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Comment Letter B7:  List of Attachments 

Documents are available for review during business hours at the Physical & Environmental Planning office at 1936 
University Ave, Suite 300, Berkeley CA 94720. 

No. Date Description

A June 2004 UC Berkeley Fiscal Impact Analysis, Draft Interim Report, prepared 
for City of Berkeley by Economic & Planning System, Inc. 

B April 2004 City of Berkeley Sewer Service Charges and Connection Fees, and Clean 
Stormwater Fees Study for the Evaluation of “Fair Share” 
Contributions from the UC Regents, Final Report, Prepared by 
Brown and Caldwell 

C June 11, 2004 City of Berkeley Comments on Transportation Sections of the 
UC LRDP EIR 

 (INCLUDED IN THE FINAL EIR AS COMMENT #B7a) 

LETTER B7
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11.2B.7 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B7

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-1
The 2020 Long Range Development Plan is not a General Plan.  Both documents 
conform to mandates in state law:  the University is required to develop an LRDP by 
Public Resources Code section 21080.09, which defines an LRDP as “a physical 
development and land use plan to meet the academic and institutional objectives for a 
particular campus or medical center of public higher education.” 

A municipal General Plan conforms to the extensive provisions of the Government 
Code, Section 65300 et seq., which establish mandatory elements and minimum 
requirements for such plans. While a General Plan and an LRDP are substantively 
different under state law, they commonly provide a vision for land use, circulation, 
environmental goals and policies related to land use and development. 

The writer’s comment is an observation on the process by which UC Berkeley formu-
lated the 2020 LRDP, not on the Draft EIR. However, community input was solicited at 
several points during the creation of the 2020 LRDP and the Draft EIR. UC Berkeley 
held two informational “open house” events in March 2003, at which University staff 
presented an overview of our preliminary analyses and findings on the plan, and then 
invited questions and comments from the audience. Shortly after the publication of the 
Draft EIR Notice of Preparation, UC Berkeley held a scoping session in September 
2003 to encourage public input on the scope of the EIR.

For the Draft EIR itself, UC Berkeley not only extended the public comment period 
from the required 45 days to 61 days, but then extended it again to 65 days at the 
request of the City of Berkeley. During the comment period, UC Berkeley held two 
public hearings on the Draft EIR, at which oral as well as written comments were taken. 
Also, as noted in the introduction to the City comments, UC Berkeley staff has engaged 
City of Berkeley staff early and regularly during preparation of the 2020 LRDP and 
Draft EIR, including both an informational presentation and dialogue on the 2020 
LRDP, and a preview of the preliminary Draft EIR findings prior to publication. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-2
The writer contends the City comments on the alternatives in its response to the NOP 
should have been taken into consideration. In fact, they were: some of the alternatives 
proposed in the NOP were found upon further analysis not to have significant envi-
ronmental benefits and were eliminated, as the City scoping comments suggested. Their 
objection to the “alternate site” alternative was found, upon further conversation with 
City legal counsel, to be based on a misunderstanding of the alternative. A full examina-
tion of the selection and evaluation of 2020 LRDP alternatives in the Draft EIR is 
presented in Thematic Response 3 regarding 2020 LRDP alternatives analysis.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-3 THRU B7-5
These short statements serve as introductions to more detailed comments later in the 
comment letter. Our responses are keyed to those more detailed comments. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-6
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-7
See Response B7-1. The University believes that the 74-page LRDP serves as an 
adequate project description.  The writer also seems to object to the fact the 2020 
LRDP was not prepared and presented to the community in advance of the environ-
mental analysis. However, preparing the LRDP and EIR simultaneously enabled the 
University to respond to the results of the environmental analysis in the plan itself, and 
also enabled the public to use those results in the review and critique of the plan. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-8 AND B7-9
A Long Range Development Plan does not need to set forth significance thresholds for 
environmental impacts.  To the extent this comment really applies to the Draft EIR, 
each impact analyzed provides significance thresholds that are used in evaluation of the 
2020 LRDP, and which can be applied to future projects as they undergo individual 
CEQA review.  Those impacts found to be significant within the 2020 LRDP EIR have 
corresponding mitigation measures, many of which have impact thresholds that trigger 
their implementation in future projects.  General Plan and state zoning law requirements 
do not apply to the University of California.  Please see Thematic Response 1 regarding 
future project review, and Thematic Response 5 regarding the use of qualifiers.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-10 
See Thematic Response 5 regarding the use of qualifiers. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-11 THRU B7-14
See Thematic Response 6 regarding the relationship to LBNL.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-15 AND B7-16
The growth in the number of college-age Californians is projected to level off around 
2010, and the 2020 LRDP recommends UC Berkeley enrollment stabilize at this point. 
The writer correctly notes the Regents can direct any campus to absorb more growth if 
conditions make it necessary to do so. However, if the 2020 LRDP is adopted by the 
Regents, any further increase beyond the maximum stated in the plan would require an 
amendment of the plan, including CEQA review.  

CEQA expressly provides that the environmental impacts of changes in enrollment 
levels are to be assessed at the campus level as part of the LRDP process for each 
campus.  See Public Resources Code Section 21080.09(b).  The Enrolled Bill Report for 
the legislation enacting Public Resources Code Section 21080.09 (Senate Bill 896, Mello) 
clarifies that the intent of the bill was to ensure that CEQA evaluation of student 
enrollment changes should be addressed at each campus individually as part of the 
LRDP process, and not on a statewide or systemwide basis.  The bill’s author stated that 
the bill “clarifies the intent of existing law that the appropriate place for environmental 
review of the impact of academic and enrollment plans under CEQA is in a Long Range 
Development Plan EIR...for the particular campus or medical center where the envi-
ronmental impact actually takes place” and not on a “statewide, systemwide basis.”  See 
letter dated September 12, 1989, from State Senator Henry J. Mello to Governor George 
Deukmejian.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-17 
The figures in table 3.1-1 reflect our best estimates of how the 4000 FTE increase would 
translate into regular term and summer headcount at UC Berkeley. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-18 
The Draft EIR analyses use the regular term figures as the environmental “worst case” 
for analysis. Summer headcount, despite the greater percentage increase, is still projected 
to be only two-thirds of regular term headcount. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-19 
The “off-campus headcount” to which the writer refers is presumably the difference 
between the 2001-2002 estimated regular terms headcount and the estimated on-campus 
headcount reported to the City. The latter includes numerous adjustments including 
students studying abroad, faculty on leave, and so on. It is likely a similar percentage of 
the projected 2020 headcount would also be “off campus”; however, the unadjusted 
numbers were selected for ease of explanation and as a conservative “worst case” for 
the purpose of analysis. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-20 
The writer questions the academic justification behind the projected growth in research 
programs, and also questions which of those programs need to be within walking 
distance. The University of California is a research university, and has the responsibility 
for “academic research” under the California Master Plan for Higher Education. The 
UC Berkeley Strategic Academic Plan explains the role of research as follows: 

Research provides the energy that drives the modern research University. The 
passion for discovery is at the core of everything we do. While the mission of 
the University has three dimensions - research, education, and public service - 
excellence in research is fundamental to the other two. 

We serve the people of California in two principal ways. One is through the di-
rect benefits of the research and scholarship we undertake, from improved ag-
ricultural and industrial productivity, to advances in human and environmental 
health, to new insights into personal and social behavior. The other is through 
our education of new generations of leaders, innovators, and educators reflect-
ing and serving the full spectrum of society. A vital research enterprise is essen-
tial to both. 

Education at a research University is not, and is not meant to be, the same as 
education at a liberal arts college. The research University provides its students, 
both graduate and undergraduate, with a unique kind of learning experience, 
one in which critical inquiry, analysis, and discovery are integral to the course-
work. The student expects, and is expected, to play an active role in the re-
search enterprise, under the guidance of faculty who are themselves engaged in 
creating, not merely imparting, knowledge.4

Research, in other words, is not a discrete enterprise apart from education at UC 
Berkeley. Rather, it is integral to both our mission as a University and to the provision 
of both graduate and undergraduate education. 

The UC Berkeley Strategic Academic Plan further emphasizes the increasingly interdis-
ciplinary nature of both education and research, and the importance of a campus 
environment that fosters interaction and collaboration. The core principles of the 
Academic Plan, summarized at section 3.1.3 of the 2020 LRDP, in turn inform the 



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-117 

Location Guidelines at section 3.1.16.  These Guidelines enable UC Berkeley to make 
decisions that optimize the use of University land and resources.  

See also Thematic Response 6 regarding the relationship of the 2020 LRDP to the 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory.  LBNL is a Department of Energy national 
laboratory with distinct institutional objectives.  UCB and LBNL share some program-
matic objectives and seek to share some resources in order to maximize the public 
benefit of research; however, research at LBNL is controlled by DOE and its funding. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-21 
While the writer contends research space could be located using the same criteria as 
University housing, in fact the two pose different problems. The locational criteria used 
to define the Housing Zone are based on the typical case of no more than one round 
trip from home to campus per day. The faculty who participate in research, however, 
also have teaching roles and must be able to travel conveniently from one venue to the 
other in the course of a day. The need for proximity to the Campus Park is even more 
critical for research projects involving students, whose day includes not only coursework 
but also use of the library and other campus academic resources.  Further, additional 
research off campus would likely result in removal of property from municipal tax rolls. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-22 
As indicated at Table 3.1-3 on page 3.1-22 of the Draft EIR, 2300 is the “not to exceed” 
number for net new parking spaces.  The note on that page states “In order to provide 
flexibility in siting individual projects, the sum of the maxima for individual land use 
zones is greater than the maximum ‘not to exceed’ (NTE) totals for all the zones 
combined.  However, the university may not substantially exceed the NTE totals 
without amending the 2020 LRDP.”  See also response to comment B7a-46, below and 
Thematic Response 5 regarding the use of qualifiers. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-23 AND B7-24
See Thematic Response 7 regarding tax exempt property. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-25 
As stated in section 3.1.7, “… University-owned land will always be the first option 
explored for both program space and housing.”  However, in some instances, particu-
larly short- to mid-range needs, leased space may offer a better and more economical 
alternative to meet critical University needs. While fiscal impacts are not within the 
scope of CEQA, the physical impacts of any such lease transactions would be subject to 
CEQA review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-26 
See Thematic Response 7 regarding tax exempt property. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-27 
The writer states a concern that, while the boundaries of the Housing Zone are predi-
cated on AC Transit routes as of July 2003, this level of service may not continue 
throughout the life of the 2020 LRDP. Cutbacks in service are always possible, but 
while the frequency of service could be reduced as the result of such cuts, it is unlikely 
the duration of the trip would change significantly. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-28 
The writer suggests several reasons for expanding the size of the Housing Zone, 
including factoring in the proposed BRT line along Telegraph; increasing the time 
criterion from 20 to 27.8 minutes; and including BART stations within the Housing 
Zone which meet the travel time criterion. The writer also suggests a policy of regularly 
reviewing transit service and adjusting the Housing Zone to reflect changes. 

