by Section 1094.6, of the Code of Civil 
Procedure, unless a shorter limitations period is specified by any other provision.  Under 
Section 1094.6, any lawsuit or legal challenge to any quasi-ad judicative decision made by the 
City must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which such decision 
becomes final.  Any lawsuit or legal challenge which is not filed within that 90-day period will 
be barred. 
 
Please refrain from wearing scented products to public meetings. 
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   1 

DRAFT MINUTES OF REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 2 

November 28, 2012 3 

 4 

Time:  The meeting was called to order by Vice Chair Novosel at 7:08 p.m. 5 

Location:  North Berkeley Senior Center, 1901 Hearst Ave., Berkeley, CA 6 

ROLL CALL   7 

Commissioners Present:  Patricia Dacey, Jim Novosel, Harry Pollack, Gene Poschman, 8 

Patrick Sheahan, James Samuels 9 

Commissioners Absent:  Teresa Clarke, Victoria Eisen, David Stoloff 10 

Staff Present:  Alex Amoroso, Jennifer Brooks, Jordan Harrison  11 

ORDER OF AGENDA:  No change. 12 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:  No speakers. 13 

PLANNING STAFF REPORT:  On November 7, 2012, a motion was made to 14 

commemorate Sunday Streets and the organizer, Erin Rhoades.  Staff has drafted a report 15 

for Planning Commission approval and asks for comments and feedback. 16 

 17 

Motion/ Second/ Failed (GP/JN) to approve staff report’s commemoration of Sunday Streets 18 

after eliminating the last ‘whereas’ and ‘resolves’ bullet points, respectively.  Ayes: 19 

Poschman, Pollack, Novosel, Sheahan.  Noes: Dacey, Sheahan.  Abstain:  None. Absent: 20 

Eisen, Clarke, Stoloff. 21 

 22 

LATE COMMUNICATIONS (received after Agenda deadline):  None 23 
 24 

CHAIR and COMMITTEE REPORTS:  None. 25 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:   26 

Motion/Second/Carried (GP/JS) to approve the draft minutes of the regular meeting of 27 

November 7, 2012, with commissioner modifications on the following lines:  28 

I. Samuels:  Remove from lines 11, 20, 35, 50, and 53.  Add to lines 13, 21, 36, 51, and 54. 29 

II. Dacey:  Add to line 54.   30 

III. Change ‘Commissioners in attendance’ from 8 to 7 31 

Ayes:  Novosel, Pollack, Poschman, Samuels, Sheahan.  Noes: None.   Abstain: Dacey.  32 

Absent: Clarke, Eisen, Stoloff. 33 

CONSENT CALENDAR:  None. 34 

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS and OTHER PLANNING-RELATED EVENTS – Consideration 35 

of the 2013 Planning Commission Meetings Draft Calendar 36 
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Motion/ Second/ Carried (GP/PD) to approve the 2013 Planning Commission Draft 37 

Calendar.  Ayes: Poschman, Pollack, Novosel, Sheahan, Dacey, Samuels.  Noes: None.  38 

Abstain: None.  Absent: Eisen, Clarke, Stoloff. 39 

 40 

AGENDA ITEMS 41 

Item 9:  Public Hearing on Telegraph Avenue: Extended Hours of Operation  42 

 43 

Motion/Second/Carried (GP/PD) To open the Public Hearing.  Ayes: Dacey, Novosel, 44 

Pollack, Poschman, Samuels, Sheahan.  Noes: None.   Abstain: None.   Absent: Eisen, 45 

Clarke, Stoloff. 46 

Following the staff report, the Commission held the Public Hearing and two speakers spoke 47 

in favor of the item.  48 

Motion/Second/Carried (GP/PD) to recommend staff’s draft language to City Council with 49 

the following amendments: 50 

I. Attachment 1, Exhibit A, #2:  Modify the allowed hours of operation of Commercial uses 51 

south of Dwight Way from 2:00am to 12:00am. 52 

II. Attachment 1, Exhibit A, #3:  Change the sunset clause end date from January 1, 2017 to 53 

January 1, 2018. 54 

Ayes:  Dacey, Novosel, Poschman, Samuels, Sheahan.  Noes: None.  Abstain: Pollack. 55 

Absent: Clarke, Eisen, Stoloff. 56 

 57 

Motion/Second/Carried (GP/PD) to close the public hearing.  Ayes:  Dacey, Novosel, 58 

Pollack, Poschman, Samuels, Sheahan.  Noes: None.  Abstain: None.  Absent: Clarke, 59 

Eisen, Stoloff. 60 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:00 p.m. 61 

Commissioners in attendance:  6 of 9 62 

Members of the public in attendance:  5 63 

Public Speakers:  2 64 

Length of the meeting:  52 minutes 65 



Item 9 
 December 12, 2012 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Planning and Development Department 
Land Use Planning Division 

2120 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA  94704    Tel: 510.981.7410    TDD: 510.981.6903    Fax: 510.981.7420 
E-mail: planning@ci.berkeley.ca.us 

 
 

STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE:  December 12, 2012 
 
TO:  Members of the Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Debbie Sanderson 
  Planning Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Zoning Reclassification Application #12-99900050, for 1515 Dwight Way   
 

 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission deny this request to reclassify the C-
SA portion of this parcel at the address above to R-2 because it would not be in the 
public interest. 
 
