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11.2C.45 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C45 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C45-1 
The writer’s support for an alternative with no new parking is noted. Please see The-
matic Response 3 regarding LRDP alternatives; Thematic Response 9 regarding parking 
demand; and Thematic Response 10 regarding transportation alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C45-2 
The writer suggests UC ownership in private properties to create housing for faculty and 
staff. Under the Strategic Academic Plan, UC Berkeley is looking for innovative means 
to promote full engagement in campus life, and the writer’s comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C45-3 
Please see Thematic Response 7 regarding tax exempt properties. 
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11.2C.46 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C46 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C46-1 
The writer’s comments address funding mechanisms for transportation, and are not a 
comment on the Draft EIR. The comments are noted. 
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11.2C.47 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C47 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C47-1 
UC Berkeley leases approximately 450,000 gross square feet of space in and outside of 
Berkeley, as stated at page 3.1-17 of the Draft EIR. Privately-owned space is constructed 
under the permitting authority of the locality, and the local lead agency is responsible for 
examining the environmental effects of construction and occupancy of the space. 
Generally, a lease by the University has no new environmental effect:  the University is 
simply a different tenant. In the future, growth in program space is planned to be 
accommodated primarily through more intensive use of University-owned land. See 
page 3.1-23 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C47-2 
UC Extension activities generally occur on the UC Berkeley campus or at leased 
facilities, and courses are offered largely during off-peak hours on weekends or eve-
nings. Because UC Extension does not construct new facilities to meet its needs, nor 
add to peak period traffic, UC Extension activities do not generally rise to the level of 
significant environmental impact that merits an environmental impact report.  

Similarly, because most UC Extension functions occur during off-peak hours, the 
automobile trips associated with Extension are generally considered discretionary rather 
than “commuter” trips. UC Extension is self-supporting; major changes in program or 
program location are often market driven, and are not currently foreseeable. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C47-3 
In Berkeley, private properties are developed and permits are granted under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Berkeley. As a tenant, standard UC Berkeley lease agreements 
include the following language:  

Compliance With Laws. Landlord represents and warrants to Tenant that, to 
the best of Landlord's knowledge, the construction (including all Landlord-
constructed Tenant Improvements), the current and proposed uses, and the 
operation of the Building are in full compliance with applicable building and 
seismic codes, environmental, zoning and land use laws, and other applicable 
local, state and federal laws, regulations and ordinances, except as follows: 
None. Tenant absolves Landlord of legal or other responsibility for any code 
violations or other deviations from applicable local, state and federal laws, regula-
tions and ordinances as may be listed above. 
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11.2C.48 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C48 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C48-1 
The letter is not a comment on the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR. No response is required. 



JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster
C49-1

JBrewster
C49-2

JBrewster
C49-3

JBrewster
C49-4

JBrewster
C49-5

JBrewster
C49-6

JBrewster
LETTER C49



JBrewster

JBrewster
LETTER C49
Continued



JBrewster
LETTER C49
Continued



JBrewster
LETTER C49
Continued



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-113 

11.2C.49 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C49 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C49-1 
The writer’s comments are noted, but while the implication of the term “gridlock” is 
clear, it is not sufficiently defined to enable a substantive response. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C49-2 
UC Berkeley is a research University, and research is not only part of its mission, but 
also integral to its educational programs. Any further growth in student enrollment 
would also entail growth in research. Please see response B7-20 for a fuller treatment of 
this subject. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C49-3 
The advantages and disadvantages of moving some UC Berkeley research programs to 
the Richmond Field Station are examined in Alternative L-3. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C49-4 
The Location Guidelines in section 3.1.16 do encourage a much broader consideration 
of sites more distant from the Campus Park for Extension programs. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C49-5 
See Thematic Responses 9 and 10 regarding parking demand and trip reduction 
programs, respectively. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C49-6 
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. 
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11.2C.50 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C50 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C50-1 
The writer’s opinions are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C50-2 AND C50-3 
The 1982 Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions for the Dwight-Derby site are 
hereby incorporated by reference.  They are available for review through Facilities 
Services at UC Berkeley:  contact Jennifer Lawrence, jlawrence@cp.berkeley.edu or 
(510)642-7720. 