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 measure of travel time, 
that includes the walk from transit stop to destination, and the impact of physical 
dispersion on intellectual community. UC Berkeley finds the arguments of the ASUC to 
be persuasive, and the Housing Zone should remain as presently defined. 

As noted in its caption, figure 3.1-5 is generalized, is based on AC Transit routes of July 
2003, and does not show “… suitable sites within one block of some BART stations 
[which] may also quality for inclusion in the zone.”  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. 
The caption has been revised in the Final EIR to clarify the distinction, as follows: 

The 2020 LRDP Housing Zone overlays the other Land Use Zones. It includes 
all areas within a one mile radius of Doe Library, or within a block of a transit 
line providing trips to Doe Library in under 20 minutes. The Housing Zone 
excludes those sites with residential designations of under 40 units per acre in a 
municipal general plan as of July 2003. This figure shows the extent of the 
Housing Zone based on transit trips via AC Transit routes as of July 2003. 
Suitable sites within one block of some BART Stations may also qualify for in-
clusion in the Zone. The depiction of the Housing Zone is generalized in this 
figure, and may not reflect the precise boundaries of individual parcels or land 
use designations. The zone boundary may be revised in the future to reflect 
service changes which affect travel time and/or changes in land use designa-
tions due to adoption of the Southside Plan.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-29 
Section 3.1.14 at page 3.1-48 is explicitly clear on the Clark Kerr Campus:  

In 1982 the University executed a Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions 
with neighboring property owners and a Memorandum of Understanding with 
the City of Berkeley, both of which commit the University to a site plan and 
land use program on the Clark Kerr Campus for a period of 50 years. While 
many of its 26 buildings require extensive repairs and upgrades, no significant 
change in either the use or physical character of the Clark Kerr Campus is proposed 
in the 2020 LRDP. 

The writer also notes some areas of the Southside which meet the 40 units per acre 
criterion for inclusion in the Housing Zone would not meet this criterion under the 
proposed Southside Plan. Whereas the general plan is an existing body of policy, which 
the University can evaluate against its own mission and make an informed judgment as 
to what extent it can comply, the Southside Plan is not as yet. 
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The most recent July 2003 draft of the plan, as the 2020 LRDP states, is acceptable to 
the University. However, this draft has not been adopted by the City, nor has the City 
completed CEQA review. Given the intense interest in the future relationship of City 
and University evident in the comments on the 2020 LRDP and its EIR, there is no 
assurance the Southside Plan would be adopted in is current form. 

Once the Southside Plan is adopted, assuming no further substantive changes are made 
by the City, the provisions of the Southside Plan would supersede the designations of 
the general plan for the purpose of defining the Housing Zone. See response B7-28 and 
Thematic Response 11. 

As suggested in comment B7-174, the Elmwood commercial district has been removed 
from the Housing Zone.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-30 
The writer’s comments are noted.  See Thematic Response 7 regarding tax exempt 
property.  Further, as shown in figure 3.1-5 on page 3.1-26 of the draft 2020 LRDP, the 
area of the “housing zone” within the one mile radius of Doe Library is just a little over 
1 square mile.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-31 
See Thematic Response 8 regarding Hill Campus development. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-32 AND B7-33
See Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand. Recognizing that AC Transit has 
proposed a “reasonable substitute” that may appeal to those who currently drive to 
campus, UC Berkeley may defer some portion of the 2020 LRDP parking program in 
favor of AC Transit’s BRT/Telegraph project, as described in Thematic Response 9.  
See also response to comment B7-280, below. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-34 
See response to comment B7-22, above, and Thematic Response 5 regarding the use of 
qualifiers.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-35 
See Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand. The writer questions the parking 
demand estimate and also whether some spaces may be double-counted. They are not: 
Thematic Response 9 presents a more thorough explanation of how the parking 
demand estimate in the 2020 LRDP was derived.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-36 
The writer suggests a parking wayfinding system with dynamic signing to improve 
parking utilization and minimize traffic adjacent to garages. These and other measures 
remain part of the menu of demand management strategies available to the City and UC 
Berkeley to manage parking supply and demand. The effects of these strategies may help 
mitigate the traffic impacts of campus growth but such benefits are not 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.  
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The effectiveness of UC Berkeley trip reduction measures will become apparent through 
the mitigation monitoring process. See Thematic Response 2 on mitigation monitoring; 
see also Thematic Response 10 on trip reduction programs.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-37 
UC Berkeley notes that the proposed parking development program is intended to 
address key principles of the 2020 LRDP and the academic plan that serves as its 
foundation. See Draft EIR at pages 3.1-28 to 3.1-29. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-38 
See Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand. Other writers also suggested UC 
Berkeley benchmark itself against other research universities with exemplary programs 
of transportation incentives. Thematic Response 9 includes such an analysis. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-39 
The writer’s comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-40 
See Thematic Response 7 regarding tax exempt property. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-41 
The writer contends the combination of new program space and new housing under the 
2020 LRDP could transform downtown Berkeley into “… a student district, increasingly 
more like Telegraph Avenue.” The writer contends this would have a significant adverse 
impact on the “eclectic and diverse character” of downtown. Changes in the demo-
graphic mix of an area do not constitute an adverse environmental impact per se. 
However, while the writer’s concern is noted, such a transformation in character is not a 
realistic prospect. 

Under the 2020 LRDP Location Guidelines presented in section 3.1.16, the Campus 
Park would be prioritized for academic programs and resources that involve and serve 
students. The new program space on Adjacent Blocks, including downtown, would be 
prioritized for other research, cultural, and service programs with lower day-to-day 
student interaction. Student activity, therefore, would continue to be focused on the 
Campus Park, as it is today. 

With respect to housing, while some of the up to 2,500 net new student beds in the 
2020 LRDP could be built within the downtown, the cost of land and the need for new 
University program space adjacent to campus suggest this would be more the exception 
than the rule. The Housing Zone includes many other sites which are as suitable for 
housing, but not for program space given their distance from the Campus Park. Even in 
the unlikely event half the new student beds are built in the downtown, this pales in 
comparison to the roughly 7,000 existing University and affiliate operated student beds 
in the Southside as of June 2004. 

See also comment letter B7b, comment 2 and comment 4. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-42 AND B7-43
The writer questions the allocation of most of the new University parking to the 
Adjacent Blocks, and contends this could have land use as well as traffic impacts. The 
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traffic impacts of this new parking are evaluated in Chapter 4.12 of the Draft EIR. With 
respect to land use, the relevant standard of significance under CEQA is whether the 
new parking would conflict with local regulations to the extent a significant land use 
incompatibility is created. 

Not only is parking a permitted use in the downtown under the general plan, but the C-
2 central commercial zone presently requires parking at the rate of 1.5 spaces per 1,000 
gsf of non-residential space.5 Given the 2020 LRDP maxima of up to 800,000 gsf of 
program space and up to 1,300 parking spaces in the West Adjacent Blocks, up to 1,200 
new parking spaces would seem to be required under City zoning just to serve the new 
program space, not including any University parking built to serve the current unmet need.

The writer’s comment on design guidelines is covered in Thematic Response 11. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-44 
The boundaries of the Adjacent Blocks are defined at pages 3.1-5 to 3.1-7 of the Draft 
EIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-45 
The specific locations of projects that may be implemented under the 2020 LRDP are 
not yet known. However, as stated in section 3.1.7, “… future growth in both program 
space and parking is planned to be accommodated primarily through more intensive use 
of University-owned land … University-owned land will always be the first option 
explored for both program space and parking.”  

The writer correctly assumes the 690 net new CEQA reviewed parking spaces in table 
3.1-2 represents the Underhill parking facility, entitled under its own prior EIR: these 
spaces are in addition to the net new parking spaces anticipated under the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-46 
The writer’s comments are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-47 THRU B7-49
See Thematic Response 11 regarding project design review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-50 
See Thematic Response 5 regarding the use of qualifiers and Thematic Response 11 
regarding project design review.  See also pages 3.1-60 and 3.1-61 of the 2020 LRDP: 
the Adjacent Blocks South are identified as the first block south of Bancroft, and those 
blocks are designated for research and academic support functions under the Location 
Guidelines.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-51 AND B7-52
See response B7-25. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-53 
See Thematic Response 7 regarding tax exempt property. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-54 
Please see new figure 3.0-5.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-55 
See Thematic Response 5 regarding the use of qualifiers. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-56 
See Thematic Response 8 regarding Hill Campus development. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-57 AND B7-58
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 in figure 3.1-10, while former site H2 has been 
redesignated as part of the surrounding research designation. 

The writer also states it is not clear how the existing parking on Hill Campus sites would 
be addressed. Many potential future project sites under the 2020 LRDP are now utilized 
as parking: in many instances the parking would be replaced on site as part of the new 
project, in others the better solution is to replace it elsewhere. However, the 2020 LRDP 
policy “Replace and consolidate existing University parking displaced by new projects” 
in section 3.1.9 would apply to all future projects including those in the Hill Campus. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-59 
The writer contends a new building on (former) site H2 would have a significant visual 
impact compared to the existing parking terraces. The standards of significance relevant 
to this question, as presented in Chapter 4.1, are “Would the project substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?” and 
“Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?” 

Replacing the existing parking terraces with a building would result in visual change, but 
change is not necessarily adverse by definition. In fact, while (former) site H2 is visible 
from points to the west, large buildings abut the site on both the east and west: the 
Lawrence Hall of Science lies downslope, and partly screens the site from the west, 
while the Space Sciences Laboratory and the Mathematical Sciences Research Institute 
lie upslope. A project on (former) site H2 would add another building to this cluster, but 
would not expand the area of this developed cluster into the adjacent natural landscape. 

The writer presumes a new residential project on (former) site H1 would “denude” the 
site, and therefore have a significant visual impact. As noted above, this site has been 
redesignated as a reserve site.  

