Update on the "Unit Classification" of the Eastshore State Park.

(for Waterfront Commission packet for Augst 8 2001 meeting)

In the eyes of the California Department of Parks, the entire Eastshore State Park is a single "unit" that needs to be classified. The range of options appears to have been narrowed down to "State Park" or "State Recreation Area." 

Both classifications allow mostly the same kinds of activities, although the statute that sets these classifications calls out different guidelines for each. For example, "boating" is given as an example of a supported activity in a state recreation area, but not in a state park. 

Remember, however, that to the California Dept. of Parks, "boating" probably means a double-wide launching ramp with SUVs launching fish boats and ski boats with twin 150 HP 2-stroke engines. That's pretty far off the map for ESP, but other activities involving more appropriate use of the water may have a much easier time finding state support under "recreation area" than under "park" classification. 

Both classifications allow for large environmentally sensitive areas to be designated as "preserves," and human access in these areas can be appropriately restricted. 

In June 2001, the ESP planning consultants recommended classification as "Park." However It was reported at the July 18 CESP meeting that Rusty Areias, head of California Dept. of Parks, favors "Recreation Area." Some lobbying on the part of CESP seems to have delayed any decision, although it's not clear how a binding decision can be made without having a quorum on the State Parks Commission. 

Personally I think we'll end up with a much better park if the designation is "Recreation Area." This does not mean that we'd have SUVs launching boats with big 2-stroke outboards. The "Recreation Area" designation would probably make it more likely that State Parks would help fund facilities to support the various forms of non-motorized water-related recreation that are particularly appropriate for the North Sailing Basin. 

The most important principle here is that outdoor recreation should not be something that requires driving a great distance to a remote site. (And in the case of kayakers and windsurfers who have to transport their own equipment, this often involves a long drive with a large and inefficient vehicle.) 

When a prime recreational resource is surrounded by high population density, then relatively intense use of at least a small part of this resource for recreational purposes is not only justified, but demanded by environmental concerns for air quality and sensible land use. 

The public service component of organized recreational activity is another compelling argument for a park that more closely fits the "Recreation Area" model than the "Park" model as defined by the State. 

This may not apply to the majority of the park, where there seems to be consensus that many areas should be developed along guidelines closer to "park" or "preserve." But it certainly fits the situation around the North Sailing Basin shoreline, which includes parts of the North Basin Strip and the north edge of the Meadow. 

Unfortunately we seem to be forced into using the same classification for all of ESP. Since a less-intense use can be overlayed on a more-intense classification, but not the other way around, the only classification that is fully consistent with our goals for diversity of use is "Recreation Area." 

On the other hand, the small-scale map distributed by Norman LaForce of the Sierra Club at the July 18 CESP meeting shows the entire North Sailing Basin as "preserve," which presumably would mean no support for water-related recreation. So there is quite a range of opinion on the best use for this area. 

The best solution would be multiple classifications within ESP, and although this was not presented as an option at the first workshops, it might not be entirely off the table. "Recreation Area" with appropriate facilities development funding for the north edge of the Meadow and North Basin Strip, and "Park" or "Preserve" status for most other areas of ESP might be the most appropriate use of the classification tool. 

The Waterfront Commission may want to study this in more detail, and may decide to make a recommendation on the preferred unit classification for ESP. I urge everyone to attend CESP meetings, which have now been moved to the third Wednesday of the month to avoid conflicting with Waterfront Commission dates.

Paul Kamen, August 1 2001

Here is some of the text from the State guidelines for Unit Classification, from <http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/cacodes/prc/5019.50-5019.80.html>:

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

"PARK" classification:

5019.53.  State parks consist of relatively spacious areas of outstanding scenic or natural character, oftentimes also containing significant historical, archaeological, ecological, geological, or other similar values.  The purpose of state parks shall be to preserve outstanding natural, scenic, and cultural values, indigenous aquatic and terrestrial fauna and flora, and the most significant examples of ecological regions of California, such as the Sierra Nevada, northeast volcanic, great valley, coastal strip, Klamath-Siskiyou Mountains, southwest mountains and valleys, redwoods, foothills and low coastal mountains, and desert and desert mountains.

Each state park shall be managed as a composite whole in order to restore, protect, and maintain its native environmental complexes to the extent compatible with the primary purpose for which the park was established.

