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 11.2C.275 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C275 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C275-1 AND C275-2 
These remarks serve to introduce the more detailed comments below. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-3 
The Draft EIR recognizes the potential for impacts to cultural resources under the 2020 
LRDP, but contrary to the writer’s statement the University does not “plan” to impact 
or eliminate such resources. Rather, such impacts will be avoided or mitigated to less 
than significant levels whenever feasible. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-4 
As the writer notes, figure 3.1-2 is illustrative,  and “...depicts one way in which the 
program described in the 2020 LRDP might be realized on the UC Berkeley campus.”  
No decisions have been made on any of the sites mentioned, nor have projects been 
defined to a level of detail adequate to enable site-specific analysis.  The Tien Center 
dedication event was simply a celebration of the University’s progress toward achieving 
its fundraising goals for the project, and has no effect on the consideration of alterna-
tives under CEQA. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-5 
The second paragraph in section 4.4.4 has been revised in the Final EIR as follows:  

This section begins with an explanation of the different types of historical re-
sources described in Section 5024.1 of the Public Resources Code. Then, for 
each 2020 LRDP land use zone, the resources in each of these categories are 
presented in a table. Brief histories of the Primary and Secondary Historical Re-
sources owned by the University are included in Appendix D. The tables repre-
sent conditions as of January 2004: the lists of Primary and Secondary Re-
sources will be updated as additional resources enter these categories. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-6 
The purpose of figure 3.1-8 is to show the “primary resources” of the Campus Park and 
Adjacent Blocks: those buildings, sites and landscape which have met the rigorous 
criteria of the National Register. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C275-7 AND C275-8 
Buildings shown in figure 3.1-3a as candidates for replacement, as explained in the 
caption, include “... those which have seismic or other functional deficiencies, or which 
represent underutilizations of their respective sites.” Mulford and Lewis Halls qualify on 
at least the first two counts. The writer’s comments on style are noted, but a particular 
architectural style does not in itself impart cultural significance. The classical core 
provisions of the Campus Park Design Guidelines in the 2020 LRDP speak to precisely 
the same aesthetic values as the writer invokes, but Mulford and Lewis Halls do not at 
present have standing as cultural resources of significance, nor do Sproul or Donner. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-9 
The writer’s comments are noted. In section 4.4.8, for example, the Tien Center impacts 
are extensively analyzed in terms of its setting, including its relationship to Haviland 
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Hall, and quotes the Haviland National Register nomination to characterize its cultural 
significance and assess how the Tien Center would affect it.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-10 
The fact the 2020 LRDP includes design guidelines for the entire Campus Park, as well 
as more prescriptive guidelines for the classical core, is clear evidence the 2020 LRDP 
supports the principles stated by the writer. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C275-11 THRU C275-13 
Both projects cited by the writer, the new Stanley Hall and the Hargrove Music Library, 
predate the 2020 LRDP and the Campus Park Design Guidelines, and do not reflect 
their influence. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-14 
The writer appears to agree with the classical core criteria the Campus Park Design 
Guidelines do contain, but then goes on to suggest other, more detailed criteria, includ-
ing a requirement for classical decorative elements, citing the stripped classical buildings 
of the postwar period as examples. While these buildings do serve as valuable contribu-
tors to the classical core ensemble, they succeed because of the sensitivity of the 
architect, who had a clear understanding of their role as complements to the campus’ 
architectural masterpieces, rather than architectural objects in their own right. 

The prescription of neoclassical ornament, given both the enormous changes in 
materials and workmanship over the past half century, and the fact architects with the 
deft, modest touch of Arthur Brown are far more the exception than the rule, would be 
more likely to result in caricature than homage. The recent postmodern movement 
demonstrates the often unfortunate results of such exercises in “interpretation” of 
historic elements.  

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation are quite clear on this 
matter. They state:  

Related new construction … shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, 
and architectural features to protect the integrity of the [historic] property and 
its environment … Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its 
time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical develop-
ment, such as adding conjectural features or architectural elements from other 
buildings, shall not be undertaken.”  

