NOTESON NIMBYISM By Shaon Hudon
(Four-patt series pubiished in the Berkeley Daily Plaret, Augug 8-22, 2006, m (T'he Public EyeQ

PartI: To NIMBY or Notto NIMBY: Tha Isthe Question (Augus 8, 2006

| admit, | never thought | was at risk. Butpeople | know are showing yymptoms, and itOspreading
quickly, s0 | decided to get tested. 1@ very navous though. [Orafraid | might test postive for
being aNIMBY .

Appaently | an aNIMBY (Qvotin my back yardQ if | donOwant a five-story building in my back
yard. (Actudly, asarenter | don®have aback yard, andif BerkeleyOplannas have thar way,
neither will anybodyelse, butthaOsnother story.) Butwha if | oppose the same building five or
ten blocks away, or down in Qekland? Then am | aNIMBY or an @GntiNIMBY How far does
the metaphorical rack yardQOextend? What if | just believe in good @velopment, which in some
places, bot rura and urban, meansno development?

In 2003, he city counal consdered charging aprohbitive development appeal fee to Bakeley
residents who live Qoo faO(over 300 ket) from a project. |s caring éout land us decisionsmore
than ablock from ongDsous a symptom? But if those who live next to aprgect are NIMBY's, and
those who live farther away are crackpats and buybodies, who can challengebad developments?
NobodyN which is just what the fee advocates wanted. Fortunately, the coundl tabled the fee after
public protest. City Hall has Snce moved on to more subtle and successful means of diminaing
public paticipation.

The smug intellectual version of @lling omebody aNIMBY isto say they are Gifraid of changeO
This charge condescendstoward those who ae not (orogressiveOenough b embrace the name-
calerOsersion of he future, or GmartOenough b knowwhat is good for hem. But doesnOtimost
everyonewelcome @ood&hangeand resist adOchange? And, increasingly, bad changes and
bad planningin Berkeley are garting o look like the satusquo. % please, Doctor, am | afraid of
change or draid ofthe gatusquo?

In land ue matters, unkess we coopeateN which most neighborsfavor bu which most developers
eschewN GzhangeOmeanstaking avay PeterOsights to benefit Paul. If Peter ofjects, Paul says that
Peter is Gifraid of changeO For example, before my time, another apartment building was built just
south of mne Its extra heght cut off thewinter solar heat to the south sde of my building and
tripled the winter energy bills for our uth-facing unts. Thiswas (and 4gill is) adirect financial
subsdy by neghboring residents to the developer, and | surethe ndghborsat thetime were
vodferoudy Gifraid of change.O Butif the city coundl wereto consder ingating rentersO slar
rights, who would beGifraid of changeOthen? Will this turn deselope's into NIMBY s?

Some Gmart growthOadvocates admit that land u conflicts have nothing  do with Gear of
changedand everythingto do with gan and loss. Smply stated, bad development means
developasgan and welos. Then developers spend afraction of heir gansto convince well-
intentioned Berkeleyanstha bad development is Gmart growth.O They also have some dlies
among ®me very GmartOpeople who ae safely out of the development zone. 10nprobaly
dooned to bea NIMBY if | am too dunb to reslize tha | will QyanOfrom the overdevel oprment
agenda If only Berkeleyanswere smart enough, ve would realize tha we really want to livein a
place with more people, bigge buldings and less greenery. Butfor some reason, we stay in aquiet
town filled with large trees, amall cottages, and old Victorians Yes, we are a dunb ot indesd!
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It isimportant to a sugainable plang tha mog peoplelivein fairly compact urban aeas.
BerkeleyOgopuktion dendty is higher than ninety percent of CdiforniaOsities, and three times
tha of the (equivocal) smart-growth poger-child, Portland, Qregon. This meansthat Berkeley
aready enjoys something quie special: aremarkably pleasant environment a arelatively high
dendty. Themore honest Gmart growthGadvocates admit that adding density to Berkeley isnOt
good for Bekeley. Bu they are willingto impose bad development upon usbecause it is good for
the planet. These terraNIMBY s are truly terrified of changeN climate change Andwho isnO?
Unfortunaely, however, nohing we do in BerkeleyOdand u will have any nofcesable impact on
climate change.

