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Tedi Crawford 
<tedi@LS.Berkeley.ED
U>

04/15/2004 08:01 AM

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

Subject: Plan

Would appreciate real concern for community.

Record mixed but I praise the students for their invaluable volunteering. 
I'm very concerned about education for Berkeley residents and those 
enthusiastic students who help out at Cragmont Elementary (my particular 
site of interest) makes the difference between success and failure for many 
students.

Tedi Crawford
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11.2C.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C1 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C1-1 
The writer’s comment is noted. 



Karen Meldrum 
<kmeldrum@yahoo.co
m>

04/15/2004 08:08 AM

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

Subject: LRDP

Jennifer Lawrence,
I am a Cal graduate and local resident.  I agree with the goals of the LRDP.  A great university 
should have wide influence in nearby communities and provide intellectual benefits to its 
neighbors.
Karen Meldrum
Alameda, CA
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11.2C.2 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C2 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C2-1 
The writer’s comment is noted. 



"Bruno, Harry, 
Management 
Consultant" 
<HBruno@acgov.org>

04/15/2004 08:13 AM

To: "'2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu'" <2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu>
cc: "'caa_connection@alumni.berkeley.edu'" 

<caa_connection@alumni.berkeley.edu>
Subject: Comments on Cal's LRDP from 2005 to 2020

Dear Jennifer,

I have reviewed the website concerning Cal's new long range development
plan.  Rather than add my "two cents" to particular things I would like to
see develop on the campus, I want to discuss a desired concept.

I graduated from UC Berkeley in 1971, my brother graduated from Cal in 1977,
my oldest son graduated from Cal in 2000, our middle son is a Sophomore at
UC Berkeley and will graduate in 2006, and my youngest son is a junior in
high school (with an e-mail name he picked when he was 8 years old of
"UCBerkFan") and he wants to go Cal and graduate in 2009.  Please understand
that the reason I am providing my Cal "pedigree" is to demonstrate how the
whole experience that is Cal can permeate through just one family.  As I get
older I think more about legacies and how something done now will effect the
future.

Please use this next 15 year development plan to continue the spirit that is
embodied in the institution we affectionately call "Cal."  First pass all
the ideas and thoughts through a grid which asks the question "Will future
(and past) generations of Cal alumni be proud of our product?"  Will alums
want to take their children/friends to the Berkeley campus and "show it
off?"  Will those associated with this University want to be identified with
this University in the future?

Go for it.  Go Bears!

Harry Bruno (1971) 
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11.2C.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C3 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C3-1 
The writer’s comments are noted. 



MAnker22@aol.com

04/15/2004 08:13 AM

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

Subject: (no subject)

The plan seems to me to say too little about students. I was glad to see that housing had not been 
overlooked, but the tension between being a great research institution and a great teaching institution 
was already well-known when at was at Cal 40 years ago and certainly had not been significantly 
improved when my daughter was at Cal 5 years ago. Will the university focus on preparing students to fit 
into the existing society and economy or will it seek to develop independent thinkers and creative critics 
who will be true to themselves and true to human potential? Even if the hope would be to do both or, 
rather, to allow students to choose which each wishes to be, I think there needs to be a plan. Human 
development is unlikely to occur in the best way possible if left to chance or to the individual choices and 
plans of individual members of the faculty. Specifically, I think all the great books on the role of higher 
education have assumed that universities has done their job when they provide for the intellectual growth 
of students. However, fostering intellectual growth requires a more encompassing impact that assigning 
papers to write and books to read. Few students arrive with much confidence in the power of reason to do 
more than gather facts, to do more than use sophistry to make a case for whatever point of view one had 
at the beginning. How can a university as large and diverse as Berkeley affect students individually in an 
organized way and affect them deeply enough to foster the confidence in the power of mind necessary to 
making the best use of whatever else they learn? That seems to me to require attention to the 
psychological development of students. I am not thinking of providing more therapy, though that might be 
good as well. I am thinking about the ways Cal might nurture confidence not only in what can be 
accomplished intellectually but also the confidence of the individual student in what he or she can 
accomplish intellectually in improving their own lives but also in contributing to the community. There are 
those who see higher education today as a service station, a gas station. The goal is only to provide 
whatever the customer wants. That is not the model that helps individuals grow and blossom. 
 
Is it possible for the university to aspire to reach such peaks? I think so. Harvard and Berkeley are 
different in so many ways that I certainly do not imagine that using Harvard as an example should imply 
that Berkeley should try to be like Harvard. However, I know of no other college that provides as good an 
example now of the goal I wish were addressed in a substantial way in the planning you are now doing. 
Harvard successfully conveys to its students that each one of them is important to the future of the world, 
that they are an infinitely precious resource, that from them must come the great of the next generation. 
From their recruiting materials to the way the institution deals with students, they have a consistent 
impact on the self-confidence of their students. I suspect they do this because so many of their students 
are the children of the wealthy and the famous and, also, customers who are paying a small fortune to be 
at Harvard. I am unaware that Harvard actually thought through what they are doing, though they may 
have. I also want to emphasize again that I am not proposing that Cal try to fake being Harvard, which 
almost certainly would fail for many reasons. But the success Harvard has at making its students feel 
better about themselves, feel the importance and value of what they can do with their minds, that success 
can give Cal the optimism that the planning process at Cal could develop a uniquely Berkeley way to 
have that profound and healthy an impact on Cal students.
 
If all students learn still is used only to serve the prejudices they started with, then all that learning has not 
really made much difference. How can Berkeley affect the soul, the respect for learning as a way to 
examine and resolve the prejudices, the confidence that the truth can make people free and that each Cal 
student should leave not only with knowledge and the skills to gather more knowledge but also with the 
optimism that he or she individually can think constructively and effectively about personal problems and 
community problems, that reason is powerful and sweet?
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11.2C.4 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C4 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C4-1 
The writer’s comment that the 2020 LRDP says too little about students is noted. 
However, it should also be noted that the purpose of the 2020 LRDP is specific: to 
serve as a guide for future land use and capital investment at UC Berkeley. It does not 
address the content of educational or service programs. The concerns articulated by the 
writer are more relevant to the UC Berkeley Strategic Academic Plan, which has 
established the academic principles upon which the land use and capital investment 
framework described in the 2020 LRDP are based. 



Helen_Marcus@mechb
ank.com

04/15/2004 08:26 AM

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

Subject: Feedback Needed on Cal Master Plan

Thanks, I saw a presentation at Alumni House a couple of months ago and
made comments there.  My greatest concern is that athletic playing fields
continue to be sacrificed for building expansion.  Please keep the open
space for intermural games and pick up sports.  There are too few places to
go for recreation.   Helen Marcus 510 647-0730
----- Forwarded by Helen Marcus/MECHBANK on 04/15/2004 08:35 AM -----
                                                                                          
                    "California Alumni                                                    
                    Association"                     To:     "Helen Marcus" 
<marcus_helen@mechbank.com> 
                    <caa_connection@alumni.ber       cc:                                  
                    keley.edu>                       Subject:     Feedback 
Needed on Cal Master Plan    
                                                                                          
                    04/15/2004 07:03 AM                                                   
                    Please respond to                                                     
                    notice-reply-edsebs4pje3dx                                            
                    n                                                                     
                                                                                          
                                                                                          

                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                      Dear Helen Marcus,                    
                                                                            
                                      The University of California,         
                                      Berkeley, has just released a new     
                                      long range plan which will guide the  
                                      physical development of the campus    
                                      over the next 15 years. The draft     
                                      Long Range Development Plan (LRDP),   
                                      and its environmental impact report   
                                      (EIR), are now available for public   
                                      review and comment.                   
                                                                            
                                      The goals of the LRDP are to support  
                                      academic excellence, promote social   
                                      interaction and intellectual          
                                      collaboration, preserve the open      
                                      space and natural beauty of the       
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11.2C.5 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C5 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C5-1 
The 2020 LRDP recognizes the past decline in the number of playfields at UC Berkeley. 
Section 3.1.10 thus includes the policy to “Preserve existing recreational fields and 
restore the fields lost since 1990.” A project to replace Underhill Field has already been 
planned as part of the 2000 Underhill Area Master Plan, and this project is expected to 
begin construction in the very near future. 



John.Hein@uboc.com

04/15/2004 09:22 AM

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

Subject: Cal Alumni Feedback to LRDP

Hello,

As an Alumni I was encouraged to review the LRDP overview and offer
preliminary feedback.  Although without a good understanding of the options
available for growth, my impression was the limitations on growth in the
number of students through 2020 was much more restrictive than I would deem
desirable.  It would seem to me that the campus enrollement s/be allowed to
expand at the rate of student population growth for the state as a whole -
no less and no more as reasonable space accommodation plans can allow.
Simply planning for an additional net increase of 4000 students between
2005 and 2020 would seem to be a figure at the absolute minimum (allowing
for less than 1% p.a. growth), much less than what I might expect to be
2-3% p.a. population growth for college enrollment and the state population
overall.

Curious whether you can provide any further background as to this
assumption/limiting factor assumption.  How was it derived?

Thank you,

John Hein
Cal Alumni
Class of 1976

******************************************************************************
This communication (including any attachments) may contain privileged or
confidential information intended for a specific individual and purpose, 
and is protected by law.  If you are not the intended recipient, you should
delete this communication and/or shred the materials and any attachments and
are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, or distribution of this
communication, or the taking of any action based on it, is strictly 
prohibited.

Thank you.
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11.2C.6 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C6 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C6-1 
The proposal in the 2020 LRDP to stabilize enrollment at a two-semester average of 
33,450 students reflects the Objective to “stabilize enrollment at a level commensurate 
with our academic standards and our land and capital resources.” The 2020 LRDP 
Objectives are, in turn, based on the principles of the UC Berkeley Strategic Academic 
Plan.  

Although the current effort to increase enrollment by 4,000 students is part of a state-
wide strategy to accommodate the projected growth in college-age Californians, the 
most recent projections of demographic trends by the University suggest the rate of 
growth in college-age Californians is expected to level out by the end of this decade.  

Moreover, UC Berkeley does not have the same capacity to absorb further growth as 
many other UC campuses. As noted in section 3.1.5, UC Berkeley is “… a mature, 
urban campus with aging facilities and limited capacity to expand … to the extent 
University land and capital are utilized to accommodate further enrollment growth, they 
can no longer be utilized for campus renewal.” Yet, as the oldest campus of the 
University, “… renewal of our buildings and infrastructure is crucial to our ability to 
recruit and retain exceptional individuals, to pursue new paths of inquiry and discovery, 
and to maintain our historic standards of academic excellence.” 

The target enrollment proposed in the 2020 LRDP allows UC Berkeley to do its share 
to accommodate the growing statewide demand for a UC education, yet also allows UC 
Berkeley to conserve more of its resources for the critical task of renewal. 



arslaby@juno.com

04/15/2004 09:06 AM

To: 2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu
cc: jthomas621@aol.com

Subject: 2020 LRDP

To whom it may concern:

If the intent of your e-mail was to put me on notice and inform me, you
have not.

In the 2020LRDP information sent to me 15 April 2004, by e-mail, I see NO
plans.  There is NO way I can comment on potential impacts without seeing
maps and plans.  

Thank you.

Ann Reid Slaby, PhD
Attorney at law
345 Panoramic Way
Berkeley, CA 94704-1833
(510) 841-8755
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11.2C.7 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C7 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C7-1 
The email referred to by the writer was sent by the California Alumni Association, and 
did not originate from our department. However, we did respond to her email the same 
day, with information on how she could obtain the 2020 LRDP and EIR, both elec-
tronically and in hard copy. 



"Dan Coleman" 
<DColeman@sincal.co
m>

04/15/2004 10:53 AM

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

Subject: 2020LRDP

Jennifer, where does one find the long range development plans for expansion 
or upgrades to Cal's athletic facilities (Memorial Stadium as an example) 
discussed in the 2020LRDP? The potential legal challenges to the upgrades to 
these is greatly reduced if they can be discussed in a broad based EIR like 
your 2020 document and not leave their fate to a stand alone document. 

****************************************************************************
This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the
individual named. If you are not the named addressee you should not
disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender
immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete
this e-mail from your system. Please note that any views or opinions 
presented in this email are solely those of the author and do not
necessarily represent those of Shapell Industries. E-mail transmission
cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be
intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete,
or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept liability for
any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as
a result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required please request
a hard-copy version. 

Shapell Industries of Northern California
100 North Milpitas Boulevard
Milpitas, CA 95035
408-946-1550

www.shapellnc.com
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11.2C.8 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C8 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C8-1 
Although any future project at Memorial Stadium would be evaluated within the context 
of the 2020 LRDP and its EIR, 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 
regarding the role of the 2020 LRDP in project review.  



Rishi Chopra 
<rchopra@cal.berkeley
.edu>

04/15/2004 06:02 PM

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

Subject: LEED Certification

The mention of LEED 2.1 certification is very exciting; greener 
buildings benefit all.  It's nice to know The University cares.
-- 
Rishi Chopra
http://www.ocf.berkeley.edu/~rchopra
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11.2C.9 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C9 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C9-1 
The writer’s comment is noted. 



Diane Tokugawa 
<dtokugawa@comcast.
net>

04/15/2004 10:58 PM

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

Subject:

I received an announcement about UC Berkeley's long term building 
plans.   But, I also received a previous e-mail about the Governor's 
$372 million dollar cut to UC's budget .   How can UC make building 
plans at this time?

--Diane Tokugawa   '77
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11.2C.10 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C10 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C10 
The 2020 LRDP is a long-term plan, and is based on long-range projections regarding 
future growth and change in education and research, not on year-to-year fluctuations in 
the state budget, although those fluctuations can and do affect the pace at which 
objectives are achieved. Moreover, the state provides only a portion of the capital funds 
required by UC Berkeley: many new buildings are financed in part by gift and other 
funds.  



Antonio Rossmann 
<ar@landwater.com>

04/16/2004 12:08 PM

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

Subject: Copies of DEIR

Did you consciously decide not to honor my request that copies also be
placed in the Claremont Branch of the Berkeley Public, and at Boalt Hall
library?

And are you sending a copy to those of us who commented on the NOP and
requested it?

Respectfully,

Tony Rossmann
Lecturer in Land Use and Water Resources Law
Boalt Hall
-- 
Antonio Rossmann -- ar@landwater.com
Rossmann and Moore, LLP
Right at the base of Hayes Street Hill
380 Hayes Street
San Francisco 94102
Tel  415.861.1401
Fax 415.861.1822
http://www.landwater.com/
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11.2C.11 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C11 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C11-1 
We replied to the writer that copies of the Draft EIR were available at the Claremont 
Branch and at the College of Environmental Design Library in Wurster Hall, which is 
adjacent to Boalt Hall. We also replied that unfortunately we were unable to send out 
copies of the documents due to the shipping costs, but that they were available for pick 
up at our office, for review at local libraries, as well as on-line. 