The general design principles articulated at page 3.1-56 would guide project-specific 
design review of any future project in the Hill Campus. Any project which does not 
conform with the general plan designation would, under Best Practice LU-2-c, as revised 
per Thematic Response 8, be subject to further CEQA review. A project level analysis 
of visual impacts would be conducted as part of this review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-60 
As noted above, faculty housing in the Hill Campus is no longer an element of the 2020 
LRDP. See Thematic Response 8. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-61 
The boundary of the Botanical Garden shown in figure 3.1-10 incorporates the expan-
sion implemented in the 1990-2005 LRDP. The “faunal refuge” is also carried forward 
from the 1990-2005 LRDP (UC Berkeley 1990 LRDP page 50).  The 2020 LRDP does 
not propose changes to these boundaries, and thus no potential environmental impacts 
are anticipated. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-62 
Any future connection links required for projects on “Other Berkeley Sites” would be 
reviewed as part of project-specific CEQA review. No such requirements are presently 
identified. See Thematic Response 1 regarding future project review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-63 
See Thematic Response 5 regarding the use of qualifiers, and Thematic Response 11 
regarding city participation in project design review. Guidelines are advisory by defini-
tion, although the writer’s comments about the value of exception criteria are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-64 
See Thematic Response 11 regarding project design review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-65 
The writer notes the Campus Park Design Guidelines, while otherwise limited to the 
Campus Park, include some provisions for ground level spaces on the Adjacent Blocks. 
In fact, though admittedly outside the Campus Park, these guidelines do actually benefit 
the Campus Park indirectly. The streets at the perimeter of the Campus Park should be 
thought of as seams, rather than dividers. While, as explained in Thematic Response 11, 
UC Berkeley has not prescribed general design guidelines for the City Environs, in this 
case the character of ground level spaces should be consistent on both sides of these 
perimeter streets to create an active, pedestrian-friendly character. The guidelines in 
question are also generally consistent with City policy as we understand it. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-66 
The key to figure 3.1-12 has been revised in the Final EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-67 
See Thematic Response 11 regarding project design review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-68 
The writer’s comment is noted.  The Regents have final authority over project design. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-69 
See Thematic Response 1 regarding future project review. Figures 3.1-3A and 3.1-3B do 
identify some candidate buildings for replacement and some potential future projects, 
respectively, but as the captions make clear these represent only one way in which the 
2020 LRDP might be implemented. With the exception of the Tien Center, there is not 
yet enough definitive information about any of these potential projects to enable a 
project specific environmental analysis. Public Resources Code section 21080.9 provides 
for the LRDP to serve as “a physical development and land use plan to meet the 
academic and institutional objectives for a particular campus,” and as such does not 
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require the level of detail requested by the City about development of specific parcels 
and facilities not yet defined.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-70 
See Thematic Response 1 regarding future project review. With respect to environ-
mental approvals in the draft 2020 LRDP section 3.1.18, the comment misrepresents 
what the LRDP says. Approval step 3.5b actually states: “Facilities services begins 
environmental review based on initial study, to be completed prior to start of phase 6.” 
Step 4.6 then states: “UCOP/Regents environmental and design approvals to be 
completed prior to start of phase 6.” The extent of this environmental review depends 
on the nature of the project in question.  The timing of CEQA approval within the 
context of UC capital project development and approval was established in the Mt.Sutro 
case:  see Mount Sutro Defense Committee v. Regents of University of California, 77 
Cal.App.3d 20;  143 Cal Rptr 365 (1978). 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-71 THRU B7-73
The activities referred to in the comment will occur on and around a particular place, 
UC Berkeley, as indicated in the Draft EIR. See Thematic Response 2 regarding 
mitigation monitoring and continuing best practices. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-74 
See Thematic Response 11 regarding project design review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-75 
The Draft EIR concludes that the impact is potentially significant and unavoidable at 
the bottom of page 4.12-52. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-76 
See Thematic Response 6 regarding the relationship to LBNL. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-77 
The writer contends one of the objectives of the 2020 LRDP, “Plan every project to 
respect and enhance the character, livability, and cultural vitality of our City environs”, 
should be used as a standard of significance for environmental analysis. The 2020 LRDP 
was formulated with the specific intent of guiding future land use and capital investment 
toward realizing those objectives, and the University is confident it does so. 

The purpose of environmental analysis under CEQA, however, is not to assess whether 
a project meets its own objectives, but rather to assess whether the project, in doing so, 
would have a significant adverse physical impact on the environment. The standards of 
significance for environmental analysis, therefore, are more specific to its purpose under 
CEQA. The standards in the Draft EIR are based on those listed in Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-78 AND B7-79
See Thematic Response 11 regarding project design review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-80
The analysis in section 4.1.7 recognizes the size and diversity of the City Environs, “... 
[which] present a highly variegated visual character, with architectural styles dating from 
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every decade of the 20th century and a few examples from the 19th. However, they have 
in common an orthogonal urban grid which is relatively dense but, except for portions 
of the Adjacent Blocks and Downtown Berkeley, overwhelmingly low-rise in character.”

Specific conditions within the Housing Zone may create the potential for localized 
impacts, which project specific CEQA review would disclose. However, given Best 
Practices AES-1-e through AES-1-h, the cumulative aesthetic impact of the 2020 LRDP 
on the visual quality of the Housing Zone is expected to be less than significant: 
particularly since, as prescribed in AES-1-g such projects would in general be designed 
within the parameters of setbacks and height in stories established by City zoning. See 
pages 4.1-17 to 4.1-18. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-81 
See response B7-41.  See also comment letter B7b, comment 2. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-82 
See Thematic Response 11 regarding project design review, Thematic Response 8 
regarding Hill Campus development, and Thematic Response 5 regarding the use of 
qualifiers. See response B7-59 regarding visual impacts of residential development. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-83 THRU B7-85
The comment misrepresents what the EIR says. It does not say there would be no 
significant cumulative adverse impact. On the contrary, at page 4.1-23 the Draft EIR states:  

... The specific design provisions of the proposed Lawrence Berkeley National 
Laboratory 2004 LRDP are not yet available ... it is not yet possible to deter-
mine whether those guidelines would entirely eliminate the potential for ad-
verse impacts ... however, the design provisions of the 2020 LRDP would en-
sure the contributions of UC Berkeley projects to any such adverse impact 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 

The writer mistakes the term “cumulatively considerable” for a new measure. The term 
has a specific meaning under CEQA which is different from “cumulatively significant.” 
As defined in section 15065(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, “... Cumulatively considerable 
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects as defined in Section 15130.” 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-86 
The two Hill Campus guidelines cited by the writer are not “contradictory”. Often, 
clustering buildings is the best way to minimize site disturbance, by minimizing the land 
area which must be disturbed. Moreover, clustering typically reduces the number of 
exterior access routes required to serve a project: as a general rule, the more discrete 
buildings, the more discrete points of entry, and the more access routes required to 
serve them.  However, the writer should also note that the 2020 LRDP and EIR have 
been revised to delete the proposal for up to 100 new faculty housing units in the Hill 
Campus.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-87 
As stated in Continuing Best Practice AES-1-d on page 4.1-17, the temporary visual 
impact of reducing fire hazard through vegetation removal would be mitigated by 
replacing the hazardous removed species with native species, thus improving the visual 
quality and habitat value of the affected areas as well as reducing fire hazard. It is unclear 
what else the writer has in mind, except possibly not continuing this critical program. 
The University believes this measure adequately mitigates any potential impact. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-88 AND B7-89
The University recognizes there have been reports in the press about prospective future 
plans for the Stadium, as there have for a number of other campus projects. At present, 
however, no plans to renovate or change the use of the Stadium exist at a level of 
definition sufficient to support a project-level environmental analysis.  A Stadium 
project would be subject to project-specific environmental review in accordance with 
CEQA; the timing of CEQA approval within the context of UC capital project devel-
opment and approval was established in the Mount Sutro case.   See Mount Sutro 
Defense Committee v. Regents of University of California, 77 Cal.App.3d 20;  143 Cal 
Rptr 365 (1978).. 

The reference to visual and/or historic character in Mitigation AES-3-a pertains 
primarily to the older portions of the Campus Park, which has a tradition of historic 
light standards. Also, as the writer notes, the syntax in the first sentence of the Mitiga-
tion is bit imprecise. In the Final EIR, Mitigation AES-3-a has been revised as follows:  

LRDP Mitigation Measure AES-3-a:  Lighting for new development pro-
jects would be designed to include shields and cut-offs that minimize light spill-
age onto unintended surfaces, and to minimize atmospheric light pollution. The 
only exception to this principle would be in those areas within the Campus 
Park where such features would be incompatible with the visual and/or historic 
character of the area. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-90 
The University employs current safe practices already established for ultrafine particles 
and these would apply to nanotechnology research. As further safe practices are 
developed by appropriate agencies, the University Office of Environment, Health and 
Safety (EH&S) will incorporate these practices, as is University policy on the handling of 
all materials with known or potentially dangerous properties. As described at page 4.6-
16 of the Draft EIR, each laboratory at UC Berkeley maintains a chemical hygiene plan 
and chemical inventory system. Biohazard safety measures are also described in this 
section of the Draft EIR. These safety frameworks would apply to the use of any new 
materials, including nanoparticles, as appropriate. 

The internet link (http://www.cdc.gov/niosh/topics/nanotech/#oshrisks) provides a 
summary of recent NIOSH efforts, which are at the same stage as the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) nanotechnology program – the funding of initial 
research in toxicity and health risks. The NIOSH announcement on the development of 
a safe practices document was released on May 7, 2004, after the publication of the 
Draft EIR (http://nano.gov/html/about/NIOSHannounce.htm). The announcement 
states that NIOSH “…plans to issue a “best practice” document for working with 
nanomaterials.”  EH&S will examine this information once it becomes available. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-91 
Please see Draft EIR Volume 2, Appendix F, pages F.1-13 through F.1-17. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-92 
The writer incorrectly summarizes the discussion related to AIR-1 in the Draft EIR. 
Projecting 2020 LRDP growth, implementation of the LRDP would not violate the 
carbon monoxide standard or expose sensitive receptors to substantial CO concentra-
tions; thus, no mitigation measure is necessary. The campus does intend, however, to 
maintain and improve its alternative transportation programs. See Thematic Response 2 
regarding continuing best practices, and Thematic Response 10 regarding alternative 
transportation programs.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-93 
UC Berkeley complies with BAAQMD regulations governing odor complaints. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-94 
The Draft EIR, at LRDP EIR Mitigation Measure AIR-4-a, commits UC Berkeley to 
effective control of dust emissions. A pre-specified number of water treatments each 
day may cause unneeded over-watering which can lead to adverse stormwater pollution 
impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-95 
Existing practices regarding soil contamination evaluation and asbestos and lead are 
outlined at pages 4.6-27 to 4.6-28 of the Draft EIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-96 
UC Berkeley, under the leadership of the Environment, Health and Safety office, is 
convening a focus group to implement the use of biodiesel and other alternative fuels. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-97 
UC Berkeley is eager to work with City staff on programs to implement the use of 
alternative fuels. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-98 
The comment will be referred to the focus group on alternative fuel implementation 
programs for consideration. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-99 
The comment may refer to the table on page 4.2-8 of the Draft EIR. The writer’s 
opinion is noted. UC Berkeley’s contribution to air quality impacts as a result of 
implementation of the proposed 2020 LRDP, and measured according to thresholds of 
significance, is examined in section 4.2.7, page 4.2-20 and thereafter. 