Current Circumstances: 
The 2,804 square foot parcel, at 1515 Dwight Way, straddles a zoning district boundary 
between Commercial South Area (C-SA) on the west and Restricted Two-family 
Residential (R-2) on the east.  About a third of the parcel is zoned C-SA.  Gelso 
Investments V, LLC owns the property, and the applicant, Ruben Salvatierra, rents it.  
On September 7, 2012, Ruben Salvatierra submitted an application to change the 
zoning of the commercial portion from C-SA to R-2, thereby making the parcel entirely 
within then R-2 Zoning District.   
 
During the past several months, the City has been conducting enforcement activities 
against the owner and tenant of the subject property.  First, on October 11, 2012, the 
Building Official, Fire Marshall, and Zoning Officer issued a Notice in Order designating 
the property as an unsafe building, fire hazard, and a public nuisance.  The owner has 
appealed this Notice and Order and the hearing on the appeal has been scheduled.  
Despite the appeal, on October 22, 2012, the applicant submitted a Use Permit 
application to legalize the illegal conversion of the building from commercial to a 
residential dwelling unit as required by the Notice and Order.  However, that application 
was deemed incomplete on November 6, 2012.  The applicant was given 60 days from 
the date of the letter to respond to it.   
 
In addition, the Code Enforcement Division is pursuing a Nuisance Abatement 
Determination regarding the unauthorized medicinal cannabis use of the property by 
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Greenleaf Wellness Group and a public hearing is scheduled before the Zoning 
Adjustments Board, on Thursday, December 20, 2012. 
 
Staff mentions the Use Permit application and these enforcement activities because the 
Planning Commission may receive public comments or questions concerning them.  
Please note that the separate enforcement activities relating to the building itself and 
Greenleaf Wellness Group’s use of the building are not being considered as part of this 
reclassification request, which is a broad policy decision unrelated to the current use of 
the property.      
 
CEQA Determination: 
This project is exempt from CEQA because it can be seen with certainty that rezoning 
approximately 1,000 square feet of land at this location could not have a significant 
impact on the environment (CEQA Section 15061(b)(3)). 
 
Regulatory Background: 
The Zoning Ordinance, Section 23A.16.030.B, describes how to regulate activities on a 
parcel that straddles more than one zoning district boundary.  In essence, each portion 
of the parcel is subject to the requirements of its underlying zoning district.  In this case, 
the C-SA portion of the parcel is subject to the C-SA requirements and the R-2 portion 
is subject to the R-2 requirements.  Dwelling units are allowed in both the C-SA and the 
R-2 zoning districts with a Use Permit.  Most of the residential uses allowed in the R-2 
zoning district are also allowed in the C-SA, but most of the commercial activities 
allowed in the C-SA are not allowed in the R-2 zoning district. 
 
The Site Plan submitted by the applicant indicates that the zoning district boundary 
divides the parcel approximately in half.  However, the current boundary is located a few 
feet to the west of that shown in the site plan, placing about a third of the parcel in the 
C-SA and the rest in the R-2.  We believe this change was made in 1987 with the 
creation of the current C-SA zoning district.    
 
The building on this property was constructed in 1955 for use as a medical building; 
subsequent uses were medical in nature until 1974.  In 1975, the City approved a 
variance for offices and a training facility in the building, and in 1982, denied a variance 
to establish a restaurant.  The City has no other land use records since 1974; thus the 
last legally established use was offices and a training facility.  

 
Discussion: 
The Zoning Ordinance, BMC Section 23A.20.030, specifies that the Planning 
Commission shall consider a request to modify the zoning map -- called 
“reclassification” – at a public hearing, and recommend action to the City Council for its 
consideration and decision.  While the Zoning Ordinance does not specify required 
findings to approve a reclassification application, staff has solicited input from applicants 
relating to five issues which it has extrapolated from the General Plan in order to 
support the Planning Commission’s decision making process.  Staff has summarized 
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and analyzed the applicant’s response to each of these issues and recommends a 
position for the Planning Commission: 
 
1. The proposed rezoning would be in the public interest. 
 

The applicant asserts that this proposed change would be in the public interest 
because it was built as a multiple-tenant residential dwelling and has been so used 
for approximately 30 years.  The applicant also notes that, as a residential dwelling 
unit, it would provide needed housing for UC Students, especially graduate students. 
 
However, as has been previously communicated to the applicant, the building was 
built in 1955 as a medical building, not as a residential dwelling unit, and was used 
for medical or commercial purposes at least through 1975.  Therefore, it has never 
been approved as a residential dwelling unit despite the applicant’s alleged use of 
the building for that purpose. 
 
Approving this reclassification request would have no impact on the supply of rental 
housing since a dwelling unit could be established with a Use Permit in either the C-
SA or R-2 zoning districts.  Thus, the reclassification is not necessary to increase the 
housing supply, and the applicant provides no other evidence that reclassification 
would be in the public interest.  
 
As a result, staff has not identified any evidence that reclassifying this parcel from 
commercial to residential would be in the public interest.  
 

2. The proposed rezone would be compatible with adjacent zoning districts. 
 

The applicant asserts that the reclassification is compatible with adjacent zoning 
districts in that residential dwelling units surround it on three sides.  In addition, the 
applicant notes that the parcels along Dwight Way tend to be more residential and 
less commercial, thus, converting the entire parcel to residential would be 
compatible with adjacent zoning districts. 
 
Staff concurs with this conclusion.  The adjacent commercial district is quite small 
(occupying just three corners) and functions much more like a Neighborhood 
Commercial District than an Avenue Commercial District.   
 