Nathan Landau 
<NLandau@actransit.o
rg>

04/16/2004 01:42 PM

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

Subject: Website

I was able to download and print most of the sections of the Plan and EIR
that I wanted. However, I was unable to download or print any of the project
description section. I was trying to print the project description and the
LRDP. Maybe there's some error there. 
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11.2C.12 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C12 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C12-1 
We replied to the writer to get further information on his difficulties accessing the 
website. He responded, however, that his organization had received a copy of the 2020 
LRDP and EIR, and no longer needed to view the documents over the internet. 



joe kempkes 
<kemp7138@yahoo.co
m>

04/16/2004 01:47 PM

To: opinion@berkeleydailyplanet.com
cc: 2020lrdp@cp.berkeley.edu, stoll@uclink.berkeley.edu, 

fran@tinkersworkshop.org, robertraburn@csi.com, 
caveglia@comcast.net, rwheeler@acta2002.com, 
lengyel@acta2002.com

Subject: Commentary: The Connection Between Public Health, Transportation 
and Land Use in Berkeley by Joe Kempkes

  Beginning with Rob Wrenn's thoughtful, articulate
and well-researched commentary on traffic in Berkeley
("Taking Away Parking Did Not Increase Europe's
Traffic Congestion" Daily Planet, April 9-12) to
Malcolm Carden's letter in response to Wrenn's article
(April 13-15) to UC Berkeley students Andy Katz,
Brandon Simmons and Jesse Arreguin's commentary "UC on
Collision Course with Traffic Jam" (April 13-15)...are
we seeing a trend here?
  Mr. Carden begins his agenda with a boost-business
pitch: "Restricting parking and vehicular access in
downtown Berkeley will mean less retail sales since
shoppers will be required to schlep their shopping
bags large distances from the stores to their cars."
He then assumes the role of the devil's advocate by
entertaining the idea of a "totally pedestrianized
downtown" as a possible alternative scenario. Finally,
he admonishes readers..."Don't complain about the
absence of quality retail stores. You can't have your
cake and eat it." (sic)
  UC Berkeley students Katz, Simmons and Arreguin seem
near paralysis struggling with their apocalyptic
vision..."Imagine 2,900 new commuter parking spaces in
Berkeley's downtown and southside making Berkeley's
traffic nightmare only worse." Only once in their long
commentary did they allude to bicyclists and
pedestrians, and then only as victims of tailpipe
emissions in a landscape of parked cars..."People
getting to campus by bicycle and on foot will travel
in clouds of car exhaust as 2,900 cars rest parked in
the middle of major streets if the vision of the UC
Berkeley Long Range Developement Plan (LRDP) is
realized."
  While many people are concerned about the connection
between Public Health, transportation and land use in
Berkeley, the Alameda County Transportation
Improvement Authority (ACTIA) is actually doing
something about it. Recently it's Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Committee recommended large cash
disbursements of Measure B Alameda County Sales Tax
Revenue to two Berkeley-based programs: The UC
Berkeley Bicycle Plan and the Tinkers' Workshop. 
The UC Berkeley Bicycle Plan addresses issues of bike
access with the goal of increasing bike commuting and
safety, access to the campus and bike parking. The
Tinkers' Workshop offers free opportunities for
Berkeley residents to develop skills using bike repair
and maintenance tools. The also offer bike workshops
for youth (averaging 75-participants per week) as well
as a rides-program for 100-youth participants.
  California, and Berkeley in particular, are
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experiencing a huge bicycle revolution: In the biggest
bicycle commute event in state history, an expected
35,000 cyclists will take part in "California Bike
Commute Week 2004" from May 17-21. More than 200-pit
stops will operate during the event offering riders an
attractive alternative to the currently soaring
gasoline prices.
  While some Berkeleyites see only traffic jams of
nighmarish proportion others, like author Iris Murdoch
in "The Red and the Green", see a more life affirming
vision of the future: "The bicycle is the most civil
conveyance know to man. Other forms of transport grow
daily more nightmarish. Only the bicycle remains pure
in heart."

Joe Kempkes, Vice Chairperson
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority
(510) 654 7529

 
  

__________________________________
Do you Yahoo!?
Yahoo! Tax Center - File online by April 15th
http://taxes.yahoo.com/filing.html
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 11.2C.13 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C13 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C13-1 
The writer accurately reports that UC Berkeley was awarded a bicycle planning grant 
from the Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority. The plan will 
address bicycle access to the campus.  

Under the 2020 LRDP, as stated in section 3.1.13, UC Berkeley would “... partner with 
the City and LBNL on an integrated program of access and landscape improvements at 
the campus park edge.” The goals of this policy are to improve safety, functionality, 
amenity, access and transit service on streets linking the campus to the adjacent blocks. 

 



Clifford J Fred 
<cafred1@juno.com>

04/15/2004 03:30 PM

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

Subject: request for copy of the Draft LRDP & Draft EIR

4/16/04
To Jennifer Lawrence
Capital Projects
UC Berkeley

From Clifford Fred

Please send me a copy of the Draft 2020 UCB Long Range Development Plan,
and a copy of the Draft EIR for the Plan.  Please put me on the mailing
list to receive any future communications concerning the LRDP and the
EIR, including any revised or final copies of each, and any subsequent
meetings and hearings concerning these documents.

Thank you,

Clifford Fred
1334 Peralta Avenue
Berkeley, California 94702-1128
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11.2C.14 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C14 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C14-1 
We replied to the writer that unfortunately we were unable to send out copies of 
documents due to the shipping costs, but that they were available for pick up at our 
office, for review at local libraries, as well as on-line. We also responded that we would 
include him in our 2020 LRDP mailing list. 



Sirmrk67@aol.com

04/17/2004 09:24 PM

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

Subject: land use

build up, not out, promote public transport instead of building more unsightly parking lots.
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11.2C.15 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C15 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C15-1 
The writer’s comment is noted.  See Thematic Response 10 regarding transportation 
alternatives. 



Viktoriya Mass 
<vik_secret@yahoo.co
m>

04/18/2004 08:47 AM

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

Subject: 2020 LRDP EIR

To whom it may concern,

I've tried accessing the EIR on line but the files are
really big (it took 10 minutes to download the
introduction at @ 56K connection - provided by the UC
Berkeley ISP).  Essentially, you're limiting access to
people that can afford a high speed connection.  This
is really inconvenient and makes viewing the document
and commenting on it unwelcoming.  Short of going to
the library, can you suggest a faster way to access
the document or could you upload it to the web in a
different format (it may not look as good but at least
I won't have to wait an eternity to read it)?

Thank you for your attention to this matter,
Viktoriya  Mass

 
  

__________________________________
Do you Yahoo!?
Yahoo! Photos: High-quality 4x6 digital prints for 25¢
http://photos.yahoo.com/ph/print_splash
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11.2C.16 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C16 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C16-1 
We replied to the writer in an effort to get more information about her difficulties 
downloading the documents. We let her know that we would inform our IT staff to see 
if there was any way to solve this problem, but that the file she mentioned was only a 
few pages and it was unlikely we’d be able to make it smaller. We informed her that she 
could get a hard copy from our office or she could view the documents at one of the 
local libraries, if she was still unable to download the files. 



zorgalina@springmail.
com

04/20/2004 10:33 AM
Please respond to 
zorgalina

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

Subject: Re: long-range planning, Tien Center

To whom it may concern,
   I have looked at your online documents containing details of plans for 
building the proposed Tien Center.  The questions I have regarding the plans 
are the following: 1)is the budget for UC Berkeley at this time for building 
separate from other budgets? Can UCB afford to build this new building which 
will not appreciably contribute to instruction or research, while the tuition 
fees are increasing terribly?   2) Is this building the most energy-efficient 
design that could have been chosen?  Is it necessary to put so much 
cement/steps around it? Why not put more underground, as has been done with 
Doe Library? Many new buildings are sealed, air-conditioned and therefore 
require more energy than is warranted in this climate. 
Thanks for your attention,
Lesley Evensen
(north Berkeley resident)
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11.2C.17 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C17 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C17-1 
The capital program at UC Berkeley is distinct from the operating budget. While UC 
Berkeley receives some capital funds from the state, these are primarily directed toward 
renovations to correct seismic deficiencies. Many new capital projects, including the 
Tien Center, are financed primarily through gift funds. 

The writer’s comments regarding the Tien Center’s lack of contribution to instruction or 
research are unexplained, since as described in section 3.2.1, the center is planned as a 
state of the art facility for research and scholarship in East Asian Studies. 

The design of the facility is as energy-efficient as possible, given the performance 
demands of a library housing many fragile materials. Windows will be partially operable, 
but open access is constrained given the risk of loss of library materials.  The quantity of 
steps around the project is the result of complex topography and the need to provide 
access for people at all levels of mobility. The phase 1 and phase 2 buildings are both 
planned to be set into Observatory Hill, so substantial portions of the buildings are 
underground on the north and east sides, respectively. Placing more of the phase 1 
building space underground would increase the project budget significantly. 

Design work on phase 1 of the Tien Center began before the adoption of the UC 
Presidential Green Building and Clean Energy Policy.  Nevertheless, the project has 
been designed to include several sustainable features in accordance with both University 
policy and the policies of the proposed UC Berkeley 2020 LRDP.  With the provisional 
inclusion of the Berkeley Campus Green Building Baseline, the project will achieve 
equivalency with LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) certification.  
The LEED checklist has been used to identify areas for the project to incorporate 
sustainable design measures, ranging from careful selection of materials to indoor air 
quality, and systems monitoring during and after construction.   Careful attention to 
energy conservation, site development and resource management will continue 
throughout working drawings and construction delivery 

.



Lindsey Jennings 
<ljennings@olac.berke
ley.edu>

04/20/2004 03:23 PM

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

Subject: daylighting the creek

Jennifer Lawrence, what a beautiful idea.
How can one support such an idea?

Lindsey

JBrewster

JBrewster
C18-1

JBrewster
LETTER C18



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-38 

11.2C.18 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C18 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C18-1 
As noted in the 2020 LRDP, Strawberry Creek is daylighted through much of the 
Campus Park. See the map of riparian areas on page 3.1-40 of the 2020 LRDP Draft 
EIR. The Strawberry Creek Environmental Quality Committee can be contacted 
through the UC Berkeley office of Environment, Health and Safety. 



Merry Selk 
<merryselk@earthlink.
net>

04/21/2004 03:19 PM

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

Subject: Save the Albany Village Green Space

To the LRDP Planning Committee:

As an Albany community member, my children play on the green space to the
west of Ocean View School, and benefit from the trees and plants on the
green space to the east of Ocean View School. You may be aware of the
back-to-back soccer and other sports games that occur here and at the small
fields (Fielding and neighboring fields) at 5th and Harrison.

More than anything, Albany (and Berkeley) needs green space and open space.
The LRDP, as I understand it, would assign considerable buildings to these
few open plots of land.

We do NOT need another LARGE GROCERY STORE! My understanding is that a large
"Safeway-type" story is under consideration for the intersection of
Dartmouth and San Pablo, where the oldest Villiage housing now stands. That
would bring additional traffic to that intersection, and another unnecessary
commercial development to an already-saturated area.

Please save the Albany Village Green Space. The residents need it, and the
neighbors need it.

Merry Selk
1016 Evelyn Ave., Albany, CA 94706
PHONE: 510/524-1898
FAX:  510/524-2265 
email: merryselk@earthlink.net
............................................................................
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11.2C.19 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C19 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C19-1 
The writer’s comments on plans for University property in Albany, including support 
for play fields and opposition to a large grocery store, are noted. UC Berkeley properties 
in Albany and Richmond are not within the scope of the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR, as 
indicated at the bottom of page 3.1.7. No further response is required. 
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11.2C.20 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C20 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C20-1 
The writer’s comments are noted. 
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11.2C.21 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C21 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C21-1 
The writer’s support for a leadership and public service center is noted. 



Mike Vandeman 
<mjvande@pacbell.net
>

04/25/2004 03:09 PM

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

Subject: LRDP: DEIR Comment

Gentlepersons:

The Patrick Point Trail, which starts across from an "antenna farm" along 
Grizzly Peak Blvd., crosses Alameda whipsnake habitat (it is a federally 
Threatened species). It is used frequently by mountain bikers, in violation 
of University policy. Their use of the trail is destroying whipsnake 
habitat, as well as endangering legitimate pedestrian users of the area 
(hikers). Mountain bikers are using that and the Panoramic Trail (parallel 
to the Jordan Trail, above it along the ridgetop) for high-speed downhill 
racing in full "body armor" (full face helmets and body padding). I have 
seen them traverse the trail twice in one day (they must have had someone 
carry them to the top of the hill in a vehicle). In addition, mountain 
bikers are creating their own trails through the woods south of Strawberry 
Creek (above Strawberry Creek Recreation Area), destroying more wildlife 
habitat.

The mountain biking is harming native wildlife. I saw a ringneck snake on 
the Panoramic Trail that had been crushed and killed by a mountain biker. 
Its body was broken in two places, separated by the width of a mountain 
bike tire. (I delivered it to Biology Professor William Lidicker, who 
verified my identification.) It is inevitable that Alameda whipsnakes will 
also be killed by mountain bikers.

The Patrick Point Trail is unnecessary, and should be closed and 
revegetated, to protect the whipsnake. There is a fire road that can be 
used by hikers to get to the same destinations, which is also safer. 
Mountain bikers have eroded the Patrick Point Trail so much that it is 
unsafe to walk on.

In addition, the ban on bicycles in the natural areas behind campus should 
be enforced. I have been hit by mountain bikers several times. They are 
hostile and belligerent toward anyone who tries to inform them that bikes 
aren't allowed on those trails. I suspect that some of the University 
police are mountain bikers themselves (e.g. Officer James Sprecher #61 
<jdsiv@uclink4.berkeley.edu>), which may be one reason that there has been 
ZERO enforcement of the bicycle ban in the last decade or more.

Sincerely yours,

Mike Vandeman

P.S. For more information on mountain biking and its impacts, see 
http://home.pacbell.net/mjvande, especially 
http://home.pacbell.net/mjvande/mtb.htm.
===
I am working on creating wildlife habitat that is off-limits to
humans ("pure habitat"). Want to help? (I spent the previous 8
years fighting auto dependence and road construction.)

http://home.pacbell.net/mjvande
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11.2C.22 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C22 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C22-1 
The comment presents the writer’s opinion that mountain biking in the hill campus is 
harmful to wildlife. 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. The comment is not a 
comment on the 2020 LRDP or its Draft EIR, and no further response is required. 



joe kempkes 
<kemp7138@yahoo.co
m>

04/27/2004 10:50 AM

To: joe kempkes <kemp7138@yahoo.com>
cc: 2020lrdp@cp.berkeley.edu, stoll@uclink.berkeley.edu, 

fran@tinkersworkshop.org, robertraburn@csi.com, 
caveglia@comcast.net, rwheeler@acta2002.com, 
lengyel@acta2002.com

Subject: Re: Commentary: The Connection Between Public Health, 
Transportation and Land Use in Berkeley by Joe Kempkes

Hi all, the below commentary has been published in the
current edition (April 27-29 page 8) of The Berkeley
Daily Planet.
Ride On,
Joe
--- joe kempkes <kemp7138@yahoo.com> wrote:
>   Beginning with Rob Wrenn's thoughtful, articulate
> and well-researched commentary on traffic in
> Berkeley
> ("Taking Away Parking Did Not Increase Europe's
> Traffic Congestion" Daily Planet, April 9-12) to
> Malcolm Carden's letter in response to Wrenn's
> article
> (April 13-15) to UC Berkeley students Andy Katz,
> Brandon Simmons and Jesse Arreguin's commentary "UC
> on
> Collision Course with Traffic Jam" (April
> 13-15)...are
> we seeing a trend here?
>   Mr. Carden begins his agenda with a boost-business
> pitch: "Restricting parking and vehicular access in
> downtown Berkeley will mean less retail sales since
> shoppers will be required to schlep their shopping
> bags large distances from the stores to their cars."
> He then assumes the role of the devil's advocate by
> entertaining the idea of a "totally pedestrianized
> downtown" as a possible alternative scenario.
> Finally,
> he admonishes readers..."Don't complain about the
> absence of quality retail stores. You can't have
> your
> cake and eat it." (sic)
>   UC Berkeley students Katz, Simmons and Arreguin
> seem
> near paralysis struggling with their apocalyptic
> vision..."Imagine 2,900 new commuter parking spaces
> in
> Berkeley's downtown and southside making Berkeley's
> traffic nightmare only worse." Only once in their
> long
> commentary did they allude to bicyclists and
> pedestrians, and then only as victims of tailpipe
> emissions in a landscape of parked cars..."People
> getting to campus by bicycle and on foot will travel
> in clouds of car exhaust as 2,900 cars rest parked
> in
> the middle of major streets if the vision of the UC
> Berkeley Long Range Developement Plan (LRDP) is
> realized."
>   While many people are concerned about the
> connection
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> between Public Health, transportation and land use
> in
> Berkeley, the Alameda County Transportation
> Improvement Authority (ACTIA) is actually doing
> something about it. Recently it's Bicycle and
> Pedestrian Advisory Committee recommended large cash
> disbursements of Measure B Alameda County Sales Tax
> Revenue to two Berkeley-based programs: The UC
> Berkeley Bicycle Plan and the Tinkers' Workshop. 
> The UC Berkeley Bicycle Plan addresses issues of
> bike
> access with the goal of increasing bike commuting
> and
> safety, access to the campus and bike parking. The
> Tinkers' Workshop offers free opportunities for
> Berkeley residents to develop skills using bike
> repair
> and maintenance tools. The also offer bike workshops
> for youth (averaging 75-participants per week) as
> well
> as a rides-program for 100-youth participants.
>   California, and Berkeley in particular, are
> experiencing a huge bicycle revolution: In the
> biggest
> bicycle commute event in state history, an expected
> 35,000 cyclists will take part in "California Bike
> Commute Week 2004" from May 17-21. More than 200-pit
> stops will operate during the event offering riders
> an
> attractive alternative to the currently soaring
> gasoline prices.
>   While some Berkeleyites see only traffic jams of
> nighmarish proportion others, like author Iris
> Murdoch
> in "The Red and the Green", see a more life
> affirming
> vision of the future: "The bicycle is the most civil
> conveyance know to man. Other forms of transport
> grow
> daily more nightmarish. Only the bicycle remains
> pure
> in heart."
> 
> Joe Kempkes, Vice Chairperson
> Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
> Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority
> (510) 654 7529
> 
> 
> 
> 
>  
>   
> __________________________________
> Do you Yahoo!?
> Yahoo! Tax Center - File online by April 15th
> http://taxes.yahoo.com/filing.html
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11.2C.23 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C23 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C23-1 
The same letter appears as Comment Letter 13.  