The 2020 LRDP does not propose any substantial changes to land use at the Clark Kerr 
Campus that would violate the covenants. Section 3.1.14 is explicitly clear on this matter:  

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. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C50-4 
The writer’s request is noted. UC Berkeley is eager to participate with other agencies, 
neighbors and institutions in the City of Berkeley in appropriate traffic planning for this 
and other areas. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C50-5 THRU C50-10 
The writer’s requests are noted. Please see response C50-4 above; see also Thematic 
Response 10 regarding alternative transportation programs.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C50-11 
The University would encourage the city planning commission to consult with the 
transportation commission in formulating its comments. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C50-12 
Although UC Berkeley policies seek to minimize automobile use by students, some 
students have life circumstances that require an automobile. A very limited number of 
residential permits are available to residents of University student housing with a 
demonstrated medical, employment, academic or other need: Best Practice TRA-2 states 
this policy would continue under the 2020 LRDP. Other students are only eligible for 
student commuter parking permits if they live beyond a two mile radius of campus.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C50-13 
The writer’s request is noted. UC Berkeley is eager to work with the City of Berkeley to 
reduce the impacts of construction; however, the suggestion is not a comment on the 
2020 LRDP Draft EIR, and no further response is required. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C50-14 
UC Berkeley works with the City of Berkeley to develop construction routing plans. See 
Continuing Best Practice TRA-3-b at page 4.12-46 of the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT C50-15 
See Continuing Best Practice TRA-3-d at page 4.12-47 of the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C50-16 AND C50-17 
See Thematic Response 10 regarding alternative transportation programs. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C50-18 
It is not the responsibility of the University to maintain city parking meters, although the 
parking program outlined in the 2020 LRDP is expected to reduce the demand for 
parking on city streets by UC Berkeley students and workers. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C50-19 AND C50-20 
See Thematic Response 10 regarding alternative transportation programs, including 
collaborative efforts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C50-21 
The writer’s comment is noted. Should the 2020 LRDP program be implemented, the 
University is committed to implementing and monitoring identified continuing best 
practices and mitigation measures. 



JBrewster
LETTER C51



JBrewster

JBrewster
C51-1

JBrewster
LETTER C51
Continued



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-122 

 11.2C.51 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C51 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C51-1 
The writers suggest reducing the need for traffic mitigation measures by reducing the 
absolute number of people who drive to UC Berkeley.  

In accordance with CEQA, the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR uses the most conservative 
assumptions to analyze the impact of parking proposed in the LRDP: namely, that every 
new parking space results in a new single occupant vehicle. The EIR proposes Mitiga-
tion TRA-11, to minimize the risk this outcome may occur. See Draft 2020 LRDP EIR 
pages 4.12-55 to 4.12-56. UC Berkeley concurs that a goal should be to reduce present 
levels of parking demand; this policy appears at page 3.1-29 of the Draft EIR. 



"Romeo Leon" 
<rleon@consultcelerity
.com>

05/12/2004 10:50 AM

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

Subject: Feedback on LRDP

To whom it may concern,
 
I wanted to provide you guys feedback on the 2020 LRDP document.  I am an alumni of Cal's 
Class 2001.  I live in Berkeley and work in San Francisco for a consulting firm.  I attended 
yesterday's meeting and heard may of the comments of the various community members in 
attendance.  Here are my thoughts:

I applaud the idea of protecting Cal's architectural treasures.  We should enhance/expand 
the neo-classical theme of the campus.  We should NOT build another Evans, Barrows, 
Tolman, Eshelman, Boalt, and Wurster halls...structures that destroy the neo-classical 
character of the campus.  In fact, we should even take those buildings down and build 
new ones that enhance the classical legacy of the core of the campus (e.g., Doe, Wheller, 
California, Hearst, etc.).  The Tien Center is a good start.  But, I also noticed the new 
music library being built which is not a good example that we are protecting our 
architectural treasures.  It's a horrible looking structure.  Why are we doing this?  Even 
UCLA does a better job than us in protecting their campus theme.  Why not us?
The landscaping for much of the campus's busiest parts needs MAJOR work.  There 
needs to be a plan to address this.  I applaud that this is addressed in the LRDP.  It needs 
to be done.  The renovation of Sproul Plaza is a good first step.  But what about areas of 
great significance like Dwinelle Courtyard, Campanile Way, Sather Road, Lower Sproul?  
They are all run down and definitely do not communicate to prospective students, faculty, 
and visitors that we are a world class campus.  It is even embarrassing at times.  
Why expand the student, faculty and staff population?  Cal is already too big of an 
institution.  Expansion of the student, faculty and staff population would be another drain 
on the financial resources of the campus.  It doesn't seem to me that the campus is aware 
of how students feel that they are "just a number".  The campus is already too impersonal 
and this expansion will not help the student's experience.  Many of them feel detached 
from Cal at its current size.  Growth will just exacerbate this feeling of detachment.  To 
provide perspective, my roommate who is currently a student at Cal worked as a caller for 
the Cal Fund.  The majority of the alumni he called to solicit donations mention that they 
had a bad experience while students at Cal.  The main reason?  The campus felt 
impersonal.  Needless to say, these alums did not give back to the university.  Expansion 
of the student population is not the solution to this.  Perhaps, instead of increasing the 
population of Cal, UC should build more campuses or have applicants be diverted to less 
populated campuses (e.g., Santa Cruz, Riverside, etc.)  UC should not mandate that Cal 
take in more students.  It's a horrible idea.  Lastly, if this policy is implemented, it's 
unclear where the money for this growth will come from given the instability of the State 
budget situation.
Traffic seems like a major issue that Berkeley residents deal with.  I think the problem is 
mostly societal in that we like to drive.  Most Berkeley residents don't seem to understand 
this from the comments I heard yesterday.  Although I do sympathize with them, I don't 
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think the traffic problem will change unless there's a fundamental change in the way we 
Americans live.  That being said, Cal could help build incentives that will get people out 
of their cars and use public transportation.  One solution is to have more campus busses 
that drive around various neighborhoods.  
Memorial Stadium needs to be renovated.  Why is there no mention of it in the LRDP?  Is 
there nothing in the works to address this?  I thought the Chancellor announced 
something about renovation.  It needs to be renovated for many reasons: safety, to 
enhance the student-athlete experience, to retain top notch coaches (i.e, Tedford), 
generate revenue for Cal athletics, and lastly, for us alums to be proud!  This is long 
overdue and there needs to be a concrete plan in place to renovate it.