3. The proposed rezone allows uses which would be compatible with adjacent districts 
uses. 
 
The applicant asserts that the proposed reclassification would allow uses which 
would be compatible with the adjacent zoning districts in that the building lends itself 
to residential uses, most of the surrounding properties are residential, and future 
commercial uses are more likely to locate on Sacramento than on Dwight Way. 
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Staff notes that most residential uses are already allowed in both the C-SA and R-2 
zoning districts.  This portion of the C-SA functions as a small neighborhood 
commercial district, providing neighborhood-serving businesses that are compatible 
with residential uses.  Thus, the uses that would be allowed by rezoning already 
exist in the neighborhood and are compatible with the commercial district. 

 
4. The potential effects of the proposed rezone would not to be detrimental to the 

public health, safety, or welfare. 
 
The applicant asserts that the potential effects of this rezone would not be 
detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, but provides no evidence to 
support that conclusion. 
 
The primary effect of this change would be that only uses allowed in residential 
districts could be established at this site.  Given that about two-thirds of the site is 
currently limited to residential uses, and that residential uses may be established on 
the C-SA portion of the site, the reclassification would be inconsequential.  Staff 
finds no evidence that the potential effects of the proposed reclassification would be 
detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare.  

 
5. The proposed rezone has been processed in accordance with the applicable 

provisions of the California Government Code and the California Environmental 
Quality Act. 
 
As mentioned above, this project is exempt from CEQA because it can be seen with 
certainty that rezoning approximately 1,000 square feet of land at this location could 
not have a significant impact on the environment (CEQA Section 15061(b)(3)) 

 
Conclusion: 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission deny this reclassification request 
because the owner’s desired use of the property as a residential dwelling unit does not 
depend on reclassification and no public interest in the reclassification has been 
identified. 
 
Attachments: 

1. Land Use History 
2. Zoning Project Application including Applicant’s Statement, dated 9/7/2012 
3. Site Plan for 1515 Dwight Way 
4. Public Hearing Notice 
5. Written Comments from Gelso Investments V, LLC, dated December 4, 2012 
6. Email Message from Niema Coleman, dated December 6, 2012 
7. Email Message from Holly Scheider, dated December 6, 2012 
8. Email Message from Nancy and Bruce Chamberlain, dated December 6, 2012 
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P L A N N I N G  

C O M M I S S I O N  

N o t i c e  o f  P u b l i c  H e a r i n g   

D e c e m b e r  12, 2012 

1515  DWIGHT  WAY 

2120 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA  94704    Tel: 510.981.7410    TDD: 510.981.6903    Fax: 510.981.7420 
E-mail: planning@ci.berkeley.ca.us 

 

Proposed Zoning Reclassification of a portion of the 1515 Dwight 
Way Parcel from Commercial (C-SA) to Residential (R-2) 

The Planning Commission of the City of Berkeley will hold a public hearing on the above matter, 
pursuant to Zoning Ordinance Section 23A.20.030, on Wednesday, December 12, 2012, at the North 
Berkeley Senior Center, 1901 Hearst Ave. (at Martin Luther King, Jr. Way), Berkeley (wheelchair 
accessible).  The meeting starts at 7:00 p.m. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The owner has submitted Application  #12-99900050, requesting   Zoning 
Reclassification of a portion of the parcel at 1515 Dwight Way from South Area Commercial (C-SA) to 
Restricted Two-family residential (R-2).  The parcel currently straddles the zoning district boundary 
between these two zoning districts. 

LOCATION:  1515 Dwight Way, approximately 2,775 square foot single parcel, located between 2495 
Sacramento (zoned C-SA) and 2444 Spaulding (zoned R-2). 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWSTATUS:  This project is exempt from CEQA because it can be seen 
with certainty that rezoning approximately 1,000 sq. feet of land at this location could not have a 
significant impact on the environment (CEQA Section 15061(b)(3)). 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Comments may be made verbally at the public hearing and in writing before the hearing. Written 
comments concerning this project should be directed to: 

Planning Commission  Fax: (510) 981-7410 
Alex Amoroso Email: aamoroso@ci.berkeley.ca.us 
Land Use Planning Division  
2120 Milvia Street  
Berkeley, CA  94704 

To assure distribution to Commission members prior to the meeting, correspondence must be 
received by 12:00 p.m. (noon), on Monday, December 3, 2012.  Fifteen (15) copies must be 
submitted of any correspondence that requires color printing or pages larger than 8.5” x11”. 

COMMUNICATION ACCESS 

To request a meeting agenda in large print, Braille, or on audiocassette, or to request a sign language 
interpreter for the meeting, call (510) 981-7410 (voice), or 981-6903 (TDD).  Notice of at least five (5) 
business days will ensure availability.  Agendas are also available on the Internet at:  
www.ci.berkeley.ca.us. 

FURTHER INFORMATION 

Questions should be directed to Debbie Sanderson, at (510) 981-7411, or 
dsanderson@ci.berkeley.ca.us. 
  

http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/
mailto:dsanderson@ci.berkeley.ca.us
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-----Original Message----- 
 
 
From: Niema Coleman [mailto:niema@mac.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2012 10:31 AM 
To: Sanderson, Debra 
Subject: Letter concerning green leaf 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
  I live with my 9 yr. old on Spaulding. We have lived here for around 2 yrs. I 
have seen this neighborhood go from a quiet neighborhood where we are familiar 
with most of the people around and about - to this hang out spot with strangers 
leaving trash smoking weed and hanging out in their cars.  
 
My child who used to play freely outside without apprehension has stopped wanting 
to be outside and now prefers to stay indoors when we are home. 
 