BerkeleyOsdeaism is laudable, butsometimes misguided. Few peopleN idedlists least of dIN
want to acknowledgetha something as critica as globd warming canna be affected by pesond
self-sacrifice. Berkeley is aready doing less damage than dmog any ather American dty of
equivalent 9ze. Suffing afew thousnd extra residents into the uppe floorsof too-tall buildings
and deprivingthem of cars, will do no god for the planet, butit will do cnsderable ham to
Berkeley. Injuring Beakeley to impact either urban gorawl or global warming is like cutting off
your thurmb to lose weight It will have no impact on your veight prodem, but itOsnighty
detrimental to your haad. And it's pemanent. Try it; youQlsee.

But if those who ae working $ had to renake Berkeley into their ideal were to oend equivalent
time working forchanges in federal and dobd environmental, popubtion, econamic, and sience
policies, it coud make a huge difference. But thaOso fun. 104un to pday aroundwith little
modds, to ge awardsfor beng Qyreen,Cand 0 see your ego enshrined in architecture. That makes
Berkeleyansfed good. Meanwhile, buying nev SUVswill make aboutabillion Chnese feel
fantagtic.

Findly, there are a handful of Gmart gronthQOadvocates in Berkeley who ae true
environmentalists. They vauethe Cdifornia Environmental Qudity Act and smilar local
protectionslike the Landmerks Preservation Ordinance. They even bdievein publc paticipation.
Although hey redlize tha changes in Berkeley donewill beglobally indgnificant, they bdievein
BerkeleyOsnoral leadership and ility to changeothers by example. But itOsldusond to think
tha BerkeleyOsxample coud save the planet from globd warming, © letOset ourhubris aside and
work alittle doser to hone. LetOsnodd acity in which people can live happily in relatively dense
urban aeas. Removing ourexisting grengths and pleasures, and emulating less attractive and
livable cities, will notdo this; it will do the opposte.

In addition, with dl duerespect, few people rush to follow the @ood eampleQof hypoaites. If
you would notlivein the buldingsyou alvocate; if you own or drive a car, butwant to make it

diffi cult for others to do ®; if you like your tree-lined or listoric street, but beieve others donOt
need the same; if you want to live in peace and quit, butto visit dl-night bars and restaurants in
other peopleOsieéghborhoodBl then you ae ahypoaite. If you say you want people (especially
other people) to live in hgh-denaty communities, butthen do nahing to prdect their quality of life,
you ae ahypogite. If you obgss ove afordable housng while ignoring popuiation control, then
perhgosyou ae more concerned with looking good han with dang good.

In truth, | wonOmindtesting postive. NIMBY's may notlook good, bt they do gmd. Itis
NIMBY s who fightto keep the urban environment livable. It isurban NIMBY swho sruggle
tirelessly agang uncoopeative developas and planne's for good deelopnment. So Berkeley
NIMBYs: sand up ad beproud. Ad donOfbrget to vote.
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Part II: Dendty, Equity, andtheUrban NIMBY (Augug 11,2006)

Mog urban NIMBYsin Berkeley who oppos new developments are not pat of an insulated class
trying to hang orto thar privileges. They are pat of a sacrificial class tha adready livesin or next
to high-dendty areas or trandt corridors They mosly doall the QightOthings walk alot, drive
little, conume little, live in little spaces, have little gardens (if any), andtolerate being alittle too
crowded. Hgh-income people consume much more, wilize many more resources, and contribute
much moreto globd warming than low-income people. Yet dl the detriments of manOs
environmental abuse and atonanent are borneby the poor and funreled into high-dengty areas.

