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PresmENT KERR:

On behalf of the Berkeley Campus Planning Committee I take pleasure in forwarding to
you the accompanying material, approved on September 28, 1961 by the Committee as a
revision of the 1956 document, “Long Range Development Plan for the Berkeley Campus,
University of California.”

As I know you are particularly aware, through your intimate association with the 1956 Plan,
the Committee had anticipated that a new version would be required within a very few years
of publication in order to reflect changes in conditions and needs. Representing an evolu-
tion rather than an abrupt change, this new document, titled “Long Range Development
Plan, University of California, Berkeley,” is proposed for approval by The Regents and for
subsequent printing as a public document setting forth the current long range physical de-
velopment policy for the Berkeley campus.

May I call your attention to the main aspects of the new version of the Plan:

It gives special emphasis to its foundation upon academic planning as set forth in the
Master Plan for Higher Education in California, the University Growth Plan, and the
Berkeley campus Academic Plan, _
Concurrent with the climax of two years’ intensive study by Mr. Thomas D. Church,
Consulting Landscape Architect, it lays stress on proposals for central campus land-
scape development. :

Drawing and descriptive material reflect recent years’ planning studies of the Straw-
berry Canyon and hill areas and of outlying lands, not covered in the predecessor
Long Range Development Plan but included in the term, “Berkeley campus.”

I recommend that this Plan be presented to The Regents at their June meeting, for adop-
tion in principle. -

Cordially,

E. W. StroNnG
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The Campus Planning Committee bears final responsibility
for the contents -of this document. However, the Long
Range Development Plan represents contributions of many
members of the campus family.

The former “Committee on Campus Planning, Berke-
ley,” to which the present Committee has been successor
during the past year, gave continuing attention since 1955
to major campus planning and design matters. Under the
chairmanship of Regent Donald H. McLaughlin, that

Committee became synonymous with wise counsel in long

range planning considerations.

The Chancellor’s Academic Advisory Committee has of-
fered important guidance in the areas of teaching and re-
search needs on which the physical Plan presented here is
founded. The Chancellor’s Administrative Advisory Com-
mittee, as well, has devoted many hours to problems to
which the Long Range Development Plan proposes solu-
tion.

Particular recognition must be paid to the Administra-
tive Committee on Buildings and Campus Development.
Over the past few years, under the successive chairman-
ships of Professor Clarence W. Brown and Professor San-
ford S. Elberg, this Committee has provided translation of
academic and research needs into physical planning terms

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
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This docwment has been prepared by the Office of Archi-
tects and Engineers under the auspices of the Campus
Planning Committee, whose primary charge is continual
attention to matters related to long term physical planning
for the Berkeley campus of the University of California.
The text of this document and the three principal draw-
ings inside the rear cover constitute the Long Range De-
velopment Plan and replace a similar document prepared
and officially adopted by The Regents in 1956, As an out-
growth of the 1956 Plan, this document represents a sum-
mation of gradual changes since that time, rather than a
“new plan” as such. Indeed, its most important single sec-
tion, “Physical Planning Objective and Principles,” remains
relatively unchanged from corresponding statements of six
years ago.

Several important differences between this document
and its predecessor should be mentioned.

All principal lands constituting the “Berkeley campus”
are now included. In addition to central-Berkeley
campus areas, the Gill Tract (Albany), the Richmond
Field Station, the Richmond Services Center (formerly
the Ford plant), the Blake Estate (Kensington), and
the portions of Strawberry Canyon and Berkeley Hills
properties to the east of Berkeley, including the
recently-acquired Chaparral Hill Tract, are also the

FOREWORD

subjects of planning policy statements in written and

graphic form.

The physical Plan relates closely to comprehensive
statements on academic planning policy which did
not exist until recent years—namely, the “Master Plan
for Higher Education in California,” the “University
Growth Plan,” and the Berkeley campus Academic
Plan. '

The Long Range Development Plan now incorporates
in broad terms detailed proposals for central campus
landscape, as prepared by Consulting Landscape
Architect Thomas D. Church.

A comprehensive physical plan firm enough to provide
for anticipated growth and yet sufficiently flexible to allow
for adjustment to changing circumstances is requisite to
orderly and economical growth of the Berkeley campus.
For full use of the Plan, a responsible advisory agency
utilizing professional staff services in architecture and plan-
ning is necessary. Such an arrangement exists in the form
of the Campus Planning Committee working with the Of-
fice of Architects and Engineers.

This document, like the one it replaces, can be antici-
pated to serve, with occasional minor amendments, for the
next four to five years. Toward the end of that period, how-
ever, it also will require revisions.
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PART I: PLAN HISTORY



TrE misTory of planning for the Berkeley campus is actu-
ally older than the University of California itself. In 1865—
three years before this institution was chartered—the site
on Strawberry Creek that had been chosen for the College
of California had the attention of Frederick Law Olmsted,
landscape architect and world-famous designer of New
York’s Central Park. Olmsted’s plan determined-the direc-
tion of the present campus axis aligned with the Golden
Gate, and the location of Piedmont Avenue and other cam-
pus enfrances.

The first official plan for the campus of the University
was that of 1870 by architect David Farquharson, whose
plan for “six monumental and spacious buildings” reflected
the orientation laid out by Olmsted and the sites of former
North Hall, existing South Hall, and the “grand, Central
Building” which became the first University library, Bacon
Hall. The Farquharson Plan guided campus growth over
the next quarter century.

A few years before the turn of the century architect Ber-
nard Maybeck, then an instructor in drawing, interested
Regent Jacob Reinstein and Mrs, Phoebe Apperson Hearst
"in the idea of developing a comprehensive plan for Univer-
sity buildings and grounds. Thus arose the now-famous
International Competition, underwritten by Mrs. Hearst
and won in 1899 by Paris architect Emile Benard. He pre-
pared a monumental plan reflecting the grand, formal scale
and architectural classicism of the Beaux Arts School. In
1900, after Benard had visited the campus and revised
his plan to meet site needs, The Regents adopted his plan
officially.

John Galen Howard (who together with S. M. Cauldwell
had placed fourth in the competition) was appointed in
1902 as Supervising Architect. Engaged primarily to in-

terpret and carry out Benard’s plan, Howard modified it
over the years until by 1908 he had evolved virtually a new

- plan. He wrote in explanation:

Future generations will consider themselves bound by our
preparations . . . only to the extent that we have forseen their
needs and have planned wisely for them. We cannot force them
to follow out our schemes if these run contrary to their own in-
clinations; but we may fairly expect that if we plan wisely and
in accordance with the really natural and right thing, our suc-
cessors will follow out what we arrange, if only because it will
accord with reason.

In 1913 The Regents approved Howard’s Plan, entitled
“The Phoebe Apperson Hearst Plan, University of Cali-
fornia,” as the basis for future development. Accepting the
earlier features determined by Olmsted and Farquharson
the Plan featured a broad, formal east-west axis oriented
with the Golden Gate, with buildings along this axis fol-
lowing the natural topography. This Plan has furnished the
core of the present campus: Wheeler Hall, Durant Hall,
the Library, California and Le Conte Halls, Sather Tower,
and the Esplanade. Howard served as Supervising Archi-
tect until 1927.

For the next nine years George W. Kelham served as
Supervising Architect and followed in general the scheme
drawn by Howard. In 1938 Arthur Brown, Jr., became
Supervising Architect, and his studies led to a new plan
that received Regents’ approval in 1944. This design elabo-
rated upon Howard’s arrangement, retaining its main east-
west axis but adding several lesser axes and building group-
ings, incorporating a chain of open spaces following the
branches of Strawberry Creek, and revising internal cam-
pus circulation.



From 1948 to 1955 the position of Supervising Architect
was vacant. The post-World War I building program was
administered by the Office of Architects and Engineers
acting in consort with a faculty Committee on Buildings
and Campus Development. In 1952 The Regents approved
in principle a revised campus plan, entitled “Planning the
Physical Development of the Berkeley Campus,” for the
preparation of which these groups were responsible. Its
new features, called for as a result of unprecedented en-
rollment growth and building space needs, included a re-
study of building groupings and densities, definition of
permanent open spaces, adjustment of proposals for circu-
lation and parking, and establishment of a well reasoned
program for acquisition of adjacent lands for campus ex-
pansion,

The Regents in 1955 appointed a Committee on Campus
Planning, with the Office of Architects and Engineers as
staff, to perform the duties of Berkeley campus Supervis-
ing Architect. Including Regent Donald H. McLaughlin
(Chairman), then-Chancellor Clark Kerr, and Dean Wil-
liam W. Wurster of Architecture as its members, this Com-
mittee was responsible for securing Regents’ adoption of
anew “Long Range Development Plan” in 1956. The Long
Range Development Plan, built upon the main features of
the 1952 study, was published in printed form and has been
widely circulated publicly as an expression of campus de-
velopment policy; it has had continuous technical attention
and periodic review by the Committee and The Regents to
the present time.

I: PLAN HISTORY

Campus planning today is vested primarily in a seven-
member Campus Planning Committee under the chair-
manship of the Chief Campus Officer (Chancellor). This
Committee bears responsibility for preparation and main-
tenance of a Long Range Development Plan that reflects
the complex physical needs of the Berkeley campus. As-
sisted by the Chancellor’s Administrative Committee on
Buildings and Campus Development, which attends to
interpreting the campus Academic Plan and formulating
annually a priority listing of proposed projects, or capital
program, the Campus Planning Committee advises the
Chancellor, the President of the University, and the Board
of Regents on all matters of campus physical development.
The Committee, beyond its central function of long range
planning, recommends appointments of executive archi-
tects and landscape architects for specific projects, reviews
or approves project plans, and reviews the long range cap-
ital program. The Committee is assisted also by a Liaison
Subcommittee which meets regularly with a correspond-
ing body of the City of Berkeley, and occasionally with
other agencies, to consider community and regional plan-
ning problems aflecting the Berkeley campus. A similar
committee will meet with representatives of the City of
Richmond. The Consulting Architect, the Consulting
Landscape Architect, the Campus Architect, and his Asso-
ciate Planner provide professional and technical service
to these advisory groups. A system of internal communi-
cations on the campus insures widespread use of the Long
Range Development Plan as a continuing, broad guide to
campus growth matters.



PART II: ACADEMIC PROSPECTUS



quantity of rooms, optimum utilization rates, and other
physical plant qualities were studied for each academic
unit. Size of classes and nature of teaching entered in great
detail into the goals that have been set for the physical
plant of the Berkeley campus,

“University of California Growth Plan”

“A Recommended Plan for Growth of the University of
California,” prepared by President Clark Kerr, was ac-
cepted by The Regents on June 17, 1960, as a general guide
to the academic development of the University, The Uni-
versity Growth Plan served to amplify those parts of the
Master Plan that bear particularly upon the University of
California. The University Growth Plan projects enroll-
ments for all campuses to 2000 A.D., outlines ways to make
maximum use of present campuses, suggests scheduling
for the establishment and nurturing of new campuses, and
defines the “acute period” during which needs will outstrip
facilities between 1965 and 1975. Through its enrollment
forecasts, made by techniques that in the past few years
have proved very accurate, it can be expected that the
Berkeley campus should reach its maximum total student
enrollment (27,500) by 1964 or 1965. Lack of student hous-
ing may, however, be an impediment,

Berkeley Campus Academic Plan

1. GENERAL STATEMENT

Academic planning on the Berkeley campus is guided
by the following purposes: -

1I: ACADEMIC PROSPECTUS

(1) To maintain and augment full competence in all basic
fields of human knowledge now represented in the in-
structional and research programs of the campus.

(2) To establish leadership in selected new major areas of
instruction and research, for example, in molecular biol-
ogy, chemical bio-dynamics, space sciences, radio astron-
omy, nuclear engineering, operations research, and urban
and regional planning,

(3) To continue in development of the campus as an inter-
national center of learning, especially at the graduate
and postdoctoral levels and by participation of members
of the faculty in overseas projects. :

(4) To foster interdisciplinary research—one of the most
fruitful methods of exploiting new frontiers—and to in-
crease research opportunities for graduate students in
organized research units,

(5) To expand research facilities and funds to meet research
needs of the faculty and of graduate students as they in-
crease in number, seeking at the same time to have this
done in a coordinated way through an officer responsible
to the Chancellor in working with research directors,
deans, departmental chairmen, research committees, and
granting agencies,

(6) To exploit and to enhance the cultural advantages of the
Berkeley campus in its setting in the San Francisco-metro-
politan area, in its International House and Hearst Greek
Theater, in its resources in literature, music, drama, and
the arts.

(7) To seek diligently for students of exceptional academic
talent and to provide educational opportunity best suited
to make the most of their superior ability.



Several characteristics are favorable to the fulfillment of
these purposes:

(1) Both in selection of graduate students and in the conduct
of graduate students, Berkeley compares favorably with
the best universities in the nation in its quality. As the
graduate enrollment increases to 12,000 students by 1970,
the Berkeley campus will be one of the greatest centers
of graduate training in the world.