The guidelines for the classical core as presently written reflect the balance articulated in 
the Standards. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-15 
The writer’s comment is noted. However, the selection of an architect on any project is 
subject to state contracting procedures as modified by the recently enacted Bowen Act, 
which require a documented competitive selection process. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-16 
The writer is correct in noting Panoramic Hill and adjacent residential areas are bor-
dered on the south and west by the Southside and Clark Kerr Campus, and on the east 
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by Strawberry Canyon Recreation Area and the Ecological Study Area. However, this 
does not imply substantial University development within those areas.  

No substantial change in use or character is anticipated in the Ecological Study Area or, 
as stated in section 3.1.14, on the Clark Kerr Campus. As stated in 3.1.15, future 
potential changes at Strawberry Canyon would be limited to renovation and expansion, 
or replacement, of the existing buildings and pools. Lastly, the area to the west would be 
significantly downzoned once the Southside Plan is adopted, and as stated in 3.1.14 the 
University is committed to using the Plan as its guide to future investment in the Southside. 

There are two areas adjacent to Panoramic Hill where there is known potential for 
future University projects within the timeframe of the 2020 LRDP: Memorial Stadium 
and the Smyth-Fernwald housing complex. The Stadium requires renovation to correct 
its seismic deficiencies. However, at this point no specific project has yet been defined 
to a level of detail adequate to support project-level CEQA review.  

The other area adjacent to Panoramic Hill with future potential for a University project 
is the Smyth-Fernwald housing complex, given its age and condition. However, no 
decision has yet been made by the University on the long-term future of the site. While 
the Clark Kerr Campus also requires major capital investment in the near future, under 
the provisions of existing covenants and memoranda of understanding, no substantial 
change in use or character is planned. 

The land use zones designated in the 2020 LRDP indicate those areas where at least 
some capital investment by the University would occur within the timeframe of the 2020 
LRDP. No such University investment is planned for Panoramic Hill. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-17 
See response C275-16, final paragraph. While the writer contends the table should 
include additional properties on Panoramic Hill, in fact Panoramic Hill lies outside the 
Southside zone as described in the 2020 LRDP, and no University capital projects are 
anticipated on Panoramic Hill within the timeframe of the 2020 LRDP. The inclusion of 
the Panoramic Hill properties in Table 4.4-10 was an error, which has been corrected in 
the Final EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-18 
Figures 3.1-5 and 4.8-1 have been corrected in the Final EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C275-19 AND C275-20 
The writer’s comments are noted. The areas described, although entirely owned by the 
University, differ in character from the Campus Park. They are separated from the 
Campus Park by a public street (or in the case of Gayley Road by a University street 
with the same function), and they include a substantial amount of housing, both 
characteristics more similar to the Adjacent Blocks than the Campus Park. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C275-21 THRU C275-24 
The writer’s comments do not align with the Land Use map in the Berkeley General 
Plan website, on which the Clark Kerr Campus has no designation. But in response to 
this comment, University staff inquired about the designation. City staff found the 
website (and the public review copy) of the map to be incorrect: the correct designation 
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was retrieved from the record copy, which shows most of the Clark Kerr Campus as 
having a medium density residential designation, with the easternmost portion desig-
nated as open space. However, from the standpoint of new University housing the point 
is moot, since section 3.1.14 explicitly states no substantial change in use or character of 
the Clark Kerr Campus is planned under the 2020 LRDP. 