Romeo Leon
Class of 2001

______________________________
Romeo C. Leon
Senior Consultant
Celerity Consulting Group
150 California Street, 6th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415.986.8850, Ext. 206
415.986.8851, Fax
rleon@consultcelerity.com
www.consultcelerity.com 

 

__________________________________

This message and any files or text attached to it are intended only for the recipients named above, and 
contain information that may be confidential or privileged. If you are not an intended recipient, you must 

not read, copy, use or disclose this communication. Please also notify the sender by replying to this 
message, and then delete all copies of it from your system. Thank you.
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 11.2C.52 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C52 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C52-1 
The Hargrove Music Library predates the 2020 LRDP, and therefore does not reflect 
the Campus Park Design Guidelines prescribed in the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C52-2 
The policies in section 3.1.10 regarding programs of strategic investment in the campus 
landscape and open spaces speak directly to the writer’s comments. UC Berkeley has 
recently completed a Landscape Master Plan, and the companion Landscape Heritage 
Plan, which deals in more specific terms with the historic heart of the Campus Park, is 
being finalized. These two documents will provide the campus with a comprehensive 
framework of potential initiatives to guide future investment. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C52-3 
As explained in section 3.1.5, the recent and future growth in enrollment is a necessary 
response to demographic changes in California and to UC’s mission under the Califor-
nia Master Plan for Higher Education. However, recognizing the limits of Berkeley and 
Los Angeles, the growth these urban campuses are absorbing is much less than other 
campuses with greater land resources. The 2020 LRDP does propose to stabilize 
enrollment at UC Berkeley once the current increase is absorbed. The writer’s com-
ments on the state budget and its potential impacts are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C52-4 
As described in section 3.1.9, UC Berkeley has a wide and growing range of incentives 
for alternate transportation modes. UC Berkeley has also just negotiated a pilot Bear 
Pass program of reduced bus fares for employees with AC Transit, to complement the 
existing Class Pass program. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C52-5 
The Stadium does require 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. See Thematic Response 1 for an explanation of how the 
2020 LRDP and its EIR would be used in project level review of this and other potential 
future projects. 



"Victoria Curtis" 
<vlcurtis@earthlink.net
>

05/12/2004 06:14 PM
Please respond to 
vlcurtis

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

Subject: LRDP

Dear Jennifer Lawrence,

My name is Victoria Lynn Curtis. I am a life-long East Bay resident. I am
also a UC Berkeley Alumni. I would like to ask UCB to please open up the
Strawberry Canyon to bicycle access. My husband, children, ages 9 and 11,
and I bicycle as a family and would very much appreciate keeping our family
out in nature and off the crazy, unsafe city roads.

Thank you.

Sincerely yours, Victoria Lynn Curtis (cell 510-305-7775)
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"JM Elledge" 
<mtzjme@msn.com>

05/13/2004 07:57 PM

To: <2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu>
cc: "Michael Mejia" <mejiaphoto@comcast.net>

Subject: Strawberry Canyon Access

Greeting,
 
I am writing in response to your call for written comments regarding the UC Berkeley Long 
Range Plans.  
 