"Catharine J. Ralph" 
<cjralph@berkeley.edu
>

05/01/2004 01:17 AM

To: 2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu
cc: midg@uclink4.berkeley.edu, jsteele@uclink4.berkeley.edu

Subject: Tien Library

Dear Ms. Lawrence --

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the current plans for the Tien Library.  

I was on faculty during Chancellor Tien's tenure & I fondly remember him to this day.  I recall 
his admiration for our School of Social Welfare (housed in Haviland Hall), his jovial humor 
when attending events that we sponsored, his gentleness and self-effacing presentation.  He 
traveled lightly and with refinement in our midst.  

I must say that I am very shocked and disappointed with the proposed building to be named in 
his honor.  Its scale is preposterous for the selected location, eliminating the last significant stand 
of wooded area on the north side of campus, removing a small but vital parking lot, and 
simultaneously dwarfing & obscuring the award-winning John Galen Howard design of 
Haviland Hall.  The proposed building is not a monument to Tien, but a crushing imposition on 
the landscape.  I'm sure that he would be enormously disappointed.

While the LRDP declares that its purposes are "to support academic excellence, promote social 
interaction and intellectual collaboration, preserve the open space and natural beauty of the 
campus, protect our architectural treasures, and help enrich the surrounding communities", this 
plan seems to contradict every one of the stated aims.  In fact, its chief impression is that of a 
monstrous barrier designed to enrich only some construction maniac(s).  

I urge you to reconsider this plan and "go back to the drawing board" for a more delicate and 
fitting tribute that will truly live up to the very commendable LRDP purposes.
-- Catharine J. Ralph

*******************************
* Catharine J. Ralph, LCSW, PPSC
* Regional Representative (Reg. XIII), 
*       NASW Board of Directors
* Field Consultant/Lecturer                             
* School of Social Welfare                              
* University of California, Berkeley                    
* 120 Haviland Hall                                     
* Berkeley, CA 94720 - 7400                     
* ofc 510-642-8251                                      
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11.2C.24 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C24 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C24-1 
The Tien Center project would not “eliminate the last significant stand of wooded area 
on the north side of campus” by which the writer is presumed to mean Observatory 
Hill. The majority of Observatory Hill would remain: as noted in section 4.3.8, the 
project would eliminate roughly 0.7 acres of oak woodland. As shown in figure 4.3-3, 
only one specimen tree would be lost; while several others lie near the perimeter of the 
project, they would be protected during construction.  

The height to top of cornice on the phase 1 building is roughly 340 ft above datum, 
compared to 325 ft for the central portion of Haviland Hall. However, it also compares 
to 372 ft for the main portion of McLaughlin Hall. In other words, as the elevation of 
the Central Glades descends from east to west, the buildings that frame the space would 
also descend in height. The height of the Tien Center is thus not out of scale with its 
role in the Classical Core ensemble, but rather fits within a logical east to west sequence 
in height from McLaughlin to Tien to Haviland. 

See response to comment C30-3 regarding parking lost by the displacement of the 
Haviland parking lot. 



David Nasatir 
<nasatir@socrates.Ber
keley.EDU>

05/05/2004 09:50 AM
Please respond to 
nasatir

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

Subject: LRDP comments

Jennifer Lawrence

University of California, Berkeley

Facilities Services

1936 University Avenue, Suite 300

Berkeley, CA 94720-1380

May 5, 2004

  RE: UC Berkeley 2020 LRDP

I am writing on behalf of the /Lower Summit Road Neighborhood 
Association/ whose members dwell on the 1500 block of Summit Road and on 
the 1500 Block of Grizzly Peak Boulevard.

We wish to go on record as being opposed to the development of the H1 
and H2 areas as described in the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR.

We are concerned with factual errors appearing in the Draft EIR 
document, pages 4.3-17 and 4.3-18.

Despite the comment that there is “… no evidence of surface water 
flows.” There is evidence of two improvements made by the University to 
control surface water flows in this area. Two short culverts define the 
headwater area of what is thought to be a creek that feeds into 
Strawberry Creek. These can be seen at the intersection of Grizzly Peak 
and Centennial Drive and at the end of the Summit Road cul-de-sac. 
Despite the LRDP statements regarding the desire to preserve the free 
flowing creeks in the central part of campus, construction on the H1site 
would, without question, alter the quality and quantity of this flow to 
the degree it is fed by surface water.

The paragraph referring to Wildlife species fails to note that within 
just the last three years over 30 different bird species have been 
recorded by the Cornell University Ornithology Lab as having been 
observed in the H1 area. Among the species not mentioned in the LRDP EIR 
are raptors including Red Tail, Red Shoulder and Merlin hawks and horned 
owl. These birds have been observed consuming or attempting to consume 
garter snakes and gopher snakes as well as the rodents mentioned. The 
snakes themselves have also been spotted in the area. Construction in 
the H1 area would have an adverse impact on the population of animals 
and reptiles that do nest in the area although the EIR suggests, by 
omission, that they do not.

We are particularly concerned about the proposal to build housing in the 
H1 and H2 areas that are completely at odds with the prevailing zoning 
and construction practices in the bordering properties in Berkeley. As 
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there are no commercial facilities accessible by foot or bicycle that 
would permit purchase and transport of groceries, and available public 
transportation is scheduled so that it is not possible to utilize to 
attend campus events in the evening, the proposed construction will 
bring with it a very large increase in automobile traffic and associated 
adverse impacts.

The housing developments proposed for the H1 area are in a high risk 
fire zone already suffering from the practice of University employees 
parking on neighborhood streets to avoid paying campus parking fees. As 
a result lower Summit road is very difficult for both commercial and 
emergency vehicles to traverse, to say nothing of the difficulties faced 
by the residents. Adding to the vehicular traffic in the neighborhood, 
along Grizzly Peak and on Centennial drive will make emergency vehicle 
access to this high risk fire zone much more difficult and, without 
doubt, slow response times. Adding to the already heavily burdened fire 
protection responsibilities of the Berkeley Fire Department will degrade 
the quality of service now being provided by the necessity to respond to 
the needs of 100 new housing units.

In sum, we treasure the University as a good neighbor but, like a good 
neighbor, expect it will respect the safety and quality of life of its 
neighbors on Summit Road. Building on the H1 site, in particular, would 
not do this. We urge you, in the strongest possible terms, to remove the 
proposed development of the H1 and H2 areas from the LRDP.

David Nasatir

1540 Summit Road

Berkeley, CA 94708-2217

Phone 510.845.1029

Fax 510.644.2781

Email nasatir@cal.berkeley.edu
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 11.2C.25 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C25 
 
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. (The designations H1 and H2 are retained in the 
responses below for ease of reference.) 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C25-1 
The referenced sentence on page 4.3-17 of the Draft EIR actually states “Two small 
swales occur at the northwestern edge of the area, but do not contain wetland vegeta-
tion or evidence of surface water flows.”  These swales may convey stormwater runoff 
during the winter rainy period, but no signs of channel formation or active erosion were 
observed during the field reconnaissance surveys in 2003. Continuing Best Practice 
BIO-3 calls for mapping of wetlands and the extent of jurisdictional waters during 
planning and feasibility studies prior to development of specific projects in the Hill 
Campus, which would include the Faculty Housing Site H1.  

Although presence of jurisdictional waters appears unlikely based on conditions 
observed during the field reconnaissance, the Corps reserves the right to make a 
determination over their jurisdiction on a case by case basis. Implementation of this 
Best Practice would serve to ensure any jurisdictional waters are accurately identified 
and adequately protected. No additional mitigation or revisions to the Draft EIR are 
considered necessary. See also Continuing Best Practice HYD-3, page 4.7-27 of the 
Draft EIR, which addresses design and implementation of improvements to retain and 
infiltrate stormwater. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C25-2 
The discussion of wildlife species associated with Faculty Housing Site H1 on page 4.3-
17 was not intended to be an exhaustive list of all species which may occur on or 
frequent the site, but to simply provide a description of existing habitat and characteris-
tic species. A number of raptors and other animal species may frequent the site, as the 
writer suggests. However, as indicated on page 4.3-17 of the Draft EIR, no evidence of 
raptor nesting or denning by larger mammal species was observed during the field 
reconnaissance surveys in 2003.  

LRDP Mitigation Measure BIO-1-a on page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR would ensure that 
pre-construction surveys are conducted prior to commencement of any project that may 
impact suitable nesting habitat on the Campus Park or Hill Campus. It would serve to 
avoid destruction of any active nests which could be established in the future. LRDP 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1-b would ensure that preconstruction roosting surveys for 
special-status bat species are conducted prior to commencement of any project that may 
impact suitable roosting habitat on the Campus or Hill Campus. No additional mitigation 
or revisions to the Draft EIR are considered necessary.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C25-3 
The writer’s opinion that the H1 and H2 areas are too inaccessible, and will bring an 
influx of traffic, is noted. Significant environmental impacts of any project proposed in 
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these areas would be subject to project-specific review. See Thematic Response 1 
regarding tiered environmental review, and Thematic Response 8 regarding Hill Campus 
development. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C25-4 
The writer’s concern that emergency access to neighborhoods surrounding the Hill 
Campus will be challenged by proposed hill campus development is noted. Significant 
environmental impacts of any project proposed in these areas would be subject to 
project-specific review. See Thematic Response 1 regarding tiered environmental review, 
and Thematic Response 8 regarding Hill Campus development. 



milo wolff 
<milo.wolff@verizon.n
et>

05/05/2004 11:19 AM

To: 2020LRDP@CP.berkeley.edu
cc: Winston WOLFF <winstonwolff@cal.berkeley.edu>, tom crebbs 

<crebbs@csua.berkeley.edu>, miloWolff 
<Milo.Wolff@QuantumMatter.com>, Lan-Ling Wolff 
<Lan-Ling.Wolff@fredellco.com>

Subject: scrapping the housing project

TO: Planners of the new housing project:    2020LRDP@CP.berkeley.edu
Facilities Services, 1936 University Ave  #300
Berkeley, CA 94720-1380

Dear PIanning People:

  I have learned that UCB is planning to build 100 housing units on 5.5 
acres of land near Centennial and Grizzly Peak Bl. These two figures 
alone are enough to mark the project as sub-standard which will degrade 
both the University and the neighborhood, because after accounting for 
roads and utilities, there will only be about 1400 square feet of land 
under each unit thus leaving almost nothing left for its occupants to 
enjoy!!  It will become a crowded Ghetto.

This has the character of  slum-lord housing that I strongly object to. 
  There are other reasons for objecting to this proposal:

1) Grizzly Peak is already well-known for its natural un-spoiled beauty 
and it makes a lot of sense to  continue the beauty of Nature which 
cannot be restored after it is lost.  The proposed crowded UCB housing 
project will not leave space for a blade  of grass, and will  require 
cutting  down all the trees, as well.

2) There exist tributaries of the small waterway "Strawberry Creek" in 
this area. In a dry state like California, water resources should be 
preserved and emphasized. It appears that this proposal  would bury 
them beneath concrete!

3) The varied styles and charm of the houses in the neighborhood have 
been built over the last century. To continue this trend will multiply 
the values of old and new. It appears this project did not consider 
this potential asset.

In summary, I hope (and will cast my votes for this where possible) 
that this project will be scrapped, then sent back to the drawing board 
to be re-evaluated and re-planned with the above factors in mind.

Sincerely,     Lie                  Milo

   Lie Wolff   and  Milo Wolff  (owner-residents) at  1530 Grizzly Peak 
Bl.

"The most incomprehensible thing about the universe is that it is 
comprehensible". (A. Einstein)       See Milo’s book.
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 11.2C.26 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C26 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C26-1 THRU C26-4 
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. 

(Note, however, the figure of up to 100 faculty housing units cited by the writer was for 
the entire Hill Campus, not just the site formerly designated H1.) 
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11.2C.27 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C27 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C27-1 
See the discussion of comparable universities in Thematic Response 9 regarding parking 
demand. The writer’s opinion regarding the size of the proposed Tien Center is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C27-2 
The writer’s opinion regarding pockets, right turn lanes, and traffic lights is noted.  See 
also response to comment C13-1. 
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11.2C.28 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C28 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C28-1 
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. 
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11.2C.29 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C29 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C29-1 
The writer suggests that the scope of the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR analysis be expanded to 
include impacts of special events on parking and traffic. The writer further notes that 
some intersections (see Appendix F.2 of the Draft EIR, Volume 2) are closed during 
special events, resulting in different traffic impacts. Please see Thematic Response 10 
regarding special event planning and alternative transportation. 

The writer’s concerns about event parking extending beyond the area affected by typical 
daily campus operation, and associated higher traffic volumes is noted. The 2020 LRDP 
program does not envision an increase in the frequency or attendance level of peak-
attendance events such as football games, basketball games, or theater/dance/music 
presentations. However, lower-attendance events throughout the campus may increase 
in frequency or attendance level, in correlation with the increased student, faculty and 
staff levels associated with the 2020 LRDP. The impact of these events is to an extent 
addressed within the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR’s parking and traffic analysis, since such 
events take place regularly and are thus included within the baseline parking occupancy 
and traffic volume counts, as well as the projected increases. Should a 2020 LRDP 
project be proposed which would require consideration of new event-related impacts, 
these impacts would be addressed in a project-level CEQA document at the time the 
project is proposed.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C29-2 
The writer requests that noise associated with AC Transit buses be considered in 
examining alternatives to auto traffic. Although not rising to a level of significance under 
CEQA, the noise impact is noted. 



Bari Cornet 
<bari@berkeley.edu>

05/05/2004 03:53 PM

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

Subject: Long Range Development Plan and Tien Center

MEMO
Re: Long Range Development Plan and the Tien Center

I am very pleased that the University is honoring Chancellor Tien.   He had 
a great impact on this campus.   However, I have some concerns as they show 
up in the East Asian Library design and the Long Range Plan.

1)  I remember Chancellor Tien walking down the path from Euclid past the 
open space of Observatory Hill.  I think that a plan for the library 
could/should keep in mind the importance of maintaining as much open space 
as possible  (or at least the impression of open space.)

2)  The architectural drawings of the East Asian Library show  a modest 
building when viewed from above.....but a monstrosity when viewed 
from  ground level.   It will dwarf the existing buildings in that 
area  (particularly Haviland Hall).  It is my understanding that this is 
counter to the goals of the overall long range plan.   Perhaps there is a 
way of putting several floors underground, such as has been done with the 
"main" Library.

3)  The proposed building is not in keeping with the grace of much Asian 
architecture - either old or new.

4)  The location of the building (immediately adjacent to Haviland 
Hall)  will limit access to the campus.  Parking is already a problem and 
removing the parking lot  will make the problem worse.   I understand that 
there has been discussion of replacing the open area to the north of 
Haviland with several parking spots.  This will effectively remove all 
outdoor area from Haviland Hall.  This will have a tremendous impact on the 
quality of life and teaching that goes on for the School of Social Welfare.

5)  The design of  the building with a flat face  overlooking Haviland, and 
separated  only  by the pathway,  will  create horrendous echoes every time 
the pathway is used.  It is already difficult to teach when delivery trucks 
are there.  Without the softening created by a wooded hill, this will make 
teaching in the general use classrooms of Haviland almost impossible.

I do hope you will take into account the impact of the building (as 
currently designed) on the  rest of the campus community.

Thank you.

