
JBrewster
LETTER B6



JBrewster

JBrewster
B6-1

JBrewster
LETTER B6Continued



KOBanion


KOBanion


JBrewster
B6-3

JBrewster
B6-2

JBrewster
LETTER B6Continued



JBrewster
LETTER B6Continued



JBrewster
LETTER B6Continued



JBrewster
LETTER B6Continued



JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster
B6-6

JBrewster
B6-4

JBrewster
B6-5

JBrewster
LETTER B6Continued



JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster
B6-9

JBrewster
B6-7

JBrewster
B6-8

JBrewster
B6-10

JBrewster


JBrewster
LETTER B6Continued



JBrewster
LETTER B6Continued



JBrewster
B6-11

JBrewster


JBrewster
LETTER B6Continued



JBrewster
LETTER B6Continued



JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster
B6-12

JBrewster
B6-14

JBrewster
B6-12

JBrewster
B6-13

JBrewster
B6-15

JBrewster
B6-16

JBrewster
LETTER B6Continued



JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster
B6-17

JBrewster
B6-18

JBrewster
B6-19

JBrewster
B6-21

JBrewster
B6-22

JBrewster
B6-23

JBrewster
B6-20

JBrewster
B6-24

JBrewster
B6-25

JBrewster
B6-26

JBrewster
LETTER B6Continued



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-44 

11.2B.6 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B6 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B6-1 THRU B6-3 
See Thematic Response 8 for a comprehensive response to comments on Hill Campus 
development. Due partly to comments received and partly to its uncertain near-term 
feasibility, faculty housing has been deleted as a potential future Hill Campus use in the 
2020 LRDP. As noted in Thematic Response 8, the site formerly designated H1 has 
been redesignated as a reserve site, while former site H2 has been redesignated as part of 
the surrounding research zone. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-4 
UC Berkeley looks forward to continuing to work with the City of Berkeley on matters  
of mutual interest, including public health. As noted in Thematic Response 10, UC 
Berkeley and AC Transit have recently approved the Bear Pass, a pilot program to offer 
discounted AC Transit fares to UC Berkeley employees: the Bear Pass program began in 
fall 2004.  (The Eco-pass is a City of Berkeley program.)  UC Berkeley is also exploring 
the feasibility of using biodiesel fuels in its buses and trucks.  Further, as noted in 
Thematic Response 9, UC Berkeley may defer some portion of the 2020 LRDP parking 
program in favor of AC Transit’s BRT/Telegraph project.  However, as indicated in the 
Draft EIR, these steps may not fully mitigate all possible noise, air quality and traffic 
impacts of the 2020 LRDP and regional growth. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-5 
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-6 
Continuing Best Practices in the 2020 LRDP EIR are similar in effect to Mitigations: 
they serve to avoid or lessen impacts in the same ways as Mitigations, as the latter are 
defined under CEQA. The difference is that, while the Mitigations are “new” measures 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or reducing specific impacts identified in the EIR, 
Best Practices are ongoing measures already in place at UC Berkeley. As stated in 
Chapter 4.0, the implementation of Best Practices would be monitored in conjunction 
with monitoring of 2020 LRDP mitigations over the lifetime of the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-7 
The writer requests the University to hire Berkeley residents in implementing the 2020 
LRDP. While this comment is not within the scope of CEQA, a number of state and 
federal laws influence UC Berkeley hiring practices, and would prohibit UC Berkeley 
from favoring local candidates in the hiring process.  However, the City/UC TDM 
study includes recommendations on increasing the local housing supply in a manner that 
encourages students, staff and faculty to live locally.3   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-8 
The writer does not explain how the workplace growth projections are “inadequate”. 
Since the 2020 LRDP covers a time period of over 15 years, absolute certainty is not 
possible.  The 2020 LRDP projects workplace growth based on a set of reasonable 
assumptions about future conditions. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-9 
See response B6-4 and Thematic Response 10 regarding alternative transportation 
programs. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-10  
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-11 
The writer’s comment is noted.  As presently conceived, the hotel and conference center 
is a privately developed project on privately owned land, with the City of Berkeley as 
lead agency under CEQA. UC Berkeley has no financial or regulatory position in the 
project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-12 
See Thematic Response 10, in which the pilot Bear Pass program is described. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-13 
UC Berkeley encourages the Planning Commission to consult with the Transportation 
Commission in formulating its comments. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-14 
Although UC Berkeley policies seek to minimize automobile use by students, some 
students have life circumstances that require an automobile. A very limited number of 
residential permits are available to residents of University student housing with a 
demonstrated medical, employment, academic or other need: Best Practice TRA-2 at 
page 4.12-45 states this policy would continue under the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-15 
The writer’s request is noted. UC Berkeley works with the City of Berkeley to reduce the 
impacts of construction; however, the suggestion is not a comment on the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-16 
UC Berkeley works with the City of Berkeley to develop construction routing plans, as 
prescribed in Best Practice TRA-3-b at page 4.12-46. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-17 
Best Practice TRA-3-d at page 4.12-47 addresses street repairs due to University 
construction activities. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B6-18 AND B6-19 
See Thematic Response 10 regarding alternative transportation programs.  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 B6-20 
It is not the responsibility of UC Berkeley to maintain city parking meters, although the 
parking program outlined in the 2020 LRDP is expected to reduce the demand for 
parking on city streets by UC Berkeley students and workers. 



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-46 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-21 
See Thematic Response 10 regarding alternative transportation programs, including 
collaborative efforts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-22 
The writer’s comment is noted. Please see Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal 
impacts.  Should the 2020 LRDP program be implemented, UC Berkeley is committed 
to implementing and monitoring identified continuing best practices and mitigation 
measures. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-23 
See Thematic Response 3 regarding the 2020 LRDP alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-24 
The program level analyses in the Draft EIR found no significant impacts to Panoramic 
Hill; however this finding would again be considered during any project level CEQA 
review for projects that could affect this area. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-25 
The writers suggest that the Draft EIR analyze potential increased risks to cyclists and 
pedestrians due to traffic. The Draft EIR analyzes the impacts of implementing the 
2020 LRDP. The 2020 LRDP includes policies to further enhance safety. See pages 3.1-
45 to 3.1-46 of the Draft EIR. 

In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR uses the most conservative assumptions to 
analyze the impact of parking proposed in the 2020 LRDP: namely, that every new 
parking space results in a new single occupant vehicle. Then, the Draft EIR proposes 
Mitigation Measure TRA-11 at pages 4.12-55 to 4.12-56, to minimize the risk this 
outcome may occur. Further, the Draft EIR includes measures to ensure that any traffic 
increase that does occur is handled as safely as possible. Mitigation measures proposed 
in the Draft EIR to improve vehicle level of service would be implemented in accor-
dance with applicable safety codes, and in accordance with City of Berkeley provisions.  

Further analysis of possible risks to pedestrians and cyclists would be speculative, and is 
not required by CEQA. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B6-26 
In accordance with CEQA, chapter 4.12 of the Draft EIR analyzes the impact of 
implementing the 2020 LRDP on traffic. Existing conditions are also summarized.  




