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 11.2C.109 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C109 
 
This letter transmits a resolution passed by the ASUC  in regard to the 2020 LRDP. The 
ASUC also submitted detailed comments in comment letter C297. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C109-1 THRU C109-6 
Comments 1, 2, 4, and 5 are incorporated in the policies of the 2020 LRDP. With regard 
to comment 3, a pilot Bear Pass program was approved by AC Transit in July 2004 and 
is scheduled to become operational in fall 2004, as described in Thematic Response 10. 

The writer’s comments on the parking replacement fee are noted, although the fee is UC 
Berkeley policy and applies to all construction projects. Adequate housing and adequate 
parking are both critical to the mission of UC Berkeley. Responsible resource manage-
ment requires that the full range of costs and benefits be recognized in each resource 
decision, and the displacement of existing parking represents a real cost. 



Bill Berry 
<bberry@uclink4.berke
ley.edu>

06/10/2004 11:21 AM

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

Subject: Questions concerning LRDP

My questions concern the Hill Area:

1.  The  level area uphill from the Cal Adventures building (former 
Poultry Husbandry building) is presently being used in a way  not 
consistent with the current LRDP.  Instead of an open space and 
potential ecologic study area, it  seems now  to be used for truck 
storage, materials storage and apparently dumping of materials. 
Leaks from vehicles and material stored there could leak into the 
ground water and, ultimately, into Strawberry Creek, thus polluting 
it.   The proposed LRDP appears to propose continued use of this site 
in the way it is used presently.  What are the mitigations proposed 
for using the site in this way in light of potential leaks of 
pollutants from it into the groundwater?  Why is the site proposed to 
be used as it is now and not returned to open space/ ecologic study?

2.  The habitat for the Alameda County Whipsnake, an endangered 
species, includes most of the hill area.  Where are the mitigations 
for damaging the habitat of this endangered species if the hill 
housing is constructed?

3.  The population density proposed in the Hill housing projects in 
the LRDP  will create enhanced levels of poor air quality .  What are 
the proposed mitigations for this loss of air quality?

4.  The number of people to be housed in the proposed Hill area 
development will generate a much higher level of traffic congestion 
that currently exists in the area as well as increasing substantially 
the possibility of accidents near the Lawrence Hall of Science.
What are the mitigations for the increased traffic and the greater 
possibility  of accidents in the hill area?

5.  In light of attempts to reduce use of cars and improve air 
quality in the local area, what are the alternatives to so many new 
parking spaces proposed in the LRDP?

William Berry
Earth & Planetary Science

-- 
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11.2C.110 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C110 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C110-1 
The site described was identified in the 1990-2005 LRDP (page 52) as the Poultry 
Husbandry Reserve Site for Field Research and has never been identified as part of the 
Ecological Study Area.  

To temporarily meet the urgent need for a base from which to serve needs of the more 
easterly campus facilities, the site has provided staging and storage for the Department 
of Facilities Services (Physical Plant―Campus Services Division, Facilities Group). The 
site was partially paved and engineered retaining walls, drainage systems, temporary 
equipment sheds and fencing installed to manage the site appropriately for public and 
habitat health and safety. Storage only of campus maintenance materials and vehicles 
occurs on the site under applicable standards, codes, and best management practices for 
such use. Risks of groundwater contamination are minimal. 

The draft 2020 LRDP states at page 3.1-55:  