(2) Berkeley ranks high in the number of departments rated
as distinguished. This deserved reputation attracts stu-
dents from all parts of this country and from many na-
tions throughout the world. These students enrich the
intellectual life of the University of California and the
State of California. Further, the recruitment of able fac-
ulty by the University of California in competition with
other leading universities is aided by excellence already
attained. In its great research library maintained in
strength, in its Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, Virus
Laboratory, Donner Laboratory, and other specialized
research units, and in its museum collections, Berkeley is
equipped to retain and advance in the prestige it has won.
Thereby it contributes at the same time to the reputation
of the entire University and to the development of all
campuses, particularly the smaller and the new campuses
in their further expansion.

(3) The residence of students and faculty members adjacent
to the campus has enabled Berkeley to maintain a de-
sirable University community while, at the same time,
obtaining the advantages of location in a great metro-
politan area.

(4) The attractiveness of the campus in its buildings and land-
scaping has complemented the high reputation achieved
academically. The revised Long Range Development Plan
is dedicated to a continued harmonious relating of aca-
demic and physical development now well advanced on
the campus.

2. STAFF NEEDS TO 1970

Enrollment and Mixtures of Categories of Students. The
enrollment, budget, staff, and space figures projected from
levels of Fall 1960 assume that the ceiling of enrollment
at 27,500 students is reached in 1964 with a mixture of
8,050 lower division, 10,150 upper division, and 9,300 grad-
uate students. By 1970 the mixture will change to 6,000,
9,500, and 12,000,

This conspicuous increase in emphasis on graduate work
is wholly in keeping with the foregoing statement of gen-
eral objectives of the Berkeley campus. While the campus
will continually strive for improvement in the quality of
the undergraduate program, the total undergraduate pro-
gram, apart from its own importance, serves an essential
role in connection with the training of the graduate group
for the teaching profession in the levels of higher educa-
tion,

Student-Staff Ratio. Tmprovement will be sought
through the lowering of the ratio. The ratio must move in
this direction in order to cope with the relatively great in-
crease in graduate students, For this category, effective
instruction, with its large involvement with seminars and
individually supervised research, clearly must entail
smaller numbers of students per regular faculty member.
For 1964 the student-staff ratio is to be 13.7:1 and for 1970,
12:1. The corresponding student-faculty ratio for 1970,
which excludes teaching assistants, is 16:1,

3. ACADEMIC PROGRAMMING

Four primary sources of information on academic pro-
gramming and resultant determination of physical plant
needs were used in the designing of the over-all physical
plans for the campus:



Departmental Expansions. Each academic department on
campus was asked to state its expected needs for courses,
staff, and space of various kinds (classrooms, seminar rooms,
lzhoratories, offices, etc., for the campus of 27,500 students),
Annual Space Requests. To a considerable extent academic
plans are revealed in annual space requests of the various
campus units. These requests and the subsequent recommen-
dations of the reviewing agency, the Committee on Buildings
and Campus Development, were used as a source of infor-
mation.

Staff Studies of Historical Data. The Chancellor’s Office has
compiled for all campus units a statistical resume that in-
cludes such data as changes in course enrollments, staff by
rank, budget allocations by category, student-faculty ratios,
ete., over a period of years, These data indicate historical
trends for each unit and for related subject fields both inde-
pendently and relative to other segments of the campus.
Staff Studies of Research Needs. Although members of the
faculty, with their graduate students, were represented in
calculations of space needs on a standardized basis, there
were many non-faculty persons allied with the faculty, and
carrying various degrees of responsibility for research, whose
needs were not reflected in the construction justifications. A
census of all personnel in organized research activities, fol-
lowed by the registration of post-doctoral research personnel
present on University or extramural funds, uncovered glar-
ing deficiencies in the physical plant. This information has
been utilized in preparing plans for housing the activities,

All this information was restudied by the Committee
on Buildings and Campus Development and by the Chan-
cellor’s Academic Advisory Committee (which includes key
Academic Senate chairmen in its membership). In particu-
lar, the following three factors were examined for each
department:

(1) estimate of future student load.

I1: ACADEMIC PROSPECTUS

(2) capacity of present staff to absorb this load, and
(3) capacity of present space to accommodate additional staff
and student needs.

4. SPACE NEEDS

The projections and tabulations shown in Table 1 (page
10) reflect proposals both for staff growth and for space.
When the academic plan was restudied in 1960, special
attention was paid to those departments in which the
growth was exceeding that of the campus as a whole. This
increase was to be balanced by slower-growing depart-
ments. Examples of areas of more than average growth
rate are: Mathematics, Physics, Chemistry, and Engineer-
ing.

Building Program. The building program for 1970 re-
flects the following events in the academic plan:

(1) For expansion of programs in the Arts, the construction

of a total of 290,000 net square feet.

(2) For current needs and expansion in the Social Sciences,
417,000 net square feet of new and remodeled space is
planned. :

(3) For the Humanities, existing spaces will be adequate
when the present assignments to other groups are re-
leased.

(4) The Library is scheduled to receive 120,000 net square
feet of additional space.

(3) For the Engineering Sciences, 677,000 net square feet
of new space is planned for both the central campus and
the Richmond Field Station. '

(6) For Mathematics, Chemistry, Physics, and Astronomy, a
total of 403,000 net square feet of new space is planned.

(7) For the Life Sciences, 237,000 net square feet of new
space is planned.

(8) For Agriculture, 121,000 net square feet of new and re-
modeled space is projected for the Gill and Oxford Tracts.



TABLE 1
EsTIMATE OF SPACE REQUIREMENTS AT BERKELEY

Assignable Square Feet of Building Space for 27,500 Total Students in 1965
and 1970 Reflecting Adjustment in mix,

1960 1965 1970
Head  Head Head
Type of Space Count Count Sq.Ft. Count 8q. Fi.
Restudy Standards® )
Classtoom: Lower Div. 7,297 7,400 80,388 6,000 67,452 Professional Schools such as Law, Optometry, Public

incl. Upper Div. 7,696 9,600 67,732 9,500 66,906

Health, and Social Welfare are included in the foregoing.
seminar) Graduate 6,867 10,500 67,799 12,000 77,748 alth, an ci ar going

Total Classoom 21,860 27,500 (215.919) 27.500 (212.106) In addition, such special laboratories as Marine Biology
Teaching and Chemical Biodynamics are provided with increments
Laboratory: Lower Div, .............. 143,463 120,377 of new space.

{incl. , .
service) Upper Div. . ... ... ... ..., 289,132 285768 Organized Researc‘h. Space for f)rgal'uzed resea:r(_:h as

Total Teaching Laboratory ....... (432,595) (406,145) well as for non-organized research, is being planned in re-
Graduate Research .................. 1,044,929 1,186,284 visions of the previous five- and ten-year plans.

Staff Research .............. ... . .. 324,305 350,319 The 1964 and 1970 target figures for Organized Research
Academic Office .................... 304,571 325,103 . . . h
Administrative Office ................ 99,491 108,416 in Table 1 need special mention, as they represent a roug

Sub-Total, All above ............ (2,421,810) (2,588,373) approximation. It was assumed that most, if not all, post-

Shop, Storage, Misc. ................. 252,837 271,520 doctoral fellows are to be allocated to organized research
———_———— D ——— . g
TOTAL RESTUDY STANDARDS 2,674,647 2,859,803 units as concerns space and budget. It was further assumed

that the post-doctoral population will increase at the same

Additional Allowances® rate as the graduate students. The ratio of 1960 post-doc-

Other Staff Offices™ ... ... .......... 60,640 64,761 .
Other Staff Research® . ... 7 31.912 35.557 toral fellows to then-current organized research space was
Organized Research ................. 393,173 579,700 projected to 1964 and 1970, giving a figure for the organ-
Other ............................ 10,300 10,300 ized research spaces needed in these years,
Total Additional Allowances . .. ... 496,025 690,318

TOTALS oo 3,170,672 8,550,211 5. POLICIES FOR PHYSICAIL. PLANNING

A number of other policy decisions and predictable
* 1960 instructional and office space was 1,541,889 sq. ft.; space for organized re- trends in academic development have also helped shape

search was 293,100 sq. ft.; total, 1,834,989 net sq. ft. .
?Restudy Standards space allocations are quoted in Full Time Equivalent stu- and ref:ine the physwal Plan' .
dents; conversion from Full Time Equivalent to Head Count has been made for Optimum use of central campus space for academic pur-

students shown. 08 .l .
“To be fmanced almost entirely from Non-State Funds poses. Almost all classrooms must be located within a 10

* For Visiting Faculty, Emeriti, and Miller Professors. minute class exchange distance with central library facili-



ties as a focal point. This requirement means that central
campus space must be reserved for classrooms and teach-
ing laboratories, for departmental and faculty offices, and
for library facilities. New structures on the central campus
should be built to the maximum size that a particular site
will accommodate, consistent with practicable height limi-
tations occasioned by aesthetics and by problems of heavy
vertical movement within buildings. Wherever feasible,
research units and storage needs must be housed on the
periphery of the central campus or, increasingly, moved to
outlying campus properties such as the Gill Tract, the Rich-
mond Field Station, or the Richmond Services Center, Fur-
thermore, better utilization of classrooms will be necessary
to accommodate the expanding enrollment. Classrooms
will have to be used more on a central pool basis, and more
heavily on Tuesdays and Thursdays and in afternoons. To
match enrollment growth with attainable rates of construc-
tion, fuller utilization of the summer period must be ob-
tained in caring for matriculated students.

Shifts in types of facilities for changing divisional dis-
tributions. As the proportion of students in the upper and
graduate divisions grows, there will be less relative need
for large lecture halls and growing need for smaller class-
rooms, seminar rooms, laboratories, and research facilities.
Even for lower division classes, the present trend is toward
provision of more seminar-type rooms that promote class

II: ACADEMIC PROSPECTUS

discussion and rapport between student and instructor. Ex-
periments with television will have to be carried out to
learn how this medium can be properly incorporated into
teaching techniques in an effort to keep the physical plant
in balance.

Grouping of related subject fields by building complex.
Whenever possible, related teaching departments and re-
search units will be housed in clusters of buildings. Such
physical proximity will be a convenience to students and
staff; more importantly, it will permit joint use of branch
libraries, major laboratory equipment, and other such facil-
ities which might otherwise have to be duplicated at sev-
eral dispersed campus locations.

A further advantage of such grouping is that clusters of
buildings surrounded by open spaces provide greater aes-
thetic variety than isolated buildings spaced evenly
throughout the campus landscape.

Arrangement of library facilities. More library facilities,
both stacks and reading rooms, must be provided in the
immediate future. It is proposed to expand the campus
program of branch libraries and to provide reading rooms
in several areas throughout the campus. Branch Iibraries
serving related fields will be located, when possible, within
the appropriate building complexes. Further expansion
needs will require construction of an undergraduate li-
brary building near the present main Library.

11
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Growth Since World War i
And Outlook for the Future

A record number of students are now enrolled on the
Berkeley campus—a total of 23,713 in Fall 1961. This ex-
ceeds even the previous high of 23,145 reached during the
fall of 1948 when returning GI's flooded onto the campus
to use their government-sponsored educational rights.
Total enrollment declined after Fall 1948 to a low of 15,327
in Fall 1953. Since that year, however, the total number
of students enrolled has risen steadily to its present all-time
high (an 8.5 per cent increase in the past year) and all indi-
cations bespeak continued, accelerated increases. Berkeley
campus enrollment is expected to reach policy-dictated
limits of 27,500 students by Fall 1964 or 1965 (see Chapter
I1, “Academic Prospectus™. The long-forewarned “tidal
wave of students” has indeed arrived, bringing with it
heavy demands for a wide array of physical facilities.

This rise in student numbers, both recent and antici-
pated, must be accompanied by staff growth in numbers
of teaching, research, and administrative and maintenance
personnel. Currently there are 1,350 full-time-equivalent
faculty members and about 8,000 full-time-equivalent ad-
ministrative and research personnel and other non-aca-
demic staff on the Berkeley Campus, including the Law-
rence Radiation Laboratory. For the ultimate “mix” of
27,500 students it is expected that non-student members
of the campus “family” will be sufficient to bring the total
daytime campus population to about 40,000 persons.

Since World War II the Berkeley Campus has achieved
an impressive record of improvement of its physical facili-
ties—buildings, parking structures, athletic fields, utilities,
roads and walks, and landscaping. Appendix D, listing all
major permanent facilities now on the campus (but ex-
cluding interior building remodelings and other improve-
ments) reveals the extent of new construction that has been
realized during this period. Of the nearly 10,000,000 gross
square feet of building space now on Berkeley Campus
properties (see Table 2 following) approximately half has
been added or acquired in the past sixteen years. Further-
more, some 400,000 gross square feet of temporary or obso-
lete (“non-permanent”} space have been demolished during
this period to make way for new permanent construction
or to improve the quality of campus landscaping and
environment.