If the comment is targeted at Table 4.2-9 (on page 4.2-28 of the Draft EIR) the table 
was for operational impacts, the subject of LRDP Impact AIR-5. Construction emis-
sions were addressed under LRDP Impact AIR-4. The treatment of construction 
emissions in the Draft EIR is further discussed under response B7-105. 

BAAQMD CEQA guidance for plan-level documents does not require a lead agency to 
quantify emissions. 6  Since campus growth may not be consistent with the most recent 



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-128 

Clean Air Plan, operational emissions under the 2020 LRDP were found to result in a 
potentially significant and unavoidable impact. A linkage between the BAAQMD 
emissions thresholds (designed for individual projects) and operational emissions under 
the 2020 LRDP is not needed to understand that the 2020 LRDP’s “plan level” 
emissions pose a “significant and unavoidable impact” in terms of the 2020 LRDP’s 
potential interference with regional air quality management efforts. However, as stated 
in the text, operational emissions projections under the 2020 LRDP were provided in 
table 4.2-9 for informational purposes.  

The applicable BAAQMD emission thresholds are 80 lb/day for nitrogen oxides 
(NOx), reactive organic gases (ROG), and particulate matter less than 10 microns in 
diameter (PM10), and 550 lb/day for carbon monoxide (CO).7  Although these thresh-
olds are not appropriate for assessing “plan level” emissions, and therefore, do not need 
to be included in table 4.2-9, UC Berkeley feels it is relevant to point out that the 
projected operational emissions under the 2020 LRDP are relatively low compared to 
BAAQMD project-level thresholds, thus the magnitude of the overall 2020 LRDP 
impact on regional air quality may not be great. Still, a significant and unavoidable impact 
was found, and mitigation is proposed to minimize the level of this potential impact. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-100 
The writer’s opinion is noted. See response B7-102, below.  Some of the measures are 
described in Continuing Best Practice AIR-5. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-101 
See Thematic Response 2 regarding mitigation monitoring and continuing best practices. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-102 
The writer seems to assert that the finding at LRDP Impact AIR-5, that operational 
emissions from implementation of the 2020 LRDP may hinder attainment of the Clean 
Air Plan, is avoidable. However, the Draft EIR clearly explains that the analysis of this 
impact presents a very conservative interpretation of local and regional growth projec-
tions: namely, that all growth associated with 2020 LRDP implementation is in addition 
to, rather than a subset of, anticipated regional growth. Under this assumption, no 
matter how small or reduced the growth associated with the 2020 LRDP might become, 
the impact - the possibility that the 2020 LRDP presents a hindrance to attainment of 
the Clean Air Plan - would remain the same. Therefore, UC Berkeley disagrees with the 
writer and believes the potential impact was characterized appropriately. Further, LRDP 
Impact AIR-5 mirrors a finding made in the Berkeley General Plan EIR, as noted in the 
Draft EIR at page 4.2-11. See also response B7-99, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-103 AND B7-104 
See page 4.2-31 of the Draft EIR.  The cumulative impact would be significant and 
unavoidable in the near-term. See response B7-102, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-105 
UC Berkeley does not concur with the writer’s opinion that “a true cumulative impact” 
would be indicated by combining construction activity with other activities. As stated at 
page 4.2-25, “The scale and location of construction activities on the campus under the 
LRDP will vary with time and cannot be accurately characterized at this time.”   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-106 
UC Berkeley continues to meet its obligations under AB 2588, described at page 4.2-9 
of the Draft EIR. Toxic air contaminant emissions from UC Berkeley remain below 
significance thresholds. Additionally, UC Berkeley has installed particulate filters in 
some new diesel generators and will consider doing so for all future installations and 
retrofits or replacements of older units. 

As discussed on page 4.2-33 of the Draft EIR, the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) has implemented an aggressive diesel risk reduction plan. Rules have already 
been adopted under this plan for new equipment as well as existing equipment for a 
variety of emission sources, including stationary diesel engines, on- and off-road 
vehicles, various vehicle fleets, as well as low-sulfur fuel requirements.8  Further 
information from the CARB website can be found at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/factsheets/factsheets.htm.

The EPA has also promulgated standards for heavy-duty diesel trucks and locomotives, 
as well as federal low-sulfur fuel requirements. The State’s efforts have already reduced 
diesel particulate matter (DPM) concentration levels by over 40% between 1990 and 
2000 in the Bay Area, and the CARB diesel risk reduction program is designed to 
achieve another 75% reduction between 2000 and 2010. UC Berkeley  is not aware of 
any BAAQMD models showing the effects of DPM reductions, as stated by the City of 
Berkeley, but the CARB has made such projections, which can be found at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/cti/hlthrisk/cncrinhl/rskmapvwtrend.htm. These show 
that DPM levels through 2010 were expected to be reduced with control measures in 
place prior to the diesel risk reduction plan, but that DPM levels will be reduced further 
as control measures under the diesel risk reduction plan are implemented. 

The University will need to comply with these aggressive measures as they become 
adopted. The University will therefore contribute to the overall process of achieving 
continued DPM emissions reductions. For example, all new emergency diesel generators 
will be required to comply with the CARB’s recently adopted rule for stationary diesel 
engines, which requires new engines to meet CARB certified emissions levels (emissions 
on the order of 10% of older engines), and older existing engines to come under retrofit 
requirements. Efforts such as these to comply with the CARB’s aggressive diesel risk 
reduction program will contribute to continued progress toward reducing DPM 
exposures.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-107 
Project-level air quality impacts for the Chang-Lin Tien Center were evaluated in the 
Initial Study/Notice of Preparation for the 2020 LRDP and Tien Center Environmental 
Impact Report. See Draft EIR Volume 2, Appendix A. The Tien Center  did not 
warrant further project-level evaluation of operational emissions. The Tien Center 
would generate almost no net new traffic, and the conclusion in the Initial Study/Notice 
of Preparation regarding CO emissions remains valid under any of the tests noted in the 
comment.  Thus, a specific project-level air quality analysis for the Tien Center against 
BAAQMD project-level criteria is not needed for the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR is cited 
for the assessment of construction impacts and regional air plan consistency for the 
Tien Center.
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As noted by the writer, BAAQMD significant emission thresholds on page 4.2-18 of the 
Draft EIR require correction. The last sentence is corrected to read: 

....would be compared to BAAQMD thresholds (80 pounds per day for NOx, 
ROG, and PM10 and, 550 pounds per day of CO for CO emissions, a) emis-
sions are greater than 550 pounds per day; or b) project traffic would impact in-
tersections or roadway link operating at LOS D, E, or F or would cause LOS to 
decline to D, E, or F, or  c) project traffic would increase traffic volumes on 
nearby roadways by 10% or more (unless the traffic volume is less than 100 ve-
hicles per hour).

The BAAQMD thresholds stated in the Draft EIR for NOx, ROG, and PM10 are 
correct. For CO, the 550 pounds per day criteria was inadvertently listed as the only 
threshold. This emissions threshold applies to overall project emissions to assess 
potential regional impacts. The other two BAAQMD CO thresholds are aimed exclu-
sively at mobile source emissions, the chief cause of elevated CO concentrations in 
urban areas. Should a proposed action increase traffic congestion that could lead to 
potential localized CO impacts, then a microscale CO air quality analysis is needed to 
assess potential localized CO impacts. An assessment of potential localized CO impacts 
will be part of any future project-level air quality analysis. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-108 
UC Berkeley’s contribution to air quality impacts as a result of implementation of the 
proposed 2020 LRDP, and measured against the thresholds of significance, is examined 
in section 4.2.7 of the chapter. See page 4.2-20 and thereafter. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-109 
There is no question that air pollution at unhealthful levels presents a human health risk. 
The national and state ambient air quality standards are set by the EPA and the CARB 
to be protective of sensitive populations with margins of safety. These standards address 
the health issues outlined by the City of Berkeley. The CARB and BAAQMD control 
programs on which the Draft EIR’s thresholds of significance are based are designed to 
make progress toward attainment of these air quality standards. 

The cited American Lung Association (ALA) report, The State of the Air 2004 Report, does 
give an “F” rating for Alameda County for ozone and 24-hour particulate matter 
pollution. For ozone, the association of Berkeley with a general statistic for Alameda 
County is misleading. Since 2000, the only recorded violations of the federal ozone 
standard in Alameda County have been in Livermore. With respect to the state ozone 
standard, most Alameda County violations have been in Livermore, with a few in 
Southern Alameda County. There have been none in Oakland, the closest monitoring 
location to Berkeley. This holds true from 1998 through July 2004.  

Table 4.2-3 of the Draft EIR shows the highest peak 1-hour ozone concentration in 
Oakland between 2000 and 2002 to be 0.072 ppm. (Note the Table 4.2-3 entries of one 
day above the state standard in 2000 and in 2002 should instead read zero days: these 
have been corrected in the Final EIR)  The state standard is 0.09 ppm. Examination of 
BAAQMD data at 
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http://gate1.baaqmd.gov/aqmet/AQYearly.aspx shows ozone levels in Oakland to be 
comparable to those in San Francisco County. The ALA Report gives San Francisco 
County an “A” rating in terms of air quality for ozone. 

With respect to particulate pollution, all Bay Area counties rate poorly in the ALA 
Report. This is due to the extremely stringent state 24-hour particulate matter air quality 
standards. Most of California is in nonattainment of these 24-hour standards. 

