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11.2B1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B1 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT B1-1 
The writer’s comment is noted. As described in Chapter 4.7, Hydrology, of the Draft 
EIR, UC Berkeley would comply with all RWQCB requirements. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B1-2 
The writer’s comment is noted. UC Berkeley would comply with all applicable regula-
tory requirements. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B1-3 
Chapter 4.7 of the Draft EIR describes a number of best practices UC Berkeley 
implements to reduce stormwater pollutant impacts. As noted at page 4.7-29, the net 
effect of implementation of the 2020 LRDP would be no net increase in runoff over 
existing conditions. 



"Saravana 
Suthanthira" 
<ssuthanthira@accma.
ca.gov>

06/09/2004 04:48 PM

To: <2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu>
cc:

Subject: Comments on the LRDP EIR

Hello Jennifer,
We would like to request an extension of one week to submit our comments on the above EIR. We would 
very much appreciate it. Please let me know your response soon.
Thank you
 
Saravana Suthanthira
Associate Transportation Planner
ACCMA
Ph- (510) 836-2560
Fax - (510) 836-2185
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11.2B.2 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B2 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT B2-1 
The agency’s comments were accepted.  
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11.2B.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B3 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B3-1 AND B3-2 
Best Practice USS-2.1-d has been revised in the Final EIR as follows: 

Continuing Best Practice USS-2.1-d: UC Berkeley will continue to incorpo-
rate specific water conservation measures into project design to reduce water 
consumption and wastewater generation. This could include the use of special 
air-flow aerators, water-saving shower heads, flush cycle reducers, low-volume 
toilets, weather based or evapotranspiration irrigation controllers, drip irrigation 
systems, and the use of drought resistant plantings in landscaped areas, and col-
laboration with EBMUD to explore suitable uses of recycled water. 

The writer had also requested the phrase “... turf for functional uses only ...” in this Best 
Practice. However, the Campus Park landscape, particularly within the classical core, 
includes many areas where turf is integral to the historic design concept of the place, 
such as Faculty Glade, Memorial Glade or the West Crescent. While the University 
supports drought resistant plantings in general, the suggested language would be overly 
restrictive for the Campus Park. 
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11.2B.4 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B4 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-1 
Summary statement. Please refer to detailed comments and responses, below. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-2 
2020 LRDP policies regarding parking and transit appear at pages 3.1-28 through 3.1-29 
of the Draft EIR. See also Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand, and 
Thematic Response 10 regarding alternative transportation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-3 
Summary statement. Please refer to detailed comments and responses, below. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-4 
The statement is incorrect. Transit access is clearly a criterion for the location of new 
student housing in the 2020 LRDP: the Housing Zone, in which all new student 
housing built under the 2020 LRDP would be located, is defined by the criteria of 
walking distance and transit access to campus. See section 3.1.8 and figure 3.1-5 of the 
Draft EIR.  See also response to comment B4-5, below. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-5 
For most campus locations and for most who frequent the central campus, transit is 
more convenient and accessible than any other mode. Please refer to page 3.1-26 of the 
Draft EIR, showing the boundaries of a one mile radius of the central campus. Please 
also refer to page 4.12-34, showing the Bear Transit campus shuttle routes; and page 
4.12-32, showing AC Transit routes. Central campus parking is not available to most 
staff or students; further the 2020 LRDP would reduce the quantity of central campus 
parking. See pages 3.1-45 to 3.1-46 of the Draft EIR. The writer’s opinions are noted.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-6 
The writer suggests UC Berkeley look for a relationship between travel modes and work 
location. UC Berkeley regularly surveys staff and students regarding housing and 
transportation, and the writer’s suggestion will be forwarded for consideration in the 
next survey. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-7 
While the writer’s comments regarding easy walking distance to transit stops are noted, 
the one-block distance used to define the Housing Zone reflects not only the desire to 
have a very strong incentive for transit use, but also the land use designations in the 
Berkeley and Oakland General Plans. In general, designations suitable for high density 
housing tend to extend only one block on either side of major arterials.  UC Berkeley 
therefore believes the one-block limit should be retained. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-8 
In fact, the original Housing Zone was larger, because it used the criterion of a 20 
minute transit trip to the edge of campus. As the result of comments received from the 
ASUC during the scoping process, however, the zone was reduced to its present 
dimensions. The objections of the ASUC had to do with both a more realistic measure 
of travel time, to include the walk from transit stop to destination, and the impact of 
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physical dispersion on the intellectual community. UC Berkeley finds the arguments of 
the ASUC to be persuasive, and the Housing Zone should remain as presently defined. 