The upslope area of the former Poultry Husbandry site, shown as S1 in figure 
3.1-10, is now used by the campus as a materials storage and vehicle parking 
site. This site was designated in the 1990-2005 LRDP as a reserve site for a fu-
ture research facility. While the current use may remain as an interim use in the 
near term, a feasibility study should be conducted to identify a more suitable 
long term use for this site and a more suitable location for the current use. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C110-2 
Hill Campus development would avoid sensitive habitat areas. See text at pages 4.3-17 
through 4.3-18 of the Draft EIR, and Mitigation BIO-1-c at page 4.3-26. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C110-3 
The writer’s opinion that the density of Hill Campus housing would result in reduced air 
quality is noted. See Thematic Response 1 regarding the role of the 2020 LRDP in 
project review. Due partly to comments received and partly to its uncertain near-term 
feasibility, faculty housing has been deleted as a potential future Hill Campus use in the 
2020 LRDP. As noted in Thematic Response 8, the site formerly designated H1 has 
been redesignated as a reserve site, while former site H2 has been redesignated as part of 
the surrounding research zone.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C110-4 
Any proposed project implementing the 2020 LRDP would be subject to project-
specific review in accordance with CEQA. See Thematic Response 1 regarding the role 
of the 2020 LRDP in project review. Due partly to comments received and partly to its 
uncertain near-term feasibility, faculty housing has been deleted as a potential future Hill 
Campus use in the 2020 LRDP. As noted in Thematic Response 8, the site formerly 
designated H1 has been redesignated as a reserve site, while former site H2 has been 
redesignated as part of the surrounding research zone.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C110-5 
Please see Alternative L-2 in the Draft EIR. See also Thematic Response 3 regarding 
LRDP alternatives. 
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 11.2C.111-121  RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C111 THRU C121 
 
The University received 138 form letters signed by individuals, objecting to the proposal 
for up to 100 faculty housing units in the Hill Campus: C111-C121, C125-C159, C161-
C165, C167-C171, C173-C179, C182-C183, C194-C216, C219-C239, C241-C250, C257, 
C259, C263-C264, C267, C278-C279, C282-C283, C285-C293, and C300. A few of 
these letters, such as C111, include brief postscript comments, primarily objecting to the 
number of current UC employees whom the writers assert are parking on city streets to 
avoid paying UC parking fees.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C111 THRU C121 
See Thematic Response 8 for a comprehensive response to comments on Hill Campus 
development. Due partly to comments received and partly to its uncertain near-term 
feasibility, faculty housing has been deleted as a potential future Hill Campus use in the 
2020 LRDP. As noted in Thematic Response 8, the site formerly designated H1 has 
been redesignated as a reserve site, while former site H2 has been redesignated as part of 
the surrounding research zone. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C111-2 
University parking in the Hill Campus is offered at a significant discount to encourage 
UC Berkeley workers to park in University lots rather than on City streets. The current 
rate for University parking in the Hill Campus is $59.50 per month, compared to 
$81.50-$113 per month for spaces on and around the Campus Park. Pre-tax purchase 
further reduces the net cost of these spaces by 12%-46%, depending on the tax bracket 
of the purchaser.  
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11.2C.122 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C122 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C122-1  
See Thematic Response 8 for a comprehensive response to comments on Hill Campus 
development. Due partly to comments received and partly to its uncertain near-term 
feasibility, faculty housing has been deleted as a potential future Hill Campus use in the 
2020 LRDP. As noted in Thematic Response 8, the site formerly designated H1 has 
been redesignated as a reserve site, while former site H2 has been redesignated as part of 
the surrounding research zone. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C122-2  
University Village Albany is not within the scope of the 2020 LRDP. However, a new 
master plan for UVA was recently approved by the UC Regents in June 2004. This 
master plan includes a substantial amount of new student and faculty housing, as well as 
replacement of the existing 1940s- and 1960s-era family housing. 
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 11.2C.123 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C123 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C123-1 
Because the state provides no funds for housing, the entire cost of University housing 
construction, maintenance, and operation must be supported by rents. This in turn 
requires a conservative approach to inventory expansion, to ensure the inventory does 
not outpace demand, since each vacancy places a greater debt burden on the balance of 
residents and drives up the rents required to service it. 

[As noted in Thematic Response 8, the 100 units of faculty housing have been deleted as 
a potential future Hill Campus use in the 2020 LRDP. The responses below thus refer 
to 100 rather than the 200 units analyzed in the Draft EIR.]  