Some 2,000,000 additional gross square feet of building
space is authorized or programmed for construction over
the next five years. Appendix E lists these projects as well
as those which are proposed for construction in the indefi-
nite future to handle anticipated and in some cases un-
known needs for instruction, research, services, housing,
etc. That the Berkeley Campus properties are sufficient to
handle these demands is revealed in Table 2 by the indica-
tion of over 6,000,000 gross square feet of potential build-
ing space for both assigned and unassigned building
projects. 1t should be noted, however, that only one third
of this potential is on sites on the central campus in Berke-
ley and very little of this, in turn, is unassigned and un-
programmed space.



TABLE 2

Camrus Bulbing DATA SUMMARY
{June, 1962)

Gross Square Feet' Permanent’ Peg@()czr:;ent Potential’
Mamn Campus AREA ........ 6,802,000 606,000 3,835,000
{Central Campus) .......... {5,134,000) (564,000) (1,926,000)
Lar, Canvon anp HiLn Areas 709,000 173,000 1,635,000
ALBANY AND RICH.MOND Areas 1,035,000 508,000 1,086,000
ToraL ................ 8,546,000 1,287,000 6,556,000
Torarn Existing ..., . ... 9,833,000

' GROSS SQUARE FEET includes only areas completely enclosed and excludes

outdoor seating areas, parking facilities, athletic fields and courts.

* PERMANENT includes building under construction as of June 1, 1952.

? POTENTIAL is the sum of the estimated capacities of remaining sites.
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Recent Accomplishments

1. INAUGURATION OF RESIDENCE
HALLS PROGRAM

In 1956 an architectural competition was held for the
design of the first of a series of new single-student vesi-
dence halls, needed to implement previously determined
policy of housing at least 25% of the student body in Uni-
versity-owned and -operated facilities. The winning design
by the San Francisco architect firm, Warmecke & Warnecke
(now John Carl Warnecke & Associates), was the basis for
two residence halls groups housing 840 students each and
located on College Avenue south of the central campus.
So successful have these halls proved to be, both in design
and in operation, that a third group of halls, planned and
designed by the same firm, is now under construction. At
this writing more than 2600 students are accommodated in
University-operated single-student residence halls, and
continued efforts will be made to provide additional stu-
dent housing of equivalent caliber. Soon to be completed
are 500 apartments for married students, at the Gill Tract,
bringing the total of this category to 919.

2. CALIFORNIA STUDENT CENTER

Just as the Berkeley campus had until recently been
compared unfavorably with other institutions in regard to
its residence halls program, so Berkeley has been below
average in terms of the quality and amount of student
activities facilities that it provided. Ten years’ study of
means of correcting this deficiency culminated in the hold-
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ing of another architectural competition for the design of
the California Student Center. This complex includes a
Student Union Building, realized through private financing
including student fees and alumni pledges, 2 Dining Com-
mons (similarly financed except for $200,000 from the State
for equipment), parking for 125 cars, and (vet to be built) a
Student Office Building and a building to house a 2,000-
seat Auditorium and a 500-seat Theater, In 1957 the con-
tract for the design of the first two units of the California
Student Center was awarded to the competition winner,
a team composed of Berkeley architect Vernon DeMars
and Richmond architect Donald Hardison. Located strate-
gically with respect to the academic core of the campus,
the Telegraph Avenue business district, and new residence
halls, the Student Center facilities have brought great ac-
claim to the campus and have, since their recent dedication
(March 1961), given service and delight to users.

3. CAMPUS LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS

It is generally conceded that the Berkeley campus is
endowed with one of the world’s distinguished University
settings, at the base of the Berkeley Hills and overlooking
San Francisco Bay and the Golden Gate. In terms of native
and cultivated landscape, the campus has managed to
preserve the beauties of its site through continued aware-
ness of the importance of landscape to the quality of cam-
pus environment. Through the years many sensitive hands
have defended, shaped, and enhanced the creeks, glades,
and woodlands that characterize the Berkeley campus.

Over two years ago Mr. Thomas D. Church, landscape

architect, was engaged to give his attention to Berkeley
campus landscape development. Among his charges was
the creation of a landscape plan, coordinated with the
comprehensive Long Range Development Plan, by which
assurance could be had of the continued preservation and
improvement of campus ground in the face of increasing
pressures for more and more building space.

The landscape plan that has emerged from this assign-
ment is reproduced in the last chapter of this report. By
taking into account many factors, such as historical fea-
tures (FFaculty Glade, the Fucalyptus Grove), views and
vistas, circulation requirements (relocation of University
Drive, refinement of a system of pedestrian walks), treat-
ment of the principal campus entrances, design of formal
and natural open spaces and their interrelationships, and
the critical and many-faceted problems of relation between
buildings and open areas, Mr., Church has evolved a plan
designed to maximize the visual qualities of out-of-door
campus areas. During preparation of this plan many neg-
lected aspects of campus landscape maintenance were
taken care of: areas that had become overgrown and
jungle-like were made transparent again; lost vistas were
recaptured; forgotten or undeveloped areas of great natu-
ral beauty were opened up. And particularly in recent
years, landscape details associated with new building proj-
ects have been resolved to the mutual advantage of both
building and its immediate grounds. Projects “off-campus,”
as well, have succeeded in introducing the traditional qual-
ities of campus landscape into adjoining urban areas of
Berkeley (as, for example, at the new Residence Halls on
College Avenue and at University Hall on Oxford Street).
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4. LAND ACQUISITION PROGRAM

In December 1952 The Regents approved
a program of acquisition of about 45 acres of
land adjoining the campus in central Berkeley
to provide sites for anticipated campus func-
tions that demanded close-in location. This
program was arrived at after Jong delibera-
tion on ways of solving space problems based
on increasing pressures for central campus -
lands. It had become evident that the lands -
traditionally thought of as- “campus” would
soon be inadequate for known needs if all pos-
itive visual qualities of the campus were not
to be lost.

Accordingly it was determined that pro-
posed new residence halls, necessary augmen-
tation of physical education and recreational
fields and courts, peripheral parking facili-
ties, and some academic and administrative
functions, could justify such land acquisition.
Over the years since 1952 only minor amend-
ments have been made to specific details of
the Land Acquisition Program, and full pub-
lic explanation of the extent of the Program,
the reasons for it, and the firm intention not to
enlarge it, has been made. This Program is
now over 60% complete by area. Table 3, fol-

. l_j\ﬁj

L0

- VIRGIMNIA

UNIYERSITY.

status as of JUNE 1, 1952

IOWiIlg, deﬁnes the areas included in the Land B Acquired to dote Main campus boundaries
o - ; EE] To be acquired Porcel lines
Acquisition Program and its current status. Major wrban uses 2202 Asssssor’s blosk ros.
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TABLE 3

Starus oF BERkELEY CAMPUS LAND AcQuisrtion PROGRAM

Total :
Areaand  Now Owned Tobe Acquired for U.C.Use % Complete - 1 ; foiys
Block Number  (acres) (acres) (acres) (by area) Several guiding precepts underl%e the L'and .Acqulsmon
Program; these statements recognize the inevitable prob-
South~—East of Telegraph Avenue lems entailed by campus expansion into private, developed
1869 0.45 0.22 0.67 5@ Y campus exp p > P
1871 1.50 0.36 1.86 lands:
ig% ggg ggg ggg (1) Apprgpriat(; ﬂp;ubllaic kalgencies and' special.lyUIinltereEted
1874 2.79 0.00 2.79 members of the berkeiey community, particularly those
1875-1 0.93 1.86 9.79 owning property in areas adjacent to the campus and
1875-2 0.00 2.80 2.80 affected by campus expansion, should be informed of the
1876 0.15 2.24 2.39 land acquisition plans of the University at Berkeley and
Subtotal 1140 8.26 19.66 58.0% of the academic reasons which justify these plans.
South—West of Telegraph Avenue (2) All information to be made available should conform to
1878 0.59 " 045 1.04 the provisions of the 1962 campus plan and to the land
1879 2.42 0.00 2.42 acquisition program contained therein, as each may be
igg(l) 8‘%2 ;gg égg modified from time to time.
1883 208 0.00 2.08 (8) Every eflort should be made by the University to avoid
1886 2.39 0.00 9.39 disturbance of religious and social institutions and busi-
1888 0.61 0.00 0.61 ness enterprises, which perform essential community
Subiotal 8.53 4.88 12.91 66.1% sexvice. They should be assured that according to present
West : lans the University does not contemplate the acquisi-
P Py ty p q
1819 2.86 0.00 2.86 tion of their property.
2032 1.29 0.00 1.29 (4) Owners of property within areas to be acquired by the
ggi’g (1)2(5] 883 2-)3(5) University should be encouraged to sell their property to
Subtotal 580 0.00 5:20 100.0% the University at 2 mutually convenient time. and should
5 be allowed to retain occupancy, through leasing arrange-
Nort ments, until such time as the property is required for con-
2191 197 159 2.86 property isreq
' ' ) truction.
2200 1.96 0.00 1.9 ;
9201 0.91 1.55 2_4g (5) Agencies related to the University and serving its pur-
2202 0.17 1.65 1.82 poses should be given assistance in finding new and
Subtotal 4,31 4,79 9.10 47.4% suitable locations when relocation is necessary. Such as-
ToTaLs 30.04 17.43 A7.47 63.3% sistance might include advice on property values, ex-
Plus On-Campus Acquisition® .35 — changes of property not needed for the University
YET TO BE ACQUIRED 17.78 building program, advance purchase of property for ex-
* One remaining parcel on Piedmont Avenue; area in City street to be abandoned Change purposes, and information on property known to

in central campus area (Dana St, north of Bancroft Way) excluded.

be available for purchase.



5. STREET IMPROVEMENTS

1958 City-University Agreement. Through the medium
of the City-University Liaison Committee, 2 group estab-
lished in 1953 to bring campus and City of Berkeley offi-
cials together on a regular basis for discussion of mutual
physical planning problems, a singular accomplishment
occurred in 1958. An Agrecment made between the Uni-
versity and the City in 1931 had set forth a host of com-
mitments on the two bodies in regard to improvements to
be made to various peripheral streets bordering the cam-
pus. The joint Liaison Committee, through long discus-
sions of street and traffic problems, was able to revise the
1931 Agreement and to reflect contemporary conditions.
The new, 1958 Agreement covers road and street abandon-
ments within the central campus area, sets responsibilities
for street widenings in the vicinity of the campus, desig-
nates areas for vehicle loading bays, and specifies other
trafficways improvements that will be of advantage to both
the campus and the City of Berkeley.

Gayley Road. The Berkeley Master Plan states, in part,

In order to assure the continning use and availability of Gayley
Road, and to permit improvement of it in accordance with the
Master Plan, the Board of Regents should either dedicate the
street to the City, or grant a public easement, or make other
provision for permanent public use of this key thoroughfare.

This artery provides the only connector east of Oxford
Street, already congested because of its proximity to the
Berkeley central business district, between parts of Berke-
ley north and south of the campus. Quite naturally, the
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City is concerned that Gayley Road, a University-owned
street available to the public only at the discretion of The
Regents, should continue to be available for use. In accord
with this request, the Board of Regents in 1958 approved
a resolution of intent to keep Gayley Road open for general
public use, with the exception of short periods during
large-scale events in Memorial Stadium or the Greek The-

ater. It is hoped also that physical improvements to this.

road, which provides a principal vehicular access route
into the central campus, can be funded in the near future.

Current Problems

The Berkeley campus contains a number of structures
built originally for short term use, other structures that
have outlived their period of usefulness, and some build-
ings that have been acquired through campus expansion
and put to interim use pending permanent development
of their sites. Evidently, if the quality of the campus and
its facilities is to keep pace with future need, most of these
buildings must be removed and new space found for their
occupants.

In certain cases, when a structure has historical worth, -

is of sound construction, and does not conflict with logical
growth plans (e.g., South Hall), rehabilitation or alteration
of the building may be appropriate. Even so-called “per-
manent” buildings often call for nearly continuous re-
modeling to adjust space to occupant’s changing require-
ments, as in the case of the Life Sciences Building.

19
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BUILDINGS TO BE
REMOVED

Ambassador Apartments -
Architects and Engineers
Architecture Building

Art Gallery

Astronomy Observatory
Band Building (former use)
Cafeteria (former use)
Callaghan Hall

Chemistry and Annex

City and Regional Planning
Cowell Temporary Buildings
Crocker Laboratory
Decorative Art and Annex
Freshman Chemistry Lab.
Mechanics Building

South Hall Annex

T1-2

T 3-10; T 22

University Extension
2739-2747 Bancroft Way
2 Barrow Lane

2227-2251 College Ave.
2220-2250 Piedmont Ave.