The constant comings and goings of cars Has changed the peaceful flow of our 
block considerably. You never know who is just hanging out in there cars waiting 
for their marijuana pick up person to come back out - or if they are hanging out 
casing the scene for a crime.  
 
I have witnessed people urinating on our sidewalk ... In broad daylight! And lots 
of loitering, Smoking of weed, and discarding trash from their person and cars 
right in front of our homes. 
 
Please help us return this block into the safe, welcoming, family friendly 
environment that it used to be. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 N.coleman 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 

 

mailto:niema@mac.com
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From: Holly Scheider [mailto:hollyscheider@me.com]  

Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2012 11:09 AM 

To: Sanderson, Debra 

Subject: Planning Commission hearing on 12/12 re: rezoning application for 1515 Dwight 

 

To:  City of Berkeley 

            Planning Commission 

 

Re:  Greenleaf Medical Marijuana Collective / application to rezone 1515 Dwight 

 

We live on Spaulding Ave in the block between Dwight and Channing.  We have 3 children between ages of 7 and 

14.  We are opposed to the application to rezone the property at 1515 Dwight because it is clearly an attempt to 

legalize an illegal marijuana collective which is operating at this property.  We have been told by the City that in 

order to claim that this establishment is operating legally as a collective, the property needs to be rezoned fully 

residential. 

 

It has been almost a year since Greenleaf opened without any notice to the City or neighbors.  In that time, over 20 

of our neighbors on Spaulding and Sacramento have noticed and complained to the City about problems related to 

drug dealing in the neighborhood.  It is clear that although Greenleaf insists that it is a collective, it operates like a 

retail business.   It even advertises on legalmarijuanadispensary.com.  There is a stream of customers, generally in 

their 20s and often arriving in groups, that park on Spaulding, Dwight, and Sacramento, and then go into Greenleaf. 

 This is clearly not an operation that is "incidental to the residence" as required for a collective. The only face that I 

have seen repeatedly at Greenleaf is that of a man who stands out side and appears to be a security guard of some 

kind.  I have only seen the operator of Greenleaf once, at a community meeting.  If he is living at this "residence," 

he never seems to come and go.  Our research shows that this same individual recently listed a South Bay residence 

on his business application for a different marijuana establishment. 

 

Also Greenleaf is not catering exclusively to people with medical issues.  Although I realize that medical problems 

are not always visible, I have yet to see anyone going in to Greenleaf that looks remotely ill.  In fact, the "Weed 

maps" website posts comments in which folks rave about the "lounge" on site. 

 See http://legalmarijuanadispensary.com/dispensaries/california/berkeley/15576.  It seems that Greenleaf is 

operating like a bar as well as a retail business.  It most definitely does not operate like a pharmacy.  We see patrons 

lighting up in front of Greenleaf, on Sacramento (in front of the youth karate studio) and on Spaulding.  When 

neighbors have asked these pot smokers to go somewhere else, they have received a belligerent reply.  We have 

noted people getting in their cars and lighting up, a clear violation of the law.  Since almost all of the customers 

drive to Greenleaf, smoke potent marijuana (either in the "lounge" or on the street), and then drive away, we are 

especially concerned about the danger posed by numerous Greenleaf customers driving under the influence. 

 

We have a son who just started at Berkeley High School.  We have received lots of information about how to help 

your child avoid drugs and alcohol.  It seems like a difficult message to convey when there is a retail establishment 

selling marijuana in our neighborhood. 

 

Please help us keep our neighborhood free of this negative influence.  We are concerned about the message to our 

children and the SAFETY of the neighborhood.  People driving under the influence, which many clearly are, is not 

safe for the people who live nearby.  Also, with the amount of drugs and money going in and out of 1515 Dwight, 

there is a risk of violent crime.  The security guard suggests that Greenleaf is concerned about this issue as well. 

 

Thanks for your attention to this matter. 

Holly Scheider and Dan Feinberg 

mailto:hollyscheider@me.com
http://legalmarijuanadispensary.com/
http://legalmarijuanadispensary.com/dispensaries/california/berkeley/15576
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From: Nancy and Bruce Chamberlain [mailto:we2balihoo@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2012 11:46 AM 
To: Sanderson, Debra 
Subject: Re: Planning Commission hearing on 12/12 re: rezoning application for 1515 Dwight 
 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 
We are writing to you as members of the Spaulding/Channing Neighborhood Association, 
parents, and neighbors of the Greenleaf Wellness Center. Our Association is very concerned 
about Berkeley’s policies for allowing the establishment of such businesses in residential 
neighborhoods without city/state regulation or notice to the neighbors. The presence of 
Greenleaf has had a profound effect on the health of our neighborhood. Dwight Way has been 
congested with traffic and cars parked poorly or illegally near Greenleaf, making left-hand turns 
from Spaulding onto Dwight Way hazardous. We have witnessed young and healthy looking 
members of the Greenleaf collective lighting joints on the streets (often in groups) at night at a 
dozen times, predominantly on the weekends. The impact is comparable to having a bar open 
around the corner from our house, with the members outside drinking on the streets. We have 
walked our child home from dinner at local restaurants through clouds of pot smoke. If we are 
truly going to support marijuana use for medical purposes, we need to have regulations about its 
use and impact on those who do not embrace it as a lifestyle. 
One detail of significance: the Spaulding/Channing neighborhood abuts the South Berkeley 
neighborhood where several shootings and murders have occurred near Sacramento and 
Oregon/Ward. This neighborhood has had a long history of drug activity, most recently with the 
3P cannabis club. The tragic murder near the Longfellow Middle School is a reminder of why our 
neighborhood association has been vigilant in trying to stem criminal activity in our 
neighborhood. We have experienced an increase to our well-being since we successfully 
partnered with the city to shut down a packing store which illegally sold alcohol to minors and 
attracted loitering and criminal activity.  
Recent research conducted on the spread of homicides throughout a city by April Zeoli, a public 
health research at Michigan State University’s School of Criminal Justice, is pertinent to this 
topic. Zeoli’s team has theorized that homicide patterns follow the same principles of contagion 
as an infectious disease. According to Zeoli’s model, homicide spreads through vulnerable 
communities and needs three things to spread: “a source of infection; a mode of transmission; 
and a susceptible population”. Her model accurately accounted for the spread in homicides in 
Newark, NJ over the course of 25 years. We would pose to you that cannibus clubs / wellness 
centers both threaten the gangs that profited from this drug income and create a new business 
opportunity for them, bordering a neighborhood already known to be a hotspot of criminal 
activity. The Greenleaf Wellness Center has attracted the presence of neighborhood individuals 
who have been suspected of or arrested for drug-running for other franchises, and which we 
have seen until recently spending considerable time in the vicinity of the 3P cannibus club. Back 
to Zeoli’s findings, one of the most interesting, I believe, was that there were certain 
neighborhoods that were resistant to homicide, despite being surrounded by it. She challenged 
policy makers to find out the reasons for this immunity so they could “inoculate” other areas and 
prevent homicide from spreading. We would conjecture that these are neighborhood with strong 
neighborhood organizations, which remained vigilant to the increase in any sort of criminal 
activity. We hope that you will support our neighborhood group in this mission. 
Thank you, Nancy and Bruce Chamberlain, 2420 Spaulding Ave., Berkeley, CA 94703 