As mentioned above, no decision has yet been made by the University on the long-term 
future of the Smyth-Fernwald site. However, in this case the writer is correct on the 
general plan designation. In the Final EIR, figure 3.1-5 has been adjusted to exclude 
Clark Kerr Campus and Smyth-Fernwald from the Housing Zone. Note, however, the 
Housing Zone only pertains to construction of new University student housing, not to 
the renovation of existing housing, which could occur at one or both locations.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C275-25 THRU C275-27 
Figure 3.1-5, and the cited description on page 3.1-7, have been revised in the Final EIR. 
The purpose of the 2020 LRDP land use zones is to characterize future UC Berkeley 
land use, and in this respect they have a different purpose than the Southside Plan: for 
example, the Southside land use zone in the 2020 LRDP does not extend south of 
Dwight Way.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C275-28 AND C275-29 
See Thematic Response 11 regarding the Southside Plan. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C275-30 AND C275-31 
The University 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 C275-32 AND C275-34 
See Thematic Response 5 regarding the use of qualifiers. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-33 
See response C275-28. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-35 
As the Draft EIR notes, UC Berkeley is constitutionally exempt from local land use 
regulations, including municipal general plans and zoning whenever using its land in 
furtherance of its educational purposes.  The University serves the entire state of 
California, and its mission can not always be met entirely within the parameters of 
municipal policy. However, compatibility with adjacent land uses is a matter of concern 
for the University, and it therefore voluntarily considers the 2020 LRDP’s compatibility 
with the adjacent land uses in the City Environs.  The University can not commit to 
comply with future, as yet unknown local regulations. The University will assess each 
such change in zoning in light of its mission, the objectives and policies of the 2020 
LRDP, and its obligations under CEQA. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-36  
The constitutional exemption of the University from local regulations is not “beside the 
point”, but rather is a critical fact the reader of the EIR must understand in order to 
evaluate the 2020 LRDP and its relationship to those regulations. However, under 
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LRDP Impact LU-2, the EIR presents an extensive analysis of 2020 LRDP confor-
mance with the Berkeley and Oakland general plans, and the potential for significant 
land use incompatibility. 

The conclusion in the Draft EIR that the City of Berkeley does not have jurisdiction 
over University projects developed on land UC controls and uses in furtherance of its 
education purposes is correct.  CEQA Guidelines section 15366(b) does not modify 
UC’s constitutional exemption from local regulation.  The Draft EIR correctly notes 
that plans such as the City’s General Plan are not “applicable” to UC. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C275-37 AND C275-38 
The purpose of table 4.8-1 is to provide the EIR reader with a brief reference to the 
policies of the Berkeley General Plan that pertain to the University, in order that the 
reader first understand such policies exist, and second understands where to go in the 
document to find more detailed background on those policies.  

However, while the University respects those policies, as noted above UC Berkeley is 
constitutionally exempt from local land use regulations, including municipal general 
plans and zoning whenever using its property in furtherance of its educational purposes. 
UC has a statewide mission of education, research and public service. Therefore, while 
the interests of the University and the City often coincide – for example, in ensuring 
Berkeley remains a great place to learn, work, and live – differences on some points, 
including some of the policies in the Berkeley General Plan, are not surprising.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-39 
The Berkeley Downtown Plan and its Historic Preservation and Urban Design Element 
are cited and described at page 4.1-3 of chapter 4.1. The University does not understand 
the Downtown Berkeley Design Guidelines to be a separate policy document: rather, as 
the Downtown Guidelines themselves state, they “… are intended to implement the 
objectives and policies of the Historic Preservation and Urban Design Element of the 
Downtown Plan … [they provide] specific guidance on how to modify existing build-
ings and construct new ones in a manner which furthers the goals and objectives of the 
Downtown Plan.”3 The recognition of the Downtown Plan at page 4.1-3 is meant to include 
its implementing Downtown Guidelines. 

However, the writer argues the 2020 LRDP should not only recognize the Downtown 
Guidelines but pledge to respect them. Unlike the Southside Plan, which was a collabo-
rative effort by the City and University, and which the University has committed to 
respect, the Downtown Guidelines were a unilateral effort by the City. While the 
University has consulted the Downtown Guidelines in order to inform the design of 
specific projects, it has not undertaken the detailed critical review required before it 
could make the blanket pledge advocated by the writer. 