Since the growth projections and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) rates in the 2020 LRDP 
may not be consistent with most recent BAAQMD Clean Air Plan, the Draft EIR found 
a significant and unavoidable impact in terms of regional air quality. Mitigations are 
proposed. In addition, mitigation during construction is proposed, which helps control 
particulate matter.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-110 
The Draft EIR describes a number of best practices and mitigation measures to reduce 
air quality impacts from 2020 LRDP activities;  hindering attainment of the Clean Air 
Plan is the only significant and unavoidable impact of the 2020 LRDP itself.   See Draft 
EIR Chapter 4.2; see also response B7-102, above.   A commitment by UC Berkeley to 
ill-defined measures of unknown effectiveness, in order to reduce impacts already 
identified as less than significant, is not required by CEQA. See response B7-96 above; 
see also Thematic Response 10 regarding alternative transportation programs. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-111 
No portions of the Hill Campus are “left out”, as the writer contends. The comment 
may refer to the LBNL site, but LBNL is not within the scope of the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-112 
The writer claims that updates to the Strawberry Creek Management Plan and the 2020 
Hill Area Fire Fuel Management Plan should be completed before any projects are 
approved; however, there is no such requirement. The 2020 LRDP includes the policies 
that guide the individual management plans. See, for example, pages 3.1-41, 3.1-57, and 
3.1-63 to 3.1-66 of the Draft EIR.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-113 
See Thematic Response 5 regarding the use of qualifiers. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-114 
See Thematic Response 1 for an explanation of the role of the 2020 LRDP and its EIR 
in relation to project review. In the case of cultural resources, the writer correctly points 
out the difficulty of program level analysis for a subject in which significance is largely 
or entirely due to site-specific factors.  

However, the comment misinterprets the intent of Chapter 4.4. It does not, as the writer 
contends, conclude “…there will necessarily be potentially significant impacts on 
cultural resources.” Because the 2020 LRDP would be implemented in an area with 
abundant cultural resources, the purpose of Chapter 4.4 is to inform University 
decisionmaking, by characterizing these resources and identifying the conditions under 
which significant impacts may occur, how those impacts could be averted or mitigated – 
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as in Best Practices CUL-2-a and CUL-2-b – and what should be done in the event such 
impacts are unavoidable – as in Mitigation CUL-3.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-115 THRU B7-117 
As a leading research University, UC Berkeley is extremely demanding in terms of the 
performance it requires from its buildings and infrastructure, and the pace of functional 
obsolescence is rapid. While UC Berkeley treasures its historic buildings and landscape, 
it would be unrealistic to assume no University resources of potential significance would 
ever be considered for substantial alteration or demolition.  

Impacts that result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of cultural 
resources would only be warranted, however, when no feasible alternatives exist that 
meet the objectives of the project. The role of project specific CEQA review is to make 
such determinations. LRDP Impacts CUL-3 and CUL-5 do not try to “justify” such 
determinations in advance, but merely recognize such impacts are possible and, in 
Mitigations CUL-3 and CUL-5, describe what would happen in such instances. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-118 
Best Practice CUL-2-b has been revised in the Final EIR to read as follows: 

Continuing Best Practice CUL-2-b: For projects with the potential to cause 
adverse changes in the significance of historical resources, UC Berkeley would 
make informational presentations of all major projects in the City Environs in 
Berkeley to the Berkeley Planning Commission and if relevant the Berkeley 
Landmarks Preservation Commission for comment prior to schematic design 
review by the UC Berkeley Design Review Committee. Major Such projects in 
the City Environs in Oakland would similarly be presented to the Oakland 
Planning Commission and if relevant the Oakland Landmarks Preservation 
Advisory Board. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-119 
An Historic Structures Assessment would be among the consultant services scoped at 
step 2.2 of the Project Approval Process described in section 3.1.18, and would inform 
the project design guidelines and the environmental analysis of a proposed project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-120 
The writer’s comment is noted, and addressed by responses to comments B7-114 to 119 
above, as applied to Impact CUL-5. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-121 AND B7-122 
The referenced paragraph at page 4.4-5 of the Draft EIR is revised in the Final EIR as 
follows:

The criteria used in evaluation of buildings afford three levels of designation 
for historic buildings, including properties of exceptional significance (land-
marks); structures of merit; and properties The Ordinance is quite broad in 
what can be designated, including sites, structures, and landscape elements hav-
ing a special character or special historical, architectural, or aesthetic interest or 
value, with Landmarks generally occupying one site and Historic Districts oc-
cupying multiple sites in designated areas of the City. Structures of Merit are 
structures that do not meet landmark criteria but are worthy of preservation as 
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part of a neighborhood, block, or street front, or as part of a group of buildings 
that include landmarks. The lists in this chapter include specific properties on 
and off the UC Berkeley campus which have been listed as City of Berkeley 
landmarks.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-123 
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-124 
The statement by the writer is not a comment on the Draft EIR, and no response is 
required.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-125 
Emergency preparedness is addressed in the Draft EIR at page 4.11-12. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-126 
The statement by the writer is not a comment on the Draft EIR, and no response is 
required.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-127 
The adequacy of emergency response services is addressed in the Draft EIR at Chapter 
4.11, Public Services, and detailed analysis appears at pages 4.11-12 to 4.11-14. See also 
responses B7-206 through B7-215. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-128 
Emergency service to the two Hill Campus sites is discussed at pages 4.11-11 to 4.11-12 
of the Draft EIR.  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.  See Thematic Response 8 regarding Hill Campus development. 

In early December 2003 representatives from UC Berkeley and the City of Berkeley met 
at a forum titled "Promoting a Disaster-Resistant Community" to celebrate their 
individual and joint achievements in preparing for a major earthquake on the Hayward 
Fault and to plan for future collaboration in disaster mitigation. As recently as June 10, 
2004, UC Berkeley and the City of Berkeley were part of a multi-agency exercise related 
to emergency preparedness. UC Berkeley is eager to continue its work with City staff, 
implementing improvements that reduce hazard exposure; however, as analyzed in the 
Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA, the 2020 LRDP does not present a significant 
risk to evacuation and emergency response.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-129 
Contrary to the writer’s comment, earthquake-induced landslide hazards are evaluated in 
the Draft EIR at pages 4.5-11 to 4.5-13. Figure 4.5-3 is taken directly from the state 
source mentioned by the writer; the figure also shows the liquefaction hazards identified 
by the state. The Alquist-Priolo zone is shown in figure 4.5-1, which also shows the two 
active fault traces cited by the writer. However, upon closer inspection of the figure, the 
western LBNL boundary is not correct (it is correct in figure 4.5-3). Figure 4.5-1 has 
been corrected in the Final EIR. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-130 
Eight best practices are outlined in the Draft EIR, each of which would apply to new 
construction in the Hill Campus. Among these is the practice of conducting site-specific 
geotechnical studies for geotechnical hazard prevention and abatement in project design 
(Best Practice GEO-1-b at page 4.5-17). The risk of landslides would be minimized with 
new construction in the Hill Campus.  See also Thematic Response 8 regarding Hill 
Campus development:  the housing proposals for the Hill Campus have been eliminated 
from the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-131 
The City of Berkeley passed a resolution adopting the Disaster Mitigation Plan on June 
22, 2004, to be included as an appendix to the Berkeley General Plan. UC Berkeley is 
eager to continue its work with City staff, implementing improvements that reduce 
hazard exposure; however, no changes are required to the existing Draft EIR text. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-132 
The Draft EIR indicates the small scale of use of such materials, but volumes fluctuate 
and are not precisely noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-133 
As described at page 4.6-16 of the Draft EIR, each laboratory at UC Berkeley maintains 
a chemical hygiene plan and chemical inventory system. Biohazard safety measures are 
also described in this section of the Draft EIR. These safety frameworks would apply to 
the use of any new materials, including nanoparticles, as appropriate. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-134 
The writer’s assertions are noted. As noted in Thematic Response 1, because the 2020 
LRDP EIR, as a program-level analysis, is necessarily general, some future individual 
LRDP projects may require more detailed environmental analyses, including additional 
site-specific technical detail. The CEQA Guidelines support “preparing analytic rather 
than encyclopedic environmental impact reports” (CEQA Guidelines 15006). The 
requested information need not be reprinted as part of the Draft EIR. Where the claim 
that the 2020 LRDP does “not provide the level of technical analysis that is needed to 
adequate evaluate the LRPD impacts (sic)” is substantiated in the subsequent com-
ments, it is addressed below. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-135 
As described in the Draft EIR at pages 4.7-24 through 4.7-35, UC Berkeley is complying 
with permitting requirements in accordance with documents it submitted to the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board in 2003. Although the regulator has not yet 
acted, UC Berkeley has already begun to implement the programs outlined in its permit 
documents. UC Berkeley programs apply to all properties owned by UC Berkeley, on or 
off the central campus. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-136 
See pages E-1 through E-12 of Volume 2 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of UC 
Berkeley safety programs; see also page 4.6-19 of the Draft EIR for a description of the 
campus spill response team.  A Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan 
assesses the risk of discharge of oil from storage tanks into waters of the US and 
establishes procedures, methods, equipment and other preventative measures to prevent 
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these discharges.  Preventative systems used to contain petroleum products from 
reaching waterways include such things as rupture basins, dikes, berms, retaining walls, 
curbing, weir, booms, spill diversion ponds and sorbent materials.  The CEQA Guide-
lines support “preparing analytic rather than encyclopedic environmental impact 
reports” (CEQA Guidelines 15006). The requested information need not be reprinted as 
part of the Draft EIR.  The writer is welcome to review the referenced documents, 
which are available through the UC Berkeley office of Environment, Health and Safety, 
with which the City of Berkeley regularly interacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-137 
See pages E-1 through E-12 of Volume 2 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of UC 
Berkeley safety programs; see also page 4.6-19 of the Draft EIR for a description of the 
campus spill response team.  The Storm Water Management Plan is intended to 
improve water quality by reducing the quantity of pollutants that stormwater picks up 
and carries into waterways and by eliminating direct discharges of pollutants.  The 
SWMP develops and implements Best Management Practices in six program areas to 
reduce the discharge of pollutants:  1) public education and outreach, 2) public involve-
ment and participation, 3) illicit discharge detection and elimination, 4) pollution 
prevention/good housekeeping for facilities operation and maintenance, 5) construction 
site stormwater runoff control, and 6) post-construction stormwater management in 
new development and redevelopment.  The UC Berkeley Stormwater Management Plan 
was developed by an oversight committee which included representatives from the City 
of Berkeley and the community. The writer is welcome to review the referenced 
documents, which are available through the UC Berkeley office of Environment, Health 
and Safety. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-138 
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-139 
UC Berkeley complies with the intent of the Joint Watershed Goals Statement. Many of 
the goals outlined in the 2020 LRDP and many of the practices and mitigations outlined 
in the Draft EIR align UC Berkeley with the Watershed Statement: for example, the 
overarching goal to plan every new project as a model of resource conservation and 
environmental stewardship. The Draft EIR includes many protections for riparian areas, 
in both the Hill Campus and the Campus Park. Best Practices outlined in Chapter 4.3, 
Biological Resources serve to protect and enhance riparian areas, wildlife habitat, and 
other natural communities in the Hill Campus and Campus Park. UC Berkeley is eager 
to work with the City of Berkeley and other land management agencies in the watershed 
to evolve additional improvements in land management strategies for the watershed. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-140 
Citation is the USGS study, 'Mean Annual Runoff in the San Francisco Bay Region, 
California, 1931-70', Miscellaneous Field Study mf-613, 1974.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-141 
The extent of impervious surfaces resulting from implementation of the 2020 LRDP is 
addressed at page 4.7-27 of the Draft EIR: 
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... most development under the 2020 LRDP would occur in areas that are cur-
rently mostly impervious, and implementation of SWMP post-construction de-
sign measures are expected to increase rainwater infiltration. 