 

mailto:we2balihoo@yahoo.com


 Item 10 
 December 12, 2012 

 

 

Planning and Development Department 
Land Use Planning Division 
 

2120 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA  94704    Tel: 510.981.7410    TDD: 510.981.6903    Fax: 510.981.7420 
E-mail: planning@ci.berkeley.ca.us 

STAFF REPORT 

DATE:  December 12, 2012 

TO:  Members of the Planning Commission 

FROM: Eric Angstadt, Director, Planning & Development 

Alex Amoroso, Principal Planner 

SUBJECT: West Berkeley Community Benefits Agreement (CBA) Continued Public 
Hearing  

 
Background 
The Planning Commission is continuing a Public Hearing, which opened on September 
12, 2012, was continued on October 17, 2012, and November 7, 2012, and is 
anticipated to close this evening.  The Public Hearing is on the subject of the Council 
Referral discussed at the July 25, 2012, Planning Commission meeting (Attachment 1) 
regarding the Master Use Permit (MUP) following subjects: 
 

 List of Community Benefits which could be considered during negotiation 
of a project; 

 The method for estimating the value of community benefits for a particular 
project; 

 The delivery methods and timing for receiving the benefits; and 

 The process that might be used for considering a Master Use Permit 
proposal. 

 
Discussion 
The November 7, 2012, Planning Commission materials on this subject included a 
memo from Chair Eisen, along with a Staff Report highlighting the outcomes of 
discussions from previous workshop sessions (Attachment 2 and Attachment 3).   
 
This continued Public Hearing and anticipated meeting outcomes hold different 
meanings in light of the recent defeat of Measure T, a ballot measure that was intended 
to put a Master Use Permit process and development standards into effect.  However, 
given that it is likely that the City will see development proposals for large West 
Berkeley parcels even without Measure T, staff and the Chair want to ensure that the 
good work done with the community over the three Planning Commission workshops on 
this subject is communicated to the City Council so, regardless of the process ultimately 
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used to negotiate these projects, the community benefits that West Berkeley residents 
and business owners want are sought.   
 
Furthermore, staff believes that completion of the Public Hearing is necessary to 
respond to the outstanding Council Referral on this subject.  Therefore, on December 
12, we are holding the final Public Hearing, as originally planned.  At the hearing, the 
public will be asked to respond to the specific options that arose from the workshops, as 
described in Chair Eisen’s October 30, 2012, memo (included in the November 7, 2012, 
meeting packet).  In addition, in lieu of the “process” options laid out in that memo 
(which would have come into play had Measure T passed), the Commission will ask for 
the public’s feedback on the type of process they would support for negotiating 
proposed development on these large parcels: 
  
1. Using the existing Development Agreement process;  
2. Creating modifications to the existing Development Agreement process; or  
3. Undertaking a new series of workshops aimed at identifying a community agreed 

upon process that differs from the existing Development Agreement process. 
 
The Commission will consider the public’s testimony in the process of discussing and 
making their recommendations to Council. 
 
Recommendations 
Staff suggests hearing public input on community benefits and their valuation, delivery, 
and the process used to determine the benefits for a particular project.  Staff further 
suggests that the Commission then discuss and make recommendations to the City 
Council in these areas. 

 
 
 

Attachments 

1. Staff Report with Council Referral, 7/25/12 Planning Commission Packet, Item 10 

2. West Berkeley Benefits Staff Report, 11/7/12 Planning Commission Packet, Item 10 

3. Chair’s Memo, 11/7/12 Planning Commission Packet, Item 10, Attachment 1 
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Planning and Development Department 
Land Use Planning Division 
 

2120 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA  94704    Tel: 510.981.7410    TDD: 510.981.6903    Fax: 510.981.7420 
E-mail: planning@ci.berkeley.ca.us 

 

STAFF REPORT 

DATE:  July 25, 2012 

TO:  Members of the Planning Commission 

FROM: Eric Angstadt, Director, Planning and Development 

SUBJECT: City Council Referral on West Berkeley Master Use Permit (MUP) 
Community Benefits, Site Aggregation, and Aquatic Park Protections 

 

Recommendation   
Consider the City Council Resolution referring Community Benefits back to the Planning 
Commission, provide feedback to staff, and direct staff to set the matter for a public 
hearing at the September 5, 2012, Planning Commission meeting, or return with 
additional information.  Address issues related to site aggregation and Aquatic Park 
protections at a future Commission meeting. 