It would be consdered pahologically regressive to suggest an economic or oda pdicy that makes
life more diffi cult for those who dready have margind lives, while shielding those with the best
lives from dl unplkeasantness. Yet in land use policy, thisiswiddy accepted. Zoning regulations
are themeans by which hugedifferences in quadity of life are enshrined in law; they are aform of
class discrimination that goes undhallenged. Although | an notaboutto suggest dang avay with
zoning, in any liberal and prograsive sodety, legally sanctioned inequities mugt be examined
periodically to se if they are necessary, and if so, howthey can bemade moretolerable.

In Berkeley, those in low-densty naghbahoodshave few problems and ae pretty good &
defending their interests. Week after week, the Zoning Adjusments Board gves pangaking
congderation  proecting the views, ar, privacy, and sunlight of homeownersin the better pats of
town. Butcurrent and futureresidents of high-densty neghbortoodsare not so lucky: the ZAB
and dty coundl deprive dozns of them at atime of thelittle quality of life they enjoy with only a
crocodile tear or two. ZAB members who live in comfortable low-dendty areas have no rouble
telling the urban NIMBY s to stop whining. Thiswould likely change if the ZAB were
representative of BerkeleyOshousng denographics.

There are a least three ways in which Bekeleyanswho live in high-dengty areas are
disadvantaged. HFrst, qudity of life ispoa. High-dengty living is less spacious less pleasant, less
quiet, less peaceful, less attractive, less healthy, more toxic, more stressful, and provdes less
freedom and access to naure than low-dengty life. It is convenient bu false to think that people
live in these areas by chaice, because they want an interesting and QibrantOlifestyle. The vast
majority eagerly move up the zoningladder as soon & they canN which is why dties are dying
while Suburbiisthriving. Bvery indicator shows tha the advantage of high-densty livingN ready
access to diverse and gimulating people and ailturd activitiesN does not outweighthe
disadvantages. Urban sorawl will continue unaated unil the drawbacks of high-densty life are
dragtically reduced.

Appaently no fan of urchecked urban vibrancy, the World Health Organization dates thet the
Gensory ovaload andthecontinuoustenson and mmgeOlnheent in difficult socia and hougng
conditionsAncreases fedlingsof anxiety and unertainty, Oleading t along st of odal,
psychological, and bodiy ills. Anonymity, vanddism, and aime accompany densty, and nose
exposureisinddious dressful, and largdy unaldressed. And, alding to the burden of their own
densgty, therest of sodietyOsunpleasant and unhelthy commercial, manufacturing, and ingitutiond
activities are also funneed into poor, high-densty, and mxed-use neighborhoods

Berkeley has plenty of mixed-use development, and smart growth calls for more, but livable mixed-
use development requires ironclad praection of residential rights. But BerkeleyOglannas and
politicians habitudly encourage commercial and ingitutiond activities to expand d the expense of
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residents. For example, Bakeley has notaddressed the dilemmatha ingitutiond and commercial
(mixed-use) demand for parking @an expand dmog indefinitely, and becomes worse as busnesses
become more successful. And the noise generated by large buildingsand nonresidential activities
is poohpoohal if discussed a all. Ignoance may be bliss for ideologues and danners, buturban
residents mug live in reality.

SecondN and peverselyN Berkeley deliberately makes life in high-dendty areas even worse than it
areadyis. When pannes see a dreet struggling with social collapse caused by big anonynous
apatment buildings indead of tryingto rehabilitate that street, they rugh in to pu more big
buildingsthere. Traffic and bu®s are, of course, directed graightthrough hgh-density
neighborhoods One Berkeley planne informed me with gppaent delight that BerkeleyO<General
Plan requires him to make parking & difficult as posiblein my naghborhood. 8ch callousattacks
on suffering and margind neighborhoodsn the name of the shalowest interpretation of Gmart
growthOturn nave ndéghborsinto enraged urban NIMBY s overnight.