...and further discussed at page 4.7-28 of the Draft EIR: 

For the most part, 2020 LRDP projects would occur on already urbanized 
lands, including existing surface parking lots, and will not substantially reduce 
the area of pervious surfaces. Therefore, development will not generate signifi-
cant amounts of additional runoff that would transport pollutants to local wa-
terways.

...and the influence of 2020 LRDP development on stormwater capacity is addressed at 
page 4.7-29 of the Draft EIR: 

Continuing Best Practice HYD-4-e: UC Berkeley shall continue to manage 
runoff into storm drain systems such that the aggregate effect of projects im-
plementing the 2020 LRDP is no net increase in runoff over existing conditions. 

See also Chapter 4.13 of the Draft EIR, pages 4.13-14 through 4.13-16. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-142 
The writer is referred to response B7-141, above, and B7-151, below. The existing 
capacity issues at Oxford Street are not an impact of implementation of the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-143 AND 144
See responses B7-262 thru B7-279 regarding potential impacts on the City of Berkeley 
sewer system. The writer’s assertion that campus development “has significantly 
increased runoff” impacting the City of Berkeley sewer system is not supported by any 
evidence, nor is the fact mentioned that campus water consumption has declined 
significantly since the 1980s. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-145 
The stormwater construction specification sited in the text of the Draft EIR is available 
on the web through the UC Berkeley office of Environment, Health and Safety. Post-
construction stormwater management practices are a standard element of LEED 
certification, and part of the 2020 LRDP as described at section 3.1.11, Sustainable 
Campus. Post-construction stormwater management practices are also outlined in Best 
Practice HYD-3 at page 4.7-27 of the Draft EIR. Also see Thematic Response 2 
regarding mitigation monitoring and continuing best practices. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-146 
The Strawberry Creek Management Plan is intended to address the creek as it flows 
through the Hill Campus and Campus Park, and is not intended to be a comprehensive 
watershed management plan. UC Berkeley is eager to work with the City of Berkeley 
and other land management agencies in the watershed to evolve additional improve-
ments in land management strategies for the watershed. UC Berkeley staff are also 
available to participate in stormwater management programs developed by the City of 
Berkeley, should any be undertaken. Given that the highest coliform counts occur at the 
north fork of Strawberry Creek that drains the area north of the central campus, these 
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would have the potential to result in significant new improvements to the quality of 
Strawberry Creek. See response B7-137, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-147 AND B7-148 
LRDP Impact HYD-1 at page 4.7-24 of the Draft EIR is not considered a significant 
impact. Therefore, no measures are required to mitigate it. Best Practices HYD-1-a 
through HYD-1-d list existing programs UC Berkeley would pursue under the 2020 
LRDP to ensure continuing water quality protections. See Thematic Response 2 
regarding mitigation measures and continuing best practices. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-149 
The writer’s comment is noted. As noted in the text, UC Berkeley has been voluntarily 
complying with NPDES stormwater permitting requirements, even while the campus 
Phase II MS4 NPDES permit is pending. See Draft EIR page 4.7-26, second paragraph. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-150 
See response B7-141, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-151 
Existing measures have not prevented flooding during storm conditions at the Oxford 
Street storm drain. As stated in the Draft EIR at page 4.7-8, “The City of Berkeley 
reports that the capacity of the City storm drain at Oxford Street (where Strawberry 
Creek leaves the Campus Park) would be exceeded by 25 percent during a 25-year 
design storm event under existing conditions.”  However, while the current practices in 
themselves have not entirely prevented flooding, the Draft EIR also prescribes a new 
Mitigation HYD-5, which will ensure no net increase in flow from any Hill Campus 
project site. The best practices and new mitigation together would ensure no net 
increase in runoff over existing conditions due to the 2020 LRDP. See also response B7-
141, above.  Further, it should be noted that the drainage area for the Oxford Street 
culvert includes city streets and properties not managed by nor affiliated with UC 
Berkeley.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-152 
See Thematic Response 2 regarding mitigation measures and continuing best practices. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-153 
The mitigation measure noted by the writer specifies both the method of study and the 
necessary result of the measure. If a project cannot prevent downstream flooding and 
substantial siltation and erosion, it fails to implement the measure, and further CEQA 
analysis must occur. See Thematic Response 2 regarding mitigation measures and 
continuing best practices. Further, Best Practice HYD-4-e specifies “the aggregate effect 
of projects implementing the 2020 LRDP is no net increase in runoff over existing 
conditions.”  See Draft EIR page 4.7-29. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-154 
The writer’s comment is noted.  Differences of opinion on the merit of an EIR are 
common. UC Berkeley believes the text of the Draft EIR is accurate and appropriate. 
See responses B7-134 through B7-153, above. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-155 
The writer misrepresents the cumulative analysis in Chapter 4.7. See pages 4.7-33 
through 4.7-35. At Cumulative Impacts HYD-3, HYD-4 and HYD-5, cumulative 
impacts are anticipated, but the contribution of the 2020 LRDP is not expected to be 
cumulatively considerable. UC Berkeley believes the text of the Draft EIR in this 
instance is accurate and appropriate.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-156 THRU B7-158 
The writer’s comments are noted: the text has been corrected in the Final EIR. The last 
paragraph on page 4.8-6 of the Draft EIR is revised to read: 

Within areas designated Institutional, the General Plan allows building intensity 
ranging from less than FAR 1 to FAR 4.  

The third paragraph on page 4.8-7 of the Draft EIR is revised to read: 

The Berkeley General Plan designates the Berkeley portion of the Hill Campus 
as Open Space, which allows recreational facilities, schoolyards, community 
services, and facilities necessary for the maintenance of the areas is “... appro-
priate for parks, open space, pathways, recreational facilities, natural habitat and 
woodlands. Appropriate uses include parks, recreational facilities, schoolyards, 
community services, and facilities for the maintenance of the areas.”

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-159 
A general description of the physical character of the Campus Park, Hill Campus, and 
City Environs is given in Chapter 4.1, at pages 4.1-4 thru 4.1-12. The description in 
Chapter 4.8, at pages 4.8-6 thru 4.8-10, complements this description by focusing on 
land use designations, as well as the major properties within each zone owned by the 
University. Figures 3.1-3A and 3.1-3B respectively identify candidate University 
buildings for replacement, and potential future projects on the Campus Park and 
Adjacent Blocks. As noted in Thematic Response 1, because the 2020 LRDP EIR, as a 
program-level analysis, is necessarily general, some future individual LRDP projects may 
require more detailed environmental analyses, including additional site-specific detail.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-160 
The writer’s comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-161 
See Thematic Response 8 regarding Hill Campus development. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-162 
The writer contends one of the objectives of the 2020 LRDP, “Plan every project to 
respect and enhance the character, livability, and cultural vitality if our City environs”, 
should be used as a standard of significance for environmental analysis. The 2020 LRDP 
was formulated with the specific intent of guiding future land use and capital investment 
toward realizing those objectives, and the University is confident it does so. 

The purpose of environmental analysis under CEQA, however, is not to assess whether 
a project meets its own objectives, but rather to assess whether the project, in doing so, 
would have a significant adverse physical impact on the environment. The standards of 
significance for environmental analysis, therefore, are more specific to its purpose under 
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CEQA. The standards in the Draft EIR are based on those listed in Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-163 
The standard of significance cited by the writer is directly addressed in LRDP Impact 
LU-1 at page 4.8-15. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-164 AND B7-165 
UC Regental policy requires campus building project approvals be generally in confor-
mance with the applicable LRDP. The purpose of including the Campus Project 
Approval Process, presented in section 3.1.18, into the 2020 LRDP is to provide a 
formal mechanism for ensuring the objectives, policies and guidelines of the 2020 
LRDP are incorporated into future land use and capital investment decisions at UC 
Berkeley. The Mitigation Plan will serve a complementary role with respect to imple-
menting best practices and mitigations prescribed in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-166 AND B7-167 
See Thematic Response 11 regarding project design review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-168 THRU B7-170 
The writer’s observations are noted: these paragraphs appear to serve as background for 
subsequent comments rather than comments in themselves. The writer does not 
indicate any environmental effects from the University actions which, the writer claims, 
have divided an established community. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-171 AND B-172 
See response B7-41. See also Thematic Response 11 on project design review.  See also 
comment letter B7b, comment 2 and comment 5. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-173 AND B-174 
The cited text on page 4.8-16 has been revised in the Final EIR to read as follows: 

The Berkeley portions of the LRDP Housing Zone outside the Adjacent 
Blocks and Southside are primarily designated Avenue Commercial, which al-
lows residential uses. Since the University anticipates only residential projects 
within these areas, no significant incompatibilities with respect to use are an-
ticipated. Moreover, the LRDP Housing Zone by definition excludes areas des-
ignated as low density residential with residential designations of under 40 units 
per acre in a municipal general plan as of July 2003. 