Please make every attempt to open Strawberry Canyon to bicycles.  The stretch of trails 
through Strawberry Canyon can provide a unique, beautiful and most of all safe, non-city 
street accesss to the open space of Tilden Park, Wildcat Canyon and beyond.  As the 
communities around UC Berekeley grow the need for access to open space and alternative 
ways to enjoy it without vehicle use will continue to grow.  By providing access to 
Strawberry Canyon the University can demonstrate it's commitment to local communities by 
granting local school children, outdoor enthusiasts, and sports teams access to this critical 
and most of all safe connection.  
 
Over the years bicyclists have progressed a great deal in their understanding of use issues 
and in consideration of other trail users.  Granting bicycle access to a least one trail through 
Strawberry will allow cyclists an off road path to the University and other local destinations.  
Local riders and sports teams have logged thousands of miles in Tilden and Wildcat Canyons 
without incident.  Please give them a chance to demonstrate their good will through their 
behavior and actions.  Don't summarily judge them based on old stories and innuendo.   
Give them an opportunity to prove themselves.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jerry M Elledge
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11.2C.53-54   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C53 AND C54 
 
The University received 37 similar letters from individuals, advocating the use of Hill 
Campus trails by cyclists: C53-C54, C62-C67, C69-C74, C76-C82, C85-C95, C97-C98, 
C188, C284, and C299. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C53-1 AND C54-1 
The comment presents the writer’s opinion that bicycling should be permitted in 
Strawberry Canyon. Bicycle use on Hill Campus trails does raise potential environmental 
issues with respect to the value and use of the Ecological Study Area as a research and 
educational resource for UC Berkeley, as described in section 3.1.15. The existing 
prohibitions on bicycle riding in the Hill Campus would be suitable topic for considera-
tion by the Ecological Study Area management authority proposed at page 3.1-54. This 
request is not a comment on the Draft EIR, and no further response is required. 
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11.2C.55 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C55 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C55-1 
In accordance with CEQA, the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR uses the most conservative 
assumptions to analyze the impact of parking proposed in the LRDP: namely, that every 
new parking space results in a new single occupant vehicle. Then, the EIR proposes 
Mitigation Measure TRA-11, to minimize the risk this outcome may occur. See 2020 
LRDP Draft EIR pages 4.12-55 to 4.12-56.  

The writer’s opinion that one responsibility of UCB is to educate faculty, staff and 
students about fossil fuel emissions and global warming is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C55-2 
See above response regarding the conservative analysis presented in the 2020 LRDP 
Draft EIR. The writer’s opinion that parking rates should be increased, and funds for 
AC Transit and transit pass subsidies provided, is noted. Please see Thematic Response 
10 regarding transportation alternatives, and Thematic Response 9, insofar as it includes 
a discussion of comparable universities. 



"Corinne Lund" 
<corinnedavid@earthli
nk.net>

05/16/2004 09:20 PM
Please respond to 
"Corinne Lund"

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

Subject: 2020 Long Range Dev. plan

May 16, 2004
 
To - Jennifer Lawrence
 
Dear Ms. Lawrence,
 
I have received the one page notice RE: the 2020 long range dev. plan for UC.  However, I am having 
problems when I try to use your website and I have a specific question about my neighborhood.  Does 
any of the plan relate to the "open land" part of Oxford Tract (bordered by Walnut St., Virginia, Oxford, 
and Hearst)?  I live across from the Tract on Walnut St. 
 
Sincerely,
 
Corinne Lund
corinnedavid@earthlink.net
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11.2C.56 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C56 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C56 
As shown in figure 3.1-1 and described at page 3.1-7, the growing grounds portion of 
the Oxford Tract are within the Adjacent Blocks West land use subzone. 



"J. Eric Bartko" 
<jebartko@hotmail.co
m>

05/19/2004 01:38 PM

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

Subject: 2020 LRDP Housing

Dear Planners, 

I just want to check and make sure that I  am interpreting the information in Chart 4.10-7 and 
4.10-8 correctly? 

The way I read this, you expect @56,000 new jobs in the primary EHA? and @293,000 in the 
secondary EHA? (This is the net new jobs column)

But you only expect around 1,650 new students? 

I feel like I've missed something integral to your analysis, as I don't detect a rational relationship 
between the two? 

Thanks for an explanation, and setting me on the right track. 