Bari  Bradner Cornet
UC faculty,  alum and resident of Berkeley
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11.2C.30 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C30 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C30-1 
Although the Tien Center would result in a modest reduction in the area of Observatory 
Hill, the two buildings have been sited to retain as much of the Observatory Hill 
landscape as possible, including the areas most visible to and used by pedestrians. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C30-2 
The height to top of cornice on the phase 1 building is roughly 340 ft above datum, 
compared to 325 ft for the central portion of Haviland Hall. However, it also compares 
to 372 ft for the main portion of McLaughlin Hall. In other words, as the elevation of 
the Central Glades descends from east to west, the buildings that frame the space would 
also descend in height: the height of the Tien Center is thus not out of scale with its role 
in the classical core ensemble, but rather fits within a logical east to west sequence in 
height from McLaughlin to Tien to Haviland. The phase 1 building is set into Observa-
tory Hill, so a substantial portion of the building is underground on the north side. 
Placing more of the building space underground is not feasible within the project 
budget. See response to comment C24-1. 

The phase 2 building is not yet designed, but the writer’s comments on scale and on the 
relationship of the Tien Center project to Asian architectural traditions are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C30-3 
The parking needs displaced from the Haviland parking lot would be largely addressed 
by the redevelopment of 42 parking spaces at the nearby Wellman Courtyard, under 
construction as of October 2004. The current Tien Center design locates the two 
existing disabled spaces in the Haviland lot at the north end of Haviland Hall.   

The writer’s concern regarding outdoor area at Haviland Hall is noted.  No changes are 
proposed to the west side of the building, which includes the natural area around the 
north fork of Strawberry Creek.  See page 3.1-63 to 3.1-65 of the 2020 Draft LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C30-4 
As shown in figure 3.2.2, the phase 1 building would not significantly overlap the east 
façade of Haviland. While the phase 2 building is not yet designed, the noise along the 
pathway will be taken into consideration as a design factor. 



Carol Rhodes 
<cdrhodes@berkeley.e
du>

05/06/2004 03:49 PM

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

Subject: Tien Library

Dear Ms. Lawrence,
I hope you have read the recent E-mail from Catharine Ralph. I fully concur 
with her statement concerning the Tien Library construction.  All of us 
here at Haviland Hall are very upset by the building plans for this library 
and feel there must be a better plan than to tear down this beautiful 
wooded hill and surrounding grounds, not to mention all the noise and dirt 
that will consume Haviland Hall.  I hope there is still time to reconsider 
the building plans and go back to the drawing board!!

Sincerely, Carol Rhodes

Carol Rhodes
Administrative Assistant III
Accounting & Title IV-E Program
UC Berkeley, School of Social Welfare
117 Haviland Hall
Berkeley, CA 94720-7400
Phone (510) 643-1644
Fax (510) 643-6126
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11.2C.31 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C31 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C31-1 
The writer refers to comment letter C24, where the comments are addressed. 



Mac Runyan 
<runyan@uclink4.berk
eley.edu>

05/07/2004 01:43 PM

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

Subject: Concern about  Plans for East Asian Library and East Asian
Studies Department

Dear UC Berkeley Facilities Services,

 I am writing to express concern about the proposed plans for the East Asian
Library and the East Asian Studies Department.

 I appreciate the need to expand available building space, and also to keep
the campus functional and aesthetically attractive.  This is a complex array
of interests to balance.

 As Professor, School of Social Welfare, working in Haviland Hall since
1979, I would like to express two concerns.  First, from some angles, it
seems the new structures may dwarf and overshadow Haviland Hall. Anything
that can be done to minimize this, would be to the good.  For the library
portion, is there more that can be put underground, as were done with
additions to Doe Library?

  A second concern is parking, particularly disabled parking. As someone
with a progressive neurological disease, I expect that I will increasingly
need to use disabled parking, as near Haviland Hall as possible. If at least
some of the current Haviland parking lot could be maintained for disabled
parking, that would also be to the good.

 Thanks for your attention to these concerns.  Best wishes in constructing a
useful, and aesthetically pleasing plan for the campus.

Sincerely,

William McKinley Runyan
Professor
Chair, Doctoral Committee
School of Social Welfare
120 Haviland Hall
UC Berkeley
(510) 643-6667
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11.2C.32 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C32 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C32-1 
The height to top of cornice on the phase 1 building is roughly 340 ft above datum, 
compared to 325 ft for the central portion of Haviland Hall. However, it also compares 
to 372 ft for the main portion of McLaughlin Hall. In other words, as the elevation of 
the Central Glades descends from east to west, the buildings that frame the space would 
also descend in height: the height of the Tien Center is thus not out of scale with its role 
in the classical core ensemble, but rather fits within a logical east to west sequence in 
height from McLaughlin to Tien to Haviland. The phase 1 building is set into Observa-
tory Hill, so a substantial portion of the building is underground on the north side. 
Placing more of the building space underground would increase the project budget 
significantly. 

See C24-1 response. 

The phase 2 building is not yet designed, but the writer’s comments with respect to scale 
are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C32-2 
As currently designed, the disabled persons’ spaces in the existing Haviland lot would be 
replaced at the north end of Haviland Hall. 



Mike Austin 
<mjaustin@uclink4.ber
keley.edu>

05/07/2004 03:34 PM

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

Subject: Tien East Asian Library

Dear Jennifer -- As a faculty member located in Haviland Hall, next to the 
proposed site of the Tien Library, I am responding to the campus request 
for feedback on this element of the university's long-range plan. I want to 
share my concerns in two areas, knowing that it is important to find ways 
to honor former chancellor Tien and find space for important library holdings:
1) I am quite concerned about the size of this project and the degree to 
which it dwarfs one of the campus's historic buildings, Haviland Hall. The 
project clearly looks oversized for the available building site and will 
clearly dominate the current space. While probably more expensive to 
construct, it seems like the building should be narrow and not wide so as 
to be built into the hill.
2) While we all have different perspectives on what is attractive, the 
current artist's rendition of this oversized building gives one the 
impression that it houses a mausoleum that might be found in a cemetery and 
not a building that reflects either Asian artistic sensibilities or a 
welcoming structure that is consistent with its wooded surroundings.
While all of us in Haviland will be the primary people enduring the 
construction and noise that will greatly hamper classroom discussion and 
office conversations, we would be more willing to do so if the project 
addressed the objections noted above.
If further information is needed, please let me know. Thanks for taking the 
time to read and record these objections. Prof. Michael J. Austin, School 
of Social Welfare, Haviland Hall
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11.2C.33 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C33 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C33-1 AND C33-2 
The writer’s comments are noted. See similar comments C24, C30, and C32. 

While making the phase 1 building narrower would reduce the extent of excavation into 
Observatory Hill, it would also require a taller building to achieve the equivalent amount 
of program space. Although, as noted in response to previous comments, the scale of 
phase 1 as currently designed is in proportion to Haviland, McLaughlin and the Central 
Glades, a taller building would not be.  



Bart Grossman 
<bg47@earthlink.net>

05/09/2004 12:01 AM

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

Subject: Tien Center Plan

Hello,

As a member of the faculty who works in Haviland Hall I am accutely 
aware of the planned Tien Center. I believe the buildingn is 
innapropriate for its location. It will dominate the Memorial Glade and 
turn it from an area of natural beauty into a sort of Tienanmen Square 
shaded by a monolithic "mausoleum." The plan invisions very light use 
for this enormous building. Chancellor Tien was a relaxed, informal and 
warm person. This cold montrosity does not at all represent him. I urge 
the campus to reconsider the expense and the design of this building. 
The master plan indicates that Berkeley is known for its beauty. 
certainly the Regents will not wish to mar that beuty by building the 
monstrosity.

Bart Grossman
Adjunct Professor, Social Welfare
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11.2C.34 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C34 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C34-1 
The writer’s comments are noted. See similar comments C24, C30, and C32. 



Tom & Marge Madigan 
<margeandtom@comc
ast.net>

05/10/2004 09:12 PM

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

Subject: Hill Campus Development

                          5/10/04

Dear Jennifer Lawrence,

As residents of lower Summit Road, we must protest the proposed plan 
of the university to build 100 3-4 bedroom units of faculty housing 
in the H1 and H2 locations.  Our concerns are several:

1) The increased number of people and cars this plan would bring 
would create a huge problem in the event of another firestorm such as 
the one in 1991.  We already have limited access out in the event 
that Tilden Park begins to blaze, and the narrow winding roads cannot 
accomodate the number of people and vehicles that would need to leave 
in the event of evacuation.  We lost a friend in Oakland in 1991 in 
just such a situation!  The new Hills Fire Station is still in the 
planning stages, so help is also extra valuable minutes away for the 
foreseeable future.

2)When the homes in our neighborhood were built 40-50 years ago, 
there was little concern about the Hayward fault. Now, with dire 
warnings about "a big one" happening within the next few years, it 
seems foolhardy to put in a large building complex in a potentially 
hazardous area.  Why inflict misery on people if it's not necessary?

3)Approximately 400 MORE vehicles would cause a lot of traffic and 
traffic snarls on the narrow streets.  The answer given at one of the 
public meetings, "We'll put in traffic lights" is hardly a solution!

What about other ways to house more faculty?  What about purchasing 
some of the new apartments/lofts, even houses that are available in 
the area within easy walking/biking distance of the university?  Why 
make people more dependent on cars than necessary?

Another thing puzzles us: if the university is turning away thousands 
of students this year because of cutbacks in funding, causing fewer 
classes to be available, where is the money going to come from for 
the proposed massive project?

We urge you to reconsider the current proposal and explore other 
alternatives.  Thank you.

Mr. & Mrs. Thomas F. Madigan
1532 Summit Rd.
Berkeley, Ca 94708
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11.2C.35 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C35 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C35-1 THRU C35-3 
See Thematic Response 8 for a comprehensive response to comments on Hill Campus 
development. Due partly to comments received and partly to its uncertain near-term 
feasibility, faculty housing has been deleted as a potential future Hill Campus use in the 
2020 LRDP.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C35-4  
The 2020 LRDP also includes up to 100 new faculty units in the Housing Zone, and up 
to 30 more new faculty units are under consideration for University Village Albany. 
Purchasing existing housing is, as the writer suggests, another way to obtain housing for 
UC Berkeley faculty, but it has two major disadvantages: it does not increase the supply 
of housing, and it removes taxable property from the tax rolls. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C35-5  
University housing, whether for students or employees, receives no state funds: the 
entire cost of construction, operation and maintenance must be supported by revenues. 



"Thomas Kelly" 
<jandtkelly@igc.org>

05/11/2004 09:10 PM
Please respond to 
jandtkelly

To: <2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu>
cc: "Berkeley Daily Planet" <opinion@berkeleydailyplanet.com>, 

<wozniak@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, <breland@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, 
<hawley@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, <maio@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, 
<mayor@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, <olds@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, 
<shirek@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, "'Kriss Worthington'" 
<Worthington@ci.berkeley.ca.us>, "'Dona Spring'" 
<DSpring@ci.berkeley.ca.us>

Subject: comments on the 2020 LRDP

Comprehensive Watershed Plans for both the east and west sides of Grizzly Peak Road should be 
developed as a preliminary stage to any development in the affected watersheds. The study and plan 
should be conducted by firms agreed upon by the University and the Berkeley community. The University 
should agree to be bound by the recommendations of the report.
 
Even small scale construction within a watershed that increases the amount of impervious surfaces will 
have major impacts throughout the watershed. The accumulated water will course through the watershed 
more quickly destabilizing everything in its path. Additional water flowing into Berkeley’s creeks will cause 
greater pressure on the City’s failing storm water infrastructure. A daylighted Strawberry Creek in 
downtown Berkeley may not have the capacity to handle the additional run-off resulting in chronic 
flooding and property damage.
 
Nature has a way of doing things much better and much more efficiently than we. We shouldn’t 
underestimate her.
 
Tom and Jane Kelly
1809 San Ramon Ave.
Berkeley,
CA 94707
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11.2C.36 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C36 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C36-1 
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 C36-2 
See pages 4.13-15 and 4.13-16 of the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR, regarding Hill Campus 
development and drainage systems.  
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11.2C.37 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C37 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C37-1 
Other UC campuses have recently completed or are now preparing Long Range 
Development Plans with programs of investment as or more ambitious than those in 
the 2020 LRDP. The projected growth in the number of college-age Californians over 
the next decade, combined with the ongoing growth in demand for research in the 
public interest, requires all UC campuses to continue to grow to meet these needs. 

While its location within an active seismic region does impose an extra burden on UC 
Berkeley, UC Berkeley already employs extraordinary procedures to maximize safety and 
resiliency of new buildings, as described in Best Practices GEO-1c through GEO-1g 
and in the University Policy on Seismic Safety presented in Appendix B.2. 

Much of the growth the University as a whole must accommodate in the future can, as 
the writer contends, be accommodated at other locations. However, in many fields the 
academic programs and resources at UC Berkeley are unmatched, and many of the 
University’s new educational and research initiatives must be housed at UC Berkeley, in 
order to maximize synergy with existing programs and take full advantage of existing 
resources.  
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11.2C.38 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C38 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C38-1 
The writer suggests that UC transit funding mechanisms be altered. The suggestion is 
not a comment on the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR, and no response is required. 
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11.2C.39 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C39 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C39-1 
UC Berkeley’s most significant cultural resources, including Founders’ Rock, are 
designated on the National Register of Historic Places, as shown in figure 3.1-8, and 
both these resources and their settings are protected through the Campus Park Design 
Guidelines and Best Practices CUL-2-a and CUL-2-b. As shown in figure 3.1-6, the 
campus’ historic landscapes are also designated as initiatives under the Landscape 
Master Plan. 

Section 3.1.10 also includes policies for strategic investment in the campus landscape 
and open spaces, to be guided by the Landscape Master Plan and, now in preparation, 
the Landscape Heritage Plan. The latter complements the Landscape Master Plan by 
focusing on the specific characteristics of the historic landscape at the heart of campus. 
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11.2C.40 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C40 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C40-1  
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. 
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11.2C.41 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C41 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C41-1 
The writer’s opinions are noted. Because the writer does not comment on the 2020 
LRDP Draft EIR, in accordance with CEQA, no further response is required.  
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11.2C.42 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C42 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C42-1 
Smyth Fernwald units comprise roughly 7% of UC Berkeley student family housing: the 
balance of student family units are located at University Village Albany. In June 2004 the 
UC Regents approved an amendment to the master plan for UVA, which includes two 
additional stages of redevelopment. The first stage, now under construction, will replace 
the existing 1960s-era housing with new units. The second stage, the schedule for which 
depends on funding, was planned to include new housing units for single students and 
faculty. However, the mix of unit types in this second stage will be re-evaluated in spring 
2005, in light of changing market conditions and the increased amounts of both 
university and private housing in the campus vicinity. No final decision on the future of 
Smyth Fernwald will be made until the plans for University Village Albany have been 
finalized. 
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11.2C.43 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C43 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C43-1  
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. 
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 11.2C.44 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C44 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C44-1 
The writer’s comments are noted, but UC Berkeley does not require its students to live 
in University housing. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C44-2 
See Thematic Response 7 regarding tax exempt property. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C44-3 
UC Berkeley is a research University, and research is not only part of its mission, but 
also integral to its educational programs. Please see response B7-20 for a fuller treat-
ment of this subject. Note over 95% of UC Berkeley research funds come from federal, 
state, and nonprofit agencies. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C44-4 
Shifts in residential patterns are the result of many complex and interrelated socioeco-
nomic factors: it is not possible to determine a single reason. The 2020 LRDP does, 
however, recognize this shift as a problem, as for example in section 3.1.9. The proposal 
to build up to 100 units for faculty and/or staff in the Housing Zone is a first step 
toward addressing this problem. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C44-5 
The writer refers to “improvement of the Stadium” in this comment. The Stadium does 
require 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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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. 



JBrewster
C46-1

JBrewster

JBrewster
LETTER C46



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-99 

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. 
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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. 
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 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

JBrewster

JBrewster
C54-1

JBrewster
LETTER C54



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-128 

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
 

JBrewster

JBrewster
C56-1

JBrewster
LETTER C56



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-132 

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. 



JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster
C60-2

JBrewster
C60-1

JBrewster
LETTER C60



JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster
C60-8

JBrewster
C60-3

JBrewster
C60-5

JBrewster

JBrewster
C60-4

JBrewster
C60-6

JBrewster
C60-7

JBrewster
LETTER C60Continued



JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster
C60-9

JBrewster
C60-15

JBrewster
C60-10

JBrewster
C60-11

JBrewster
C60-12

JBrewster
C60-13

JBrewster
C60-14

JBrewster
LETTER C60Continued



JBrewster
LETTER C60Attachment



JBrewster
LETTER C60Attachment



JBrewster
LETTER C60Attachment



JBrewster
LETTER C60Attachment



JBrewster
LETTER C60Attachment



JBrewster
LETTER C60Attachment



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-150 

  
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

JBrewster

JBrewster
C61-1

JBrewster

JBrewster
C61-22

JBrewster
LETTER C61



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. 
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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. 

 

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster
C124-6

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster
C124-5

JBrewster
C124-7

JBrewster
C124-8

JBrewster
LETTER C124Continued



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.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.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. 
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11.2C.166 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C166 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C166-1 AND C166-2 
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. 
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11.2C.167-171   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C167 THRU C171 
 
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 C167 THRU C171 
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.172 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C172 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C172-1  
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.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C172-2  
Because the state provides no funds for University housing, the entire cost of housing 
construction, operation, and maintenance must be supported by rent revenues. 
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11.2C.173-179   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C173 THRU C179 
 
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 C173 THRU C179 
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.180 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C180 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-1 
The writers argue that the existing condition of natural habitats, riparian corridors, City 
drainage systems, traffic and housing availability is poor; therefore, any additional impact 
is significant.  

CEQA sets forth standards of significance for determining significant impact, and the 
2020 LRDP Draft EIR applies these standards within each environmental topic chapter; 
a general impression that conditions are poor is insufficient for analytical purposes 
under CEQA. However, the writers’ opinions are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-2 
See Thematic Response 1 regarding the role of the 2020 LRDP in project review. Please 
also see the above response to comment. The Draft EIR includes specific standards of 
significance used for analysis in each EIR chapter. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-3 
The academic principles underlying the 2020 LRDP appear at page 3.1-9, and the 
objectives of the 2020 LRDP appear at page 3.1-10 of the Draft EIR. Each subsequent 
section of the 2020 LRDP presents the intention behind the proposed program. The 
writers’ opinions are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-4 
The writers make general unsubstantiated accusations. See Thematic Response 5 
regarding the use of qualifiers, and Thematic Response 6 regarding coordination with 
LBNL. Each chapter of the Draft EIR includes a description of existing conditions, 
relevant standards of significance, an analysis of the impacts of implementing the 2020 
LRDP, and includes specific mitigation measures where appropriate. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-5 
The writers again argue that existing conditions are poor, thus, any impact is significant. 
CEQA sets forth standards of significance for determining significant impact, and the 
Draft EIR applies these standards within each environmental topic chapter; a general 
impression that conditions are poor is insufficient for analytical purposes under CEQA. 
However, the writers’ opinions are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-6 
The alternatives analysis for the 2020 LRDP appears at Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR.  
The Draft EIR makes no finding regarding the feasibility of alternatives and overriding 
considerations because The Regents, and not the Draft EIR authors, have that discre-
tion. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-7 
The writers suggest that the Draft EIR should have considered University systemwide 
alternatives to growth at UCB. However, this would be only a different means of 
describing Alternative L-1, which considered lower enrollment and slower research 
growth. The UC Regents maintain discretion to examine variable growth plans for 
different campuses in the system. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-8 
The writers’ assertions are inaccurate.  See Continuing Best Practice HYD-2-a at page 
4.7-26 of the Draft EIR, regarding pollutant loading, and Continuing Best Practice 
HYD-4-e at page 4.7-29 of the Draft EIR, which requires no net increase in runoff as a 
result of campus development. The University believes the 2020 LRDP and Draft EIR 
hold future projects to a high standard for environmental stewardship. The writers’ 
opinion that UC Berkeley should commit to avoid such items as “reduction in available 
housing to non-students in the area” is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-9 
The writers summarize earlier comments. Please see above responses; see also Thematic 
Response 1 regarding the role of the 2020 LRDP in future project review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-10 
Campus space needs are described at pages 3.1-15 to 3.1-17 of the 2020 LRDP. As 
stated at the bottom of page 3.1-16:   

Our estimates of future space needs are not due entirely to future growth: some 
new space is required just to compensate for the shortages we have today. The 
most recent survey of academic space at UC Berkeley, in 2001-2002, revealed a 
deficit of roughly 450,000 GSF in academic programs alone, based on univer-
sity-wide guidelines for space utilization. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-11 
See response 180-7, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-12 
The writers assert that the no project alternative is inadequate because the EIR baseline 
is inadequate. However, the Draft EIR no project alternative complies with CEQA, 
which provides that “when the project is the revision of an existing land use or regula-
tory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the “no project” alternative will be the continua-
tion of the existing plan, policy or operation in the future” (CEQA Guidelines section 
15126.6(e)(3)(A)). 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-13 
See response C180-5, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-14 
See response C180-5, above. The writers present no foundation for their assertion that 
the Hill Campus habitat is “extremely rare.”  The Draft EIR provides sources for 
baseline data presented.  Further, as indicated in Continuing Best Practice BIO-1-a at 
page 4.3-26 of the Draft EIR, the Campus Specimen Tree Program would be imple-
mented over the life of the 2020 LRDP.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-15 
See response C180-5, above. The existing water quality of Strawberry Creek is described 
at page 4.7-14 of the Draft EIR.  The 2020 LRDP EIR addresses Strawberry Creek at 
Continuing Best Practice BIO-2-a, CBP BIO-2-b, CBP BIO-3, and the quality of waters 
feeding Strawberry Creek is protected by measures outlined in the Hydrology chapter.  
The quotes from the Basin Plan are acknowledged. The Basin Plan is cited in the Draft 



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-321 

EIR at page 4.7-1 and afterward as part of the regulatory framework guiding UC 
Berkeley operations. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-16 
The University disagrees with the writers’ opinion that the Draft EIR lacks sufficient 
information about stormwater pollution conditions. See Draft EIR pages 4.7-14 through 
4.7-15 for a discussion of existing surface water quality conditions. See Continuing Best 
Practice HYD-2-a, page 4.7-26 of the Draft EIR, which describes actions UC Berkeley 
undertakes to minimize pollutant loading. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-17 
The writers’ assertion that the Draft EIR discussion of infrastructure is insufficient is 
noted. The Draft EIR acknowledges stormwater management plans and other RWQCB 
programs, and references the baseline conditions information in the Berkeley General 
Plan EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-18 
Please see chapter 4.10 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of existing housing conditions, 
and the impacts of the 2020 LRDP on housing. CEQA sets forth standards of signifi-
cance for determining significant impacts, and the Draft EIR applies these standards 
within each environmental topic chapter. A general perception that conditions are poor 
is insufficient for analytical purposes under CEQA. However, the writers’ opinions are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-19 
CEQA sets forth standards of significance for determining significant impacts, and the 
2020 LRDP Draft EIR applies these standards within each environmental topic chapter; 
a general impression that conditions are poor is insufficient for analytical purposes 
under CEQA. However, the writers’ opinions are noted. 

Further, CEQA provides that an EIR discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the 
project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. The Draft EIR includes a 
discussion of cumulative impacts at the end of each environmental issue chapter.  See, 
for example, the cumulative impact discussion for hydrology at pages 4.7-33 through 
4.7-35 of the Draft EIR.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-20 
The Draft EIR presents calculations of existing sewage loads at page 4.13-8 to 4.13-9 of 
the Draft EIR. See corrections to these pages in this Final EIR. The existing water 
quality of Strawberry Creek is described at page 4.7-14 of the Draft EIR. UC Berkeley 
believes this information is correctly presented in the existing conditions section of each 
chapter, rather than in the project description, as requested by the writers. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-21 
The current regulatory framework is accurately described at page 4.7-1 to 4.7-5 of the 
2020 LRDP Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-22 
The writers are referred to the 2020 LRDP Mitigation Monitoring Program in this 
volume for a consolidated reference describing controls that would be imposed on other 
2020 LRDP activities. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-23 
The finite nature of the project analyzed in the Draft EIR is clearly stated in the Draft 
EIR. See page 3.1-14 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-24 
Here the writers, and not the Draft EIR, characterize “the proposed future amount of 
growth” as “generally insignificant”. The Draft EIR discloses the full extent of future 
growth, rather than growing as projects arise; critics may find fault with either approach, 
the former as “vague” and the latter as “piecemealing.”  However, UC Berkeley believes 
it has pursued the responsible approach in this instance.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-25 
CEQA sets forth standards of significance for determining significant impacts, and the 
Draft EIR applies these standards within each environmental topic chapter. Habitat, 
including riparian habitat, is discussed in chapter 4.3, Biological Resources; water quality 
is discussed in chapter 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality; infrastructure capacity is 
discussed in chapter 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems; housing is discussed in chapter 
4.10, Population and Housing 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-26 
UC Berkeley is employing many stormwater best management practices that have been 
developed for the Regional Water Quality Control Board and have been accepted in 
permits for other entities. UC Berkeley submitted its permit application in 2003.  
Stormwater is also addressed in the cumulative analysis at page 4.7-34 of the 2020 
LRDP DEIR. 

Please see response C180-25 above regarding application of standards of significance. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-27 
The writers’ opinions are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-28 
The Draft EIR finds significant unavoidable environmental impacts, as outlined at pages 
6-1 to 6-3 of the Draft EIR. If the UC Regents approve the project, their decision 
would be supported by a statement of overriding considerations. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-29 
The writers summarize comments below. UC Berkeley disagrees with the writers’ 
assertions regarding the contents of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-30 
See response C180-12, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-31 
As set forth at page 3.1-13 of the 2020 LRDP, UC Berkeley has been asked to grow by 
4,000 full time equivalent students over base year 1998 enrollment levels.  A key 
academic principle of the Strategic Academic Plan notes that “our core purpose is to 
serve and benefit the people of California through the creation, dissemination and 
application of knowledge, including outreach to underserved communities” (2020 
LRDP, page 3.1-9).  See responses C180-7 and C180-10, above.  While maintaining the 
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status quo is a possibility as outlined in Alternative L-4, and while limiting growth is an 
possibility as outlined in Alternative L-1, these alternatives would not meet university 
objectives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-32 
For a discussion of the relationship between enrollment and academic excellence, the 
writers are referred to the UC Berkeley Strategic Academic Plan, referenced in the 2020 
LRDP (see page 3.1-4, etc) and on the web at http://lrdp.berkeley.edu. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-33 
The University disagrees with the writers’ assertions. See responses to above specific 
comments.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C180-34 
The University disagrees with the writers’ assertions. See responses to above specific 
comments.  
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11.2C.181 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C181 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C181-1 
The comment presents 50 signatures on a petition supporting bicycling in Strawberry 
Canyon. 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. The comment is not a comment on 
the 2020 LRDP or its Draft EIR; no further response is required. 
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11.2C.182-183   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C182 AND C183 
 
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 C182 AND C183 
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.184 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C184 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C184-1 
Figure 3.0-4 shows existing conditions at Smyth-Fernwald, which do not include the 
replacement courts referenced by the writer. However, NEQSS Mitigation PUB-1 does 
not, as the writer states, mandate that replacement tennis courts go on that site: on the 
contrary, it states the site has not yet been identified. The 2020 LRDP does not address 
the tennis court replacement because the conditions for their replacement are already 
established in the NEQSS EIR: as the writer notes, these and the many other provisions 
of the NEQSS EIR are incorporated by reference.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C184-2 
The writer’s comments on section 4.11.4.4 are noted. Table 4.11-4 at page 4.11-29 of 
the Draft 2020 LRDP EIR presents facility space in square feet; the writer presents 
specific information regarding number of tennis courts.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C184-3 
The Smyth-Fernwald site is being explored by UC Berkeley for alternate uses which may 
include tennis courts. The writer does not mention, however, that the existing University 
tennis courts at Channing and Ellsworth have been made available at certain hours to 
the Section Club, a primary user of the former Scenic (Lower Hearst) Courts. 



"MG" 
<marcos.gandara@sbc
global.net>

06/11/2004 03:26 PM
Please respond to "MG"

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

Subject: Panoramic Hill Association's Response to 2020LRDP

Jennifer Lawrence 
Principal Planner 
Environmental and Long Range Planning 
Capital Projects 
1936 University Ave. 
Berkeley, CA 94720 

Attached as a Microsoft Word document is the Panoramic Hill Association's (PHA) response to the 
University of California's Long Range Development Plan.  Along with two letters from Janice Thomas, 
member and former president of the PHA.  Please let me know if you were able to download and read the 
attached documents.
 
Sincerely,
 
Marcos Gandara
Panoramic Hill Association-VP
 

cc: Jerry Wachtel  Panoramic Hill Association President Janice Thomas Letter1.do

Janice Thomas Letter2.doLRDP Response Panoramic Hill Association
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Jennifer Lawrence 
UC Berkeley, Facilities Services 
1936 University Ave., Suite 300 
Berkeley, CA 94720-1380 
 
Dear Ms. Lawrence, 
 
This letter is initiated on behalf of the Panoramic Hill Association, as authorized by its 
Board of Directors at its most recent meeting.  It is an addendum to the previous letters 
sent by Janice Thomas, former President of PHA, regarding the UC Long Range 
Development Plan (LRDP).  
 
Attached you will find two previous letters from Ms. Thomas as she describes both our 
unique hillside and the inherent problems we face.  We view the University of California 
as an asset to our lives and neighborhood, yet we are concerned about disturbing trends 
envisioned by the LRDP that, if implemented, could wreak irreversible harm to both our 
community and environment. 
 
We look forward to continuing open dialogue with the UC as well as the cities of 
Berkeley and Oakland and the East Bay Regional Parks District.  We are strongly 
opposed to initiatives that would raise the risk to public safety or harm the existing 
environment.   
 
Below is a list of some of our concerns.  I encourage you to read through Ms. Thomas 
letter regarding the scoping process for the EIR. 
 

• Memorial Stadium Renovation and Lighting 
o Some Panoramic Hill residents will be within the arc of light flooding the 

stadium. 
o There exist unidentified cultural resources within 50 feet of the stadium 

that are listed on the State Inventory of Historic Resources on Canyon Rd. 
o Noise, glare, pedestrian traffic and loitering may negatively impact the 

hills ecosystem as well as the immediately adjacent residential community 
o The inherent risk to public safety grows with the number of events due to 

the Hayward Fault, inadequate escape routes and dangerous (and often 
illegal) parking on substandard roads. 

o Evening events allow for an excess of loitering as seen during the “Paul 
McCartney concerts.”  This is further exacerbated by the lack of street 
lighting on Panoramic Hill. We have already experienced frightening fires 
on the hill caused by careless smokers loitering on and adjacent to UC 
property. 

o Memorial Stadium is within the watershed boundary and yet analysis fails 
to identify hydrology and water quality impacts of the proposed 
renovation. 

o Existing stretch of Canyon Road is narrow thereby causing traffic 
congestion and pedestrian safety hazards. 
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o LRDP DEIR is vague on distinction between intercollegiate rugby field 
and a coliseum-size football field. 

 
• Increased Housing in Strawberry Canyon 

o Housing should reflect the needs of the community.  Housing should be 
built near transportation and in close to shopping and the UC.  We 
encourage the UC to seek areas west of the campus near downtown. 

o Don’t diminish a treasure. Strawberry Canyon is a refuge for its students, 
faculty and employees as well as the adjoined community and wildlife.  

o Once housing is initiated in Strawberry Canyon it will set forth an 
irreversible precedent and begin the process of eliminating one of the most 
beautiful natural resources of the University of California. 

o Evacuation and emergency response could easily be disrupted due to lack 
of adequate exits 

o Wild land fires continue to be an issue unless the UC plans to eliminate 
the whole ecosystem. With more housing and more traffic in the canyon 
both the risk of such fires and their possible consequences, are magnified. 

  
• Increased Parking 

o An increase in parking can only lead to more automobiles and congestion. 
o UC should lead the way into the 21st century not continue on the current 

paths of excess. 
o A lack of parking would encourage alternative means of transportation. 
o Reducing the use of automobiles will increase air quality. 
o Emergency access and evacuation become impaired due to extended 

traffic jams. 
 