The writer is correct in anticipating the zone boundaries could change over time in 
response to service changes; however this would not change the definition of the zone 
itself, which is based on travel time. Future improvements in travel time due to BRT 
would be taken into consideration in adjusting the Housing Zone boundary in the 
future. The caption to figure 3.1-5 has been revised in the Final EIR to clarify the 
distinction. See also response to comment B7-28. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-9 
A variety of urban campuses are suggested as examples for transportation promotion; 
yet urban environments differ in the availability, desirability, service quality, cost and 
commute context for transit, and strictly comparable environments are difficult to 
ascertain. Programs adopted at other universities may help mitigate the traffic impacts of 
campus growth but such benefits may not be known at this time. Accordingly, the 
effects of these measures in mitigating traffic impacts cannot be guaranteed and cannot 
be used as a rationale for identifying a potential impact as mitigated to a less than 
significant level. The effectiveness of UC Berkeley trip reduction measures will be 
apparent in the mitigation monitoring process. See Thematic Response 2 on mitigation 
monitoring; see also Thematic Response 10 on trip reduction. 

Thematic Response 9 compares the parking program in the 2020 LRDP with several 
other urban research universities, suggested by the writer and other commentors as 
having exemplary programs of incentives for alternate transportation modes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-10 
The writer notes that some types of transit improvements do not require major capital 
investments.  The writer presents no data on any program UC Berkeley might imple-
ment to leverage limited funding for maximum benefit in its transit programs.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-11 
In addition to the Bear Pass program for faculty and staff to be implemented this fall 
(see Thematic Response 3 and Thematic Response 10), UC Berkeley is negotiating a 
contract with Lamar Advertising (Alameda County’s shelter vendor) to install freestand-
ing shelters and kiosks at campus shuttle and AC Transit bus stops on campus property.  
The City of Berkeley is implementing a similar program for sites throughout the City. 

In certain settings around the campus, bus shelters are physically difficult to place and a 
kiosk (one side campus map/shuttle routes, one side advertising) would be substituted 
to mark the stop and provide information. The current program calls for the installation 
of 14 shelters and 4 kiosks; most will be installed on the campus perimeter, along 
Oxford Street, Hearst Avenue, Gayley Road and Piedmont Avenue, and Bancroft Way. 
This program is envisioned as the first phase of a larger bus shelter/kiosk program that 
would eventually be expanded to include shuttle routes in the Southside, downtown 
Berkeley, the Northside, and possibly Albany and Richmond. 

Other improvements, such as Nextbus technology, are under consideration.  Usually, 
and particularly in times of limited resources, transportation planners must responsibly 
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evaluate the cost of any program against the anticipated benefits to prioritize program 
implementation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-12 
The comment is not a comment on the Draft EIR. No response is required. See also 
response B4-10, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-13 
The text at page 3.1-29 of the Draft EIR clearly attributes the referenced finding to a 
UC Berkeley survey.  

While the UC Berkeley Class Pass “significantly increases ridership” it may not be a 
significant factor in the student mode split. As surveyed in 1997 (prior to the Class Pass) 
the student drive alone rate was 13%; in 2000 (after the Class Pass was instituted) the 
drive alone rate was 11%. How much this reduction is associated directly with the Class 
Pass is unclear – other issues such as parking fee, parking availability, campus housing 
availability, rainy vs. dry winter, can all influence driving rates year to year. For a little 
fewer than half of students who have cars, the Class Pass influences how often they 
drive to campus, according to a 2001 Class Pass survey.  