Warm Regards, 

J. Eric Bartko 

Watch LIVE baseball games on your computer with MLB.TV, included with MSN Premium! 
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11.2C.57 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C57 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C57-1 
As shown in the first row of table 4.10-8, the number of net new UC Berkeley jobs 
anticipated under the 2020 LRDP would be up to 2,870. The larger numbers cited by 
the writer (55,759 and 293,641) represent the total number of projected new jobs in the 
primary and secondary EHAs, respectively. In both instances, the difference between 
“No 2020 LRDP Growth” and “With 2020 LRDP Growth” is 2,870. 
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 11.2C.58 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C58 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C58-1 THRU C58-3 
The writer comments on existing conditions, and not on the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR. 
The writer’s concern with lighting and activities at the Lawrence Hall of Science parking 
lot, with existing safety conditions on Centennial Drive, and with the installment of a 
traffic signal at the Lawrence Hall of Science are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C58-4 
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.59 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C59 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C59-1 
The writer suggests that young drivers, such as UC Berkeley students, drive too fast, and 
that automobile ownership should be restricted at UC Berkeley. UC Berkeley discour-
ages students from driving to campus:  only registered students residing outside a two 
mile boundary from campus are eligible for student parking permits at UC Berkeley, and 
parking for students living in campus housing is limited, available only on the basis of 
“demonstrated compelling need.”  

See http://resource.berkeley.edu/r_html/r03_10.html,  a resource guide for students 
parking in Berkeley. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C59-2 
The writer’s opinion that parking should be provided for students in campus dormito-
ries is noted. 
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11.2C.60 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C60 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C60-1 AND C60-2 
As noted in the 2020 LRDP, UC Berkeley recognizes and appreciates the sensitive 
nature of the Hill Campus as a watershed, and is committed to restoring hydrology 
patterns. See pages 3.1-51 through 3.1-57 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C60-3 
The writer’s opinion that a watershed-wide planning perspective is missing from the 
2020 LRDP 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 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 C60-4 
The writer’s opinion is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C60-5 
The recommendation is noted. 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. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C60-6 
The writer’s opinion that groundwater resources for emergency drinking water should 
be explored is noted. This is not a comment on the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR. No further 
response is required. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C60-7 
The writer’s support for a study of the deep subsurface geology and extent of the 
Lennert Aquifer is noted.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C60-8 
The writer’s request for a “water person” to educate planners on developing a watershed 
protection perspective for University lands is noted.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C60-9, C60-10, C60-11, C60-12, C60-13 AND C60-14 
The recommendations are noted. Many of the objectives and policies in the 2020 LRDP 
and many of the best practices and mitigations outlined in the Draft EIR align UC 
Berkeley with the proposed recommendations and goals: for example, the objective to 
“Plan every new project as a model of resource conservation and environmental 
stewardship” would align with the recommendation to seek enhancement of degraded 
habitat. See pages 4.3-19 to 4.3-20 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation HYD-5 to “prevent 
increases of flow” from newly developed sites in the Hill Campus aligns with the 
writer’s recommendation to set guidelines for no net increase of runoff and no alteration 
of drainage of the Hill Campus. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT C60-15 
UC Berkeley is eager to work with the City of Berkeley, Lawrence Berkeley National 
Laboratory, and other land management agencies in the watershed to evolve additional 
improvements in land management strategies for the watershed. 



"Charles Siegel" 
<siegel@preservenet.c
om>

05/21/2004 06:41 PM

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

Subject: Comments on the Draft 2020 Long Range Development Plan and EIR

To: UC Berkeley Facilities Dept. 
From: Berkeley Ecological and Safe Transportation Coalition (BEST)
Re: Comments on the Draft 2020 Long Range Development Plan and EIR

Berkeley Ecological and Safe Transportation Coalition (BEST) urges the
university to base the transportation policies of the Long Range Development
Plan (LRDP) on the "No New Parking and More Transit Alternative"
(Alternative L-2) that is studied in the Environmental Impact Report for the
LRDP.
The EIR shows clearly that this alternative is environmentally superior to
the current transportation proposal of the LRDP. As the EIR analysis shows,
it would reduce the environmental impacts of the plan, such as increased
traffic congestion.
This plan would not require most UC employees who now drive will switch to
other modes. It would merely require the drive-alone rate to drop from 51%
percent of faculty and staff to something closer to what other universities
have already accomplished in reducing traffic. 
For example, the University of Washington made a commitment to the City of
Seattle in 1983 to limit traffic on corridors leading to and from campus. In
1991, it launched its U-Pass program. With a U-Pass, faculty, staff and
students can all ride local buses and commuter trains for free. The U-Pass
program also includes free parking for those who carpool, and vanpool
subsidies. There are also active efforts to encourage and facilitate walking
and biking. 
UC Berkeley provides students with a "class pass" which is similar to the UW
U-Pass, but UC provides no similar pass to its faculty and staff. The LRDP
fails to call for UC to implement a similar program. The LRDP has one policy
on encouraging alternative modes of transportation, but it falls far short
of the current best practice at UW.
83% of UW students and 60% of UW faculty and staff take advantage of the
U-Pass. The rate of faculty drive alone commuting dropped from 60% in 1989
to 43% in 2002. Staff drive alone commuting dropped from 44% to 38%. While
the total population of faculty, staff and students has grown by 22% since
1989, the University now has fewer parking spaces and the utilization rate
of those spaces has dropped. Despite substantial growth, the number of
single occupancy parking permits for faculty, staff and students has dropped
substantially.
As a result of implementation of U-Pass, peak hour traffic levels today are
below 1990 levels even with growth in the campus population. UW has been
able to avoid building costly parking structures. It estimates that it has
saved over $100 million in avoided construction costs for new parking. They
estimate that they avoided building 3600 new parking spaces.
UW¹s accomplishment are all the more noteworthy because the quality of
transit service in the Seattle area and the range of transit choices is not
as good as in the Bay Area and especially the inner East Bay communities of
Berkeley, Oakland and San Francisco. There is no equivalent to BART in
Seattle. They rely on buses and some commuter rail, though light rail is
under development. Only 28% of Seattle residents use alternatives to driving