While UC Berkeley has extensive experience with student housing, it has almost no 
experience with faculty or staff housing, and therefore must be cautious in the amount 
of resources it commits to this new market and product type. The up to 100 units of 
rental faculty housing envisioned in the 2020 LRDP represents an initial pilot venture 
into this market. If it succeeds – in terms of both financial feasibility and its benefits to 
the academic enterprise – further initiatives could be pursued. 

These initial 100 units of housing are prioritized for faculty rather than staff because 
faculty housing is an established goal of the Strategic Academic Plan.1  However, the 
economics are likely to be similar, and the experience with the initial 100 units would 
inform future initiatives in staff as well as faculty housing. Because the purpose of the 
2020 LRDP is to guide land use and capital investment, it does not directly address 
compensation matters, including housing subsidy programs. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C123-2 
Section 3.1.9 includes the clear policy that parking displaced by new projects should be 
replaced. However, as the writer notes, in a dense urban setting it is not always possible 
to avoid some temporary effects on parking supply during construction. As LRDP 
Impact TRA-4 concludes, however, construction activity over the life of the 2020 LRDP is 
not anticipated to exceed the level of impact reflected in current baseline conditions. 
Also, please see calculations in Thematic Response 9 that allocate parking demand by user 
group.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C123-3 
Although the 2020 LRDP breaks the growth of staff into academic and non-academic 
categories for informational purposes, in fact it is very difficult to project the precise 
ratio of these categories, due to the considerable and often unpredictable influences of 
budgets, technology, workstyles and other factors. Since the 1990-2005 LRDP, for 
example, the enormous advances in e-mail and the internet, and the amount of comput-
ing power available on the typical desktop, have transformed the nature of many staff 
functions. The methodology used in the 2020 LRDP seems a reasonable if simple one, 
in the absence of alternatives from the writer. 



 
 
June 11, 2004 
 
 
Jennifer Lawrence 
UC Berkeley Facilities Services 
1936 University Avenue, Suite 300 
Berkeley, CA 94720-1380 
 
Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report: UC Berkeley 2020  

Long Range Development Plan & Chang-Lin Tien Center for East Asian Studies 
 
Dear Jennifer: 
 
On behalf of the Campus Bicycle Sub-Committee, I am writing to convey concerns and 
comments from the committee on the Draft UC Berkeley 2020 LRDP/EIR.  The goal of 
our comments is to ensure that the LRDP/EIR encourages and supports bicycle riding to 
and around the campus in an effort to increase the number of faculty, staff, students, and 
visitors who use bicycles as a primary commute mode.  
 
The Bicycle Sub-committee is appointed by the Director of Parking & Transportation on 
behalf of the campus to formulate and recommend policy, guidelines, and procedures 
concerning bicycle use on the UC Berkeley campus. The Committee includes members 
that represent undergraduate students, graduate students, staff, and faculty. Resource staff 
from Parking & Transportation, Capital Projects, Physical & Environmental Planning, 
UC Police, Environmental Health & Safety and other departments participate as well.   
 
Nadesan Permaul, Director of Transportation has reviewed the following comments, as 
the sponsoring administrator of the Campus Bicycle Sub-Committee and supports further 
review of the following issues. 
 
• LRDP: 3.1.8 Campus Housing: promotion of bicycling may provide opportunities 

to expand the 2020 Housing Zone to sites that currently would be excluded because 
they are beyond the one-mile pedestrian limit and not near a transit hub, but could 
easily be accessed from campus by bicycles in the same time. By expanding the 
housing zone criteria to include locations within a block of a bicycle path or Berkeley 
bicycle boulevard the campus will have additional areas to consider for housing 
development. 