PROPOSED SITE RE-USE

Student Office Building
Landscape

Engineering Building
Landscape

Landscape

Landscape

Envir, Design Bldg,; Landscape
Power Plant Addn.; Landscape
Chemistry Unit 2

Engineering Building

Parking; Landscape

Physics Building

Landscape -

Physical Sciences Lecture Hall
Parking; Landscape
Landscape

Mathematical Sciences Building
Roads; Walks; Landscape
Student Office Building

Law Building Addition

Walks; Landscape
Bio-Organic Lab.; reserve site

Law Building Addition; reserve site

BUILDINGS TO BE ALTERED EXTENSIVELY

Agriculture Hall

California Hall

Engineering Materials Lab.
(plus addition)

Eshleman Hall

Gilman Hall

Haviland Hall

Hearst Mining Building

Home Economics Building
LeConte Hall (Room 310 only)
Library (4 stages)

Life Sciences Building

South Hall (2 stages)

Sproul Hall

Stephens Hall

Community and Regional Planning Considerations

Although virtually all aspects of large scale physical
planning for Berkeley, the East Bay area, and the San
Francisco Bay Metropolitan Region may be interpreted
to have direct or indirect bearing upon the welfare of the
Berkeley campus of the University of California, some
phases of current extra-campus planning activity have par-
ticular application at this time and for the immediate
future.

1. CAMPUS ACCESS AND PUBLIC TRANSIT
FACILITIES

The years since the War have seen significant changes
in transport patterns in the Bay Area and near the Berkeley
campus. Most obvious, of course, has been the great in-
crease in the use of the automobile for long distance move-
ment, both as a result of urban decentralization trends
(with families moving to suburban areas where the auto-
mobile was the only choice of transportation) and as a re-
sult of deteriorating public transit services within the older
urban areas themselves. Because the campus still faces
substantial population growth during the next decade, it
is evident that alternative forms of transport to the campus
besides the automobile—other means of movement that
can allay, rather than contribute to, street congestion and
parking shortages-—become of direct concern to the
campus.



The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District,
created by the State Legislature in 1957, has underway
advanced plans for construction of a three-county rapid
transit network, one route of which will serve Berkeley
near the campus. This system with its proposals for 80-
miles-per-hour, automatically controlled electric trains,
holds promise of significant assistance in improving access
between the campus and various residential and activity
centers of the Bay Area. Indeed, the Campus Planning
Committee, the campus administration, and The Regents
have been in communication with District officials for more
than two years, making known the needs of the campus for
improved accessibility.

More recently another public agency, the Alameda-
Contra Costa Transit District, was formed to assume op-
eration of the former, privately operated company that
provided bus transit service throughout the East Bay area
and between the East Bay and San Francisco. This change-
over took place in 1960, but already improvements in serv-
ices through new vehicle purchases, increased frequency
of schedules, extension of routes, and additions of express-
service routes have been substantial. The campus must
work with the local transit district to assure itself of maxi-
mumn service practicable.

2. URBAN RENEWAL

The City of Berkeley has proposed an urban renewal
project area south of the central campus and covering
generally the blocks between Bancroft and Dwight Ways
and between Bowditch and Fulton Streets. Under terms
of the Federal Housing Acts of 1959 and 1961, Federal
cash grants can be made available for qualified projects
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to the extent of two-thirds of project cost, with the local
community providing the remaining one-third of the cost,
either in cash or in non-cash public improvements in the
arca. In this case the project would be one of “rehabilita-
tion” as opposed to one involving Jarge scale demolition
and rebuilding; it is thus not a very costly project, being
aimed at arresting incipient blight rather than correcting
advanced deterioration. Because here the campus Land
Acquisition Program within the project area can qualify as
non-cash credits for the City, Berkeley stands to gain ex-
cess non-cash credits, for which 2-for-1 matching Federal
moneys can be secured for other, and perhaps more critical,
urban renewal projects elsewhere in the City. At no cost
to the University, an improved campus neighborhood can
thus result.

3. POTENTIAL LANDS

Although the campus is firmly committed to a policy of
acquiring no additional lands in central Berkeley beyond
amounts already specified in the campus Land Acquisition
Program, it would be less than prudent if, in view of
shortages of usable and appropriately located land, the
campus administration were not continually alert to pos-
sible land acquisition opportunities. Very recently both
the Chaparral Hill tract, consisting of 238 acres of land at
the crest of the Berkeley Hills adjoining the campus, and
the Richmond Services Center, a 60-acre area with deep
water access and containing a building of 500,000 gross
square feet, were acquired at very nominal costs and will
prove to be of great value to the campus and to various
activities that can be located there.
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PART IV: LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT PLAN



Objective and Principles

The foregoing pages have set forth briefly the history
and current methods of Berkeley campus planning, a pic-
ture of academic, research, and related needs on which
physical planning for the campus is based, and descrip-
tions of recent accomplishments and current problems.
This material, compiled in summary form in this document,
sets the framework for a comprehensive policy statement
regarding future physical planning for the University of
California, Berkeley.

The Long Range Development Plan, presented subse-
quently in written and graphic form, is thus a long range,
general, flexible guide to future physical growth of the
Berkeley campus. In no sense is it a precise blueprint;
rather, it is a frame of reference for the more detailed plan-
ning of the many individual projects and parts that will
comprise the campus of tomorrow. It is subject to con-
tinual review and possible change, in order that it may
always be abreast of needs and conditions of the time.

Stated here are the major planning precepts that under-
lie the Long Range Development Plan.

1. OBJECTIVE

The objective of the Long Range Development Plan is
to outline an aesthetically and financially sound physical
design to meet the academic needs of an enrollment of
27,500 students and associated research and public service
functions of the University, without sacrifice of the physi-
cal setting of the Berkeley campus.



2. PRINCIPLES

ACADEMIC AND RESEARCH REQUIREMENTS

Central campus space will be used primarily for aca-
demic needs for most academic buildings must be located
within a 10-minute class exchange area centering about
main library facilities. This 10-minute walking distance
limit will necessitate an increase in classroom utilization
to meel the needs of an expanding enrollment and will
also require that most nonacademic functions and many
research units be located in peripheral campus areas or on
outlying campus lands.

Because of limited central campus space, it will be par-
ticularly important to make full use of outlying properties
owned by the University—in ways that will complement
activities that must remain in the central campus area.
Additional expansion of research activities will occur at the
Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, in Strawberry Canyon,
and in the upper hill areas of the campus, as well as at the
Gill Tract (Albany), the Field Station (Richmond), and the
Services Center (Richmond). Where possible, research
clusters will be developed to minimize fragmentation of
University activities that prosper through closeness to one
another. Family housing for married students, out-of-door
agricultural research, service and storage facilities, and
large scale, low intensity teaching and research activities
are examples of uses that will generally be located in these
more remote areas.
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BurLpine Location, DEsieN, Anp UsE

Campus buildings and facilities on restricted sites will
be constructed to the maximum size practicable, consistent
with specific need and unique site limitations. Related de-
partments and functions will be located in clusters where
possible for reasons of aesthetics, efficiency, and con-
venience of staff and students. Obsolete and temporary
buildings will be removed, and the over-all density of
building coverage to land area on the central campus will
be limited strictly to 25%.

L ANDSCAPE, REGIONAL SCENIC ASSETS, AND
HistoricaL FEATURES

Every measure will be taken to preserve the beauties of
the natural setting of the Berkeley campus. The groves
and woodlands along Strawberry Creek will set the pre-
vailing feeling for campus landscape, modified by a few
areas of formal character, such as the Esplanade and the
Mining Circle. Advantages will be taken of views of the
Golden Gate, San Francisco Bay, and the Berkeley Hills
and other scenic assets wherever possible in building siting
and campus design. Historical features, such as South Hall,
the University House, Founders Rock, Hearst Mining
Circle, and Sather Gate, will be preserved. Major open-
area features of the campus will be assiduously guarded
and enhanced: the branches of Strawberry Creek, the Cen-
tral Glade, Faculty Glade, Observatory Hill, the Eucalyp-
tus Grove, and the great backdrop of the Berkeley Hills.
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SMmarL Scare DesieN EreMENTS

Special attention will be given to various detailed
aspects of campus design as a means of improving the
beauty and usefulness of campus facilities. Such “street
furniture” as luminaires, waste receptacles, bicycle stands,
and directional and regulatory signs will be subjects of in-
tensive thought and care in their design and placement.
Where possible, signs will be applied to pavement surfaces
rather than carried on vertical poles. Names of campus
buildings will be legible, evident, and designed to harmo-
nize with structures they designate. Attractive stands for
student election posters and other such display material
will be provided at key campus locations.

CIRCULATION AND PARKING

A system of pedestrian ways and plazas will facilitate
travel on foot throughout the campus. Pedestrian and
vehicular traffic will be separated insofar as possible, and
vehicular controls will be maintained at campus entrances
to prohibit through traffic. A continuing program of pe-
ripheral street improvements will be pursued in coopera-
tion with Berkeley and other cities in which campus lands
are located. New campus roads will be provided to answer
circulation needs in the upper hill areas and other periph-
eral or outlying lands.

Parking facilities will be provided in surface lots, where
possible, for reasons of economy; for visual and functional
reasons they will be limited in size. Curb parking will be

prohibited except under circumstances of very special na-
ture. Additional parking will be provided underground or
in open-deck structures wherever feasible in order to make
optimum use of limited land.

Particular efforts will be paid to other transportation
media that can help provide access to the campus. Con-
tinuing study will be conducted with the public transit
agencies to secure the best possible local and rapid transit
services to campus areas. Use of still other alternates to the
automobile—such as motorscooters and bicycles—will
likewise be encouraged.

LAND ACQUISITION

Land in the immediate vicinity of the campus will be
acquired in strict accord with previously announced plans,
and only for functions requiring central campus proximity.
The needs of nearby commercial, religious, and institu-
tional organizations serving the community will be given
the utmost consideration consistent with the welfare of the
University. Unforeseeable future needs, particularly in
burgeoning research-type activities, may require considera-
tion of acquisition of additional lands removed from the
central campus.

Camrus-CoMMUNITY RELATIONSHIPS

Continuing liaison will be maintained with officials of
Berkeley, Albany, and Richmond and with other public
and private agencies to help resolve physical development
problems of mutual concern.



Maijor Proposals

With the foregoing planning objective and principles as
guiding policy, the Long Range Development Plan has
been prepared to define the direction of future physical
growth of the Berkeley campus. As an outgrowth and evo-
Jution of the version of the Plan adopted by The Regents in
1956, rather than as a “new” Plan as such, it presents the
major proposals listed below. Descriptions allude to the
three Long Range Development Plan Drawings inside the
rear cover of this document.

1. ACADEMIC, RESEARCH, AND
ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDINGS

The Plan establishes locations and capacities in terms of
building groupings or clusters and firmly limits the over-all
density of building coverage on the central campus to 25%
of the land surface.

Libraries, Humanities, and The Social Sciences. The
core of the campus will consist of the main Library build-
ing and a new structure to house an Undergraduate Li-
brary, a Social Sciences complex (South, Stephens, Eshle-
man, and Barrows Halls), and a ITumanities complex
(Wheeler, Dwinelle, Durant, and California Halls).

The Undergraduate Library is planned for a site north-
east of the Life Sciences Building and northwest of Cali-
fornia Hall. This site was chosen after careful study of
several alternatives, including the conversion of Wheeler
or Sproul Hall and construction of new buildings west of
the Mining Circle and east of the Life Sciences Building,
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The reasons for placing the Undergraduate Library in the
proposed location may be summarized as follows:
a. The library will be in the path of students coming:
(1) east from the Biological Sciences complex and the Life
Sciences Building
(2) southwest from the Engineering buildings
(3) west from the Physical and Mathematical Sciences
{4) north from the residence halls, Social Sciences and Hu-
manities
(5) south from the Education-Psychology and Agriculture
complex

b. The proximity of the Undergraduate Library to the
Main Library represents a distinct advantage to students
and administration alike.

¢. The new library would be on as direct a route as the
Main Library to the Student Union, Cafeterias, and to cex-
tain departments such as Physical Education, Military and
Naval Sciences, which at certain hours of the week are the
focus of large student populations.

d. With the new location of University Drive not only
will the major east-west vista from University Hall to the
Mathematical Sciences Building be safeguarded but also
the principal north-south vista on the east side of the
Undergraduate Library Building itself.

e. By placing the new library in the site northeast of the
Life Sciences Building and northwest of California Hall
we create a new central quadrangle with Dwinelle Hall.

f. The location thus selected will spare more easterly
sites for the Physical Sciences, Mathematics, and Engi-
neering Departments.
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From the points of view of proximity to teaching de-
partments and residence halls, student traffic, future land-
scaping, and needs of other departments, the proposed
site appears most successful.