In closing, we encourage the UC to be more specific and continue to keep an open 
dialogue.  The permanence of some proposals could adversely affect the community and 
distinction of our culture. Our Association and its Board will continue to monitor the 
LRDP closely. We are willing to engage in proactive discussion with the University over 
these and other issues of direct impact to us and to the larger community.   
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Marcos Gandara 
Panoramic Hill Association Vice President-UC  
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Re: <http://lrdp.berkeley.edu> 
 
Dear Mayor Bates and Members of the City Council,  
 
The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) of UCB's Long Range 
Development Plan (LRDP) boldly announces "significant unavoidable impacts" in 
the areas of air quality, cultural resources, noise, traffic, and transportation.  It 
tells us that implementing this LRDP will lead to more development off-campus 
(1,350,000 gsf) than on-campus (1,100,000 gsf).  It acknowledges that existing 
development will be used more intensively.  It asserts that more of the campus 
growth will result from 60.5% academic staff and visitors than faculty (12.5%) and 
students (5.2%).  
 
In light of these conclusions, it is reasonable to insist upon a less environmentally 
onerous alternative than the proposed LRDP. At Tuesday's meeting and 
discussion of the document, please remember that the City could, and in my 
opinion should, make the case for alternatives to the project including "reduced 
enrollment and employment growth from 2020 LRDP levels", "no new parking 
and more transit incentives", or "diversion of some future growth to remote sites."  
 
As discouraging as the DEIR conclusions might be, a careful look at the 
environmental analysis suggests that impacts have been underestimated still. 
With a more comprehensive description of the Campus Environs, impacts would 
have been even greater as a review of the LRDP with respect to Panoramic Hill 
will illustrate.   
 
After four years of correspondence asking UCB administrators about the status 
of TV broadcast lights at Memorial Stadium, Panoramic Hill residents find our 
answer embedded in this thick LRDP text.  We are told under "Areas of 
Controversy" that "light and glare impacts (will result) from future use changes at 
Memorial Stadium" (page 2-1) (comment in parenthesis added), but that "light 
and glare impacts" can be mitigated to be less than significant by using "shields 
and cut-offs."   
 
To reach this conclusion, the following facts were omitted:  
 
(1) that the Stadium is at an elevation relative to most of the population of the 
City.  In other words, this is not just the problem of a neighborhood with "low 
residential density".   
(2) that one of the neighborhoods immediately adjacent to the Stadium is located 
on a hillside.  As a result, some Panoramic Hill residents will be within the arc of 
light flooding the coliseum size stadium, which is an impact not mitigated by 
shields and cut-offs.  
(3) that there are unidentified cultural resources within 50 feet of the Stadium, 
that are listed on the State Inventory of Historic Resources, specifically, the three 
houses at #1, 9, and 15 Canyon Road. 
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(4) that a solipsistic analysis and a campus-centric perspective failed to identify 
view impacts from public corridors on Panoramic Hill.  
(5) that the Stadium is at the mouth of Strawberry Canyon and that "future 
changes at Memorial Stadium" including "noise" and "light and glare" will impact 
Hill Area biological resources.  
(6) that the Memorial Stadium is bisected lengthwise by the Hayward Fault and 
by ignoring this reality underestimates threats to public safety. In Figure 4.5-1, 
the Campus Park, the Clark Kerr Campus and the Hill Area Campus are shown 
in relation to the three different faults while the 22-acre site of the Stadium is 
omitted.  Figure 4.5-3 does little better in identifying the Stadium in relation to 
landslide and liquefaction hazard zones.  
(7) that Memorial Stadium is within the watershed boundary contrary to the 
representation within Figure 4.7-1, and thus, the analysis fails to identify 
hydrology and water quality impacts from stadium use and construction.  
(8) that the LRDP DEIR is impossibly vague and makes no distinction  
between an intercollegiate rugby field and a coliseum-size football field.  A 
project specific review tiered off this document will for this reason and others 
misrepresent the impacts of the proposed project.   
 
The University of California at Berkeley has made some choices in developing 
this plan. Their choices protect the Central Campus but at the expense of those 
living in the Campus Environs. Please represent the Community's interests by 
describing and documenting impacts, which have been unacknowledged by this 
University.  Please demand one of the alternatives to the LRDP be implemented, 
including diversion of future growth to remote sites.   
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Yours sincerely,   
 
Janice Thomas 
BLUE - a member of Berkeleyans for a Livable University Environment 
Panoramic Hill Association - member 
Berkeley Architectural Heritage Association - Director 
Council of Neighborhood Associations - Director 
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Recent letter from PHA President Janice Thomas  

 
Regarding: UC Long Range Development Plan - Env. Impact  

October 10, 2003  
 
Jennifer Lawrence  
Principal Planner  
Environmental and Long Range Planning  
Capital Projects  
1936 University Ave.  
Berkeley, CA 94720  
 
Re: Scoping Comment for the 2020 LRDP  
 
 
Dear Ms. Lawrence,  
 
I am writing on behalf of my neighborhood association as part of the scoping process for 
the EIR in preparation for the 2020 LRDP. This is to elaborate on my oral comments 
made during the Scoping Session held at the Clark Kerr Campus on 9/22/03 and is in 
addition to separate correspondence about the Covenant between the neighbors and the 
University.  
 
As you know, the Panoramic Hill neighborhood borders UC Berkeley’s Ecological Study 
Area, two intercollegiate playing fields (specifically, the Levine-Fricke Softball Field and 
the Witter Rugby Field), the Strawberry Canyon Recreation Area, and Memorial 
Stadium. The Panoramic Hill neighborhood also borders an area of medium-density 
housing, while in contrast the southern side of the neighborhood borders the East Bay 
Regional Park District, which is open space. The context of the neighborhood, therefore, 
is an unusual mix of open space, wild lands, multi-unit residential, and athletic 
department uses.  
 
Panoramic Hill is itself zoned for single-family residential and has the most restrictive 
zoning of any area in the City of Berkeley. The zone is known as Environmental Safety-
Residential (ES-R), and the name of the zone explains the reason for the restrictive 
conditions: unique environmental conditions could compromise public safety as a 
function of zoning regulations. As a result of this restrictive zoning, residents of this 
neighborhood forego various development opportunities and potential income. For 
example, we are the only neighborhood in the City of Berkeley in which Accessory 
Dwelling Units are prohibited.  
 
Our neighborhood is located at what is virtually a dead-end because roads heading east 
past Piedmont and Gayley are far and few between. As such, we are sensitive to the 
dangers inherent in increasing population density in Strawberry Canyon. Our 
neighborhood, like the Stadium, the intercollegiate playing fields, and the Strawberry 
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Canyon Recreation Area, have limited egress east by way of Centennial Road.  
 
Centennial Road is itself an unreliable exit as it is located in a very high-risk landslide 
area. As records could easily show, there has been landslide activity that has historically 
prevented passage of vehicular traffic on Centennial.  
 
Evacuation scenarios, and not simply egress issues, are complicated by the proximity of 
the Department of Energy facility that leases from the University of California, i.e. 
formally known as Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, euphemistically known as 
the Berkeley Lab although much of it is in Oakland. Although the Laboratory does not 
conduct classified research or defense research, it is licensed to generate copious 
quantities of radioactive, hazardous, and toxic waste and has a hazardous waste storage 
facility on its campus. This is quite different from the relatively minor toxic transfer 
facility on the UC Berkeley Central Campus where toxics are transferred but not stored.  
 
The point of mentioning the Berkeley Lab is as a reminder that evacuation out of the 
canyon may be necessary, and that the Lab itself may need to evacuate personnel and 
materials. Drivers of commercial trucks will hopefully have the choice of several routes 
in order to safely respond depending on the direction of the fire event. In other words, as 
the UC Berkeley campus intensifies development in the eastern section of Central 
Campus and in the Hill Area Campus, evacuation scenarios become increasingly 
complicated.  
 
Because the Stadium is at the mouth of the Panoramic Hill neighborhood, and within 25 
feet of the nearest dwelling, movement out of the neighborhood can be easily disrupted 
and impeded by spectator events at Memorial Stadium. For purposes of scoping, we wish 
to remind University planners that the administration’s promise to not use the Stadium 
for commercial purposes has been violated on several occasions, most notably the 
Oakland Raiders games and the Paul McCartney concerts. Also, when Fox Networks 
offered TV broadcast quality lighting to all the PAC-10 schools, the UC Berkeley 
administration responded by filing a Categorical Exemption from the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Only with a Public Records Act request did our 
neighborhood learn that the University would be installing 242 lights in order to simulate 
daylight conditions, at which time the project was temporarily halted.  
 
Commercial use of the Stadium has not been merely a nuisance. In some cases, e.g. the 
Paul McCartney concerts, our lives have been put in peril. The spectators spilled into our 
neighborhood, and into our yards, and literally into trees to get good “seats”. There being 
no city ordinances to control smoking in the out of doors, smokers enjoyed their 
cigarettes in this high-risk fire area. Had there been a disaster, it is difficult to even 
fathom the pandemonium that would have resulted.  
Intercollegiate football events at Memorial Stadium also carry risks. The University can 
prepare an evacuation plan to empty the Stadium of spectators in the case of a seismic 
event, but very little can be done to prepare for evacuating the 70,000 spectators out of 
the area. Even with the City’s help, the University would have difficulty preparing 
spectators for a safe exit through the narrow residential city streets, especially when vital 
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City services would be focused on hot spots rather than directing movement of 70,000 
people.  
 
Conditions have changed since the Stadium was first built in 1923. Housing to the south 
of the Stadium is dense and development in the Canyon to the east of the Stadium has 
also intensified. Furthermore, knowledge about seismic activity in the area has given 
unequivocal information about hazards, which were unknown 80 years ago.  
 
The Stadium itself is divided lengthwise by the Hayward Fault, and the western side of 
the Stadium is built on fill. It is difficult to imagine a more hazardous situation other than 
to also add this: that the Stadium is built at a mouth of a canyon that is a state-designated 
critical fire zone.  
 
UC Berkeley knows well the fire hazards from the grove of Monterey Pines that the 
University planted in the early part of the last century (see enclosed photo of rows of 
trees from the early 1900’s). After the Berkeley-Oakland Hills Firestorm of 1991and in 
an apparent effort to lower the risk of disaster, UC Berkeley applied for and received a 
grant from FEMA to remove many of the diseased Monterey Pines. It is my 
understanding that the first phase of this process has been completed but that more work 
remains to be done.  
 
Although the University might decide to finish thinning the diseased Monterey Pines, the 
area will continue to be an area of high fire-hazards. This is because many of the homes 
are built of brown-shingles as they predate the Berkeley fire of 1923. Vegetation 
management is a continuous and uphill struggle as vegetation is lush and prolific in the 
neighborhood and not easily tamed. In other words, even if the University lowers the risk 
of fire in the Ecological Study Area, there is still a risk of fire coming from the 
Panoramic Hill neighborhood and ultimately spreading to adjacent UC Berkeley 
property.  
 
It should go without saying that a fire starting in the Panoramic Hill neighborhood could 
also, and easily, spread across the canyon or vice versa. Last summer I witnessed flames 
coming out of the eucalyptus trees on the other side of the canyon and felt my heart 
palpitate as I wondered whether embers would spot and catch fire in Panoramic Hill. I 
called our Emergency Preparedness Coordinator, Penny Rink, just in case, to start our 
phone tree. Although City and LBNL fire departments responded quickly, it is terrifying 
to think of what could happen in some future fire event if response time is delayed by as 
little as 10 minutes. Evacuating spectators, or some other access problem, or simply 
confusion, chaos, and/or human error of any kind could be the contributing factors in the 
post-mortem analysis. Increasing population density in Strawberry Canyon is therefore ill 
advised.  
 
Human interventions are unlikely to significantly lower the risk of disaster. Even if 
through construction the land becomes increasingly urban and less wild, the land is still 
pockmarked with faults, landslide potential, steep terrain, and topographical nuance, all 
of which complicate matters.  
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Increased population density would result from adding residential uses, laboratory uses, 
and from modifying the Stadium in ways that could increase Stadium uses. Because of 
the Canyon’s natural features, Strawberry Canyon should be respectfully limited and 
restricted in development, just as our neighborhood’s development potential has been 
restricted through zoning regulations.  
 
Our neighborhood has historically been concerned about development at UC Berkeley in 
recognition of the potential for benefit as well as the potential for harm. It would also 
seem in the University’s interests to consider potential impacts on the Panoramic Hill 
neighborhood that might result from University development. After all, as stated in the 
“UC Berkeley 2020 LRDP: Progress Report”, “(t)he city around the campus is as much a 
part of the UC Berkeley experience as the campus itself” (p. 8).  
 
The Panoramic Hill neighborhood was once known as the University Hill neighborhood 
because of the numerous faculty who lived here. On Mosswood Road alone, Professor of 
Classics James T. Allen lived in my house at 37 Mosswood Road; 11 Mosswood Road 
was designed for Professor Willis Jepson, a native plant specialist; Professor Ben 
Lehman, who lived at 29 Mosswood Road, taught English, and Professor Carleton Parker 
lived at 38 Mosswood Road.  
 
The neighborhood continues to be home to numerous UC Berkeley faculty, staff, and 
students, many of whom have lived here for decades, if not their entire adult lives. The 
neighborhood is home to a Presidential Medal Award winner, at least one resident is a 
member of the National Academy of Sciences, and other highly esteemed faculty live 
here as well. Many faculty have raised families here and for some their offspring have 
continued to make Panoramic Hill their home. In general then, any physical harm or loss 
of life that comes to the Panoramic Hill neighborhood would also in all likelihood have a 
ripple effect to the broader UC Berkeley community.  
 
The Panoramic Hill neighborhood is graced with numerous architecturally and 
historically significant houses. Among the architects of the Arts and Crafts movement 
who designed homes in Panoramic Hill are Bernard Maybeck (23 Panoramic Way), Julia 
Morgan (11 Mosswood Road, 9 Canyon Road, 9-15 Panoramic Way), Ernest Coxhead 
(15 Canyon Road, 1 Canyon Road), and Walter Steilberg (29 Mosswood Road, 1 Orchard 
Lane, 1 Panoramic Way and 4 Mosswood Lane). Significant mid-century architects have 
also designed homes on the Hill including Frank Lloyd Wright, William Wurster, and 
Harwell Hamilton Harris. In other words, California’s history lives on here in these 
houses.  
 
If the goal of this Long Range Development Plan is to “preserve our extraordinary legacy 
of landscape and architecture, and become a model of wise and sustainable growth”, to 
“strengthen our ability to recruit and retain exceptional individuals”, and “to preserve the 
character and livability of the city around us, and enhance the economic and cultural 
synergy of city and university”, then surely it would seem good policy to protect 
Panoramic Hill as one means of accomplishing these ends. It would also seem good 
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policy and consistent with the aforementioned goals to preserve Strawberry Canyon.  
 
Rather than building new housing in Strawberry Canyon and intensifying Athletic 
Department uses, it would seem far preferable for individual faculty to partner with 
foundations to creatively finance purchases of houses in Panoramic Hill. In this way, 
even more faculty would be in walking distance of the University.  
 
If the housing in Strawberry Canyon is intended for athletes instead of faculty, then 
(especially) a location in a less ecologically sensitive area than Strawberry Canyon is 
preferable. This is in recognition of student athletes’ typically extroverted nature and 
physical excess.  
 
There are acoustic effects that will need to be taken into account when assessing noise 
impacts and locations of Hill Area buildings. The canyon environment is a peculiar 
acoustic environment and as a result, a valid prediction of noise impacts will necessarily 
depend on a large sample of measurements in order for the samples to be representative 
and for the results to be generalizable.  
 
Rather than a site for housing, the UC Berkeley administrators might instead consider the 
benefits of preserving Strawberry Canyon for open space. According to Galen Rowell, 
“(j)ust after writing the Yosemite charter in 1865, (Frederick Law) Olmstead drafted 
plans for the University of California that included the first public preservation of Bay 
Area wildlands. As he looked up into the Berkeley Hills in 1866 from the site of the 
future campus, he marked out Strawberry Canyon to be held in its natural condition.”  
 
Significantly, in the Foreward to Rowell’s book Bay Area Wild, David Brower entreats 
us to “let the Hayward Fault reclaim the segment of Strawberry’s south fork that was 
buried in 1920 by what was then touted as the Million Dollar California Memorial 
Stadium.” The Stadium by its location on the fault, and over Strawberry creek, 
unnecessarily contaminated the Bay due to sewage breaks aggravated by fault movement. 
Again, there is a delicate balance between humans and nature that has been historically 
ignored.  
 