The writer suggests “making transit free”, presumably implying “free” to the end user.  
For the City of Berkeley Eco Pass, the City pays AC Transit $60 annually per pass, and 
is required under the program to purchase a minimum of 1400 passes. Students similarly 
pay AC Transit for the Class Pass, and UC Berkeley and participating employees will pay 
AC Transit for the Bear Pass. The comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-14 
The writer’s opinion that the LRDP presents an excellent opportunity to work with AC 
Transit is noted. UC Berkeley has a fruitful ongoing relationship with AC Transit:  UC 
Berkeley and AC Transit jointly developed the Class Pass program putting AC Transit 
passes in the hands of every Cal student; with AC Transit and the City of Berkeley, UC 
Berkeley jointly developed and implemented a pilot shuttle program from Rockridge 
BART; UC Berkeley leases AC Transit buses for the campus shuttle program; UC 
Berkeley staff serve on the Bus Rapid Transit Planning technical advisory committee; 
this year, UC Berkeley and AC Transit developed the Bear Pass program for UC 
Berkeley employees; AC Transit tickets are sold through UC Berkeley parking and 
transportation offices.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-15 
The Draft EIR discussion of future 2020 baseline transit service includes only projects 
that are fully funded in AC Transit’s 2001-2010 Short Range Transit Plan. UC Berkeley 
users would benefit from rapid bus service on the other corridors noted, namely 
Shattuck/Alameda, College/University, Sacramento/Market and Sixth/Hollis, and UC 
Berkeley supports AC Transit’s efforts to achieve this service level. However, because 
the funding for these projects is not assured, the 2020 LRDP EIR traffic and transit 
impact evaluations do not assume them to be in place.  If they are funded in the future, 
the number of transit riders could increase and this would have a beneficial impact on 
traffic. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-16 
The writer’s opinion is noted.  Please see Thematic Response 9 regarding parking 
demand. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-17 
The significance thresholds in the Draft EIR are based on those set forth in the 
California Environmental Quality Act. See Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, CCR 
Title 14, Chapter 3.  The Secretary of the California Resources Agency, which promul-
gates the CEQA Guidelines and their appendices, deemed the referenced threshold 
appropriate.  The threshold was also included in the 2020 LRDP EIR Notice of 
Preparation.   