Administrative and Student Activities. Adjacent to this
“core” group of buildings, south across Strawberry Creek,
will be the California Student Center (Student Union,
Campus Commons, the Auditorium-Theater, a Student Of-
fice Building, and the Alurni House) and the buildings
housing campus services and administration (Sproul Hall
and a proposed building on Bancroft Way near Dana
Street). Adjoining these buildings, in turn, will be Harmon
and Hearst Gymnasiums, and nearby fields and courts,
which will continue to provide for physical education in-
structional needs of men and women students,

A major unit in this group of buildings is the proposed
“Student Services Building” on the south side of Bancroft
Way. Construction of this building will allow the replace-
ment of space in temporary buildings scheduled for demo-
lition and will provide appropriate increases in space needs
of the department of Physical Education to be met through
the removal of the departments of Military and Naval Sci-
ences from Harmon Gymnasium to the new building, It is
planned to house the following umits in this proposed
building:

Accounting

Air Science

Architects and Engineers

Business Office

Business Manager

Central Stenographic Bureau
Central Telegraphic Service
Inventory Department

Mailing Division (Campus Station}
Parking Office
Police Department
Purchasing Department
Residence Halls Office
Committee on Prizes
Committee on Research
Committee on Undergraduate Scholarships
Counselling Center
Custodial Services
Educational Placement Services
Housing Services
Intercollegiate Athletics Department
Military Science Department
Naval Science Department
Personnel Department
Placement Center—Student and Alumni
Public Information

- Upon occupancy of this services building the following
departments in Sproul Hall can then be provided with ad-
ditional spaces which they can presently justify:

Admissions Office

Cashier

Custodian

Dean of Students

Dean of Students Special Services
Graduate Division

Letters and Science, College of
President Emeritus R. G. Sproul
Public Ceremonies

Registrar

State Rehabilitation

Summer Sessions

Telephone Exchange



Design, Music and The Arts. In the southeast quadrant
of the campus, south of Faculty Glade and the Men’s and
Women’s Faculty Clubs, will be located Environmental
Design, Music (Morrison and Hertz Halls), and the Art and
Anthropology departments (Kroeber Hall). Also in this
general area the Plan denotes the School of Law with a
future addition easterly, Cowell Hospital, Optometry, a
Bio-organic Laboratory, and some reserve building sites.

Mathematical and Physical Sciences. To the east of the
Sather Tower Esplanade will be found the various Physical
Sciences complexes—Physics (LeConte and Gilman Halls,
LeConte Annex, and a building to be located north of Gil-
man Hall), Astronomy (most of Campbell Hall), Mathe-
matics and Statistics (part of Campbell Hall and a new
major building to rise west of the Mining Circle), and
Chemistry and Chemical Engincering (Latimer and Lewis
Halls, Low-temperature Laboratory, a structure to replace
present “old” Chemistry Building, the present Biochem-
istry-Virus Laboratory, and a future westerly addition
toit),

Engineering and the Earth Sciences. Engineering de-
partments will occupy most buildings in the northeast
quadrant of the central campus, with expansion necessary
north of Hearst Avenue on both sides of LeRoy Avenue.
Earth Sciences departments (Geography, Geology, and
Paleontology) will occupy a recently completed building
directly west of the Engineering complex and fronting on
Observatory Hill open areas. Haviland Hall will be used
by Criminology and Social Welfare.

Agriculture and the Life Sciences. Agriculture depart-
ments will remain in Agriculture, Giannini, Hilgard, and
Mulford Halls, plus laboratory facilities on the Oxford
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Tract. The northwesterly quadrant of the campus, already
containing the School of Public Health (Warren Hall) and
Home Economics, will be rounded out by buildings for
Biochemistry, Virology, and Health Sciences, and a north-
erly addition to Warren Hall. Reserve building sites that
may be necessary in this sector of the campus are indicated
in the Plan for the north end of the Oxford Tract and for
a site west of Oxford Street at Berkeley Way,

Biological Sciences departments will in large part re-
main headquartered in the Life Sciences Building, with
future growth of some activities to take place into the
northwest area of the central campus; a future building
for Biological Sciences expansion is sited at the north end
of Edwards Track Stadium.

The School of Education, Psychology, and the Institute
of Human Development will be located in a large new
building spanning the Arch Street entrance to the campus.

South of Edwards Baseball Field a new Armory is pro-
jected, and a small westerly addition to the Power Plant is
shown north of Edwards Baseball Field. The former Cali-
fornia Farm Bureau building, west of Edwards Track
Stadium, has been recently acquired and will be occupied
by University Extension activities.

East of Gayley Road. East of Gayley Road and Piedmont
Avenue, Bowles and Stern Halls and International House
will retain their student residence functions, as will the
Fernwald complex at the easterly end of Dwight Way.
Memorial Stadium and the Greek Theater will continue to
be used for large scale out-of-door spectator events.

In lower Strawberry Canyon directly east of Memorial
Stadium, the former corporation yard has been removed
(to the Services Building, southwest of the central campus)
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West of the central campus the Land Acquisition Pro-
gram has been completed, with properties specified for
University Press, a parking structure (which will be en-
larged vertically to accommodate the University Garage),
University Hall (Statewide University administration}, and
a reserve building site. Compatibility with the adjacent
Berkeley central business district has been an important
criterion in determining use of these areas for University
purposes.

Outlying Properties. On the various outlying properties
of the Berkeley campus, various academic and research
activities have been and will be established to relieve
serious pressures upon central campus space. Too, certain
kinds of uges here contemplated would, because of their
nature or scale of operation, be inappropriately located
amid the dense populations that are to be found on the
central campus. To this end, the Gill Tract, the Richmond
Field Station, and the Richmond Services Center provide
outlets where such functions may be sited without detri-
ment to other campus operations.

The GL Tracrt, 3 miles removed from the central cam-
pus, will contain an agricultural research complex of both
laboratory buildings and open plot cultivations, as well as

IV: LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

a 930-family community for married students and a general
use area containing a reserve building site.

The Ricamonn FiELD STATION, 7 miles distant, will be a
working research complex primarily for Engineering de-
partments and related groups, but accommodating the
Forest Products Laboratory as well; it will provide such
unique features as extensive paved yard spaces and “in-

cubator” areas, where new or short term specialized experi-

mentations may be undertaken with minimum concern for
“appearance.” The Richmond Field Station offers ample
reserve areas for additional, unforeseen activities.

The RicamonD Services CENTER {recently acquired from
the Ford Motor Company) can accommodate large scale
storage needs of the University and is contemplated for use
by other service and research functions, including possibly
University Press’s printing operations, that can make good
use of the extensive enclosed space (nearly a half million
square feet) that the principal building provides.

Finally, the 10-acre Braxe EsTATE in Kensington, 4
miles north of the campus, is a residential property speci-
fied by the donor, Anson Blake, for use of its highly de-
veloped garden plantings by the Department of Landscape
Architecture, thus suring utilization compatible with the
high-quality residential area in which it is located.
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2. LANDSCAPE AND OPEN SPACES

The Plan defines permanent open spaces
and areas of special landscape treatment
necessary to preserve the unique visual char-
acter associated with the Berkeley campus.
Principal features whose natural or traditional
qualities are to be retained and enhanced are
the two branches of Strawberry Creek, the
Central Glade, Faculty Glade, the Eucalyptus
Grove near the West Entrance, Observatory
Hill, and the “background” of the campus
formed by the steep slopes of the Berkeley
Hills,

CENTRAL CAMPUS LANDSCAPE PLAN

Prepared by Consulting Landscape Architect
Thomas D. Church as an amplification of the Long
Range Development Plan
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Significant open areas whose more formal, urban aspects will domi-
nate include the Esplanade at Sather Tower, the Hearst Mining
Circle (relocated slightly northward as on the sketch, below, from
the Landscape Plan report), and its axial southerly extension, Dwi-
nelle-Wheeler and the California Student Center Plazas, the Uni-
versity House Garden, and the West Crescent and Springer Gate. )QQ

Mining Circle

oudly
Universify Drive

University Drive will be relocated to the north of its present loca-
tion (as on the sketch, above, from the Landscape plan report),
thus permitting proper views of the Life Sciences Building and
the main Library building; a new pedestrian plaza will be built
in front of the Library entrance,
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The major campus entrances—Telegraph Avenue at Sather Gate,
College Avenue Plaza, Euclid Avenue (North Gate), Springer Gate
at the West Crescent, and the entrance on Hearst Avenue opposite
Arch Street and spanned by the Education-Psychology Build-
ing—will be given special landscape treatment, for they are the
main arrival points for persons approaching the Berkeley campus.
(See typical sketches, below and to the right, from the Landscape
Plan report.)

College Avenue Entrance

04
ﬁ “ -__—ﬁ_

Arch Street Entrance doalicecn &Eucc 24 /W v

Within the central campus itself, pedestrian walks, glades, lawns,
sitting areas, sculpture, and fountains will lend special personality
to different parts of the campus, while at the same time the unity
of the larger aspects of campus landscape will dominate.
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Where the campus has expanded into the urban pattern
surrounding the traditional campus limits, particular at-
tention will be paid to extending the visual qualities of
campus landscape into these new areas. Thus the removal
of overhead wires adjacent to and near the campus is re-
garded as most desirable. The residence halls on College
Avenue and recent developments on the west side of
Oxford Street, where street trees, spacious building ap-
proaches, and perimeter planting have been effected, ex-
emplify this extension of campus landscape character;
similar results can be expected as the campus building
program proceeds.

As formerly undeveloped areas are utilized for campus
purposes, as for example at the Lawrence Radiation Labo-
ratory and in Strawberry Canyon, new stands of trees and
added foliage will be incorporated on a systematic basis to
soften the visual appearance of new developments from
both within and without. The Gill Tract and the Richmond
Field Station will have protective screen plantings at their
perimeters, for reasons both of appearance and of insula-
tion from nearby urban uses.

Faculty Glade Extension
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3. ACCESS, CIRCULATION, AND PARKING

The Long Range Development Plan sets forth proposals
tor coordinated solution to problems of access to the cam-
pus, intra-campus pedestrian and vehicular circulation,
and automobile parking.

Access. The City of Berkeley Master Plan makes clear
the need for a balance between a good arterial street pat-
tern and a highly developed public transit service, includ-
ing both local bus routes and rail rapid transit. The Long
Range Development Plan thus recognizes Euclid, Spruce-
Oxford, University, Shattuck, Ellsworth and Fulton, Tele-
graph, and Warring-Piedmont as major radial approach
routes to the campus, and Haste and Dwight, Oxford-
Fulton, and Cedar as principal circumferential streets;
these arterials set the framework for community circula-
tion. Oxford-Fulton, Bancroft and Durant, Piedmont-
Gayley, and Hearst, bordering the central campus, serve
as feeder access streets to the inner campus areas. In addi-
tion, hill-area roads in the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory
and Strawberry Canyon will be improved and extended to
permit access to all developable lands east of the central
campus; a new route connecting Strawberry Canyon with
Grizzly Peak Boulevard will be constructed. Other than
Gayley Road, which will be kept open to the public ex-
cept during special events, such as activities at Memorial
Stadium or the Greek Theater, most roads within campus
limits will not permit “through” traffic.

Local public transit will be provided over most of the
above-named arteries and will relate to the proposed re-
gional rapid transit system, whose principal Berkeley sta-
tion will be under Shattuck Avenue in the Berkeley central
business district. _

Inner campus roads. Within the central campus, Univer-
sity Drive will be realigned for functional and aesthetic
reasons and will remain a controlled-access road over which
through traffic will not be permitted. University Drive,
supplerented by cul-de-sac roads from streets peripheral
to the central campus, will provide entry to campus park-
ing areas and service access to campus buildings. Passenger
loading areas will be provided for vehicles at major campus
entrances,

Similar internal circulation schemes, adapted to local
needs, will be provided for the Gill Tract (Albany) and the
Richmond Field Station.

Parking. Approximately 12,000 automobile parking
spaces will be needed throughout campus areas. The Plan
suggests some 3,500 spaces to be provided on the central
campus, 4,000 spaces in adjacent areas outside the central
campus, nearly 3,000 spaces serving the Lawrence Radia-
tion Laboratory and other hill-area development, and
about 1,500 spaces distributed on the several outlying cam-
pus properties. Continued study will dictate the precise
amounts to be allocated between commuter and resident
parking facilities, and among faculty, staff, and students.



Where economically feasible and where land area and
aesthetic considerations permit, these spaces will take the
form of surface parking lots, usually containing 100 cars,
or less, each. It will be necessary, however, particularly
on the central campus and in immediately surrounding
development, to provide open-deck or underground park-
ing structures in order to make maximum use of valuable
land and in order to supply parking close to sources of
demand. Curb parking will be prohibited except in cases
of extreme hardship.