to get to work, but 57% of UW faculty and 62% of UW staff use alternatives.
The incentives and encouragement provided by the U-Pass program have clearly
had a big impact.
UW is a real leader in promoting the use of alternative transportation in
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Seattle. By contrast, UC Berkeley lags behind other employers in Berkeley.
51% of UC Berkeley faculty and staff drive alone to work according to the
2001 survey, but a survey done the same year found that only 43% of Berkeley
City Hall employees drive alone to work. 2000 Census data for commuters into
Berkeley has apparently not yet been assembled, but based on data in the
1990 Census, only 40% of downtown and southside area employees drive alone
to work. 
UC is not now a leader in promoting alternative modes, but it easily could
become one. UW funds its U-Pass program in part with parking revenues. $4.3
million in parking revenues went to the U-Pass program in fiscal year
2003-2003. 
UC could also use a portion of its parking revenues to fund a similar
program for UC faculty and staff. The unions that represent UC employees
have made it clear that they want UC to implement an Eco Pass for UC staff
and student leaders support this as well. UW has a policy of raising parking
rates and keeping the cost of U-Pass
substantially lower than the cost of parking. UC Berkeley could do the same.
Another UC campus, UCLA, has a pilot transit pass program that was financed
with parking revenues.
UC could also raise its parking rates to market levels. By providing parking
at levels below market rate, UC effectively subsidizes driving, while
providing no equivalent subsidy for those who use transit. Transit use is
not encouraged when it costs more out of pocket to take transit than it does
to drive. Research clearly shows that there is a relationship between
parking cost and transit use. While other factors also affect the decision
whether to drive or not, there¹s no question that cost factors play a role
also.
If UC adopted the sort of best practices in transportation planning that
have been pioneered by the University of Washington and by other
universities, it could reduce automobile use enough that no new parking
would be required to accommodate projected growth in enrollment. This would
reduce the environmental impacts of the LRDP, such as traffic congestion and
air pollution, and it would also cost less than providing added parking.
Yours,
Charles Siegel
for BEST 
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 11.2C.61 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C61 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C61-1 
See Thematic Response 3 regarding 2020 LRDP alternatives, and Thematic Response 9 
regarding parking demand. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C61-2 
See the discussion of mode split at comparable universities in Thematic Response 9. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C61-3 
See Thematic Response 9 regarding the new Bear Pass. The writer’s suggestions 
regarding funding for transportation initiatives are noted. UC Berkeley is eager to meet 
with city staff and other community members to discuss options for parking planning, 
pricing and regulation, however, comments suggesting changes in parking pricing are 
not a comment on the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR, and in accordance with CEQA no 
further response is required. 



"Bob Muzzy" 
<blmuzzy@holonet.net
>

05/22/2004 02:41 PM

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

Subject: Cycling in Strawberry canyon

I urge U.C. Berkeley to allow mountain bike access to Strawberry Canyon as part of its 
Long-Range Development Plan. This is a worthwhile safety and environmental measure. 
Currently, local mountain bikers have to ride on busy roads or use cars to access trails in the 
Berkeley hills. It would be better to have the safe and environmentally sound option of using the 
dirt trails in Strawberry Canyon. 

Thanks! 