Background 
On July 10, 2012, the City Council adopted Resolution 65,820 (attached), referring the 
issues of Community Benefits, site aggregation, and protections for Aquatic Park to the 
Planning Commission for discussion and recommendation back to Council.  The 
Council resolution sets a timeline for the return of the Community Benefits 
recommendations to the Council by the end of 2012.   
 
Discussion 

 The Planning Commission had previously discussed the issue of Community Benefits 
as a required aspect of the Master Use Permit process.  The Commission 
recommended three choices for community benefits:  affordable space for artists, 
transportation demand management measures, and job training.  The City Council, as 
part of the overall discussion of the Master Use Permit ordinance, indicated a desire for 
a larger menu of options for community benefits.  The resolution also calls for Planning 
Commission recommendations on other aspects of the form a Community Benefits 
Agreement should take, such as enforcement mechanisms, formula for determining 
monetary amount of benefits, and others. 

Item 10 - Attachment 1 
Planning Commission 

December 12, 2012
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 Planning staff recommends the Planning Commission take up the Community Benefits 
part of the referral first and hold a public hearing at the first Planning Commission 
meeting in September.  The issue of additional site aggregation and protections for 
Aquatic Park can be discussed separately and following a recommendation to Council 
on Community Benefits. 

 

Attachments:  

1. Resolution 65,820 
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Planning and Development Department 
Land Use Planning Division 
 

2120 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA  94704    Tel: 510.981.7410    TDD: 510.981.6903    Fax: 510.981.7420 
E-mail: planning@ci.berkeley.ca.us 

STAFF REPORT 

DATE:  November 7, 2012 

TO:  Members of the Planning Commission 

FROM: Alex Amoroso, Principal Planner 

Jennifer Brooks, Planning Intern 

SUBJECT: West Berkeley Master Use Permit Community Benefits Agreement (CBA): 
Continuing Public Hearing and Workshops  

 
Background 
The Planning Commission held a series of meetings on the West Berkeley Master Use 
Permit Community Benefits Agreement (CBA): 

 September 19, 2012:  Opened Public Hearing and held a workshop format 
meeting.  Specific benefits were listed and discussed; comments from this 
meeting are available in the October 17, 2012, Commission packet. 

 October 3, 2012:  Meeting was cancelled due to US Presidential debate conflict. 

 October 17, 2012:  Meeting held at the James Kinney Recreation Center, in West 
Berkeley; continued the Public Hearing with similar workshop format, focused on 
CBA Delivery methods, MUP Valuation and Process. 

 
This staff report includes: 

 A memo From Commission Chair Eisen (Attachment 1); 

 A set of the public comments and suggestions recorded on flip-charts, by staff, at 
the meeting of October 17, 2012, following this cover memo. 
 

Discussion 
The Commission will take public comments on the MUP CBA components and the MUP 
process at this meeting, as the final part of the Public Hearing.  The agenda item will 
revert to typical meeting format, with each speaker allotted a period of time for public 
comment. 
 
Conclusion 
Staff recommends that the Commission hear public comments and then close the 
Public Hearing, so that the Commission can consider the information collected.  The 
Commission may continue their deliberations to the meeting of November 28, 2012. 
  

Item 10 - Attachment 2 
Planning Commission 

December 12, 2012
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Attachments 

Attachment 1:   Memo from Chair Eisen dated October 30, 2012 
 
 
Public Comments Recorded October 17, 2012: 
 
BENEFITS 

- Any “transportation related benefit(s)” should exceed the requirements of the 

West Berkeley Parking Transportation Demand Management (PTDM) measures 

and required West Berkeley EIR mitigations. 

- Planning Commission and staff should develop the list of benefits and have 

community members respond to and choose from the list rather than asking the 

community to generate a list. 

 

PROCESS 
- Given the amount of time and effort already invested into the West Berkeley 

Project, the community would greatly appreciate minimal bureaucracy with 

maximum commitment on the developer’s part to engage with the community. 

- MUPs should be less complicated than traditional Development Agreements 

we’ve seen in the past (i.e. Bayer).  The MUP agreement should be more easily 

understood by the public. 

- In order to promote feelings of inclusion and involvement by the community, the 

developers should hold pre-application meetings with community members. 

- There should be a subcommittee representative of the West Berkeley community 

involved throughout the entire MUP development process; this will create 

‘stakeholder presence’ throughout the process. 

- A permanent citizen’s advisory committee could work on multiple MUPs and 

track ongoing process.  The Council should consider creating such a committee.  

- Balance the scope, size, and complication of the MUP with an appropriate level 

of process and community input. 

- Project/Development site noticing area should be proportional to the size of the 

project.  Expanded noticing requirements should be considered for the MUP 

process. 

- All commissions involved in the MUP process (PC, DRC, ZAB, and LPC, as 

necessary) should convene early in the process to discuss any MUP application.  

Each Commission may want to assign members to follow the MUP application as 

it is processed.  

- CBAs should be in the purview of PC; zoning process should be ZAB’s. 