Perhaps the University of California at Berkeley as well as all the rest of us are just plain 
lucky that there have been no disasters in Strawberry Canyon or on the Hayward Fault 
and that there have been no large-scale terrorist activities at LBNL. The risk adverse 
might think of what could happen in the Canyon and how hazards interact with human 
uses and choose not to increase building or population density in Strawberry Canyon.  
 
However, there are also other reasons for preserving the Canyon and that is for the sheer 
beauty of the Canyon and the creeks and the magnitude of what it has been and could still 
be. Already, the fire trails in the Ecological Study Area are a great amenity and enjoyed 
by the campus community and Berkeley and Oakland residents generally.  
 
Aside from direct impacts to the Panoramic Hill neighborhood that would result from 
changes to Memorial Stadium (e.g. permanent installation of TV broadcast quality 
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lighting) and development in Strawberry Canyon, there are also potential impacts from 
changes to the Clark Kerr Campus. This then is a reminder to the University that 
residents of Panoramic Way are part of the Benefited Estate of the Covenant between the 
University and neighbors.  
 
Already the National Historic Register site has been tainted by the presence of 
prefabricated buildings which UCB administrators refer to as “trailers.” Although the use 
is laudable, we hope the prefabricated buildings do not set any kind of precedent and 
furthermore object to keeping these buildings on the historic site beyond the two year 
limit as was promised.  
 
Since the last LRDP, parking lots have been added around the Stadium and on Rim Road. 
The resulting traffic has caused traffic delays on the corridor between Prospect and Rim 
Roads. We believe that traffic data (peak levels and accident counts) are necessary to 
document the existing conditions and would hopefully justify road improvements to the 
area. My Panoramic Hill neighbor Robert Breuer has suggested cutting in a separate road 
that might meander through the south-of-stadium parking lot and then Canyon Road 
could be returned to a residential street instead of a dangerous thoroughfare.  
 
Parking impacts have also been observed from unanticipated uses at the Clark Kerr 
Campus.  
 
In general, the University might have fewer problems in the long run were she to 
intensify development toward the commercial downtown rather than toward the bucolic 
canyon and established residential neighborhoods south and east. Merchants would 
benefit from student life, and multistory housing units would be more easily permitted. 
And as some have already argued, the walk from downtown Berkeley is no further than 
the walk from the Clark Kerr Campus or Strawberry Canyon. Already students at the 
Clark Kerr Campus have been observed waiting to catch the Bear Transit Bus. To 
objectify discussion and analysis, the EIR should therefore include measures of distance 
from potential development sites to the Central Campus.  
 
In closing the vision to best meet the “challenges” articulated on page 5 of the Initial 
Study would be one that intensifies development toward the downtown commercial areas 
instead of to the south and east, that preserves Strawberry Canyon for open space, that 
maintains the Stadium use at existing levels or that moves intercollegiate football to 
Edwards Stadium for special-occasion intensified uses (e.g. high-intensity lighting), that 
honors the Covenant between the University and her neighbors, and that preserves natural  
 
 
 
and historic resources. Finally, we hope that the EIR documents existing conditions 
adequately, and unambiguously, and that the selected plan will have the least and fewest 
impacts on the environment.  
 
Thank you for considering these comments and for extending the scoping period.  
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Yours sincerely,  
 
 
Janice Thomas  
President, Panoramic Hill Association  
 
 
cc: UC President Robert Dynes  
UC Regents  
UCB Chancellor Robert Berdahl  
COB Mayor Tom Bates  
COB City Council  
Paul Fassinger, ABAG  
Peter Hillier, COB  
Brian Wiese, EBRPD  
Dwight Dutschke, OHP  
Sherry Christensen, Dept. Fish & Game  
Barbara Cook, DTSC  
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 11.2C.185 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C185 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C185-1 THRU C185-8 
The comments appear to refer to a future “renovation and lighting” project at Memorial 
Stadium. 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.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C185-9 THRU C185-12 
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. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C185-13  
See Thematic Responses 9 and 10. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C185-14  
See Thematic Response 8 for conditions specific to the Hill Campus. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C185-15  
These remarks serve as an introduction to more detailed comments below. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C185-16 
The writer misinterprets the quote from page 2-1: the statement in the Draft EIR merely 
summarizes the areas of concern identified by commentors during the scoping process. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C185-17 THRU C185-19 
See response C185-1 through C185-8: these comments appear to refer to a future 
project at Memorial Stadium. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C185-20 
The writer alludes to public views from Panoramic Hill but does not identify such views 
nor how they might be adversely affected. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C185-21  
Same response as C185-16: the writer appears to refer to the summary of concerns 
raised by scoping period commentors on page 2-1, not actual conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C185-22  
Figures 4.5-1 and 4.5-3 do not show individual buildings, but it is clear the Stadium lies 
astride the Hayward Fault and is in a liquefaction hazard zone. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C185-23  
The Strawberry Creek watershed boundary in figure 4.7-1 is approximate, given the 
extensively altered Stadium site, but it does show most of the Stadium site as being 
within the watershed. See response C185-1 through C185-8: this comment appears to 
refer to a future project at Memorial Stadium. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT C185-24 
See Thematic Response 1. The purpose of project-level review is to more accurately 
reflect the specific characteristics of the project in question. Any such review of a future 
project at Memorial Stadium would be examined in light of the program-level analysis 
prepared for the 2020 LRDP to ensure all potential significant impacts have been 
identified and addressed. 

The writer also attaches as part of this package a copy of the scoping comments dated 
October 10, 2003. The University assumes any comments on the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR are reflected in the comment letters from Gandara and Thomas on the Draft EIR 
which precede it in the package. 



"John Beutler" 
<johnbeutler@hotmail.
com>

06/12/2004 10:46 AM

To: 2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu
cc: johnbeutler@hotmail.com

Subject: Comment on Berkeley LRDP

Ms. Lawrence,

My only comment on the Long Range Development Plan is about the creation of 
more parking (see the excerpt from the press release at the end of this 
email).  The consequences of building more parking are clear and without 
doubt - more people will drive to campus.  This is a shameful element of the 
plan when facilitating travel by transit, bicycle and foot and creating more 
housing near campus would provide a better solution for less money.

To say that the plan promotes transit use while simultaneously creating 
parking is self-defeating; of course university parking lots are operating 
at capacity - parking, like urban freeways, induces demand.  Thus, the more 
parking that is built, the more people will drive.  More people driving to 
campus will create more congestion, delaying transit and putting 
pedestrians' safety at risk, and will create more pressure to widen roads in 
Berkeley, exacerbating the problem even more.  All growth in trips should be 
accommodated in other, better ways than by automobile.  The purpose of a 
plan is to create a better vision for the future.  This plan has failed if 
its vision is to create additional parking.  The plan should instead guide 
the University to a firm policy to build no new parking at all.

Sincerely,

John Beutler, AICP
Graduated 1999
739 Allston Way
Berkeley, California

from http://www.berkeley.edu/news/media/releases/2004/04/15_lrdp.shtml:

"* Parking. More parking spaces would help accommodate increased demand and 
address the parking space deficit that grew as new facilities replaced 
several campus parking lots. Parking spaces may increase by up to 2,300 new 
spaces or 30 percent. The campus would seek to continue its success in 
promoting transit and ride sharing as alternatives to driving to work 
alone."

_________________________________________________________________
Watch the online reality show Mixed Messages with a friend and enter to win 
a trip to NY 
http://www.msnmessenger-download.click-url.com/go/onm00200497ave/direct/01/
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 11.2C.186 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C186 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C186-1 
The writer’s opinion that building more parking induces demand is noted.   Please see 
Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand. 

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 Draft EIR 
proposes Mitigation TRA-11 to minimize the risk this outcome may occur. See 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. 



SDinkC@aol.com

06/14/2004 09:59 AM

To: 2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu
cc: baha@rcn.com, opinion@berkeleyddaileyplanet.com

Subject: Comment on 2020 LRDP

June 14, 2004

Dear Jennifer Lawerence,

I sat on a campus/city committee for the previous Long Range Development Plan 
in the late 1980 and early 1990s. The committee was composed of representative 
from landuse commission. I was the representative from the Landmarks 
Preservation Commission. We met regularly. 
One of the issues that the University seemed to understand at that time was 
the value of its central campus historic resources both the buildings and the 
natural and designed open spaces. That was not necessarily true of the areas 
surrounding the campus.
The current plan appears subvert the significant value and quality of the 
existing built environment of both the central campus and the surrounding off 
campus areas by attempting to restrict what is viewed as being a historic 
resource. 
This is too bad. While justifying building what ever you want no matter,  you 
are treading on your own history and creating a situation that has the real 
potential to deprive future generations of students the opportunity to 
experience a physical link to the distinguished history of the univeristy 
through historic landscapes and buildings. 
You can, have and will justify your plans even at the expense of obliterating 
your past.

Susan Cerny
Former Chair of the Berkeley Landsmarks Preservation Commission  
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11.2C.187 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C187 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C187-1 
The writer’s opinion that the “current plan appears (to) subvert the significant value and 
quality of the existing built environment of both the central campus and the surround-
ing off campus areas by attempting to restrict what is viewed as being a historic 
resource” is noted.  However, tables included in Chapter 4, Cultural Resources, of the 
Draft 2020 LRDP EIR document resources on the central campus and environs that are 
viewed as historic and potentially historic by the University.   

The writer does not suggest what additional resources should be considered historic. 



"Austin McInerny" 
<austinm@sbcglobal.n
et>

06/14/2004 12:44 PM

To: <2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu>
cc: "Matthew Fritzinger" <fritz@berkeley.k12.ca.us>

Subject:

On behalf of the Berkeley High School Mountain Bike Team, please accept the
attached comment letter on the UC Berkeley Draft 2020 Long Range Development
Plan and Environmental Impact Report. Please let me know if you have any
questions or require the comment letter in a different format.

Thanks!

Austin McInerny, AICP
Natural Resource Management, Mediation, and Facilitation
510/981-1124
510/219-0043 cell
510/981-1123 fax
austinm@sbcglobal.net

UCB_LRDP_Letter_BHS(6-14-04)
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Berkeley Unified School District____________________ 
BERKELEY HIGH SCHOOL 
2223 MLK Jr. Way, Berkeley, California 94704   (510) 644-6120/FAX:  548-4221   
 
 
June 14, 2004 
 
 
Jennifer Lawrence 
UC Berkeley, Facilities Services 
1936 University Ave., Suite 300 
Berkeley, CA 94720-1380 
Submitted via: 2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu  
 
 
Re:  Comments on UC Berkeley's Draft 2020 Long Range Development Plan and 

Environmental Impact Report 
 
 
Dear Ms. Lawrence, 
 
The Berkeley High School Mountain Bike Team (Team) appreciates the opportunity to comment 
on the Draft 2020 Long Range Development Plan and Environmental Impact Report  
(LRDP/EIR).  Over the past four years, our Team has grown to include over twenty students and 
four coaches. During the competitive season, the Team conducts practices two-three times per 
week and competes around Northern California on the weekends.  In addition, Team members 
frequently ride on their own and with their parents and friends during the week.  Most of the 
rides originate in central Berkeley and precede through/around the UC Berkeley campus and up 
to Tilden Park via either Spruce Street or Euclid Street. As a result, the Team is very familiar 
with both the City of Berkeley and UC Berkeley’s bicycle routes and with the inherent dangers 
of riding in an urban environment. As such, we offer the following comments for your 
consideration in producing the Final LRDP/EIR.  
 
City of Berkeley Interface:  We strongly support the LRDP’s proposed policy of implementing a 
program of strategic investment in Campus Park pedestrian and bicycle routes. In particular, we 
support the routes designated in Figure 3.1-9 “Campus Park Vehicular Access” and emphatically 
agree that “UC Berkeley should collaborate with the City of Berkeley and Lawrence Berkeley 
National Laboratory (LBNL) to define, and jointly seek funds for, an integrated program of 
capital investments to improve the visual quality, pedestrian safety, functionality, amenity, 
bicycle access and transit service on these streets (Bancroft, Oxford/Fulton, Hearst, and 
Gayley/Piedmont)” (p. 3.1-46).  As we have experienced, many of these Campus Park “edge 
seams” are poorly maintained and present dangers to cyclists and pedestrians. What specific 
steps will UC Berkeley take to work with the City of Berkeley and LBNL to improve these 
“seams”? Will the Final LRDP identify specific actions to rectify existing safety hazards 
along the Campus Park’s edge?  
 
 
 

JBrewster

JBrewster
C188-1

JBrewster
LETTER C188Continued



Berkeley High School Mountain Bike Team  6/14/2004 
Comments on Draft LRDP/EIR  Page 2 
 
Hill Campus:  As stated in the LRDP, the Hill Campus consists of roughly 1,000 acres 
(extending east from Stadium Rimway to Grizzly Peak Boulevard) that is primarily natural open 
space, including over 300 acres in the Ecological Study Area. While the Hill Campus contains 
only 2% of the UC Berkeley space inventory, we strongly encourage the expanded use of the 
area and, in particular, Strawberry Canyon for expanded recreation activities. The LRDP 
correctly recognizes that “space for recreation is essential to the health and wellness of the 
campus community” and that “a greenbelt of such size and integrity, in such close proximity to 
densely urbanized areas, is a unique feature of the region and contributes significantly to the 
quality of East Bay life.” 
 
Considering that while the campus population continues to grow, recreational facilities have 
remained constant or, in the case of playfields, considerably declined, we ask that UC Berkeley 
consider allowing bike usage on the primary Strawberry Canyon trail. We strongly support 
the continued preservation of the sensitive ecological areas within the Hill Campus and 
understand that trail access for bicycles could be limited to the dry weather season to prevent 
erosion. We also support the LRDP proposed policy of establishing a management authority for 
the Ecological Study Area and offer to assist in monitoring trail usage within the area. If 
permitted access, our Team could assist in the maintenance and monitoring of the area. The 
Team has participated in trail maintenance days in Joaquin Miller Park in the City of Oakland 
and is willing to contribute to future trail maintenance activities if desired by UC Berkeley.  
 
As stated on page 3.1-55 of the LRDP, “The upper, east portion of the Hill Campus includes 
several heavily used trails that connect with trails in the adjacent East Bay Regional Park District 
lands.” We ask that you allow these trails, in particular the primary Strawberry Canyon 
Trail, to be used by cyclists. By doing so, cyclists will be provided a safe access route from 
the Campus Park to Grizzly Peak Boulevard and Tilden Park without having to travel on 
potentially dangerous surface streets (e.g., Centennial Drive, Spruce Street, Claremont 
Road, etc.). We believe that allowing bicycle access to this area is supportive of the LRDP’s 
stated objectives and look forward to reviewing your response to our request. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted,  
 
 
Matthew Fritzinger    Austin McInerny, AICP 
Berkeley High School Teacher  Mountain Bike Team Assistant Coach 
Mountain Bike Team Head Coach  austinm@sbcglobal.net 
fritz@berkeley.k12.ca.us 
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11.2C.188   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 188 
 
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 LETTER C188 
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.189 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C189 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C189-1  
See Thematic Response 8 for a comprehensive response to comments on Hill Campus 
development. Faculty housing has been deleted as a potential future Hill Campus use in 
the 2020 LRDP.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C189-2  
See Thematic Response 1 regarding the role of the 2020 LRDP in future project level 
review. As explained in section 1.2 of the EIR:  

CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines state that subsequent projects should be ex-
amined in light of the program-level EIR to determine whether subsequent 
project specific environmental documents must be prepared. If no new signifi-
cant effects would occur, all significant  effects have been adequately addressed, 
and no new mitigation measures would be required, subsequent projects within 
the scope of the 2020 LRDP could rely on the environmental analysis pre-
sented in the program-level EIR, and no subsequent environmental documents 
would be required; otherwise, project-specific documents must be prepared. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C189-3  
The 2020 LRDP includes the policies that guide the Strawberry Creek Management 
Plan. See, for example, pages 3.1-31, 3.1-51, and 3.1-63 to 3.1-66 of the Draft EIR. As it 
has in the past, UC Berkeley would be pleased to make presentations to community 
groups regarding the updated Strawberry Creek Management Plan when it is completed. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C189-4  
UC Berkeley practices regarding US Fish and Wildlife Service, US Army Corps of 
Engineers, California Department of Fish and Game, and the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board are detailed in section 4.3.2. It is not possible to address the charge of 
“questionable and foolish proposals” because the writer does not identify them. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C189-5  
While it is not realistic to entirely preclude removal of native riparian vegetation, since 
age, disease, or damage can sometimes make this necessary, the Campus Park Design 
Guidelines in section 3.1.17 include strong provisions to preserve and enhance the 
riparian zones along Strawberry Creek. No new buildings may intrude into this zone, the 
width of which “... may vary in response to local conditions, but in general should be at 
least 100’, centered on the streamcourse.” Management of this zone “... should be based 
on ecological principles, including replacing invasive exotic plants with native plants 
suited to this biotic zone, replacing unhealthy plants and plants at the ends of their 
natural lives, and preserving and enhancing the habitat value of the zone.” 