Bob Muzzy 
Berkeley 
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Jim Haagen-Smit 
<tandemjim@sbcgloba
l.net>

05/22/2004 03:28 PM

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

Subject: Strawberry Canyon Mountain Bike Access

I write to urge you to consider opening Strawberry Canyon to mountain 
bike use.  As a Cal graduate, I would be
pleased to see this space used by cyclists.  Trail use by bicycles is 
extremely popular and offers a safe alternative
to forcing cyclists to share the paved roads with motorists.  With so 
many residents owning bicycles as a way to
recreate, stay healthy, and get closer to nature, the support for this 
and good relations with UC Berkeley would
be significant.

if you have any questions, please contact me.
-Cathy Haagen-Smit, BA-Geography 1979

-- 
Jim and Cathy Haagen-Smit, CA State Reps for IMBA
California Bicycle Coalition
Jim at 916-785-4589, tandemjim@sbcglobal.net or Jim_Haagen-Smit@hp.com 
Cathy at 530-889-7079, tandems2@sbcglobal.net or chaagen@placer.ca.gov
7589 Ridge Rd. 
Newcastle, CA 95658
(916) 663-4626
Long Live Long Rides   http://www.imba.com
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Michael Przybylski 
<mikep@pch.net>

05/22/2004 03:39 PM

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

Subject: Mountain bike access to strawberry canyon lands

Dear UC Berkeley Long-Range Development Planners,

 Currently, mountain bikers headed for trails in the Berkeley 
Hills
have to ride on busy city streets ore drive their cars in order to reach
their desired trailheads.  This makes for wasted fuel, additional,
unnecessary pollution, and marginally worse traffic conditions.  It is also
no small safety concern for the mountain bikers who chose to ride instead
of drive to trailheads.

 As a Berkeley resident, avid cyclist, (both on the road and in 
the
dirt), former LBL student intern, and perspective graduate engineering
student, I would like to strongly encourage the University to allow
mountain bikers access to the trails in Strawberry Canyon.

 The environmental costs are minimal, the trail erosion caused by
mountain bike tires is only marginally worse than what is caused by hiking
boots.  And if any additional trail maintenance is necessary to offset
these costs, it can be performed at little or no monetary cost by
promoting volunteer trail maintenance projects through local bike shops,
cycling clubs, and high school mountain bike teams.  Local hardware stores
may even be willing to donate tools and materials if properly approached.

 The environmental and public relations benefits, on the other 
hand
would be outstanding.  The University could garner a great deal of good
will from Berkeley area cyclists who no longer have to drive to
trailheads.  The plan could also garner widespread recognition from local
environmental groups and city governments for its contribution to improved
air quality, traffic conditions, and safety.

 Thank you for taking the time to read this appeal and those of my
fellow cyclists.  We hope the University can help the Berkeley area make
this important quality-of-life improvement.

Best regards,
Mike Przybylski
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HDanielsen@aol.com

05/22/2004 04:32 PM

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

Subject: Strawberry canyon

I urge U.C. Berkeley to allow mountain bike access to Strawberry Canyon as part of its Long-Range 
Development Plan. This is a worthwhile safety and environmental measure. Currently, local mountain 
bikers have to ride on busy roads or use cars to access trails in the Berkeley hills. It would be better to 
have the safe and environmentally sound option of using the dirt trails in Strawberry Canyon. 
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Danny Forer 
<D4er@comcast.net>

05/22/2004 04:37 PM

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

Subject: Mountain Biking in Berkeley Hills

I urge U.C. Berkeley to allow mountain bike access to Strawberry Canyon as
part of its Long-Range Development Plan. This is a worthwhile safety and
environmental measure. Currently, local mountain bikers have to ride on busy
roads or use cars to access trails in the Berkeley hills. It would be better
to have the safe and environmentally sound option of using the dirt trails
in Strawberry Canyon.

Thanks,

Danny Forer
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AEShaper@aol.com

05/22/2004 07:08 PM

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

Subject: Mountain Bike Access through Strawberry Canyon

Dear UC Berkeley Administration,
 
I urge U.C. Berkeley to allow mountain bike access to Strawberry Canyon as part of its Long-Range 
Development Plan. This is a worthwhile safety and environmental measure. Currently, local mountain 
bikers have to ride on busy roads or use cars to access trails in the Berkeley hills. It would be better to 
have the safe and environmentally sound option of using the dirt trails in Strawberry Canyon. 
 
Thank you for you consideration,
Andrew Shaper
386 Division Street
Pleasanton, CA 94566
925-426-9904
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11.2C.62-67  RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C62 THRU C67 
 
The University received 37 similar letters from individuals, advocating the use of Hill 
Campus trails by cyclists: C53-C54, C62-C67, C69-C74, C76-C82, C85-C95, C97-C98, 
C188, C284, and C299. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C62 THRU C67 
The comment presents the writer’s opinion that bicycling should be permitted in 
Strawberry Canyon. Bicycle use on Hill Campus trails does raise potential environmental 
issues with respect to the value and use of the Ecological Study Area as a research and 
educational resource for UC Berkeley, as described in section 3.1.15. The existing 
prohibitions on bicycle riding in the Hill Campus would be suitable topic for considera-
tion by the Ecological Study Area management authority proposed at page 3.1-54. This 
request is not a comment on the Draft EIR, and no further response is required. 