Third, high-density residents pay Qlendty taxesOin log time and ddlars from crime, parking fees
and fines, condrucion inconvenience, nadghborhood deerioration, loss of propety value, €c.
Parking fees and fines are particularly regressive QaxesOthat disproportonaely fall on low-income
residents and renters in high-densty and mixed-use ndghborhoods We pay for an ineffective
residential parking progran, then get ticketed, towed, and vanddized because our Grs are paked
too far away to keep an eye on. About$1000 in paking finesis pad every month by my immediate
neghbord mostly lower-income rentersN because there is no plce to pak on dreet-sweeping
days. The City recently received ove $41,000 for slling the university our paking gaces and
roadsduring the Undehill dormitory condruction, bu refused to use a dime of it to hdp the
impacted néghborhood. 8ch @axesOorly fall on hosein the highe dendty areas.

Does dl this mean that we should eliminae zoning, or tat we should decrease the qudity of lifein
R-1 unil itisasbad asin R-4? Of courenot It meanswe should trade our trraditiond planning
approah, which perpetuaes class discriminaionand urban flight, for ethical and aeative planning
and 2oning that improves and maintains good quéity of life in all urban sttings especially high-
dendty ones. High-dendty living can beexcellent if it is thoughfully designed and protected. The
god isto make life in R-4 and mixed use areas different (yes, more urban, moreactive) but equalin
quality to life in low-dendty areas.

Both sodal jugice and environmentalism demand acomplete overhaul of our pbBnning priorities.
To improveequity, we should recognize tha residents in high-dendty areas are na there by dhoice,
but noneghd ess (hayOdisproporionately to reduce the environmental damage caused mostly by
others. Therefore we should do our bet to mitigate all damage to them, and o provde them
compensatory benefits aswell. To gop uban flight, we mug upgralethe livability of high-dengty
areas untl such areas can attract and rgain as many dable residents as posible. High-dendty areas
mug sop beng dunping groundgor experiments in unguded sf-interest; ingead, they mug
become showcases of qudity living, arefully crafted in the public interest.

Thelarge developments added to Berkeley in recent years have decreased livability and increased
inequity. Aslong a this continues, people will sruggle agang it. Bu wouldnOtt be better if those
in power joined our urtan NIMBY s to embrace a socially and environmentally responsble land us
vison?
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Part 111: A NIMBY Confronts Environnmental Dudism (Augus 15,2006)

Summer ishael Vacation ime! Where shdl | go? Usudly | head graight for thewildernessN

where | have spent much of my lifeN far from éectricity, running water, indoor pumbing, and the
teeming masses. Butsnce | have spent even more of my life in oneof the highest dengty pats of
Berkeley, the more interesting questionis: Wha has enabled meto day in town mog of the time?

When | moved to norh Willard, it was agreen place graced by rows of towering elms, and waes far
enough fromthe university to berelatively peaceful (UC has crept much closer now). It was close
to interesting activities, and | coud satisfy dmog dl my daily needsby foot Sncethen, however,
amog dl the nearby amenities have disappeared. Meanwhile, amall tree species have replaced our
giant ms, hugeUC buidingshave blocked outthehills, new UC gaff fi ll our neghborhood
parking gaces, and thousndsmore students pack our sdewalks (with cell phones, so even lo
pedestrians now make noise). The new darms send continuousmechanical droneinto my bedroom
window, car darms proliferate, and dattering recycling and garbage pickupshave doubled. The
unending rol of UC condructiontrucks, which may last another decade or forever, topsit off.

What led to this deterioraion? Or more accuraely, why does the City nat view this as
deterioration? Because this changewas not caused by lack of planning; indead it exemplifies our
planning, andit is as much our CtyO<irban planQes it is the universityOs For example, in 2002,
the planning dgatment and Zoning Adjustments Board suppored replacing two of our residential
streetOdew remaining historic single-family homes with asix-story bulding containing UC
classrooms. The planning daff inssted that this would have Gho sgnificant impactOon our
struggling néghborhoodand the developer claimed it was Gmart growth.O Thisistypical.