- City staff and commissioners should be aware of performing duplicative roles 

among commissions, especially during joint meetings. 

- There should be at least two (2) to three (3) pre-application meetings with the 

community  before a developer is allowed to submit an application to the City.  At 

least one (1) post-application meeting should also be considered to preview what 
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was submitted, so the public can comment on whether their concerns are 

addressed in the proposal. 

- Pre-app meetings should focus mostly on the project (building design, character, 

use type) and less on community benefits. 

- Large projects usually come in phases—options to re-negotiate  project phases 

and/or CBAs could be included to address long timeframes of project build out. 

- Need continuity between pre-application and post-application meetings.  

- Pre-app meetings should be open to all. 

- Expand scope of review process outside of MUPs to any large projects. 

- There should be a fleshed out terms sheet, plus details on guarantee methods 

and delivery methods that are sent out to PC for approval (nuts & bolts, legal 

language) and then submitted to City Council. 

- Consider project phasing as the MUP process is developed.  

 

DELIVERY: 

- How do we (the community) guarantee that we “get what we bargain for”? 

Concerns about city’s enforcement capacity—CBA terms and conditions should 

be legally enforceable.  

- Bonding for the amount of community benefit should be considered as an option 

for guaranteeing the CBAs. 

- Establish and enforce a lien against the property as a method for guaranteeing 

CBAs. 

- Can delivery of the CBAs be enforced through property tax increases? 

- Could Council give power to distribute the CBA proceeds to organizations which 

are independent of the City? 

 

VALUATION: 
- City is faced with a list of different approaches to capturing value for Community 

Benefits:  One is a percentage of construction cost.  Another is to take a 
percentage of the overall profit to the developer. 

- Community could ask for the money in phases (i.e., “x” amount of money in a 
period of “y” years). 

- A small number of experts should be appointed to negotiate with the developers 
and the City on the best way to go about valuing and collecting the money, 
preferably those with legal and financial expertise. 

- There should be public reports about benefits expenditures from the City:  fiscal 
(income) & performance (output). 

- Use Certificate of Occupancy issuance as a marker to insure payment of CBAs. 
- “Value of MUP” should include the new allowance for mix of uses & mix.  Lease 

values increase as different uses are allowed in an MUP. 
- Capture minimum/upfront/“right now” funds to spend as a portion of the CBAs. 
- Two tier valuation and payout. 
- Recognize that property tax value to City is a “benefit”. 
- Might not want to go off assessed property tax.  Might want to consider what the 

properties are being leased for.  
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- Profit margin benefits are risky—Complications arise between the city and 
developers wanting to maximize the profitability of the development, which may 
not be aligned with community interests. 

- One method for “valuing” the MUP could be the increased cubic feet/volume of 
an MUP project, over what might typically be allowed.  This would have a more 
direct relationship to community impacts (scale and mass of the proposed 
buildings). 

- Look at “end” valuation of project over time.  Construction costs; other measures; 
profit. 

- There should be a minimum amount for community benefits, based on a simple 
calculation, so community can receive a small portion of benefits immediately. 

 
WHO IMPLEMENTS BEST? 
- Contracting with and/or revitalizing a non-profit community foundation like the 

West Berkeley Foundation as an intermediary might be an option for certain 

CBAs. 

- Responsible public employee/office/department. 

- Add ‘developers’ to list of who implements CBAs, so that all options are on the 

table for consideration. 

- Who might best implement the CBAs will be dependent on the specifics of the 

MUP and the related CBAs. 

 

WHEN DO CBAs ARRIVE? 
- You want long-term benefits, not front loaded/paid benefits; the CBAs should be 

devised so that there is a new and ongoing stream of funds for a considerable 

length of time. 

- The new wealth which comes from an MUP is on-going as well as the 

Community Benefits. 

 

 

 
 



memo 
 

 

This memo supplements and is distinct from the Community Benefits staff report in the 

November 7, 2012 Planning Commission meeting packet.  While the staff report summarizes 

public comments from the last few meetings, in this memo we attempt to pull together the 

ideas regarding community benefits for West Berkeley MUP developments that appeared to 

us to be commonly held.  These ideas were discussed and are presented here in four 

categories: the benefits themselves, the process of negotiating them for a particular 

development, their valuation and delivery mechanisms.  The purpose of this memo is to 

provide a framework for public comments at the November 7 hearing, so that when the 

hearing is closed, the Commission will have a good sense of the community’s preferences 

and will be better able to have a meaningful discussion and recommendation-making 

process. 

 

History 

As you know, our commission has held public hearings on the community benefits for West 

Berkeley Master Use Permit (MUP) projects at our past three meetings.  These gatherings 

have been unusual in that, rather than allotting a set amount of time for members of the 

public to provide public comments, instead informal discussion has taken place.  This 

process allowed dialogue between community members, potential developers, staff and 

commissioners.  Although it took much more time than typical public hearing processes, it is 

hoped that this process will both allow the Commission to recommend a sophisticated set of 

recommendations on MUP Community Benefits that will benefit West Berkeley without 

discouraging the type of development the MUP option is meant to attract.  If we’re 

successful, perhaps this process can serve as a model for obtaining public input on other 

planning issues in the future. 