 
• LRDP: Figure 3.1.9 Campus Park Vehicular Access and EIR Figure 4.12-7 

Campus Bicycle Routes and Berkeley Recommended Bikeway Network:  It is 
recommended that the following potential bicycle routes be added to the figures:   

 
North Gate Access: Bicycle routing should be provided between Euclid Ave and 
Wickson Rd.  This should be part of the design for the Chang-Lin Tien Center for 
East Asian Studies. 
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Barrow Lane to South Drive Connection: The LRDP should identify the 
consideration of a more sensible connection between Barrow Lane – a major 
southside campus bicycle access point and South Drive/Campanile Way.  This could 
include studying the feasibility of a bicycle bridge crossing Strawberry Creek in the 
vicinity of the Old Art Gallery and Wheeler/South Hall. 
 

• LRDP: Circulation Policy: Implement a Program of Strategic Investment in 
Campus Park and Pedestrian And Bicycle Routes:   
 
Second paragraph, last sentence: in addition to investments in separating bicycle, 
pedestrian and vehicle traffic, consideration of well defined, shared use areas for 
mixed traffic would be advantageous. 

 
See above for recommended additional bicycle routes in the campus core.   
 

• LRDP: 3.1.15 Hill Campus Framework: Maintain the Hill Campus as a Natural 
Resource for Research, Education, and Recreation, with a Focused Development 
on Suitable Sites: 

 
The Bicycle Sub-Committee has discussed at length how bicycling, both for 
recreation and for commuting, in the Hill Campus can effectively co-exist with the 
management and preservation of the ecological habitats in the area.  The current 
prohibition on bicycles in the hill campus is not based on any well-executed plan for 
multi-purpose use of the resource.  Other campuses, such as UC Santa Cruz, have 
established policies that both allow for bicycles and preserve and help to enhance the 
natural resource of their upper campus.  The UC Berkeley Bicycle Sub-Committee 
established the following guidelines in 2002 and would recommend their 
consideration in the LRDP/EIR:  
 
Establish off-road bicycle riding policies for the Hill Campus areas with the 
following considerations: 

• Establish policies consistent with surrounding East Bay recreational facilities, 
such as allowing bicycles on fire roads; 

• Allow bicycles on some designated single-track trails and/or create single-
track trails for such use; 

• Clearly mark sensitive habitats and reserve areas; 
• Develop a volunteer bicycle enforcement program for undeveloped area of 

campus;  
• Work with adjacent property owners such as LBNL, EBMUD, and East Bay 

Regional Parks District to establish connecting trails and to create consistent 
bicycle riding policies when feasible. 

 
• EIR 4.12-43-44: Bicycle Impacts – LRDP Impact TRA-1:  
 

The UC Berkeley Bicycle Sub-Committee established the following guidelines in 
2002 and would recommend these be included as enhancements to best practices:  

 
Establish bike-friendly design guidelines for new and remodeled facilities: 

 Establish guidelines and criteria for re-designating areas for bicycle use, 
including a palette of preferred materials and campus standards; 
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 Require construction plans to provide adequate exterior bicycle parking and 
alternate circulation during construction projects; 

 Require all new development and substantial remodels to provide necessary 
bicycle amenities and bicycle access.  Require that the costs of these amenities 
be included as part of the project budget & that funding be secured;  

• Consider adding secure and/or covered bike parking facilities and shower 
facilities as part of new development and remodels; 

 Develop criteria for allowing and/or providing secure bicycle parking in 
campus buildings. 

 
The campus has received a grant to develop a Bicycle Circulation Plan to provide 
convenient and safe on-campus circulation and Campus/City interface, while 
protecting access and safety for pedestrians and people with mobility impairments.  
This plan will include the following elements: 

• Increased north/south and east/west campus crossings; 
• Dedicated bike lanes on Gayley Rd and Piedmont Ave; 
• Improvements to campus perimeter and interface with City of Berkeley bike routes:  

specifically Bowditch/Bancroft, Center/Oxford, Hearst/Euclid, Hearst/Arch, 
Gayley/University Drive and at Dana/Bancroft; 

• Convenient pathways which eliminate bicycle riding that damages 
landscaping and sensitive habitats and causes erosion; 

• Establish criteria for limiting bicycles and motor vehicles access on-campus 
and identify bicycle traffic flow and pedestrian safety improvements that 
discourage the prohibition of bicycles; 

 Safe, well-lit night bicycle routes;   
• Create periodic bicycle improvement and maintenance plans and schedules. 
 