Facilities will be provided for the parking of motor-
scooters, bicycles, and small-size cars, especially on the
central campus and in adjacent areas, where the demand
for such spaces is most intense. _

Campus pedestrian ways. The Plan indicates a complex
network of pedestrian walkways and plazas covering the
central campus and surrounding areas. The main campus
entrances for pedestrian traffic (Telegraph, College, Eu-
clid, and Arch) are connected with the campus core (ex-
tending from the Library to the California Student Center
and from Barrows Hall to the Life Sciences Building) by
broad avenues restricted exclusively to foot traffic. Within
the core area, where pedestrian movement is most concen-
trated, these walks open up into large squares or plazas of
strong urban flavor. Lesser walks interconnect the various
sectors of the campus with the core, the main walks, and
each other, -
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4. RESIDENCE HALLS AND OUTDOOR
SPORTS FACILITIES

The Plan provides sites for single-student residence halls,
apartments for married students, and fields and courts for
instructional and recreational use.

Single-student residence halls. In accordance with The
Regents” policy of providing housing for 25% of student
enrollment, the Long Range Development Plan proposes
residence halls development both south and north of the
central campus. In addition to the older residence halls—
Stern, Bowles, and Fernwald—and following the pattern
set by the two recent residence halls groups on College
Avenue, four additional residence halls groups accommo-
dating more than 800 students each will be built on the
blocks on either side of Telegraph Avenue, south of the
campus. To the north, two additional 600-student resi-
dence halls groups will be built—one of which, on Scenic
Avenue, may be developed by the University Students’ Co-
operative Association rather than by the University.

At least one of these proposed groups of residence halls
will be for graduate students; in addition, a site at Durant
and College has been specified for a smaller residence hall
for specialized occupancy.

Married student housing. The Plan suggests the develop-
ment of most of the Gill Tract in Albany for a married stu-
dents’ community to accommodate about 930 families.
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A. COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIPS
1. Camrpus PLanning COMMITTEE

Members:
Glenn T. Seaborg, Chancellor (Chairman through January
1961)
Edward W. Strong, Chancellor (Chairman)
Orvin W. Campbell, Business and Finance Officer
Thomas D. Church, Consulting Landscape Architect
Louis A. DeMonte, Campus Architect and Head, Office of
Architects and Engineers
Sanford S. Elberg, Chairman, Committee on Buildings
and Campus Development Through November
Elmo R. Morgan, Vice President—Business
David W. Reed, Chairman, Committee on Buildings and
Campus Development December 1961 and Subse-
quently
William W, Wurster, Consulting Architect and Dean, Col-
lege of Environmental Design
Advisers:
Adrian A. Kragen, Professor of Law and Vice Chancellor—
Administration
Alden H. Miller, Professor of Zoology and Vice Chancellor—
Academic Affairs .
Donald H. McLaughlin, Member, Board of Regents
Robert J. Evans, University Architect and Head, Statewide
Office of Architecture, Engineering, and Planning
Technical Staff:
Louis A. DeMonte, Campus Architect and Head, Office of
Architects and Engineers

Charles R. Routsong, Planning Analyst, Office of Architects
and Engineers

Lindley R. Sale, Administrative Analyst, Office of the Chan-
cellor

Charles D. Tefft, Associate Planner, Office of Architects and
Engineers (Secretary June 1961 and subsequently)

Albert R. Wagner, Associate Planner, Office of Architects
and Engineers (Secretary through May 1961)

2, L1aison SuscommrrTEE of the Campus
Planning Committee

Members:

Richard L. Jennings, Professor of Law (Chairman )

Milton Chernin, Professor of Social Welfare and Dean,
School of Social Welfare (Vice Chairman)

Orvin W. Campbell, Business and Finance Officer

Louis A. DeMonte, Campus Architect and Head, Office of
Architects and Engineers

Gordon Hearn, Professor of Social Welfare (through Decem-
her 1961) .

Richard P. Hafner, Jr., Public Affairs Officer (January 1962
and subsequently)

Adrian A, Kragen, Professor of Law and Vice Chancellor—
Administration

Frank H. Miller, Assistant Business and Finance Officer

Charles D. Tefft, Associate Planner, Office of Architects and
Engineers (June 1961 and subsequently)

Albert R. Wagner, Associate Planner, Office of Architects and
Engineers (through May 1961} :



C. W. Brown (56-59)
{Chairman 56-59)

S. S. Elberg, (56-57, 58-61)

(Chairman 59-61)

D. W. Reed (59-62)
(Chairman 61-62)

M. 5. Beeler {56-60)
G. M. Briggs (61-62)
L. A. Bromley (57-58)
E. H. Burness (58-62)
E. L. Burdick (56-57)
K. H. Cardwell (59-62)
R. A. Cockrell (56-59)
S. F. Cook (57-60)

R. Craig (59-62)

L. E. Davis {59-62)

W. G. Dauben (56-57)
L. A. DeMonte {56-62)
E. R. Dempster (57-59)
R. L. Doutt (56-58)

W. B. Fretter (56-57)
C. F. Garland (56-58)

C. C. Gilliam (56-62)
].J. Gumperz (61-62)
W. D. Gwinn (58-59)
W. C. Helmbold (59-60)
F. M. Henry (56-57)

J. F. Hopkins (57-58)

J. W. Hutchison (56-61)
R. W. Jennings (56-62)
P. F. Keim (56-57)

R. F. Kerley (58-60)
A.F.Kip (57-58)

H. J. Lagorio (57-58}

J- J. Lynch (57-58)

L. Machlis (58-60)

S.J. Maisel (58-59)

R. W. Marston (58-59)
J. L. Meriam (58-59)

M. A. Milezewski (58-60)
F. W. Miller (61-62)

W. W. Monahan (56-58)
P. L. Morton (57-58)

L. Nelson (56-57)

C. L. Nordly (57-61)
W. B. Quay (61-62)

T. L. Reller (61-62)

D. A. Revzan (56-60)
C. R. Routsong (56-62)
L. R, Sale (59-62)

D. E. Savage (60-61)
R. F. Steidel (61-62)
C. D. Teflt (61-62)

R. L. Thornton (58-62)
C. A. Tobias (55-61)
F. E. Tregea (59-62)
G. E. Troxell (57-61)
H. L. Vaughan (59-60)
T. Vermeulen (60-62)
M. ]. Voigt (57-58)

A. R. Wagner (59-61)
R. N. Walpole (60-61)
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H. M. Worden (56-57, 60-62)

W. W. Wurster (56-57)
J- A. Zivnuska (59-62)
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B. EXCERPT FROM THE BERKELEY MASTER PLAN

The Master Plan adopts the following planning policies
related to the City and the University of California:

1. The Campus Development Plan appears to be a reason-
able compromise between the land needs of the Univer-
sity and the limited land resources of the City. Campus
expansion should be limited to lands that are essential,
and the Telegraph Avenue shopping center should not
be disturbed. Insofar as possible, major religious, social,
and other institutions that serve the students and the com-
munity should be permitted to remain. Land developed
for University purposes should not be scattered through
the areas adjacent to the Central Campus, but should
be planned as contiguous extensions of the Campus itself.
Expansion beyond the limits indicated on the 1956 plan
should not take place, and the City should encourage
optimum private development of this business and resi-
dential property.

2. University-owned property along the west side of Oxford
Street in the Central District, except for the University
Press, should either be developed for University purposes
in harmony with the Central District or returned to pri-
vate ownership to permit its development for suitable
commercial uses.

3. In order to assure the continuing use and availability of
Gayley Road, and to permit improvement of it in ac-
cordance with the Master Plan, the Board of Regents
should either dedicate the street to the City, or grant a
permanent easement, or make other provision for perma-
nent public use of this key thoroughfare.

4. Campus planning should make provision for off-street
passenger loading spaces at major campus entrances.

5. The City, the University, and the Associated Students
should work together to find ways to provide off-street
parking facilities for students, University personnel, shop-
pers, and the general public. Arrangements should be
made for joint use of University provided parking facili-
ties when they are not in full use and replacement of the
Sather Gate Parking Lot. -

6. The City and the University should cooperate in the de-
velopment of the University-owned Berkeley hill lands
in accordance with the recommendations of the Recrea-
tion portion of the Master Plan.

7. The visual effect of important new University buildings,
as seen from Berkeley City streets, should be a considera-
tion in their design and location.

8. A campus landscape plan should be developed which will
integrate City and University, inviting the citizen into the
campus.

9. The City should improve the main thoroughfares leading
to the campus, as well as the streets surrounding the cam-
pus, with street planting and should otherwise enhance
campus approaches.

10. City Planning and zoning should encourage the use of
private properties in the University neighborhood in ways
that will harmonize with the beauty and dignity of the
campus.

11.In order to achieve the degree of cooperative planning
which the Planning Commission believes is vital to the
future interests of both the City and the University, a
liaison committee with clearly defined authority should
be continued for the mutual exchange of information and
for the review of plans and proposals,



C. PRINCIPLES OF CAMPUS SPACE ASSIGNMENT
AND UTILIZATION

The following statements were approved by the Chan-
cellor of the Berkeley campus on March 14, 1961, and are
reproduced here in their entirety. They are designed to
insure the fullest scrutiny practicable in achieving opti-
mum use of campus building space.

I Procedure of Space Assignment

a. The Registrar is the Space Assignment Officer appointed
by the Chancellor, and as such is responsible for all as-
signments of space in existing buildings to departments or
organized units of the Berkeley campus. The Registrar per-
forms this function in consultation with the Chairman of
the Administrative Committee on Buildings and Campus
Development.

b. The Chairman of a department or equivalent head of a
campus unit shall be charged with the responsibility for
effective use of the space assigned to his unit. Accordingly,
he shall be responsible for the ordinary assignment and
reassignment of space within his unit. He shall not assign
space to emeritus professors, ‘

¢. An individual faculty member (except emeritus professors)
shall normally present his needs for space to the chairman
of his department or head of his unit, who, if he approves
the request, shall transmit it to the Space Assignment Of-
ficer. In the event of a disagreement, the chairman shall, at
the request of the faculty member, transmit his request,
together with his recommendation, to the Space Assign-
ment Officer, ‘

d. Emeritus professors shall apply for space directly to the
Space Assignment Officer. :
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e. The Space Assignment Officer may dispose of the routine
requests directly, but shall refer all requests involving
space assignment policy to the Subcommittee on Space
Utilization or to a building subcommittee, as he deems
appropriate.

f. Building subcommittees on space utilization shall report
their recommendations to the campus Subcommittee on
Space Utilization for review.

g- The campus Subcommittee on Space Utilization shall
make recommendations to the Space Assignment Officer
on all applications referred to it by that officer or by a
building subcommittee.

h.In the event that a request for space involves considera-
tions outside the purview of the Subcommittee on Space
Utilization (e.g., remodeling or removal of a temporary
buﬂding, expenditure of funds not in the unit’s budget,
assignment of space in new buildings, campus landscap-
ing, etc.), the Subcommittee shall refer the request to the
Chancellor’s Administrative Committee on Buildings and
Campus Development for recommendation to the appro-
priate officer of the administration.

II Principles Regarding the Assignment of Space to

Regular Faculty Members

a. The assignment of space in existing buildings shall be
based on a continuing study and analysis of needs, in the
light of administrative policies regarding balanced aca-
demic growth of all campus units.

b. Every regular member of the faculty shall be assigned an
office for his academic work. This need shall receive the
highest consideration among requests for office space.

c. When the limitations of available space preclude the as-
signment of a single-occupancy office, the appropriate de-



partment and building subcommittee shall work out the
next best possible arrangement so that no regular faculty
member will be without suitable office space for his aca-
demic work.

d. Faculty members whose appointments are split between
two departments or units shall normally be entitled to only
one office on an exclusive tenancy basis.

e. Low priority shall be given to assigning an office on an
exclusive tenancy basis to a part-time faculty member or
lecturer.

f. Assignment of space to a campus unit for the use of teach-
ing assistants shall be made on a basis of two teaching
assistants per desk. '

g Assignment to individual members of the faculty of large
blocks of space such as experimental or laboratory rooms
shall be made only when it is shown that the space will be

used effectively (e.g., by graduate students of the faculty’

member, or to house large pieces of special apparatus or
large amounts of materials required in the faculty mem-
ber’s scholarly work). High priority shall be given to the
multiple-use assignment of large blocks of space.

h. The practice of rotating the assignment of large blocks of
space among different faculty members in order to achieve
effective use of space shall be encouraged (e.g., when a
faculty member takes a long leave of absence from the
campus ).

i. Continuance of use of space by departments and organized
units may be subject to periodic review by the Space As-
signment Officer, with the possibility of reassignment of
space not being effectively used,

III Principles Regarding the Assignment of Space
to Emeritus Professors .

a. When available, office space shall be provided to emeritus

e

professors who desire and need space to continue their
scholarly or creative work, but not for any other purpose.

b. Whenever possible, locked storage space will be made
available to house the private libraries of emeritus profes-
sors, thus releasing private office space.

c. The granting of space to emeritus professors shall not ad-
versely affect the quantity or quality of space provided
regular faculty members.

d. Emeritus professors who wish space assigned to them shall
annually request it of the Space Assignment Officer and
state the purpose for which it is to be used.

e. Requests for space by emeritus professors shall be evalu-
ated by the Subcommittee on Space Utilization. Assign-
ments of space shall be made directly to the emeritus pro-
fessor by the Space Assignment Officer.

f. The effectiveness of use of space assigned to emeritus pro-
fessors shall be reviewed annually by the Subcommittee .
on Space Utilization, Space which is not effectively used
shall be reassigned by the Space Assignment Officer.