 

November 7 meeting 

Now that we have nearly ten hours of discussion under our belts, on November 7 we will 

hold a traditional public hearing at which community members will be asked to 

communicate their preferences for the process of identifying, valuing and delivering the 

community benefits the Planning Commission will recommend that the City Council use to 

guide its future development negotiations on West Berkeley MUP sites.  Given the elevated 

level of discussion over the past few meetings, we’re hoping that the public’s comments 

To: Berkeley Planning Commissioners 

From: Victoria Eisen & Jim Novosel, Berkeley Planning Commission Chair & Vice-Chair 

CC: Eric Angstadt & Alex Amoroso, Berkeley Planning Director & Principal Planner 

Date: October 30, 2012 

Re: COMMUNITY BENEFITS NOTES OF THREE PUBLIC HEARING MEETINGS 
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at the November 7 meeting will be directed toward these four areas in a way that clearly and 

concisely communicates their preferences and reasoning. 

 

Community Benefits (CBs) 

Community benefits are the things a developer seeking a MUP development permit would 

be asked to provide in exchange for the increased development potential provided by the 

MUP.  CBs are not the same as mitigations.  Mitigations are required by law to mitigate, or 

alleviate expected impacts of a project, whereas CBs are optional and need not be directly 

linked to the project or its expected impacts.  If, after negotiations, the City and the 

developer of a given MUP site cannot agree on the community benefits for that site, then the 

developer can decide to instead build according to the underlying zoning. 

 

We believe that discussions over the first two public hearings indicated a strong preference 

to limit CBs to things that would primarily help West Berkeley, as opposed to things with 

Citywide benefits.  Furthermore, we heard public hearing participants favor grouping CBs 

into three “buckets:” Environment, Education & Training and Local business. 

 

The CBs that would fall under the Environment category include: 

1. Aquatic Park  

 Match for grants & 35% design 

2. Open space/landscaping 

 Street trees 

 Not POPAs (privately owned, publicly accessible open space) 

3. Drainage/flood control 

4. TDM (transportation demand management) 

 Within West Berkeley (e.g., CBs as seed $ to expand Emery-Go-Round route & 

hours, then PBID supports after service is underway) 

 To connect West Berkeley to the rest of Berkeley 

5. Public art 

 

The CBs that would fall under the Education & Training category include:  

1. Rosa Parks Elementary School 

2. Berkeley High School 

3. Vocational/technical school (Berkeley City College or others) 

4. Literacy programs at West Berkeley Public Library 

 

The CBs that would fall under the Local business category include: 

1. Local sourcing 

 Showcase businesses at community festivals 

 Hold “open business” patterned after open studios 

 Priority would be West Berkeley, then Berkeley citywide 

 Difficult to value 

2. Local hiring 

3. Affordable artist workspace 
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Process 

The West Berkeley Plan suggests that the process of approving a project under an MUP 

(including negotiating the community benefits provided by that project) fall somewhere 

between the permitting process of a by-right project, and a development agreement along 

the lines of the terms under which Bayer operates.  Based on the conversation at the previous 

public hearings, members of the public spoke on behalf of various components of the 

following potential sequential process: 

 

1. Pre-meetings 

 Noticed up to ¼-mile from project periphery, depending on size of project. 

 Open to all  

 Include organizational representatives 

 1 meeting with developer to discuss project concept 

 1-2 meetings to review preliminary project designs 

 Not facilitated by the City 

2. Application 

3. CEQA process begins (state-mandated environmental assessment process) 

4. Post-application meeting on Community Benefits facilitated by City staff 

 Defined list for community to consider for each development (see previous section) 

 Permanent members to work on all MUP/CB agreements 

 Project-specific members, depending on project location & scope 

 Potential meeting with subcommittee comprising subset of ZAB and Planning 

Commission 

5. ZAB parallel track on project design (Zoning Adjustments Board) 

6. Potential preliminary joint ZAB/Planning Commission meeting to discuss project and 

community benefits 

7. Final ZAB and Planning Commission votes, perhaps at joint meeting 

 ZAB votes on project only (assuming specified CBs, which PC will vote on at same 

meeting) 

 PC votes on CBs only (assuming project ZAB will vote on at same meeting) 

 Allows both commissions to consider both components 

 

Valuation 

In order to determine the specific Community Benefits being negotiated for a given 

development project, the City, developer and the community must know the CBs’ intended 

value.  A key attribute of whatever method is selected to determine this value is that it can 

be estimated early and easily so the CBs can be negotiated well before occupancy.  Although 

just one method will be chosen, the methods of determining how much a given project’s 

contribution toward and/or provision of community benefits that had some level of support 

at the previous public hearings were: 

1. Percent estimated construction cost?  (This is currently the basis of permit fees and 

property taxes). 

2. Percent cubic foot of space allowed over current zoning? (This could also be estimated 

relatively early in the process, and has the added benefit of being proportional to the 

area allowable as a result of the MUP process and contribution of CBs.) 
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3. Percent of change in assessed value? (This also seeks to look at just the increment 

allowable as a result of the MUP process and contribution of CBs, but bases some of the 

value on the allowable project, which would also increase the assessed value, but 

presumably not by as much.) 

 

Delivery 

All four components of the Planning Commission’s West Berkeley MUP CBs 

recommendation will need to allow flexibility depending on the specific development 

proposal, location and other factors.  This is particularly true when it comes to how the CBs 

will be delivered.  The options supported by public hearing participants include: 

 

1. Guarantee with performance bonds for value of negotiated CBs. 

2. If project is phased, CBs should be too (but how to ensure delivery of phased CBs?) 

3. Reporting and accountability for funds is very important 

4. Three options for administering CB funds, which may each be appropriate depending on 

the benefit: 

 Non-governmental organizations (if local NGOs are used to deliver projects, no CB 

funds should pay for administration). 

 Developer 

 City 
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