Since the City continues to use the Downtown Guidelines in its consideration of new 
downtown projects, the City-University consultation described in Best Practice AES-1e 
(revised as described in Thematic Response 11) would ensure their provisions do inform 
future projects implemented under the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C275-40 AND C275-41 
The writer’s comment is noted, but is not specific enough to enable a response. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-42 
The corrections suggested to the tables of historic resources in section 4.4 duplicate 
those suggested in comment letter C268. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-43 
The University proposes the Planning Commission as the body with the more compre-
hensive scope of jurisdiction. However, the Commission may delegate to the ZAB or 
the DRC at its discretion. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-44 
The Final EIR has been revised to incorporate the suggested corrections. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-45 
The event in question was simply a celebration of the University’s progress toward 
achieving its fundraising goals for the project, and has no effect on the consideration of 
alternatives under CEQA. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-46 
The writer’s concern is noted, but the inclusion of the Tien Center serves a useful 
purpose in providing the reader with an example of how the objectives, policies and 
guidelines of the 2020 LRDP would be implemented in an actual project. Conversely, 
the 2020 LRDP provides the reader with a larger, long-term context for the evaluation 
of the Tien Center project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C275-47 AND C275-48 
These statements offer opinions on the design of the Tien Center, which are not in 
themselves substantive CEQA comments, but which serve as introductions to more 
detailed comments below.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C275-49 AND C275-50 
As the writer notes, the Draft EIR stipulates the Tien Center Phase 1 design does not 
comply with one of the Campus Park Design Guidelines for the classical core: namely, 
the guideline that each new building “... should be fenestrated exclusively with individual 
punched windows, having a greater vertical than horizontal dimension.” The Draft EIR 
also  stipulates such a feature is unprecedented at this scale in the classical core. 

The Campus Park Design Guidelines are guidelines, not standards, and as such they are 
subject to judgment. As the 2020 LRDP states in the introduction to the Guidelines,  

The provisions of the Guidelines are not meant to entirely preclude alternate 
design solutions. The best solution for a site should not be rejected just because 
we could not imagine it in advance ... As a rule, the campus should not depart 
from the Guidelines except for solutions of extraordinary quality. 

In determining what is and what is not a “solution of extraordinary quality”, UC 
Berkeley relies on the advice of its Design Review Committee. In light of the findings 
of, and comments on, the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR, the DRC met on August 12, 2004 to 
review progress on the Tien Center design, and in particular to address the question of 
whether this variation from the Campus Park Design Guidelines was supported by the 
merits of the design. In general, the DRC confirmed this determination.  It found the 
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design has an elegant serenity, and represents a unique synthesis of western and 
eastern architectural traditions. The building reflects both its context of western 
classical buildings, and its own identity as a center of East Asian culture, in a single 
coherent architectural concept.  

The DRC felt strongly that the decorative screen on the south façade represents a major 
aspect of the design parti, and is crucial to retain as a central feature of the design.  
However, there was widespread concern among the committee that the design treat-
ment shown in the current model and drawings would allow the horizontal bands of 
windows behind the screen to predominate at night, and also be somewhat visible 
during the day. The DRC urged unanimously that the design of the screen and windows 
be carefully rethought to avoid this effect.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-51 
See response C275-14: replication of ornamental details from older, genuinely historic 
buildings is discouraged by the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. With regard to the 
stairways, the simulations in figure 3.2-4, prepared at the schematic stage of design, 
indicate the view of Doe Library from the crest of Observatory Hill would not be 
compromised. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-52 
The relationship of the Tien Center to Haviland Hall is examined in sections 4.1.8 and 
4.4.8. While Haviland Hall is, as the writer notes, presently surrounded by open space, 
its significance as a cultural resource is due not to this open space but, as described in its 
National Register nomination, to “... its role in John Galen Howard’s Beaux Arts plan of 
the University ... the building is important because it helps to define both the actual 
structure of Howard’s plan and the principles on which his plan is based.”4 The location 
and configuration of the Tien Center reinforces this structure: in fact, the Howard Plan 
itself shows Observatory Hill as obliterated and replaced with a building of roughly the 
same scale as Doe Library, with its front (south) façade in the same alignment as the 
phase 1 of the Tien Center.5 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-53 
The impact on Observatory Hill and the Students’ Observatory is examined in sections 
4.1.8, 4.3.8, and 4.4.8. The proposed modifications to Observatory Hill would not 
substantially affect any sensitive natural community, nor substantially interfere with 
movement or nursery sites of native species, nor create significant adverse impacts on 
special-status species. Some limited reduction in oak woodland habitat would occur 
along the south and west base of Observatory Hill, although the balance of the hill 
would remain intact.  