But whaO3martOabout destroying reighborhood® Why are those who try to improvecivilized
life vilified as NIMBYs? Why are self-prodaimed @nvironmentalistsOtrying © destroy our urba
environment? How did saving reengpaceOtrandate into destroying Be'keley?

Americans have achanging relationship with the naturd environment. For the colonists, the
wilderness was a dangerouswasteland o befeared and avoided. Butbythelater 18005 the dange's
of thefrontier had receded and nore people had been exposed to the spectacular American
landscape, which was now congdered to refl ect the GublimeOface of God. The first national parks
were designaed, and heroic paintingscelebrated the Western wilderness, initiating awave of naure
tourismN ironically, more or less coinciding with the foreseeable disappearance of the very
landscapethat people were coming o see. This urgent sense of Smultaneousdiscovery and loss
was not unlike wha many of usexperience today regarding exotic ecosystems.

Already imbued with RouseauOsomanticization of the (orimitive,Othe wilderness came to
embody he American identity, the rugged individudist. It was viewed as noble, pristine, wild, free,
and true, while civilization ame to beviewed as corrupt, polluted, artificial, restraining, and fdse.
Even though be QuildernessOhad shared space with ndive Americans missionaies, frontiersmen,
and famers for centuries, in the urban mind, only an entirely uninhabited, urtouched wilderness
could beQublime.O

Thusemerged a dudistic view of man and naure, separate and uneual: natureas pureand nobeg,
and man and everything hetouches as defiled. Over the 20" century, this philosophical dudity
increasingy became an earthly reality. Indugrial Americatreated the landscapeas a soulless
resource to bemined, danmed, poluted, paved, logged, and plowed ower, destroying irreplaceable
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ecosystems, and utimately, pehaps the planet as we knowit. No wonde, then, that people of
congience who came of age in recent decades are likely to view human bengs subconsioudy at
least, as aloahsome plagueupon te planet.

After several years of analyzing the deterioration of neghborhoodsand watching @mart gromthO
extremists lionize urban life while smultaneoudy destroying i, | realized that the dudistic
environmental modd is at the heart of ourproblems. It has created @nvironmentalistsOwho,
astonishingly and withoutirony, despise the urban environmentN even though Ubaniais the
primary ecosystem for a species of ove six billionmembers. Self-contempt, shame over mankindOs
plandary abuse, and BakeleyOmnipresent Qiberal guiltOcombine forces to create unprodutive
extremism in urban and ransportation plnning. Bekeley GnvironmentalistsOwoud never
advocate margind, atificial environments for other species, butfor humensthey propose an
unpleasant and inhumane urban environment, devoid of aesthetic and Piritud susenance and otten
even the basic requirements of good helth. Reople who love and respect themselves or ohers
would notbe so misanthropc and purntive.

Thefact tha dmog dl the pan falls on the shoulders of those with lesser means and few choices
might, in ather times, have given goodliberals pause. Buthyderia over the shortage of Qiffordable
housngGhas trumped that conaern, meking inhurmane warehousng for he poor (@@ beter than no
housngQ fashionable once agan. Butunless we want to forfeit both our denocracy and our
freedom any pdicy based on foréng peple who do have chaices into unpkasant surroundngsand
behaviorsis dooned. If we do nd want our eciesto head toward the greener grass of Suburbi
and begyond, we mug lovingly create a physically, sodally, ps/chologicaly, and siritudly
attractive and sugainable urban environment for ourslves.

Urban plannea's mug never forge that human bengsare animals; our animal natureis pat of our
human naure. We evolved in anaturd environment and gan a profound tanquility from the
sights, anells, sounds and feel of the natural world. Reople canna drive off into the wilderness
every time they wantto connest with their humanity; itOsot practical, ecological, or even posible
for many. We mug conneet with our hunanity where we live, every day, in an urken ecosystem
that is nourishing and fulfilling. We should think of this as our vital Gninimum daily requwementO
of nature. Only by bulding into Urbaniaa connection o natureN which is our own natureN can we
create sugtainable urban heslth and Qivability.O

And this approach is mog likely to ultimately preserve the wilderness as well. Urban children must
bethe future gewards of our naurd environment. Butl have known urban teenagers who have
feared to take a gep into the woods | knew ayoung nan from Hong Kong who was ddighted to
findly have atiny vegetable garden in Berkeley, andthen choppel the entire garden to the ground
after bang traumatized by atomato worm. Will those who do notfed Git homeQin nature have a
passion © maintain the naurd world for ther children and grandchildren? | fear nat.