• EIR 4.12-47-48: Transit Impacts – LRDP Impact TRA-5:  

Significant service problems are not anticipated for transit riders but the EIR does not 
consider the impacts that new riders who also use bicycles in their transit commute might 
create.  For example: BART currently allows commuters to bring bicycles on the 
Richmond/Fremont line during commute hours due to current load factors.  The EIR does 
not consider whether the load factors on BART associated with the 2020 LRDP will 
prompt BART to prohibit bicycles on this line during commute hours.  Further, the EIR 
does not consider the impacts on the bicycle racks provided on AC Transit and BEAR 
Transit buses associated with the increased loads expected under the 2020 LRDP. 

 
• EIR 4.12-48-53: Intersection Impacts – LRDP Mitigation Measures TRA-6a 

through TRA-6g; TRA-7:  

The EIR calls for the re-design and/or signalization of a variety of intersections.  The 
Bicycle Sub-Committee wants to emphasize that importance of considering bicycle traffic, 
flow, safety, and access in any re-design and improvement.  Sometimes what is important 
to automobile or truck movement may not be beneficial or could actually be detrimental to 
bicycles.  Bicycle movement should be a high priority on any street or intersection 
considered for enhancement under the 2020 LRDP.  Further, any roadway improvements 
should consider adding bicycle lanes and signing as appropriate, and signaled intersections 
should include bicycle amenities such as bicycle loop detectors. 
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The Bicycle Sub-Committee appreciates the opportunity to comment on this important 
document and looks forward to your responses.  Please feel free to contact me if you have 
any questions or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Karl Hans 
Senior Environmental Scientist, Office of Environment, Health & Safety 
Chair, UC Berkeley Bicycle Sub-Committee 
 
Cc: Nadesan Permaul, Director of Transportation 
 Bicycle Sub-Committee Members 
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11.2C.124 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C124 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C124-1 
With a very few exceptions (e.g. the intersections of San Pablo and Russell, Channing, 
and Virginia) the bicycle paths and boulevards identified in the Berkeley Bicycle Plan do 
not run through areas which the Berkeley General Plan designates as suitable for high 
density housing. The Housing Zone as presently defined coincides almost exactly with 
those areas. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C124-2 
Figures 3.1-9 and 4.12-7 presently show a bicycle route from Euclid Avenue to Wickson 
Road. With respect to a more direct route from Barrow Lane to Campanile Way, the 
2020 LRDP does not include such a route because no studies have as yet confirmed its 
feasibility. As the writer notes, further review is warranted, but also necessary before the 
route can be incorporated into the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C124-3 
In the Final EIR, the fourth paragraph under “Circulation” in section 3.1.13 has been 
augmented as follows:  