Of the 36 specimen trees or other trees desirable to retain, only one would definitely be 
lost (and replaced) due to the project, while two other specimen trees and two other 
desirable trees are located within a few feet of the project and would be protected, but 
are at risk of loss. The preservation areas shown in figure 3.1-7 do, as the writer notes, 
reflect the construction of the Tien Center as envisioned in the EIR, but the figure 
caption is clear in this regard.  



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 C  O R G A N I Z A T I O N  &  I N D I V I D U A L  C O M M E N T S  

11.2C-670 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-54 
Contrary to the writer’s assertion, the Tien Center would reinforce rather than compro-
mise the integrity and continuity of the Central Glades as envisioned by Howard. As 
explained in section 4.1.8, “... phase 1 of the Tien Center would respect the preservation 
zones established in the Campus park Framework and Guidelines: the façade would not 
protrude further into the Central Glades than the façade of McLaughlin Hall, thus 
preserving the formal definition of the Glades by the buildings facing it.” This vision of 
the Glades as an open space defined by buildings arranged in a formal, axial relationship 
is a key feature of the Howard Plan: see also response C275-52. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-55 
Haviland Hall was not considered for the Tien Center because its 51,200 GSF is only 
roughly 75% of the space required for phase 1 alone. Moreover, the specialized program 
requirements of a state-of-the-art library, including high floor loads, may be extremely 
hard to achieve within the constraints of a National Register building. The School of 
Social Welfare would, of course, have to be rehoused, with unknown potential environ-
mental impacts. 

The writer suggests Alternative T-2 would be feasible if phase 2 of the Tien Center were 
housed on another site, but as explained in the EIR this is directly contrary to a primary 
objective of the project: namely, to “Create a central location for research and scholar-
ship by students and faculty in all fields of the arts, humanities, social sciences and 
professional disciplines with a focus on East Asia.”  The writer also contends the Tien 
Center would not enhance, but rather would “damage” the classical core, and therefore 
T-2 is preferable by virtue of being less conspicuous, but this opinion is unsupported by 
the environmental analysis. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C275-56 THRU C275-58 
The Stadium requires renovation to correct its seismic deficiencies. However, while 
speculative stories have been published in the press, at this point no specific project has 
yet been defined to a level of detail adequate to support project-level CEQA review. 
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Comment Letter C276:  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 
A1 January 13, 2003 Correspondence from Pamela Sihvola to Kerry O'Banion and 

Jennifer Lawrence 
   
A2 January 2000 Strawberry Creek: A Walking Tour of Campus Natural History, UCB, 

pages 2-3 and 16-19 
   
A3 September 1999 Imperial San Francisco: Urban Power, Earthly Ruin, Gray Brechin, pages 

314-315 
   
A4 February 1991 Tiger Team Assessment of the Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, U.S. 

Department of Energy, Office of Environment, Safety and Health, 
preface, pages 1-5 and 1-7, figure 1-2 

   
A5 (a-e) February 19, 2003 a) "'Smart Dust' To Aid Military, Civilian Users", The Daily Californian 
 March 29, 2003 b) "How Safe is Nanotech?", New Scientist 
 April 2003 c) "Measuring the Risks of Nanotechnology", Technology Review 
 November 26, 2003 d) Correspondence from Thomas Kelly to Jeff Philliber, LBNL 
 November 26, 2003 e) Correspondence from Phil Kamlarz, COB, to Jeff Philliber, LBNL
   
A6 February 1, 2004 "Nanotech Poses Big Unknown to Science", The Washington Post 
   
A7 (a-f) March 18, 1997 a) Correspondence from Paul Lavely, UCB, to Co-Chairs, Tritium 

Issues Workgroup 
 March 18, 1997 b) UCB Tritium Data, Locations with Tritium in Use or Storage as 

of 3/14/97 
 unknown c) UCB Map   
  d) "Contract Between The United States of America and The 

Regents of the University of California, For Management of the 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Supplemental Agreement to 
Contract No. DE-AC03-76SF00098, effective October 1, 1997", title 
page 

 October 1, 1997 e) Modification No.:  M253, Supplemental Agreement to Contract 
No. DE-AC03-76SF00098, page I-4 

 July 15, 1997 f) Tritium Purchases, Releases, Shipments & Disposal:  1969 - 
Present 