Environmentalist William Cronon wites: Qdealizing a distant wilderness too often means not
idealizing the environment in which we actudly live, the landscape tha for beter or worse we call
home. . . . [Heople should always becon<ioustha they are pat of the naturd world, inextricably
tied to the ecologica systems tha sugainthar lives. Any way of looking & naure that encourages
usto bdieve we are separate from nature. . . islikely to reinforce environmentally irresponsble
behavior. . . . Hbome, after dl, is the place where findly we make our living. Itisthe place for
which we take responsbility, the place we try to susain 90 we can passon what isbest in it (and in
ourslves) to our dildren.O Amen.
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Part IV: TheNIMBY Manifesto (Augus 22,2006)

In 1990, 60% of ew Yorkers said they would live somewhere else if they could, and in 2000, 70%
of urbanitesin Britain felt the same way. Many suburbanites commute hoursevery day jus to have
Ca hone, a bit of private space, and fresh air.O But unfortunaely, running off to Suburbia or to the
wilderness to find contentment is becoming environmentally and economically unviable.

We mug draw people back into rdatively compact urban areas. Showcase cities tha have managed
to atract would-be suburbanites into increased core dengties have doneso throughneighborhood
revitalizationand by gving priority to quaity of life, notdendty. Thisisthe opposte of wha
Berkeley is doing.

Berkeley is making three seriousmistakes. Hrst, we are ddiberately and unneessarily increasing
income-based inequities in qudity of life. Second, we are moving toward an urban environment
where man is disconrected from (his) nature. And third, we are creating an urban environment that
undemines our altural vadues and indvidud potentidities.

First, as discussed in Part 11 of this series (Densty, Equity, and the Urban NIMBY ,0Augus 11),
we should notcontinue to enshrine poor ad unejud qudity of life in our and u policies and
zoning decisions Livability sandads are mos important, but leag applied and enforced, in high-
dengty areas. Renters and oher high-density residents are expected to do wthou adequae living
space, greengoace, quet, and ars, and without cars, they lack the freedom, pleasure, and nobility
taken for granted by average Americans This s ethically unacceptable.

Second, our urba rights must indude the right to aGninimum daily requirementOof naure, as
discussed in Part |1l of this series (A NIMBY Confrons Environmental Dudism,OAugug 15).
Mog urban poor neer leave the ghdto; mog car-free Manhdtanites rarely leave New York City.
Theonly naurethey experience hasto bein thar own neghborhoods Good urba design aeates
space to experience a diversity of naure on adaly basis.

Findly, we need to design urkan gaces to enhance quality of life, culturd richness, and pesond
fulfillment. The Centers for Disease Contol defines qudity of life as Gin owerall sense of well-
being . . . nduding] dl aspects of community life tha [influence] the physcal andmental health of
its members.O TheWorld Health Organization gates tha "hedlth is a state of complete physcal,
mental and sodial well-being . . O The Universal Declaration of Human Rights adds (Everyore. . .
has therightto . . . heeconormic, soda and aulturd rights indispensable for his dignity and te free
development of his personality.O

What kindsof spaces are required to express our dgnity and pesondity? Americans Cdifornians
and Bekeleyansmug examine our own values and decide which ones to make space for. We
cannottake land uge examples from other cultures. Berkeleyansare na Parisians nor Brazilians,
nor even New Yorkers. | one asked a friend fromHong Kong wha hedid ouside of work. He
said: Nothing, ealy. In Hong Kong we didnOhave any roomfor hobbes. 1 donOtnow howto
do anything or buid anything. Al | knowhowto do B go © work.O Lack of space for persond
development makes Hong Kong acapitalist dream buta culturd wasteland. American vdues are
different. We like private space for hobbes and recreation, and if the city doesnOprovideit,
Americanswill Smply continue their urban exodus