The University also concurs with suggestions to remove the Elmwood commercial 
district from the Housing Zone, as well as the west side of Hillside Ave: figure 3.1-5 has 
been revised in the Final EIR to incorporate these changes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-175 AND B7-176 
See Thematic Response 11 regarding project design review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-177 
Beyond the measures described in Thematic Response 11 to give the City a greater voice 
in UC Berkeley project review, the CEQA evaluation of projects under Best Practice 
LU-2-c would include the prescription of any required mitigations. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-178 AND B7-179 
See Thematic Response 5 regarding the use of qualifiers. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-180 
The writer’s comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-181 
No plans presently exist for such extensions, but any such work would be evaluated as 
part of project-specific CEQA review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-182 
See response B7-20 for an explanation of the role of research in the mission of UC 
Berkeley.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-183 
The writer’s comments regarding the 2020 LRDP are noted. The Draft EIR applies 
local standards when analyzing impacts of the 2020 LRDP. See Best Practice NOI-2 at 
page 4.9-17, referencing the City of Berkeley Noise Ordinance.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-184 
The writer’s comments ignore the text at page 4.9-17 of the Draft EIR, which states 
“interior noise levels are predicted to exceed the 45 Ldn noise insulation standard if
windows are assumed to be open for ventilation” (emphasis added). Double paned windows and 
mechanical air circulation cannot reduce noise impacts in the referenced circumstance.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-185 
See Thematic Response 2 regarding mitigation monitoring and continuing best practices. 
LRDP Mitigation Measure NOI-4 clearly indicates the types of activities that will be 
included in the specifications and that the specifications will be included in construction 
contracts; it is not expected to reduce the impact of construction and demolition noise 
to less than significant, as stated at Draft EIR pages 4.9-17 and 4.9-18.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-186 
The writer’s comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-187
As noted in section 4.10.7, the Primary and Secondary Employee Housing Areas “… 
include any intermediate tracts within this boundary … the inclusion of intermediate 
tracts assumes future employees would be willing to commute from any location within 
the limits established by current employee residential patterns,” thus creating the 
contiguous areas shown in figures 4.10-1 and 4.10-2. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-188 
The writer questions what algorithm was used to define the primary and secondary 
employee housing areas. The process was as follows: 

List census tracts in order of most to least UCB employees. 
Starting with the tract with the most UC employees, add tracts to the list until the 
target percentage of employees (50% or 80%) is reached. 
Include intervening tracts to form contiguous areas. 



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-141 

With any such algorithm, it is possible to have slight variations in tracts selected at the 
perimeter, because the computer might have more than one option to select in order to 
get the last few individuals it "needs" to get to the 50% or 80% target. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-189 
The writer’s comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-190
The writer requests the University 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 regulate 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.9

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-191 
The writer’s comment is noted.  UC Berkeley is eager to continue working with City 
staff on summer youth employment programs.  Annually between 30 and 50 students 
have been placed in summer jobs on campus.  The program includes a mentoring and 
college orientation component. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-192 AND B-193 
These brief statements serve as introductions to more detailed subsequent comments.  
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-194 THRU B7-205 
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. The comments on police services 
relate to the perceived adequacy of staffing levels and fiscal impacts on City services. 
The comment speculates that UCPD staffing influences BPD service demand; however, 
there is no evidence to support this assertion.  UCPD provides a better officer to service 
population ratio than typical municipal police services and UCPD staffing continues to 
demonstrate a commitment to its service goal of 1.5 sworn officers per 1000 popula-
tion.10  Further, while these are matters of concern, under CEQA staffing and support 
needs for public services are relevant only to the extent they translate into physical 
changes which in turn result in environmental impacts.  

However, the City of Berkeley has prepared a fiscal impact study and submitted it as an 
attachment to its comments on the EIR. At the City’s request, the University and the 
City have each designated a team of staff representatives to meet, review and critique the 
study findings, and formulate strategies for public services that benefit both entities, as 
envisioned in Continuing Best Practice PUB-1.1. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-206 
The writer’s comments on LBNL service are noted, but do not contradict the fact that 
the University, through the reciprocal agreement with LBNL, does provide services 
which augments the City’s own resources. Moreover, the writer neglects to mention 
that, under the provisions of the 1990 Mitigation Implementation Agreement, UC 
Berkeley has through 2004 contributed over $1.8 million in training and equipment to 
City fire and emergency services. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-207 
See Thematic Response 8 regarding Hill Campus development. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-208 
Paving the Jordan Trails to improve emergency access, as the writer proposes, would be 
a suitable topic for consideration of the Management Authority proposed by the 2020 
LRDP for the Ecological Study Area, at page 3.1-54. This action may have potential 
significant impacts on Hill Campus biota and on the research and educational value of 
the Ecological Study Area, and by increasing the amount of impermeable surface, would 
also increase runoff with the consequential potential for erosion, pollution, and storm-
water impacts. 

The City of Berkeley passed a resolution adopting the Disaster Mitigation Plan on June 
22, 2004, to be included as an appendix to the Berkeley General Plan. UC Berkeley is 
eager to continue its work with City staff, implementing improvements that reduce 
hazard exposure; however, no changes are required to the existing Draft EIR text. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-209 AND B7-210 
See Thematic Response 8 regarding Hill Campus development. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-211 AND B7-212 
With respect to fire services, CEQA analysis focuses on environmental impacts that 
could result from the construction of new facilities that are required to provide fire 
department services, not staffing or equipment purchases, which are fiscal matters.  The 
writer confirms, “…no new facilities or stations are planned as a specific result of the 
LRDP.”  See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-213 
The issue of emergency vehicle access to locations within the Campus Park is thor-
oughly evaluated for each project as part of the Plan Review and Construction Inspec-
tion procedures described in section 4.11.2.6. The UC Berkeley Fire Marshal consults 
with the Berkeley Fire Department on the adequacy of emergency access routes from 
City streets. In order to recognize this ongoing practice, Continuing Best Practice PUB-
2.3 has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:  

Continuing Best Practice PUB-2.3: UC Berkeley would continue its partner-
ship with LBNL, ACFD, and the City of Berkeley to ensure adequate fire and 
emergency service levels to the campus and UC facilities. This partnership shall 
include consultation on the adequacy of emergency access routes to all new 
University buildings.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-214 AND B7-215 
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-216
The decline in playfield space has, unfortunately, led to a reduction in organized campus 
recreational programs such as intramural sports. The writer does not provide evidence 
to suggest, however, that student use of City parks has increased. In any case, however, 
the relevant baseline for environmental analysis of the 2020 LRDP is existing, not 
historical conditions.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-217 AND B-218 
The writer is mistaken in stating “… the 2020 LRDP … lacks a plan for how to restore 
[lost playfield] space … the LRDP does not have a policy to increase the space in 
proportion to student growth over the course of the LRDP.”  Section 3.1.10 explicitly 
calls for the restoration of both Underhill Field and West Hearst Field, which is 
reiterated in section 4.11.4.7. As explained, the completion of both projects would 
compensate for the anticipated increase in campus headcount under the 2020 LRDP 
and maintain the ratio of campus recreational space to headcount at roughly the same 
ratio as it is today. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-219 
The ratios of recreational space cited in the previous response, and the conclusions 
derived from those ratios are based on campus headcount, which include employees as 
well as students. The writer refers to but does not provide “current usage patterns” as 
the source of the “belief” City facilities would be impacted. However, the writer’s 
statement “… UC Berkeley should provide additional recreational facilities commensu-
rate with the projected population increase …” is exactly what the 2020 LRDP and EIR 
propose to do, as explained in the previous response. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-220 
Impact PUB-4.4 does not indicate that an impact would occur, but rather that an impact 
could occur. Thus, the mitigation challenged by the writer properly sets forth how UC 
Berkeley expects to monitor the potential for impact, and how UC Berkeley expects to 
mitigate an impact that may occur. Although CEQA requires that any project, even one 
proposed as mitigation for a programmatic impact, be reviewed for environmental 
impacts and this need not be further stated, Mitigation PUB-4.4 has been revised in the 
Final EIR as follows: 

LRDP Mitigation Measure PUB-4.4: Before implementing any change to 
the use of any existing recreational facility, UC Berkeley would conduct a study 
to ensure that the loss of recreational use would not result in increased use at 
other facilities to the extent it would result in the physical deterioration of those 
facilities. If such deterioration is found to have the potential to occur, then the 
University would build replacement recreation facilities or take other measures 
to minimize overuse and deterioration of existing facilities in connection with 
removal of or reduction in use at the recreation facility in question. Any such 
facilities and/or measures would be reviewed in accordance with CEQA.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-221 
The writer expresses concern that an increase in population density would increase 
transport and spread of communicable disease, in particular as the result of foreign 
travel. Possibly, the CEQA standards of significance that address hazards to the public, 
or emergency services, could be considered to address the fear of increased transmission 
of foreign diseases due to density as an environmental impact.  However, the presumed 
impact is more speculative than measurable at this time.  The asserted impact would not 
result from implementation of the 2020 LRDP itself, or the cumulative impact of any 
related projects, and therefore need not be analyzed in the Draft EIR. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-222 
University Health Services at the Tang Center is a fully accredited health care facility 
providing comprehensive medical, mental health and health promotion services to all 
UC Berkeley students and a variety of occupational health services to faculty and staff. 
UHS employs over 200 people, including physicians, psychiatrists, consulting medical 
specialists, nurse practitioners (nurses with advanced training), registered nurses, 
pharmacists, health educators, PhD psychologists, social workers, and other health 
professionals. University Health Services staff meet with City of Berkeley staff, and 
closely communicated regarding SARS concerns.  UC Berkeley is eager to meet with 
City public health staff to discuss monitoring and disease control; University Health 
Services staff are available to meet with City staff to discuss any perceived capacity 
concerns. However, the comment does not address a significant environmental impact, 
and no further response is required in accordance with CEQA.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-223 
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts.  UC Berkeley also offers employment 
services.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-224 
See responses B7-190 and B7-191. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-225 THRU B7-251 
As noted, these comments summarize a detailed letter included in this Final EIR as 
Comment Letter B7a. Please see the Response to Comment Letter B7a for detailed 
responses to these concerns. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-252 THRU B7-255 
These statements provide background for subsequent comments. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  B7-256 THRU B7-261 
The writer contends that, while UC Berkeley is exempt from AB 939 and Measure D, 
the solid waste generated by UC Berkeley may cause the City of Berkeley to violate these 
statutes, since it is counted against City of Berkeley tonnage. The 2020 LRDP is 
expected to generate an increase of up to 2.8 tons per day from operational and 
maintenance activities, or 1,022 tons per year. This represents less than one percent of 
the 119,135 tons presently generated within the City of Berkeley, and is not expected to 
have a significant impact on disposal or diversion facilities. 

However, the above numbers exclude construction and demolition waste, which under 
current UC Berkeley practice are at the discretion of the contractor. It should be noted 
that the economics of waste diversion have improved to the point where over 80% of 
the demolition waste from the new Stanley Hall project has been diverted. Still, con-
struction and demolition waste could, as the writer contends, have an impact on the City 
of Berkeley’s ability to meet its diversion requirements. 