   
A7 (d-e) June 17, 1997 d) "US Department of Energy, Radionuclide Air Emission Annual 

Report (Subpart H of 40 CFR 61) Calendar Year 1996", pages 13-15 
  e) Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection on LBNL's National 

Tritium Labeling Facility, pages 1-1 thru 1-4, figure 3-1, table 3-1, 
table 3-2 

   
A8 October 19, 1999 "Working Paper: University of California, Berkeley, New Century 

Plan", section 4.3 
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A9 (a-c) c. 1875 a) "Map of Strawberry Valley and Vicinity", Frank Soule, Jr. 
 unknown b) Watershed map of LBNL 
 September 1997 c) Strawberry Creek Management Plan, "figure 9 Drainage, Subcatchment 

Areas" 
   
A10 (a-e) October 1997 a) "Figure 9. Groundwater Contamination Plumes, Fourth Quarter 

FY99" 
 October 2002 b) "Figure 1. Location of New Temporary Groundwater Sampling 

Point SB31-02-7 and Concentrations of Tritium Detected in 
Groundwater (pCi/L), First Quarter FY03" 

 April 2003 c) "Figure 2.  Locations of New Temporary Groundwater Sampling 
Points SB31-03-1, SB31-03-2, and SB31-03-3 and Concentrations of 
Tritium Detected in Surface Water Samples (pCi/L), Second Quarter 
FY03" 

 June 2002 d) "Figure 16. Tritium Concentrations in Groundwater (pCi/L) in 
Corporation Yard Area, Second Quarter, FY2002" 

   
 November 1998 e) "Figure 8.  Proposed Surface Water and Sediment Sampling 

Locations for Tritium" 
   
A-11 May 28, 1999 Correspondence from John Shively to Charles Shank, LBNL 
   
A-12 unknown Seismicity maps of Berkeley/Oakland Hills 
   
A-13 1999 "USGS Fact Sheet 152-99:  Understanding Earthquake Hazards in 

the San Francisco Bay Region" 
   
A14 October 31, 1984 Hill Area Dewatering and Stabilization Studies, Converse Consultants, 

chapter 5 and plate 4 
   
A15 October 31, 1984 Hill Area Dewatering and Stabilization Studies, Converse Consultants, 

chapter 4 and plates 2 & 3 
   
A16 (a-b) unknown East Bay hills maps 
   
A17 August 19, 2003 UC Berkeley 2020 LRDP EIR Notice of Preparation, page 13 
   
A18 (a-d) July 19, 2002 a) "Red tape is sticking point for lab deal", The Berkeley Voice 
 May 25, 2004 b) Correspondence from Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste to 

Thomas Grim, US DOE 
 May 8, 2004 c) "US wants to remove plutonium from lab", "Nuke watchdog at 

odds with Energy Dept. on lab's future", San Francisco Chronicle 

 June 14, 2004 d) "University Laboratories up for Grabs", The Daily Californian 
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11.2C.276 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C276 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-1 
The writers’ opinion is noted. CEQA suggests that environmental impact reports 
appropriately limit background material, and may be “analytic rather than encyclopedic.”  
See the CEQA Guidelines 15006. Nonetheless, a general description of drainages and a 
general map appears in the Draft 2020 LRDP EIR at pages 4.7-7 to 4.7-11.  Also see 
Thematic Response 6 regarding UC Berkeley’s relationship to LBNL. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-2 
The question is not a comment on the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR, and no response is 
required. Please contact the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory for schedule 
information regarding the Long Range Development Plan for that facility. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-3 
The question is not a comment on the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR, and no response is 
required. As stated at page 3.1-7 of the Draft EIR, the Richmond Field Station is outside 
the scope of the 2020 LRDP. No master planning schedule for the Richmond Field 
Station is available at this time. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-4 
Please see Thematic Response 8 regarding Hill Campus Development. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-5 
Illustrative concepts at pages 3.1-20 and 3.1-21 of the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR demon-
strate only one possible outcome of implementation of the 2020 LRDP. The figures are 
not intended to demonstrate programmatic intent with regard to LBNL occupancy of 
campus space. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-6 
As described in the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR, the 2020 LRDP is a programmatic docu-
ment, and with one exception, does not include specific building proposals. The only 
exception is the Tien Center, analyzed at a project specific level in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-7 
The Molecular Foundry, as analyzed in CEQA documentation prepared for LBNL, is 
considered in the cumulative analysis prepared for the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-8 
The 2020 LRDP is a programmatic document and does not include specific building 
proposals, nor proposals for siting research facilities. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-9 
Please see Thematic Response 6 regarding Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-10 
The Location Guidelines in section 3.1.16 of the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR provide 
guidance on the location priorities for different types of UC Berkeley programs.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-11 
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 2020 LRDP 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 2020 LRDP Draft EIR. These safety frameworks would 
apply to the use of any new materials, including nanoparticles, as appropriate. 