When inadequate parking exists, persons in cars looking for parking tend to circulate 
more, influencing traffic and air quality.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-18 
The writer’s comments are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-19 
See Thematic Response 3 regarding 2020 LRDP Alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-20 
The incremental increase in traffic congestion created by the 2020 LRDP is analyzed in 
Impacts TRA-6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 at pages 4.12-48 thru 4.12-55 of the Draft EIR.  The 
increase in transit vehicle delays are assumed to be similar to those of other vehicles at 
the impact locations, although the comment is noted that baseline transit speeds and 
headways are affected by the special operational requirements of buses, namely pulling 
in and out of traffic frequently. The 2020 LRDP does not directly identify additional bus 
stops nor does it call for increased service frequency, other than that which AC Transit 
itself is planning for. Therefore, the impact on transit service delays is similar to the 
impact on general vehicle traffic delays, as described in Impacts TRA-6 through TRA-10. 
It is only appropriate for UC Berkeley to evaluate the environmental impacts; it has no 
authority to evaluate AC Transit’s operations. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-21 
The writer’s assertion is not a comment on the Draft EIR. No response is required.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-22 
Data regarding traffic were closely coordinated between consultants for AC Transit and 
consultants for UC Berkeley. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-23 
Appendix F, in the Draft EIR Volume 2, provides a detailed description of how traffic 
generated by the 2020 LRDP was assigned to the intersections both near the parking 
zones and throughout the City. Please refer to the text on page F.1-9, along with Figure 
F.1-2, for a description of the parking locations assumed for analysis purposes, and the 
text on page F.1-16 and Table F.1-9 for a description of the trip distribution. The 
commenter is correct that intersections nearest a parking structure will experience traffic 
surges or “peaks”; the traffic analysis has been designed to project traffic volumes in the 
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vicinity of new parking supplies as accurately as possible, given the program-level 
definition of parking locations.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-24 
The 5% threshold of significance for intersection and CMP/MTS route impacts was 
chosen as a reasonable contribution level to represent significance, and to be as 
consistent as possible with the thresholds used in the City of Berkeley General Plan 
EIR. Corridor-level congestion increases are addressed by Impact TRA-10, which finds 
that segments of 5 CMP/MTS routes in Berkeley would exceed the CMP LOS standard 
with traffic generated by the 2020 LRDP.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-25 
The comment is noted.  Below, at response to comments B4-29 through B4-34, the 
proposed mitigation measures are discussed. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-26 
The data that appears in the Draft EIR is correct for the survey years noted in the Draft 
EIR. The information presented by the writer is partly correct for the 2003 survey. 
According to the survey, 25% of respondents used AC Transit once a day; the top three 
bus lines used by students were the 51 (45%); 7 (19%); 52 (18%). 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-27 
The writer’s opinion is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-28 
Access goals of the 2020 LRDP are presented at pages 3.1-28 through 3.1-29 of the 
Draft EIR.  Further, as noted in Thematic Response 9, UC Berkeley may defer some 
portion of the 2020 LRDP parking program in recognition of AC Transit’s 
BRT/Telegraph project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-29 
The writer’s suggestion that no net new peak hour auto trips be a policy baseline for UC 
Berkeley is noted.   UC Berkeley attempts to capture information about campus-
associated trips through regular surveys of faculty, staff and student travel; however, UC 
Berkeley is located in a densely urbanized environment where parking and travel access 
options are diverse.  For example, the City/UC TDM Study found over 2000 study area 
commuters park in surrounding residential neighborhoods and walk to their destina-
tions.1 UC Berkeley has no direct control over modes of access.  

Stanford has approximately 22,000 parking spaces for a population of 32,000 faculty, 
staff and students; Stanford also spends more than twice as much for a demand 
reduction program that generates a poorer mode split than UC Berkeley’s.2   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-30 
The Class Pass, paid for through student registration fees, was approved by vote of the 
students. The new Bear Pass is a voluntary program for faculty and staff. The writer’s 
opinion that participation in the program should be required “as a condition of em-
ployment” is noted. 



U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  C A L I F O R N I A ,  B E R K E L E Y  
2 0 2 0  L R D P  F I N A L  E I R  

1 1 . 2 B  R E G I O N A L  &  L O C A L  A G E N C Y  C O M M E N T S  

11.2B-25 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-31 
The writer’s opinion is noted. Weighted results from the 2001 faculty and staff housing 
and transportation survey indicate that some 2750 faculty and staff looked for a new 
residence in the previous 5 years in West Contra Costa County and north to Vallejo.  
UC Berkeley and AC Transit have an active partnership, and UC Berkeley is eager to 
work with AC Transit to implement programs that would increase transit ridership and 
reduce congestion. As noted in Thematic Response 9, UC Berkeley may defer some 
portion of the 2020 LRDP parking program in recognition of AC Transit’s Bus Rapid 
Transit/Telegraph project. However, a commitment by UC Berkeley to measures of 
unknown effectiveness, on an uncertain timetable, and under the authority of one or 
more other agencies, is not required by CEQA. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-32 
The writer suggests UC Berkeley help fund a number of transit improvements. Some, 
such as bus stop improvements, are already under consideration by UC Berkeley: see 
response B4-11, above. UC Berkeley and AC Transit have an active partnership, one 
that has resulted in innovation and improvements, including the Class Pass and the Bear 
Pass, and additional collaborative efforts would be welcome.  However, the potential 
effects of the proposed measures in mitigating traffic impacts cannot be used as a 
rationale for identifying a potential impact as mitigated to a less than significant level.  