IV Principles Regarding the Assignment of Space

to Special Functions

a. In general, space will be assigned to special functions only
if there is extraordinary justification for the assignment.

b. The needs of non-academic employees for space additional
to their working quarters shall be examined and evaluated
in respect to both new and existing buildings.

c. Requirements for commons and conference rooms shall be
examined and evaluated in respect to both new and ex-
isting buildings.

d. Special space requirements related to student welfare
beyond those within the province of the Associated Stu-
dents of the University of California shall be examined
and evaluated in respect to both new and existing build-
lngs.



e. Activities of University Extension may be housed on the
campus only if they can be accommodated without de-
priving regular academic functions of essential space. As
a general rule, the Berkeley campus is not responsible for
housing University Extension activities.

f. Non-University agencies may be assigned space on the
campus only if it can be demonstrated that there is an ad-
vantage to such assignment that transcends any interfer-
ence with or restrictions on space available for the related
University functions or for academic departments.

V' Principles Regarding Utilization of Central Library
Buildings

a. Highest priority shall be given to general library functions
serving the University as a whole.

b. Assignments of space shall be made only to those units
requiring intensive use of collections housed in the central
library buildings. |

c. No office space in central library buildings shall be as-
signed regular faculty members whose primary activities
are in departments located elsewhere.

d. Permanent or temporary research space in central library
buildings shall be made available only to faculty members
or visiting scholars whose activities require the intensive
use of collections housed in these buildings.

c. Study cubicles shall be made available on short term as-
signments in central library buildings for use of emeritus
faculty when their scholarly activity requires use of library
facilities.

VI Principles Regarding Space Assignment to Bureaus
and Institutes
a. Space assigned bureaus and institutes shall be used pri-

marily for the conduct of scholarly activity.
b. Faculty members having appointments in a department
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and in a bureau or institute shall be assigned only one
office on an exclusive tenancy basis. Such office may be
located either in department space or in space assigned the
bureau or institute.

c. Expansion of staffs or functions of bureaus or institutes
shall be subject to review in regard to space requirements
in the same manner as is required of academic depart-
ments.

d. No new assignments of space will be made to research
institutes and bureaus financed by extramural agencies nn-
less requests are supported by evidence (1) that funds for
rental space have been formally requested from and de-
nied by the extramural granting agency or (2) that such
a formal request could not be made without detriment to
University interests.

VII Principles Regarding the Use of Temporary Build-

ings

a. The primary use of temporary buildings shall be for de-
canting departments that must be moved from their as-
signed quarters during the construction period of new
buildings.

b. The assignment of space in a temporary building is made
solely for the use expressed in the request. When the use
has terminated, for whatever reason, the space is not to
continue under departmental control, but immediately be-
comes available for other assignment.

c. Space assignments in temporary buildings shall be re-
viewed annually by the Space Assignment Officer.

d. As soon as it is known that all or part of a temporary build-
ing is to be vacated, the Subcommittee on Space Utiliza-
tion shall determine whether the space is still vitally
needed. If needed, a request shall be made that the entire
vacated space be authorized for reassignment en masse
or piecemeal, at the discretion of the Subcommittee.
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D. SELECTED DATA ON MAJOR PERMANENT FACILITIES

Year Approzx.

Completed  Structure Gross sq. ft Architect

EXISTING

1873 South Hall .. ... . 30,000 David Farquharson
1898 Meeting Hall (f. Unitarian Church; acq. 1960) .................. 5,000 A. C. Schweinturth
1902 University House (f. President’s House) ....................... 20,000 A, Pissis
1903 Hearst Greek Theater ............ . ... .. ... ... .......... 43,000 John Galen Moward
1903 Mens Faculty Club .......... ... ... ... ... ... ............. 5,000 Bernard Maybeck
1905 California Hall ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. .. . ... .. ... ... 56,000 John Galen Howard
1906 Senior Men’s Hall ........... ... .. .. ... . ... ... ... ......... 3,000 John Galen Howard
1907 Hearst Memorial Mining Building ........................ ... 105,000 John Galen Howard
1911 Girton Hall ... ... .. 2,000 Julia Morgan
1911 Library .. ... o 200,000 John Galen Howard
1912 Durant Hall (f. Boalt Hall) ................................... 24,000 John Galen Howard
1913 Agriculture Hall ........... ... ... ... ...l 47,000 John Galen Howard
1913 Sather Gateand Bridge ............... ... ... il 5,000 John Galen Howard
1914 Men’s Faculty Club Addn. 1 ................ ... ............. 5,000 Warren C, Perry
1914 Sather Tower (Campanile) ................................... 9,000 John Galen Howard
1917 Gilman Hall ... ... 45,000 John Galen Howard
1918 Hilgard Hall ..........co o 71,000 John Galen Howard
1918 Library Addition ............. ... .. . 111,000 John Galen Howard
1918 Wheeler Hall .................... ... iiiiiiei... 119,000 John Galen Howard
1920 Dwinelle Annex ......... ... ... ... ... 11,000 John Galen Howard
1923 California Memorial Stadium ................................. 281,000 John Galen Howard
1923 Stephens Hall ............ .. .. ... .. ... ... ... ... .. ..... 73,000 John Galen Howard
1923 Women's Faculty Club ..........0.... ... ... ................ 15,000 John Galen Howard
1923 University Extension (f. Farm Bureau Bldg.; acq. 1960) . ... ... ... 51,000 William W, Plachek
1924 Haviland Hall ....... ... ... .. .. .. . . 65,000 John Galen Howard
1924 Hesse Hall ... ... ... . . . 9,000 John Galen Howard
1924 LeConte Hall ... .. ... .. . ... ... .. . . . . 95,000 John Galen Howard
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Year Approx.
Completed  Structure Gross sq. ft. Architect
EXISTING
1925 Hearst Gymnasium for Women ....................ocooiu. 128,000 Bernard Maybeck and
Julia Morgan
1925 Men’s Faculty Club Addn. 2 ....................... . 5,000 Warren C. Perry
1923 Imternational House ......... ... it 243,000 George W. Kelham
1929 Bowles Hall . ... i e e e 74,000 George W. Kelham
1930 Cowell Memorial Hospital ..... ... ... .. ... .. ... ... ... 56,000 Arthur Brown, Jr.
1930 Giannini Hall ... ... .. . 81,000 William C. Hays
1930 Heating Plant ............ ..o 9,000 George W. Kelham
1930 Life Sciences Building ................. ... ...l e 381,000 George W. Kelham
1930 Richmond Service and Storage Facility (f. Ford Motor
Co.plant; acq. 1961) .. ... e e 521,000 Albert Kahn & Assoc.
1931 Engineering Building ........ .. ... .. .. ... .ol 51,000 George W. Kelham
1931 Engineering Materials Lab. ......... ... ... ... .. . . 61,000 George W. Kelham
1931 Eshleman Hall ...... ... ..ot i, 46,000 George W. Kelham
1931 Hesse Hall Addn. 1 ... oo e i e 9,000 George W. Kelham
1933 Edwards Fields Bleachers ................. ... ... .. ... 78,000 Warren C. Perry
1933 Harmon Gymnasium ........... ... ... ... ... ... 168,000 George W. Kelham
1940 Biological Control Labs (Gill Tract) ........................... 28,000 H. Thomsen
1940 Sproul Hall ... ..o 125,000 Arthur Brown, Jr.
1940 University Press Building .............. ... 46,000 Masten & Hlurd
1940 1847 Cyclotron {LRL: 6) ...t 26,000 Arthur Brown, Jr.
1941 Optometry Building (f. Durant Hall) .......................... 23,000 Arthur Brown, Jr.
1942 Domner Lab. ... i e e i e 21,000 Arthur Brown, Jr.
1942 Steem Hall .................... R 43,000 Corbett & McMurray
. and W. W, Wurster
1944 Motor Generator (LRL:9) ... ... ... ... i 6,000 Office of Arch. & Eng.
1944 Shop and Service Bldg. (LRL: 10) .............. ..ol 13,000 Office of Arch. & Eng.
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Year Approx

Completed  Structure Gross sq. ft Architect

EXISTING

1946 Fernwald Residence Halls .................0oiuurneinnn ... 109,000 Ratcliff & Ratcliff
1947 Hesse Hall Addn. 2 ... ... .. ... . . e, 13,000 Corlett & Anderson
1948 Hearst Mining Bldg. Court Dev. .....................oooi... 42,000 Michael A. Goodman
1948 Lewis Hall ....... . ... . i, 58,000 E. Geoffrey Bangs
1948 Mulford Hall ..... ... ... ... e, 71,000 Miller & Warnecke
1949 Library Annex ..........o. o 153,000 Arthur Brown, Jr.
1949 Dwinelle Annex Addn. ....... ... ... ... .. .. . 3,000 Michael A. Goodman
1949 Central Research Lab. (LRL: 50) ..............oovenuenen.. ... 46,000 Hertzka & Knowles
1950 CoryHall ... .o 129,000 Corlett & Anderson
1950 LeConte Addn. ...... .. ... ... ... .o . 66,000 Miller & Warnecke
1930 Bevatron (LRL: B1) ... i 93,000 Masten & Hurd
1950 LRL Cafeteria (LRL: 54) ............. e e e 5,000 - Hertzka & Knowles
1951 School of Law Building ..................................... 99,000 Warren C. Perry & Assoc.
1951 Animal House (LRL: 55) ........... ..., 7,000 Hertzka & Knowles
1951 Accelerator Design (LRL: 64) ................................ 32,000 Indenco Engineering
1952 Biochemistry-Viras Lab. .................................... 63,000 Michael A. Goodman
1952 Biochemistry-Virus Greenhouses (Gill Tract) ................... 7,000 Hertzka & Knowles
1952 Inst. of Transp. and Traffic Eng. (RFS: 450,51) ................. 12,000 John Hudspeth
1952 Dwinelle Hall ........ ... ... ... .. .. il 229,000 Weihe, Frick & Kruse
1953 Cowell Memorial Hospital Addn. 1 ............................ 4,000 Weihe, Frick & Kruse
1953 Insectary ... ... 8,000 Beals & Macky
1953 Home Economics Building ................................... 56,000 Spencer & Ambrose
1954 RFS Admin, Offices and Library (RFS: 452) .................... 11,000 John Hudspeth
1954 Alumni House ......... ... .o o 15,000 Clarence W. Mayhew
1554 Forest Products Lab. (RFS: 477,78) . ........... ... .. . ... 28,000 Thomsen & Wilson
1954 Low Temperature Lab. ................................ ... ... 27,000 Reynolds & Chamberlain
1954 Nuclear Chemistry (LRL: 70) ..................coioiei. 52,000 Eric Mendelschn
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Year Approx.
Completed  Structure Gross sq. ft. Architect
EXISTING

1955 Domner Lah. Addn. .......... . ... 24,000 Reynolds & Chamberlain

1955 Warren Hall ... .. . 74,000 Masten & Hurd

1955 Heavy Ion Accelerator (LRL: 71) ............................. 11,000 Corlett & Spackman

1955 Electronics Research (LRL: 80) ........... e 23,000 Corlett & Spackman

1956 Accelerator Design Remodel. (LRL: 64) ....................... 7,000 Corlett & Spackman

1957 Hearst Greek Theater Addn. ............. ... ... . ... 0. ..., 10,000 Emest Born

1957 Pelican Building ............ ... ... ... ... 2,000 Joseph Esherick

1957 LRL North Gate Office (LRL: 65) ............................ 3,000 LRL Plant Engineering

1957 Animal House Addn, (LRL: 55) ............................... 2,000 Corlett & Spackman

1958 Cory Hall Completion Step 1 ................................ .. Anderson, Hyde &
Anderson

1958 Hearst Gymnasium Basement Development ................... 14,000 Office of Arch. & Eng.

1958 Hertz Hall ... 30,000 Gardner A. Dailey

1958 Morrison Hall . ... . ... ... 40,000 Gardner A, Dailey

1958 Berkeley Services Building ................................... 112,000 John Lyon Reid & Assoc.

1938 Bubble Chamber (LRL: 59) ..................coovie. ., 8,000 Milton Pflueger

1958 Heavy Yon Accelerator Addn, 1 (LRL: 71) ..................... 7,000 Corlett & Spackman

1959 Acid House ... 3,000 Office of Arch. & Eng.

1959 Campbell Hall ... .. . . 61,000 Warnecke & Warnecke

1959 Hesse Hall Addn. 3 ...... ... ... .. . o . 39,000 Van Bourg & Nakamura

1959 Kroeber Hall ..... ... ... .. .. ... i 112,000 Gardner A. Dailey

1959 Mens Faculty Club Addn. 3 ................................ .. 8,000 George Downs and
Henry Lagorio

1939 Residence Halls Group 1 ..................................... 209,000 Warnecke & Warnecke

1959 School of Law Building Addn. ............................... 25,000 Warren C, Perry & Assoc.

1959 Stern Hall Addn. ... ... .o 11,000 Wurster, Bernardi &
Emmons
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Year Approzx.