The following Internet link (http://www.cdc.gov/niosh/topics/nanotech/#oshrisks) 
provides a summary of recent National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health  
(NIOSH) efforts, which are at the same stage as the U.S. Environmental 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. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-12 
UC Berkeley and LBNL fall under the regulatory guidance of two essentially identical 
rules regarding radiation protection. See Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
Part 835 and CAC Title 17 and Title 10 CFR Part 20. LBNL manages the chemical and 
radioactive material inventory in Calvin and Donner. A Partnership Agreement between 
UCB and LBNL coordinates environmental compliance activities.   Regulators and 
LBNL can be directly contacted for additional information on inventory limits.  See also 
discussion of the risk analysis in response to comment C276-13, below.  Further, 
LBNL’s National Tritium Labeling Facility (NTLF) closed in 2001. 6 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-13 
Existing schools or childcare centers within ½ mile of laboratories on the UC Berkeley 
central campus are not within ¼ mile of LBNL, under the common language meaning 
of Calvin and Donner laboratories’ physical locations on the University of California 
central campus. However, it is true that Calvin and Donner laboratories are operated by 
LBNL and are within ¼ mile of the Girton Childcare Center. Calvin and Donner 
laboratories were excluded from the UC Berkeley 2020 LRDP analysis since they are 
operated by LBNL and are to be included in the LBNL 2025 LRDP EIR. They are 
considered in the cumulative analysis presented in the 2020 LRDP EIR.  However, 
LBNL’s detailed analysis is not available at the time of this writing, thus the response 
below elaborates upon these laboratories’ impact on the Girton Childcare Center. 

At the time that UC Berkeley prepared the first human health risk assessment (HRA) for 
the central campus for year 2000 emissions7 Calvin and Donner were included in that 
analysis. Emissions from Calvin and Donner were calculated based on laboratory square 
footage estimates for these buildings and emission factors per laboratory square footage 
based on laboratory chemical usage at the UC Berkeley campus. Emission factors for 
common radioisotopes used in laboratory work were developed from subsequent work 
performed for UC Davis8 and added to the UC Berkeley laboratory emission factors in 
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the re-run of the UC Berkeley Baseline HRA for the year 2003 (2020 LRDP Draft EIR, 
Appendix C). To address the comment about potential impacts of Calvin and Donner 
on the Girton Childcare Center, the 2003 baseline HRA has been re-run with laboratory 
emissions estimates for Calvin and Donner based on the UC Berkeley and UC Davis 
work discussed above. 

The potential cancer risk calculated on a continuous 70-year exposure basis from the 
estimated Calvin and Donner operations is about 0.067 in one million. It is noted, as 
discussed in the UC Berkeley 2020 LDRP Draft EIR, that exposures as a daycare 
worker or a child are not continuous 70-year exposures. Adjustment factors to 70-year 
risk estimates to assess these exposures are 0.144 for a daycare worker and 0.110 for a 
child (explained further in Appendix C of the Draft EIR). These factors yield a cancer 
risk estimate of about 0.01 in one million for a daycare worker and 0.007 in one million 
for a child at the Girton Childcare Center. These estimates do not add significantly to 
the overall cancer risks at the Girton Childcare Center reported in the 2020 LRDP Draft 
EIR from all UC Berkeley emission sources (which did not include Calvin and Donner 
laboratories). This assessment is based on the best information currently available. 
When the 2025 LBNL LRDP EIR becomes available, the assessment for Calvin and 
Donner Laboratories presented in that document can be compared against the one 
presented here. 