UC Berkeley is eager to work with AC Transit to implement programs that would 
increase transit ridership and reduce congestion, and as noted in Thematic Response 9, 
may defer some portion of the 2020 LRDP parking program in recognition of AC 
Transit’s Bus Rapid Transit/Telegraph project. However, a commitment by UC 
Berkeley to measures of unknown effectiveness, on an uncertain timetable, and under 
the authority of one or more other agencies, is not required by CEQA. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-33 
Please see response B4-11, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-34 
The writer’s exhortation and offer of assistance is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B4-35 
The writer’s exhortation, and opinion that UC Berkeley is one of the nation’s leading 
centers for research on transit and transportation, is noted. 
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11.2B.5 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B5 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B5-1 AND B5-2 
The Draft EIR identified mitigation measures to alleviate traffic congestion impacts 
where feasible measures exist, and UC Berkeley is eager to work with the City of 
Berkeley and the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency in the development 
and implementation of solutions for impact locations where feasible mitigation meas-
ures were not identified. However, the City of Berkeley would be the lead in implement-
ing any improvements to City streets and intersections.   

The City of Berkeley Transit First policies, which restrict roadway capacity expansion 
and support multi-modal solutions, are acknowledged in the Draft EIR at pages 4.12-6 
to 4.12-8.  The Berkeley General Plan EIR notes that these solutions may not reduce 
traffic congestion impacts to a less than significant level. Because these measures may 
not mitigate traffic impacts, mitigation cannot currently be assumed and cannot be used 
as a rationale for identifying a potential impact as mitigated to a less than significant 
level. See also responses B7a-9, B7a-117 and B7a-118.   

As noted in Thematic Response 9, UC Berkeley may defer some portion of the 2020 
LRDP parking program in recognition of AC Transit’s BRT/Telegraph project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B5-3  
The writer theorizes that the full extent of the 2020 LRDP housing program may not be 
constructed, and requests UC Berkeley analyze the addition of up to 1387 trips under a 
“no new housing within the City’s Jurisdiction” alternative. However, as stated in 
Appendix F, page F.1-12, “Although the housing component of the 2020 LRDP would 
lower the overall project trip generation, it has not been taken into account, in order to 
provide a more conservative analysis.”  The Draft EIR traffic analysis does not reduce 
the total 2020 LRDP person-based traffic generation to reflect housing construction 
within the housing zone; therefore, the analysis requested by the commenter is supplied 
by the Draft EIR analysis.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B5-4  
The writer’s concern that added parking may result in shifting non-auto commuters to 
driving is addressed in the 2020 Draft EIR in Mitigation TRA-11 at page 4.12-56. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B5-5 
The effect of the shift in parking usage described by the commenter is already reflected 
in the traffic numbers. This is because the “freed up” spaces noted by the commenter 
are the same spaces that would disappear in the future with the 600-space growth in the 
downtown parking deficit. Thus, the spaces would not generate additional traffic; rather, 
the University-related vehicles that are presumed to be using many of the spaces would 
shift to the 555 new University-provided spaces under the 2020 LRDP, as the down-
town supply shrinks and the UC supply grows.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B5-6 
The comment is noted. To clarify, the Draft EIR does not intend to imply that the 
threshold of significance used for CMP/MTS routes is required by the CMA; but rather, 
that the University chooses to apply the same LOS standards that the CMA applies in its 
biennial monitoring, for the University’s CEQA purposes. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B5-7 
As stated in Appendix F, page F.1-25, trip growth would be monitored by the Parking 
and Transportation Office. Continuing Best Practice TRA-5, at page 4.12-48 of the 
Draft EIR, calls for continuing coordination of transit services to new buildings, parking 
facilities and campus housing. The level of detail requested by the comment is not 
required by CEQA; however, please see Thematic Response 10, and response to 
comment B7a-78 for additional details regarding the Bear Transit shuttle system.  