 



"Marcy Greenhut" 
<imgreen03@comcast.
net>

05/22/2004 07:28 PM

To: <2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu>
cc: "Miriam Hawley" <mhawley@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, "Maudelle Shirek" 

<MShirek@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, "Margaret Breland" 
<MBreland@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, "Linda Maio" 
<maio@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, "Kriss Worthington" 
<worthington@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, "Gordon Wozniak" 
<GWozniak@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, "Dona Spring" 
<DSpring@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, "Betty Olds" 
<BOlds@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, "Tom Bates" <mayor@ci.berkeley.ca.us>

Subject: LRDP falls short on transportation

Jennifer Lawrence
UC <?xml:namespace prefix = st1 ns = "urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:smarttags" />Berkeley, Facilities 
Services
1936 University Ave., Suite 300
Berkeley, CA 94720-1380<?xml:namespace prefix = o ns = 
"urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:office" />
 
Re: UC Long Range Development Plan
5/22/04
 
Dear Ms. Lawrence;
 
UC Berkeley has made a significant error in producing an incomplete Long Range Development Plan (LRDP).  
Specifically, I address here the omission of measures to increase travel by transit. Environmentalists and 
transportation advocates see UC Berkeley as remiss in addressing the level of single occupancy vehicles (SOV’s) 
coming to campus on a daily basis.  Other large employers in Berkeley, and Universities in other cities do a stellar 
job, encouraging a mode shift away from SOV’s.  
 
One only need to look at Bayer HealthCare in Berkeley’s transportation program, or University of Washington 
Seattle’s Transportation Plan for examples of what can be done to successfully get people out of their cars.  By 
providing fully-funded transit subsidies for staff and students and programs like rideshare, vanpool, emergency ride 
home and others, commuters have been effectively moved from cars to transit.  The implications of these programs is 
significant for the environment in Berkeley and worldwide.  
 
The University of Washington states as part of their “U-Pass” program:  “Excellent access to its 
facilities…………allow land to be devoted to University programs, classrooms and research facilities [i.e. not 
parking lots]; and lessen the adverse environmental impact of cars on the surrounding community and region.  The 
University remains committed to providing this access while limiting the impact of traffic on our neighbors.”  
Neighbors………….  How many Berkeley residents feel the University of California at Berkeley cares about its 
neighbors?   I’ve never met a Berkeley resident who feels this way about UCB.
 
While the LRDP calls for an increase in student housing and parking spaces, it actually states an expectation that 
MORE students and staff will use cars to get to campus in the coming decades.  Berkeley’s streets are already filled 
with enough cars.  Intersections in Berkeley are already at gridlock during certain times of day.  This situation is 
destined to only get worse, as UC expands, unless UC addresses it’s SOV commuters in a proactive, programmatic, 
systemic way.
 
UCB’s parking fees generate substantial income, currently earmarked for construction of structured parking.   
Costing at least $20,000 per parking space, this is a foolish expense, when that some money can be put into a 
UC-budgeted Transportation Program.  Moving commuters into transit would save taxpayers money and the 
environment at the same time.  When combined with all the costs associated with driving, healthcare needed as a 
result of air pollution and a sedentary lifestyle, injuries resulting from collisions, and the oil and auto industries, the 
cost far exceeds $20,000 per parking space.
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I urge UC Berkeley to rethink their bottom line.  Is it all about money?  UCB should be taking the lead in developing 
a world class transportation program that other universities and large employers can emulate.  UCB must consider 
implementing a transportation program to encourage increased transit ridership, getting commuters out of their cars.  
It’s the right thing to do, for the students and staff of UCB, for the citizens of Berkeley and the environment we all 
live in.
 
I also urge the elected officials of Berkeley to put pressure on Cal to do better than the current version of the LRDP.  
No new parking, transit is the way.  Make it work for commuters and they will use it. 
 
Marcy Greenhut
Transportation Commissioner
President, Berkeley Ecological and Safe Transportation (BEST)
3210 King St.
Berkeley, Ca.  94703
imgreen03@comcast.net
 
cc:  Berkeley City Council
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11.2C.68 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C68 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C68-1 
Please see Thematic Response 9, regarding parking demand, Thematic Response 10 
regarding transportation alternatives, and Thematic Response 3 regarding 2020 LRDP 
alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C68-2 
The writer’s opinions are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C68-3 
The writer’s comments are noted. 