Additionally, in 2000 the City of Berkeley contracted with the Institut für Energie - und 
Umweltforschung (Institute for Energy and Environmental Research or IFEU) for an 
independent assessment of tritium issues.  In the final report and in public meetings, Dr. 
Bernd Franke of IFEU reported that emissions from Donner and Calvin have no 
impact on Girton Hall. 9  According to UC Berkeley’s radiation safety officer “Making 
the assumption that the work with radioactive materials in Donner and Calvin was at its 
peak well over 10 years ago (and continues to decrease) future impacts on Girton are 
expected to be nil.”10  As noted above, LBNL’s National Tritium Labeling Facility 
(NTLF) closed in 2001. 11 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-14 
The writers are referred to the individual regulatory agencies for the requested material. 
CEQA suggests that environmental impact reports appropriately limit background 
material, and may be “analytic rather than encyclopedic.”  See the CEQA Guidelines, 
15006.  The rules and implementation under the DOE (10 CFR 835) and UCB (under 
CAC Title 17and 10 CFR 20) are so similar as to provide essentially identical levels of 
control. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-15 
The writer mistakenly refers to a draft consultant working paper from early 2000 which 
was unfortunately mistitled “New Century Plan”, but was in fact just an exploration of 
alternate concepts, some of which were deliberately provocative. The actual UC 
Berkeley New Century Plan, viewable at: 
http://www.cp.berkeley.edu/ncp/index.html  
contains no section “Accommodating the Next Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory”. Please 
see Thematic Response 6 regarding Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-16 
The 2020 LRDP Draft EIR defines Ecological Study Area at page 3.1-53 as preserved 
“for education and research.”   

The writers’ request for a Watershed Management Plan is noted. The 2020 LRDP Draft 
EIR includes many protections for riparian areas, in both the Hill Campus and the 
Campus Park. Continuing Best Practices outlined in Chapter 4.3, Biological Resources 
serve to protect and enhance riparian areas, wildlife habitat, and other natural communi-
ties 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. However, the Draft 
EIR reviews possible impacts of implementing the 2020 LRDP, and under CEQA the 
document need not include additional detail about existing conditions in the watershed. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-17 
The 2020 LRDP is a programmatic document and generally does not include specific 
building or siting proposals. A project proposed under the 2020 LRDP would comply 
with the Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act; further, a project would imple-
ment Continuing Best Practice GEO-1-b, requiring site-specific geotechnical studies. 
See page 4.5-17 of the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-18 
The opinion of the writers is noted. See response C276-1. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-19 
The 2020 LRDP Draft EIR reviews possible impacts of implementing the 2020 LRDP, 
and under CEQA the document adequately describes the watershed setting. 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 C276-20 
See Thematic Response 8 regarding Hill Campus development, and Thematic Response 
1 regarding the role of the 2020 LRDP in subsequent project review. Any proposed 
project at the noted sites would be subject to further review in accordance with CEQA.  
With regard to Chicken Creek it should be noted that the contaminant levels are very 
low under EPA limits, and that UCB activities are not the source of the contaminants 
and will not exacerbate the problem. 12 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-21 
The site described was identified in the 1990-2005 LRDP at 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 
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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 at page 3.1-55 states "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 future 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 C276-22 
The comment summarizes the writer’s concerns. Please see responses to comments, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-23 
The writers seem to request that the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR include an alternative where 
LBNL is managed by UC Berkeley. However, this outcome is highly speculative. See 
Thematic Response 3 regarding LRDP Alternatives. 

Whether or not the University of California loses the contract for management of 
LBNL, any new plans for the facility would be subject to environmental review.  Any 
decommissioning activities would be subject to essentially identical rules and clean up 
levels. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-24 
The writers’ opinions are noted. The 2020 LRDP and Draft EIR analyzes growth at UC 
Berkeley, but does not mandate it. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C276-25 
The writers request conversion of LBNL, and a schedule to achieve it. The comment is 
noted.  

 