Completed  Structure Gross sq. ft. Architect

EXISTING
1959 University Hall ........... ... ... ... i .. 152,000 Welton Becket & Assoc.
1959 LRL Cafeteria Addn. 1 (LRL: 54) . ............................ 2,000 William McCormick
1960 Campus Commons ..............cooiiiiiiiiiiianne . 48,000 Hardison and DeMars
1960 Cowell Memorial Hospital Addn, 2 ......, e 48,000 E. Geoffrey Bangs
1960 Oxford Greenhouses Unit 1 .................................. 28,000 Donald S. Macky
1960 Handball Courts ........ ... ... ... i, 10,000 Anderson, Jee and Willer
1960 Jones Child Study Center ................................... 10,000 Joseph Esherick
1960 Oxford-Addison Parking Structure ............................ 82,000 Anshen & Allen
1960 Kroeber Iall Parking Structure ............................... 77,000 Gardner A. Dailey
1960 Residence Halls Group 2 .. ................ ... oo, 209,000 Warnecke & Warnecke
1960 Student Center Parking Structure ............................. 21,000 Hardison and DeMars
-1960 88" Cyclotron (LRL: 88) . ... ... .. ... oo, 35,000 Gerald McCue & Assoc.
1960 Engineering and Services Bldg. (LRL: 90) . .................... 74,000 Wamnecke & Warnecke
1961 Cory Hall Completion Step 2 ................ooooiiiiiunna. .. 9,000 Anderson, Hyde &
Anderson

1961 Earth Sciences Building ..................................... 122,000 Warnecke & Warnecke
1961 Channing-Ellsworth Parking Structure . ........................ 125,000 Donald L. Hardison
1961 Student Union Building ..................................... 172,000 Hardison and DeMars
1961 LRL Cafeteria Addn. 2 (LRL: 54) .. .......ooooroiinnn . 1,000 LRL Plant Engineering
1961 Nuclear Chemistry Addn, (LRL: 70) ........................ .. 68,000 Michael Gallis
1961 Heavy Ion Accelerator Addn. 2 (LRL: 71) . ..................... 3,000 Corlett & Spackman
1961 Health Physics (LRL: 72) . ... 5,000 Gerald McCue & Assoc.
1961 Field-Free Lab. (LRL: 73) ......... ... 0.0 i . 2,000 Kitchen & Hunt
1961 Radioisotope Services (LRL: 753) .............................. 4,000 Corlett & Spackman
1961 Engineering and Services Addn. (LRL: 90) ..................... 9,000 Warnecke & Warnecke
1962 Oxford Greenhouses Unit 2 .................................. 42,000 Donald S. Macky
1962 Engineering-Hesse Courtyard Building ........................ 16,000 Van Bourg & Nakamura
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UNDER CONSTRUCTION

* Education-Psychology Building ............................... 288,000 Gardner A. Dailey

* Animal Behavior Research Station ............................ 12,000 J. Francis Ward

* Latimer Hall (Chemistry Unit 1) ............................. 195,000 Anshen & Allen

* Parking Structure “D” Step 1 ...........viiiiiii . 175,000 Anshen & Allen

# Barrows Hall ....... ... .. . ... i, 187,000 Aleck L. Wilson & Assoc.

* Etcheverry Hall Step 1 .........oooiiiii i, 190,000 Skidmore, Owings &
Merrill

* LeConte Annex (Physics Unit 1) .............................. 95,000 John Carl Warnecke &

: Assoc.

® Residence Halls Group 3 ................... ... oviin... 221,000 John Carl Warnecke &
Assoc.

" Married Students Apartments (Gill Tract) ..................... 361,000 Waurster, Bernardi &

. Emmons

* 1847 Cyclotron Addition (LRL: 6) ........................ ... 8,000 Milton Pueger

® Central Research Lab. Addition (LRL: 30) ..................... 63,000 Spencer & Lee

® Bevatron Addition (LRL: 31) .....................c..ovi. ... 5,000 Milton Pflueger

= Animal Bioradiological Lab. (LRL: 74) ....................... 12,000 . Kitchen & Hunt

* Environmental Design Building .......................... ... 210,000 DeMars, Eshrick and
Olsen

* Bio-Organic (Photosynthesis) Lab. ............................ 32,000 Michael A. Goodman

* Sanitary Engineering Building (RFS) .......................... 17,000 Marquis & Stoller

* Under construction as of June 1, 1962.
{ LRL) = Lawrence Radiation Laboratory.
(RFS} = Richmond Field Station.

51



52

E. SELECTED DATA ON MAJOR POTENTIAL FACILITIES

. Approx. Approx
Structure Grosssq.ft.  Cost ($1,000) Architect

AUTHORIZED OR IN 5-YEAR MAJOR CAPITAL PROGRAM

' BiochemistryBujlding.......................‘.............'80,000 4,200 Whurster, Bernardi &

Emmoens

Eshleman Hall (Student Office Building) ..................... 50,000 1,300 Hardison and DeMars

LRL Mechanical Shops (LRI: 77) .............o.. ... 60,000 2,600 Anderson, Hyde &
Anderson

U. S. Dept. of Agriculture Quarantine Fac. (Gill) .............. 4,600 200 Donald S. Macky

Cancer Research Genetics Unit (Warren Hall Addn)) ....... ... 10,000 600 Masten, Hurd &
Gwathmy

Space Sciences Laboratory ................................. 40,000 2,000 Anshen & Allen

Bodega Marine Laboratory ................................. 57,000 1,500 -

Law Complex ..o 95,000 3,200 Public Structures, Inc.

Auditorium-Theater .............. . . .. .. 148.000 5,200 Hardison and DeMars

LRL Corporation Yard Facilities ........... e 42 000 1,500 Corlett & Spackman

Inorganic Materials Lab. (LRL) ............... ... ......... .. 45,000 2,500 Michael A. Gallis

Animal Bioradiological Lab. Addn. (LRL) .................... 19,000 1,000 Kitchen & Hunt

Lawrence Memorial Hall of Science ......................... 350,000 12,000 e

Physical Sciences Lecture Hall .................. .. .. ... ... 13,000 700 Anshen & Allen

Chemistry Unit 2 .......... ... .. i 130,000 6,700 Anshen & Allen

Mathematical Sciences Bailding ............................. 180,000 5,700 ..

Union Field Replacement .................................. ..... 200 e

Engineering Materials Laboratory Addn. ..................... 130,000 4,700 Skidmore, Owings &
Mearrill .

Engineering Materials Laboratory Test Machine (RFS) ........ 12,000 400 Skidmore, Owings &
Merrill

Entomology, Genetics and Insect Pathology (Gill) ............ 55,000 2,100

Undergraduate Library .................................... 120,000 4,000

Hearst Gymnasium Addn. ........ ... ... ................. 36,000 1,200



V: APPENDICES

Approx. Approz.
Structure Grosssq. ft.  Cost ($1,000) Architect

AUTHORIZED OR IN D-YEAR MAJOR CAPITAL PROGRAM

Forest Products Lab, Addn. (RFS) ........................... 5,000 500

Virus Laboratory ...........co i 83,000 4.300

Etcheverry Hall Step 2 ... 133,000 5,000

Botany Laboratory .............ccooiiiiiiiai i, 8,000 400 Ce
Hearst-Scenic Parking Structure ............................ 150,000 1,300 Anshen & Allen
Applied Research Lab. (LRL) .............................. 100,000 2,200

Biomedical Complex (LRL) ...........cocoooviiininiion,, 157,000 e

Plasma Research Building (LRL) ................... ..., 36,000 900

Parking Structure “D” Step 2 ............. ..ot 40,000 1,600

NOT PROGEAMMED BUT WITH SITE SELECTED

Residence Halls Group 4 .. ... ... 220,000 6,000
Student Services Building ........ .. ... ... .. .. L. 140,000 4,300
Chemistry Unit 3 ........ ... .. .. i, 67,000 3,600
Nuclear Engineering Building ......................... ... .. 45,000 1,600
University Arts Center ............... .. ... ... ... ... 55,000 2,000
Health Sciences Building ................ ... ... .. ... 100,000 5,000
Parking Structure “J” .. ... ... ... o 145,000 1,900
Forestry Laboratory ......... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 17,000 700
Engineering Unit 2 ............ccoviiiiiiiiiiniin, 290,000 10,400
Engineering Unit 3 ............... ... ... ... ... ... 150,000 5,100
Biological Sciences Building ....................... .. ....... 130,000 6,700
Seismographic Station ................. ... ... .. .. 8,000 300
Physics Unit 2 ... ... .. . . . 67,000 3,200
Inorganic Materials Lab. Unit 2 (LRL)....................... 45,000

Conference Center ........... .. ..o uiiieiinaiii . 63,000
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Approx.
Structure Gross sq. ft.

Approx
Cost ($1,000)

NOT PROGRAMMED BUT WITH SI

Humanities Institute .............0.0 oot 10,000
Married Students Apartments Group 2 (Gill Tract) ............. 309,000
Agricultural Services Bldg. Addn. (Gill Tract) ................. 5,000
Greenhouses Group 3 (Gill Tract) .................. L 20,0600
Phytotron (Gill Tract) ............... ... ..o .., 26,000
RFS Auditorium ........ ... .. .. .. . 15,000
Institute of Engineering Research (RFS)...................... 40,000
Civil Engineering Building (RFS) ........................... 22,000
Mechanical Engineering Building (RFS) ...................... 21,000
Ship Seaworthiness Facility (RFS) ........................... 132,000
Naval Architecture Building (RFS) ..................... .. .. 25,000
Towing Tank Addn. (RFS) ................................. 10,000
Aeronautical Sciences Building (RFS) ........................ 39,000
Storage Building (REFS) ............. ... ... .. ........ ... .. 54,000
Shops Building (RFS) . ........... ... .. ... . i, 11,000

NOT PROGRAMMED AND WITHOUT

Optometry Building Addn. ................................. 30,000
Music Department Addn. ........................ ... ... . ... 28,000
Berkeley Services Building Addn. ........................... 60,000
Graduate Students Residence Hall ............. .. R 130,000
Intramural Gymnasium ............ ... ... .. .. ... . ... ... 67,000
Education-Psychology Unit 2 ............................... 80,000
Basketball Pavilion ............c oo 150,000
Donner Laboratory Unit 2 . ... .............................. 29,000
Parking Structure “K” ................. ... ... ... .. 195,000

TE SELECTED -

SITE SELECTED

1,000
1,200
1,000
3,700
1,700
2,800
4,500

1,500



Approx.
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Approx.
Cost ($1,000)
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NOT PROGRAMMED AND WITHOUT S5ITE SELECTED

Residence Halls Group 5 ...l 220,000
Residence Halls Group 6 . ..., 220,000
Parking Structure “L” .. ... . o 120,000
Physics Unit 3 .. ..oooi i 43,000
Leuschner Observatory .................ccooiiiiiiily, 10,000
Systematic Entomology Center (Gill Tract) .................. 17,000
Environmental Physiology Laboratory .................... ... 20,000
Residence Halls Group 7 ..., 141,000
Residence Halls Group 8 ............ ..o, 141,000
Bancroft-Fulton Parking Structure . ...t 150,000
Hearst Field Parking Structure ............................. 160,000
Mining Circle Parking Structure ............... ..., 60,000
Hearst-LaLoma Parking Structure .......................... 130,000
Edwards Field Parking Structure .. ..................... ..., 260,000
Agricultural Sciences Building ......... ... .. .. ... . 108,000
Oxford Greenhouses Unit 3 .............c.coiiviien ..., 41,000
Insectary Unit 2 .. .....oooniieien i 9,000
AXDIOTY oot ettt et e e e e 150,000
Engineering and Services Addn. 2(LRL) ................. ... 9,000
88" Cyclotron Addn, (LRL) ... 15,000
Central Research Lab. Addn. (LRL) ......................... 90,000
Heavy Ton Accelerator Addn. (LRL) ...................... ., 8,000
Research and Data Processing Center (LRL) .................. 90,000
Scientific Research Lab. (LRL)} .......... ... ... 120,000
Central Stores (LRLY) ... ... i 60,000
Plasma Research Unit 2 (LRL) ..., 25,000

6,700
6,700
1,500
800
200
700
4,200
4,200
1,500
1,700
500
1,200
2,100
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The pocket on the opposite page contains three draw-
ings entitled “Long Range Development Plan, Univer-
sity of California, Berkeley, June, 1962.” Each drawing
covers a separate geographic portion of the Berkeley
campus properties as follows:

Drawing I—Main Campus Areas

Drawing 2—Upp'er Hill Areas

Drawing 3—Outlying Areas
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