Improvements undertaken within state parks shall be for the purpose of making the areas available for public enjoyment and education in a manner consistent with the preservation of natural, scenic, cultural, and ecological values for present and future generations.  Improvements may be undertaken to provide for recreational activities including, but not limited to, camping, picnicking, sightseeing, nature study, hiking, and horseback riding, so long as those improvements involve no major modification of lands, forests, or waters.  Improvements that do not directly enhance the public's enjoyment of the natural, scenic, cultural, or ecological values of the resource, which are attractions in themselves, or which are otherwise available to the public within a reasonable distance outside the park, shall not be undertaken within state parks.

State parks may be established in the terrestrial or nonmarine aquatic (lake or stream) environments of the state.

"Recreation Area" classification:

5019.56.  State recreation units consist of areas selected, developed, and operated to provide outdoor recreational opportunities.  The units shall be designated by the commission by naming, in accordance with Article 1 (commencing with Section 5001) and this article relating to classification.

In the planning of improvements to be undertaken within state recreation units, consideration shall be given to compatibility of design with the surrounding scenic and environmental characteristics.

State recreation units may be established in the terrestrial or nonmarine aquatic (lake or stream) environments of the state and shall be further classified as one of the following types:

(a) State recreation areas, consisting of areas selected and developed to provide multiple recreational opportunities to meet other than purely local needs.  The areas shall be selected for their having terrain capable of withstanding extensive human impact and for their proximity to large population centers, major routes of travel, or proven recreational resources such as manmade or natural bodies of water.  Areas containing ecological, geological, scenic, or cultural resources of significant value shall be preserved within state wildernesses, state reserves, state parks, or natural or cultural preserves, or, for those areas situated seaward of the mean high tide line, shall be designated state marine (estuarine) reserves, state marine (estuarine) parks, state marine (estuarine) conservation areas, or state marine (estuarine) cultural preservation

areas.

Improvements may be undertaken to provide for recreational activities, including, but not limited to, camping, picnicking, swimming, hiking, bicycling, horseback riding, boating, waterskiing, diving, winter sports, fishing, and hunting.

Improvements to provide for urban or indoor formalized recreational activities shall not be undertaken within state recreation areas.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

And here's the letter I emailed to Rusty Areias last week:

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Date: Fri, 27 Jul 2001 10:55:15 -0700 (PDT)

From: Paul Kamen <pk@well.com>

To: info@parks.ca.gov

Bcc: BerkeleyWaterfront@egroups.com

Subject: Eastshore State Parks Unit Classification

Attn: Rusty Areias

As Chair of the Berkeley Waterfront Commission I've been very much involved with waterfront park and planning issues for many years. However for For this note I'm writing on my own behalf, and not representing the official position of the Berkeley Waterfront Commission in any way.

At the July 18 meeting of CESP (Citizens for the Eastshore State Park) it was mentioned that you had expressed a preference for "Recreation Area" instead of "Park" designation. CESP is apparently lobbying for "Park" designation, with "Preserve" areas within it. However I personally disagree with CESP on a number of important policy issues, and this is probably one of them.

Parts of the ESP site, specifically the "North Sailing Basin," are spectacularly well suited to various forms of non-motorized boating. But CESP and Sierra Club are offering very strong opposition to developing any of the facilities (parking lots, small craft storage racks, boat rental office, etc.) that are needed to support these activities. Even if they occupy only a few percent of the lands in question. The Sierra club also seems to be asking to designate this area of water as a "preserve."

I'd like very much to have the opportunity to discuss this with you in some detail. At issue is how we think of active outdoor recreation: Is it something that we should have available at our doorstep, or is it something that we should drive a great distance to find? 

You can see where this is going. When a recreational resource exists within such a densely populated region as the East Bay, there is an environmental imperative to use at least some of this resource for relatively intense recreational uses that take advantage of the site's unique properties. I think of air quality, transportation infrastructure, and sprawled land use. Emphasis on local recreation in the urban core, especially non-motorized recreation, helps with all of these problems. To paint the entire Eastshore State Park with the same broad brush of open space and habitat preservation at the expense of active recreation does the Bay Area environment a disservice, in my humble opinion.

Also at issue is the public service component. Non-profit clubs supporting specialized activities (kayaks, rowboats, outrigger canoes, dragon boats) can be incredibly cost-effective at bringing these otherwise inaccessible activities to the local youth. I'm hoping that park planners can see beyond the traditional use patterns by individuals and commercial concessions and find a way to accommodate this kind of organizational structure. 

My specific critique of the plans and policies put forth by CESP and the Sierra Club can be found on my Berkeley Waterfront website, <http://www.BerkeleyWaterfront.org>. Hope you can take a look.

Best regards,

Paul Kamen

Chair, Berkeley Waterfront Commission

pk@well.com  510-540-7968

www.BerkeleyWaterfront.org