We canna let plannes and developeas decide what we will do with ourlives. | never hear plannes
discussing pychological health and cultural values. Hanneas have adifferent approach. Asone
Berkeley planrer told me, no netter what they build, eventually those who can ormug tolerate the
new, worse environment will replace those who @anQt As this happens, resistance to further
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degradaion lessens But! reject this Qace to the battom.O And with enough tme, planne's and
developeas coud dso train Americansto live like dronesin anthillsN but why let them?

Thereason Beakeley is making these three mistakes is that we have fallen under the control of
developes and extremists, indead of implementing real smart growth. Accepted snart growth
urban infill guiddines recommend nore open ace, more paking, smaller buildings, and greater
housng vaiety than is called for by BekeeyOsurrent plans, codes, decision makers, false Gmart
growthOadvocates, and, ofcourse, developers. Real smart growth gpproxmates what most of
Berkeley lookslike right nowN two-story single-family homes with amall yards two- and three-
story multi-unit buildings somewhat taller buildingsin mixed-use areas, plenty of greenery,
adequae but notexcessive paking, and dtractive, walkable downtowns based largdy on the
preservation of historic buldings Thisiswhat makes urban living humane, atractive, helthy, and
sugainable. And itOsxactly wha most Berkeley NIMBY's support

Human beangscan durvive in environments of unbeievable degradaion. Reople can adapt to
horrors so well tha they soon fdl to paceive them as horrible. Thusit isimportantto remind
ourslves of what is good béore we become too accusomed to what is bad.

Simply stated, urban residents have acivil rightto good quhty of life. So | nowpropose an QJrban
Bill of Rights,Oa.k.a0’heNIMBY Manifesto.O

The Urban Bill of Rights

The right to see the sky, the sun, and significant greenery from within one@® home.

The right to natural cross ventilation in one@® home.

The right to enjoy peace and quiet within one@® home with windows open.

Theright to dlegp at night without excessive artificial ambient light.

The right to be free in one@ neighborhood from pollution of air, water, soil, and plant life.

. Theright to be free from undesirable local environmental change caused by poor urban design, such as
wind, shadow, and noise canyons, excess heat caused by overpaving, etc.

7. Theright to adequate space for storage, hobbies, and other personal activitiesin and around each dwelling
unit, including play space for children in family housing.

8. Theright to mohility, regardless of income. If automobile use is discouraged by prohibitive pricing,
public transit must be adequate and low cost.

9. Theright to parking space for each household, usually one to two spaces per household.

10. Theright of convenient access, on foot if possible, to basic daily needs, such as good quality food at
reasonable prices, daily household and medical supplies, laundry facilities, etc.

11. Theright of convenient access, by foot, private vehicle, or transit, to places of employment.

12. Theright of equal access to the commons and to taxpayer-funded and other public facilities, such as
government buildings, libraries, museums, bridges, and roadways.

13. Theright of access within walking distance to nature, recreation, outdoor exercise, and potential
discovery, including parks, open space, and areas inhabited by wildlife.

14. Theright to equal and adeguate police, fire, and emergency services, which shall not be infringed on the
basis of income or neighborhood character.

15. Theright to participate in and guide, through equitable, representative, demacratic processes, land use
decisionsthat affect onesalf, one® neighborhood, and one@® community.

oA wNE

Thislist can berefined through pubilc discussion. Once accepted, urban rights would beddimited
in practice by thecourts jud like our oher rights. Many of them are inexpensve and easy to
implement, and dl should begaals of good urba planning. Ichdlenge our pbanning daff, land ue
and housng commissions dty courcil, and any organizationspretending o advocate QivabilityOin
Berkeley to incorpaate these urban rightsinto dl ther housng and land u® decisions
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