The City of Berkeley is presently finalizing a construction and demolition waste 
ordinance, expected to be adopted in 2005. Therefore, in addition to Best Practice USS-
5.2, the Final EIR also includes a new Mitigation Measure USS-5.2, as follows:  
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LRDP Mitigation Measure USS-5.2: Contractors on future UC Berkeley 
projects implemented under the 2020 LRDP will be required to recycle or sal-
vage at least 50% of construction, demolition, or land clearing waste. Calcula-
tions may be done by weight or volume, but must be consistent throughout.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-262 
The Brown and Caldwell study does not, as the writer contends, demonstrate the 
contributions by the University toward the maintenance of the City sewer infrastructure 
are “... far less than the costs attributable to the University.” The referenced study 
estimates the percentage of system wastewater generated by the University, using water 
consumption data, then assumes the University should contribute an amount equal to 
this percentage, times all sewer construction, operation, and maintenance costs in the 
City budget, including indirect staff support. 

This methodology ignores the actual physical impact of UC Berkeley wastewater on the 
City system. All wastewater generated by UC Berkeley flows into relatively few sewer 
mains, and is transported through these mains to the EBMUD interceptor line. The 
actual physical impacts of UC Berkeley wastewater on the City sewer system, therefore, 
are limited to those few lines into which this wastewater is discharged. The extent to 
which this entails a potential significant impact is examined below. 

As further described at pages 4.13-6 through 4.13-11 of the DEIR, the wastewater 
generation anticipated under the 2020 LRDP would remain lower than volumes 
experienced in the 1980s. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-263 AND B7-264 
See responses B7-269 thru B7-272, below. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-265 THRU  B7-267 
The Berkeley General Plan EIR, completed in 2001, found the area bounded by the City 
boundary to the east, Virginia Street to the north, MLK Way to the west, and Dwight 
Way to the south “could accommodate over 4,100 new jobs and 1,600 new housing 
units without generating a 20 percent increase in any single sub-basin” (Berkeley 
General Plan Final EIR, June 2001, page 29).   The writer suggests that the City’s 
findings regarding sub-basin capacity may be based on old data, or otherwise incom-
plete; the comment is noted. 

The actual locations of future projects implemented under the 2020 LRDP is not yet 
known. However, the Draft EIR recognizes this fact, and states at page 4.13-11 “... 
depending on where it is located, it is possible new clusters of development may exceed 
the capacity of individual sub-basins.” The Draft EIR then prescribes Best Practices 
USS-2.1-a thru USS-2.1-e to minimize those impacts. The identification and evaluation 
of such impacts would occur at project level review, as described in Thematic Response 
1. Note Best Practice USS-2.1-e references the conditions established in California 
Government Code Section 54999 for payments by the University to public utility service 
providers.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-268 
EBMUD does, in fact, collect wastewater from all municipal systems within the 2020 
LRDP area, but the language is a bit unclear. In the Final EIR, the first sentence of the 
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referenced paragraph at page 4.13-7 has been changed to read, “EBMUD provides 
wastewater collection treatment for the entire 2020 LRDP area located in Alameda 
County.”

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-269 THRU B7-272 
As prescribed in Best Practice HYD-4-e at page 4.7-29, “... the aggregate effect of 
projects implementing the 2020 LRDP shall be no net increase in runoff over existing 
conditions.”  Thus no significant impacts to stormwater facilities are anticipated as a 
result of the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-273 THRU B7-275 
The description of the sewer infrastructure at pages 4.13-8 to 4.13-9 is not meant as a 
detailed description, but merely confirms the basic point that wastewater on the Campus 
Park, Clark Kerr Campus, and Hill Campus is collected by the University sewer system 
and discharged into the City system, while wastewater in the City Environs is collected 
directly by the City system. 

As noted in Thematic Response 4, the University and the City of Berkeley have 
designated teams of staff representatives to meet, review and critique the findings of a 
City study of public services furnished by the City to UC Berkeley, including wastewater 
conveyance, and identify strategies that benefit both parties.  

For certain fiscal impacts, namely those related to utility infrastructure, the conditions 
under which the University is authorized to make payments to cities and other public 
utility service providers for capital improvements is established by California Govern-
ment Code Section 54999. It should be noted any such improvements to increase 
system capacity would also enable the City to correct existing deficiencies in these 
system elements due to age or other factors not directly related to University growth. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-276 
As the writer notes, the referenced figures in the EIR are incorrect. However, the 
writer’s own figure for Citywide wastewater volume in the comment is also incorrect, 
and the same comment cites two conflicting figures for UC percentage of Citywide 
volume, both evidently based on the same source document.  

The writer states “... the entire flow from all of the City of Berkeley is approximately 7.8 
mgd.” However, the draft sanitary sewer fee study prepared by the City, and referenced 
by the writer, seems to estimate the Citywide wastewater volume as 5,049,264 ccf/yr, 
which is equivalent to roughly 10.3 mgd, not 7.8 mgd.11 The writer correctly quotes the 
study on the estimated volume of UC wastewater, 906,627 ccf/yr, which is equivalent to 
roughly 1.9 mgd, but this is equal to 18 percent of Citywide volume, not 24 percent. The 
two sentences of the referenced paragraph at page 4.13-8 are therefore revised in the 
Final EIR to read:  

Existing ADWF for the City of Berkeley is approximately 75 10.3 mgd. The 
ADWF from UC Berkeley is approximately 8.3 estimated by the City as 1.9
mgd, or about 11 18 percent of the City’s flow. 

The estimated increase in wastewater generation under the 2020 LRDP, therefore, at 
385,500 gpd, would represent an increase of roughly 20% in the volume generated by 
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UC Berkeley. This in turn changes the evaluation, but not the conclusions, of potential 
impacts in section 4.13.2.7. In the Final EIR, the second paragraph under LRDP Impact 
USS-2.1-b is revised to read as follows: 

As described in the discussion of water supply and distribution, above, with an-
ticipated 2020 LRDP development, water usage and wastewater generation will 
remain lower than volumes experienced in the 1980s. The wastewater genera-
tion due to the 2020 LRDP would represent an increase of under 5 percent in 
the up to 20 percent in the City-estimated current existing UC Berkeley flow of 
8.3 1.9 mgd, well within or an increase roughly equal to the 20 percent increase 
in capacity for each sub-basin projected in the Berkeley General Plan EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-277 AND B7-278 
The specific condition referenced by the writer, namely an increase in wastewater 
generation as the result of future Hill Campus development, would be evaluated in 
project level CEQA review as described in the Draft EIR. The re-routing of this 
wastewater into the Campus Park system, as proposed by the writer, is one potential 
mitigation this review would consider. Similarly, significant changes in the use or 
capacity at the Stadium or other Hill Campus sporting venues would be subject to 
project level CEQA review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT B7-279 
The standard of significance for whether the impact on wastewater systems is significant 
is not whether some system components might have to be improved to handle in-
creased volumes, but rather whether these improvements would cause significant 
environmental impacts. As the Draft EIR concludes at page 4.13-12:  

To the extent Continuing Best Practice USS-2.1-e results in the construction of 
new or enlarged facilities, such construction may have the potential to cause 
environmental impacts. However, each such project would be reviewed and, as 
necessary, mitigated by the service provider in its role as CEQA lead agency. In 
general, any such impacts would be limited to the temporary impacts of con-
struction. Given the already intensively developed character of the Campus 
Park and City Environs, these new wastewater facilities are not anticipated to 
significantly alter land use patterns or have other permanent environmental im-
pacts.

Best Practice USS-2.1-e references the conditions established in California Government 
Code Section 54999 for payments by the University to public utility service providers. It 
should be noted any such improvements to increase capacity would also enable the City 
to correct existing deficiencies in these system elements due to age or other factors not 
directly related to UC Berkeley growth. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-280 THRU B7-285 
See Thematic Response 3 regarding 2020 LRDP alternatives analysis, and Thematic 
Response 9 regarding parking demand. In comment B7-284, the writer challenges the 
statement at page 5.1-11 of the Draft EIR that “The objective of a vital intellectual 
community can not be met if access to campus is increasingly constrained by the 
shortage of parking.” 
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This conclusion has its origins in the UC Berkeley Strategic Academic Plan. In describing 
the importance of an interactive campus to academic excellence, the Academic Plan states: 

The breadth and quality of our academic programs are the equal of any univer-
sity in the world, but Berkeley is more than the sum of its parts.  A great uni-
versity also requires a vital and dynamic intellectual community, one that pro-
vides exposure to a wide range of cultures and perspectives, and generates the 
encounters and interactions that lead to new insight and discovery.  For such a 
community to thrive requires a campus organized and designed to foster those 
interactions.

Although the academic structure of the campus is based on the traditional dis-
ciplines defined over a century ago, they are no longer insular and self-
contained.  On the contrary, the potential for creative interaction is everywhere. 
The health sciences initiative, for example, brings researchers from physics, bi-
ology and chemistry together to study phenomena at the molecular level.  The 
various fields of study at Berkeley focused on culture, gender, and ethnicity in-
tegrate the humanities and social sciences.   

The 2020 LRDP supports this fundamental principle in several sections, including the 
introduction to Campus Access at page 3.1-28 of the Draft EIR: 

Access to campus is vital to the work and culture of UC Berkeley. Our faculty, 
students and researchers depend not only on the academic resources of the 
campus, but also on their interactions with colleagues that lead to new insights, 
concepts and methods. Many of our senior faculty with long tenures at UC 
Berkeley enjoy the convenience of a residence near campus, acquired in the days 
when a Berkeley home was within reach of even moderate income households.  

But more recently, due in large part to the shortage of good and reasonably 
priced housing near campus, our residential patterns have become more and 
more dispersed. For those who live beyond walking or bicycling distance or 
good transit service, the time and inconvenience of travel to and from campus, 
exacerbated by the shortage of parking, has become a significant disincentive to 
on-campus presence. This trend undermines the goal of a strong and vital intel-
lectual community, and we must strive to reverse it. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-286
See Response to Comment B7-99, B7-102, and B7-105 above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-287 
The writer is referred to Table 5.1-4 at page 5.1-4 of the DEIR.  Alternative L-1 
considered emission reductions, including construction emission reductions, from 
reduced growth, yet emissions remained significant and unavoidable.   With no parking 
construction, but program growth as anticipated in the 2020 LRDP, Alternative L-2 
would have similar results. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-288 THRU B7-291 
See Thematic Response 3 regarding 2020 LRDP alternatives analysis, and Thematic 
Response 9 regarding parking demand. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS B7-292 AND B7-293 
These concluding statements summarize the more detailed comments above. 
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