The Campus Park presently has only one well-developed bicycle route: other 
paths are designated but not well developed for bicycles. As a result, cyclists of-
ten use pedestrian routes. Improvements to campus required to limit vehicle 
traffic should also incorporate investments to separate bicycle, vehicle and pe-
destrian traffic, and improve paving, lighting and signage on bicycle routes. 
This investment program should also identify routes that are or may become 
suitable for mixed traffic. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C124-4 
The writers’ suggestions regarding review of Hill Campus bicycle policy are noted. 
Existing prohibitions on bicycle riding in the Hill Campus could be examined by the 
Management Authority proposed by the 2020 LRDP for the Ecological Study Area. See 
page 3.1-54 of the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C124-5 
Funding for bicycle improvements cannot be ensured for every project. However, in 
light of the writer’s comments, Best Practice TRA-1-b has been augmented in the Final 
EIR to include a new final sentence: “The scoping and budgeting of individual projects 
will include consideration of improvements to bicycle access.”  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C124-6 
The grant cited by the writer supports Best Practice TRA-1-b. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C124-7 
Based on the fact that BART’s Strategic Vision supports multi-modal access to BART 
service, and the finding that 2020 LRDP growth in BART trips will not increase load 
factors on BART at the Downtown Berkeley station to over-capacity (standing room) 
conditions, there is no reason to anticipate that BART would prohibit bikes during 
commute hours due to the increased ridership with the 2020 LRDP. Similarly, the 
projected changes in AC Transit ridership would not be expected to change AC 
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Transit’s policy on providing for bicyclist access. The University will continue to provide 
access for bicyclists on BEAR Transit shuttles, with the additional demand generated by 
the 2020 LRDP.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C124-8 
Although the EIR recommends modifications to several intersections as mitigations, 
these modifications would be designed and implemented by the City of Berkeley, not by 
the University. However, chapter 7 of the Berkeley Bicycle Plan includes numerous 
measures to incorporate bicycle-related considerations into city intersection and roadway 
improvements (in particular Action Steps 2.1 through 2.10), and these would inform any 
intersection modifications undertaken as mitigations for the 2020 LRDP. 
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11.2C.125-159   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C125 THRU C159 
 
The University received 138 form letters signed by individuals, objecting to the proposal 
for up to 100 faculty housing units in the Hill Campus: C111-C121, C125-C159, C161-
C165, C167-C171, C173-C179, C182-C183, C194-C216, C219-C239, C241-C250, C257, 
C259, C263-C264, C267, C278-C279, C282-C283, C285-C293, and C300. A few of 
these letters, such as C111, include brief postscript comments, primarily objecting to the 
number of current UC employees whom the writers assert are parking on city streets to 
avoid paying UC parking fees.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C125 THRU C159 
See Thematic Response 8 for a comprehensive response to comments on Hill Campus 
development. Due partly to comments received and partly to its uncertain near-term 
feasibility, faculty housing has been deleted as a potential future Hill Campus use in the 
2020 LRDP. As noted in Thematic Response 8, the site formerly designated H1 has 
been redesignated as a reserve site, while former site H2 has been redesignated as part of 
the surrounding research zone. 
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11.2C-280 

 11.2C.160 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C160 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C160-1 AND C160-2 
See Thematic Response 8 for a comprehensive response to comments on Hill Campus 
development. Due partly to comments received and partly to its uncertain near-term 
feasibility, faculty housing has been deleted as a potential future Hill Campus use in the 
2020 LRDP. As noted in Thematic Response 8, the site formerly designated H1 has 
been redesignated as a reserve site, while former site H2 has been redesignated as part of 
the surrounding research zone. 

As described in section 3.1.15, UC Berkeley’s ongoing program of fire fuel management 
in the Hill Campus includes the replacement of high-hazard introduced species with 
native species. 
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11.2C-284 

11.2C.161-165   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C161 THRU C165 
 
The University received 138 form letters signed by individuals, objecting to the proposal 
for up to 100 faculty housing units in the Hill Campus: C111-C121, C125-C159, C161-
C165, C167-C171, C173-C179, C182-C183, C194-C216, C219-C239, C241-C250, C257, 
C259, C263-C264, C267, C278-C279, C282-C283, C285-C293, and C300. A few of 
these letters, such as C111, include brief postscript comments, primarily objecting to the 
number of current UC employees whom the writers assert are parking on city streets to 
avoid paying UC parking fees.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C161 THRU C165 
See Thematic Response 8 for a comprehensive response to comments on Hill Campus 
development. Due partly to comments received and partly to its uncertain near-term 
feasibility, faculty housing has been deleted as a potential future Hill Campus use in the 
2020 LRDP. As noted in Thematic Response 8, the site formerly designated H1 has 
been redesignated as a reserve site, while former site H2 has been redesignated as part of 
the surrounding research zone. 

 