Specimen trees, including the mature Live Oaks and California Buckeyes cited by the 
writer, are protected under the UC Berkeley Specimen Tree Program, described in 
section 4.3.6. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C189-6 
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. 



jeanne allen 
<jeanneallen@yahoo.c
om>

06/14/2004 10:32 PM

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

Subject: <http://lrdp.berkeley.edu>

Dear Ms. Lawrence
As property owners of a home at 13 Mosswood Road, (just above Memorial 
Stadium), we wish to
express our alarm in reading that the LRDP announces "..significant 
unavoidable impacts" in
community air quality, cultural resources, noise, traffic, and transportation.  

We believe that the impact will be far worse than this unappetizing scenario, 
including the
prospect of  permanent arc lighting in Memorial Stadium--lighting that is 
suitable for television
broadcasts.

We live in an architecturally significant home designed in 1938 by Frank Lloyd 
Wright. We have
lived here for 20 years, minutes from stadium and the campus.  We treasure our 
neighborhood and
our proximity to the UC campus, but after reading the LRDP, we are convinced 
that our life and the
lives of our neighbors will be drastically changed for the worse if permanent 
lighting is
installed in Memorial Stadium.  

Now, when temporary lights are installed for night games, our home is flooded 
with an eerie blue
florescent light that makes it impossible to be there.  We adjust our 
schedules to be away from
home when this happens. The LRDP makes it clear that permanent lighting is an 
important part of
the University's plan, but shows almost no regard for those who will be most 
affected by it.
Despite what the University might say to placate the community, permanent 
lights  are going to be
very expensive and would not be added if they were not going to be used--alot. 

The report says "...light and glare impacts (will result) from future use 
changes at Memorial
Stadium...but can be mitigated ...by shields and cut-offs). This year, 
Panoramic Hill neighbors
have suffered through the University's "hoods" and "cut offs" solutions to 
regulate arc lighting
at their Bancroft Street tennis courts.  For many Hill residents, the light 
was so intense they
could use it to read a news paper inside their homes.  Despite promises to 
control the intrusive
light, The University was unable to regulate spillage with hoods nor were they 
successful in
turning the lights on and off.  The tennis court lights are a fraction of what 
is planned for
Memorial Stadium.  

We find the LRDP fails to deal with community concerns around the proposed 
stadium lighting. In
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addition the following subjects are not adequately addressed: 
1.  Increased traffic in already dangerously tight public corridors,
2.  Impact of light, noise and traffic on the biologically sensitive 
Strawberry Canyon Preserve.
3.  The potential danger of the Hayward Fault which bisects Memorial 
Stadium--to both athletes and
   supporters.
4.  Intensifying the already dangerous fire situation on Panoramatic Hill-- 
with more traffic and
less access for firefighters.
5.  University housing in proposed for Strawberry Canyon intensifiers all of 
the above dangers.  

Our goal is to keep a healthy balance between  town and gown--neither the 
neighborhood or the
Canyon should be sacrificed to UC growth.  To this end we need to see the LRDP 
plans fleshed out,
our fears addressed and impacts defined.

In the meantime, we invite any of you up to house this coming Fall to see 
exactly what night
lighting really looks like--then you will understand. 

Respectfully,
Jeanne Allen and Marc Grant
13 Mosswood Road
Berkeley, CA 94704 

=====

Jeanne Allen

(work) 510+548+8057

 
  

__________________________________
Do you Yahoo!?
Friends.  Fun.  Try the all-new Yahoo! Messenger.
http://messenger.yahoo.com/ 
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11.2C.190 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C190 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C190-1 
The writers express concern about lighting at Memorial Stadium. While the Stadium 
does require renovation to correct its seismic deficiencies, at this point no specific 
project has yet been defined to a level of detail adequate to support project level CEQA 
review. Please see Thematic Response 1 regarding the role of the 2020 LRDP in project 
level review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C190-2 
The writers’ frustration with lighting at the Bancroft tennis courts is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C190-3 THRU C190-7 
The writers list existing conditions that may be exacerbated by implementation of the 
2020 LRDP. Yet, as analyzed in the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR, impacts of the 2020 LRDP 
are not anticipated to exacerbate conditions above a threshold of significance. See the 
Draft EIR analysis:  for emergency access and egress, at pages 4.11-12 to 4.11-15; for 
impacts to sensitive biological resources, at pages 4.3-24 through 4.3-30. 

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.  



Dave Campbell 
<dcampbel@lmi.net>

06/15/2004 01:20 PM

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

Subject: BFBC Public Comment on LRDP

Jennifer Lawrence:

Attached is a letter from the Bicycle-Friendly Berkeley Coalition regarding
UC Berkeley's Long Range Development Plan. Also attached is a bicycle crash
data chart that is an attachment to the attached letter (I have not learned
yet how to merge two pdf's into one, hence the two attachments). This letter
was also mailed to you last week.

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns.

-- 
Dave Campbell, President
Bicycle-Friendly Berkeley Coalition
phone: 510-701-5971
email: dcampbel@lmi.net

Bicycle-Friendly Berkeley Coalition is a non-profit 501(c)(3) organization,
and your membership makes us stronger. Join today on-line at
<http://www.bfbc.org> or visit the Bikestation at Downtown Berkeley BART for
membership information.

UC Berkeley LRDP Pub_Comm. Bike_Crash_Chart.pd
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Bicycle-Friendly Berkeley Coalition
P.O. Box 13357
Berkeley, CA 94712
Main Phone: 510-549-RIDE (7433)
Bikestation: 510-548-RIDE
www.bfbc.org

Jun 15, 2004

Ms. Jennifer Lawrence
Facilities Services
1936 University Ave., Suite 300
UC Berkeley, Berkeley, CA, 94720-1380 
or e-mailed to 2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu 

Re: Public comment on UC Berkeley Long-Range Development Plan

Dear UC Berkeley:

The Bicycle-Friendly Berkeley Coalition is seriously concerned and disappointed that UC 
Berkeley failed to study the significant traffic safety impacts of its proposed Long-Range 
Development Plan on bicycle and pedestrian safety caused by increased traffic on city streets.
Because we feel that such significant impacts fall within the threshold requirements for study 
under CEQA, we respectfully request that you supplement your EIR with this requested 
analysis and potential mitigation measures as appropriate.

The draft EIR does address the issue of bicycle and pedestrian safety as it is impacted by 
increases in bicycle and pedestrian traffic. We consider this to be a secondary issue at most. The 
primary issue is the impact on bicycle and pedestrian safety caused by increased motor vehicle 
traffic. This more important issue has to be examined.

Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines, as revised in 1998, provide an environmental impact 
checklist form for lead agencies preparing EIRs and “Transportation/Traffic” is one of the 
potential impacts to be studied. In fact, your own EIR acknowledges that impacts on 
transportation, and on cyclists and pedestrians in particular, need to be addressed. In the end, 
you simply failed to address the important traffic safety issue of increased vehicular traffic and 
its impact on bicycle and pedestrian safety. Your analysis was limited to the non-issue of bicycle 
safety as impacted by more cyclists using bikeways, and on pedestrian safety as impacted by 
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more pedestrians using sidewalks. Traffic collisions that injure or kill bicyclists and pedestrians 
primarily involve motor vehicles. (see attached chart of crash data). It should be noted that 
Berkeley ranks #1 in the rate of bicycle and pedestrian crashes as compared to cities of a similar 
size in California (see Office of Traffic Safety SWITRS data www.ots.ca.gov).

In Berkeley, every street should be safe for cycling and walking. In addition to this, there are 
many important bikeways leading up to UC Berkeley’s campus that your proposed expansion of 
vehicular traffic will impact. Streets like Hearst, Oxford, Bancroft, among others are already 
extremely challenging and dangerous for bicyclists and pedestrians. In fact, the top three 
intersections in the City in pedestrian and bicycle crashes are all within two blocks of campus.

EIR’s must propose mitigation measures and alternatives designed to minimize a project’s 
environmental impacts and UC Berkeley must respond by mitigating or avoiding environmental 
impacts when it is feasible to do so. Public Resource Code §§21002.1, 21061, 21081. The City 
of Berkeley’s Bicycle Plan is full of potential mitigation measures that UC Berkeley can propose 
to minimize its traffic safety impacts on the City. You have a legal obligation to fully study your 
traffic safety impacts and to propose necessary and appropriate mitigations.

Furthermore, some of your proposed mitigation measures will negatively impact bicycle safety. 
For example, new left and right turn pockets, proposed for Piedmont at Bancroft and for Dwight 
at Piedmont, respectively, will potentially squeeze bicyclists and significantly increase the risks 
of side-swiping and crashes. Additional mitigation measures are required to improve conditions 
for bicycling.

Lastly, on-campus bicycling conditions need improvement. The dismount zones are objectionable 
and create barriers to bicycling across campus, and bike parking is still not adequate and safe 
enough to encourage more bicycling trips to campus. The LRDP needs to propose further 
mitigations measures to improve bicycling.

UC Berkeley’s proposed expansion, as outlined in the LRDP, must include a study of bicycle 
and pedestrian safety as impacted by proposed increases in vehicular traffic caused by UC 
Berkeley expansion.

Please feel free to give me a call at 510-701-5971 if you have any questions regarding these 
important issues.

Cordially yours,

Dave Campbell

enclosures
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Solo (fall)Solo (fall)
45%45%

Motor VehicleMotor Vehicle
18%18%

Another
bicycle

17%

Animal
8%

Parked
car
4% PedestrianPedestrian

1%1%

22% of bike
crashes involve
motor vehicles
(parked or
moving), while
only 17% involve
other cyclists
(Note: most bike-bike
crashes happen on
group rides when
cyclists ride in close
formation, not on
commute trips on city
streets).

Source:  Kaplan, Source:  Kaplan, ““CharacteristicsCharacteristics
of the Regular Adult Bicycle Userof the Regular Adult Bicycle User””
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11.2C.191 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C191 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C191-1 THRU C191-5 
The writers suggest that the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR failed to analyze potential increased 
risks to cyclists due to traffic. For support, they cite existing dangerous and congested 
conditions on nearby streets. 

The Draft EIR analyzes the impacts of implementing the 2020 LRDP. Nothing in the 
2020 LRDP would increase risks to cyclists; the 2020 LRDP includes policies to further 
enhance cyclist safety. See pages 3.1-45 to 3.1-46 of the Draft EIR.  Please also see 
response to comment C124-3, amending the scope of campus access improvements 
under the 2020 LRDP to include identification of routes suitable for mixed traffic. 

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

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C191-6 
Mitigation Measure TRA-7 recommends a signal and striping of separate northbound 
through- and left-turn lanes at Piedmont/Bancroft. The Draft EIR does not recom-
mend any restriping at Piedmont/Dwight. In coordination with the City of Berkeley, the 
intersection improvements at Piedmont/Bancroft would be designed to preserve or 
improve the space for bicycles along Piedmont through the intersection. The University 
acknowledges that Piedmont Avenue is a Class 2.5 bicycle facility (“upgraded bike 
route”) at this location, and that improvements to the intersection must accommodate 
bicyclists.  The City of Berkeley Bicycle Plan includes numerous measures to incorporate 
bicycle-related considerations into city intersection and roadway improvements, and 
these would inform any intersection modifications undertaken as mitigations for the 
2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C191-7 
The writers list existing conditions that may be exacerbated by implementation of the 
2020 LRDP. Yet, as analyzed in the Draft EIR, impacts of the 2020 LRDP are not 
anticipated to exacerbate conditions above a threshold of significance. See the analyses  
for emergency access and egress at pages 4.11-12 to 4.11-15 and  for impacts to sensitive 
biological resources, at pages 4.3-24 through 4.3-30.  Safety improvements will be a 
study component in the pending bicycle access plan.  See response to comment C13-1. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C191-8 
Please see response 191-1, above. 



Daniella Thompson 
<musica@brazzil.com>

06/14/2004 12:12 PM

To: 2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu
cc: Anthony Bruce <BAHA@rcn.com>

Subject: EIR Comment: Chang-Lin Tien Center for East Asian Studies

Jennifer Lawrence
Capital Projects
1936 University Ave., Suite 300
Berkeley, CA 94720-1382

EIR Comment: Chang-Lin Tien Center for East Asian Studies

Dear Jennifer,

I would like to express my dismay at the recent 
dedication ceremony for the Chang-Lin Tien Center 
for East Asian Studies, which took place at the 
proposed site before the EIR was finalized and 
the project certified.

In the 18 February 2004 meeting of the UC 
Regents' Grounds and Buildings Committee, several 
Regents voiced reservations about the proposed 
design of the Tien Library. That is encouraging 
news, although the Regents appeared to be 
glossing over the project's CEQA requirements and 
said not a word about either Haviland Hall or 
Observatory Hill, the two major resources to be 
directly and negatively affected by the Tien 
project.

I criticized the Tien Center design in my NOP 
Scoping comment of 9 October 2003. Since then it 
has come to light that "the campus is 
contemplating building a monumental plaza and 
steps anchoring the Center for East Asian Study 
buildings to effect an appropriate transition 
from the relatively high altitude of Observation 
[sic] Hill to the lower altitude of Memorial 
Glade. The entry of the building will be at its 
east end, as part of a composition which will 
address the new plaza." (quoted from the minutes 
of the Regents' Grounds and Buildings Committee, 
8 Feb. 2004)

What clearer indication that the surrounding 
historic, cultural, and natural resources are 
being ignored in the rush to accord the Tien 
Center a place of honor on campus?

Even the rosiest architectural renderings can't 
hide the fact that Haviland Hall (John Galen 
Howard, 1924), which like the Doe Library is 
listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places, will be obscured from view, hemmed in, 
and trivialized when the Tien Center becomes its 
immediate neighbor.

This siting flies in the face of Policy 3.1 in 
the Campus Architecture Strategic Goals: 
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"Projects within the Classical Core shall enhance 
the integrity of this ensemble, and complement 
rather than compete with existing historic 
buildings." If the project goes forward as 
planned, the Tien Center will not only compete 
with Haviland Hall but overshadow it completely.

The two proposed phases of the Tien Center were 
already going to do away with large portions 
(including some of its most picturesque spots) of 
the historic Observatory Hill, one of the best 
nature areas on campus. The Tien Center Library's 
orientation at a 90° angle to Haviland Hall 
(instead of being oriented diagonally to it, 
conforming with the perimeter of the Haviland 
parking lot) would intrude unnecessarily into the 
southeastern part of Observatory Hill, where a 
number of mature specimen trees are to be found. 
The recently added "monumental plaza and steps" 
planned for the east end would destroy even more 
of the hill, and with it numerous mature specimen 
trees and the natural vistas that lend so much to 
the campus. Phase 2, if it is built, would do 
away with almost the entire western flank of the 
hill -- a tragic loss to the campus and the 
Berkeley community.

Building on Observatory Hill is inconsistent with 
either CEQA or the goals of the New Century Plan. 
A site far more suitable for conserving natural 
resources would be the parking lot behind 
Dwinelle Hall, which is slated for in-fill in the 
2020 LRDP.

Since the university is determined to accord the 
Tien Center a prominent place in Memorial Glade, 
it might want to consider this suggestion:

Sometimes, moving a department is preferable to 
the loss of key resources. If the School of 
Social Welfare were to move to another location 
(the parking lot behind Dwinelle Hall, for 
example, or the spaces at Durant and Dwinelle 
currently occupied by the Tien Center), Haviland 
Hall would make an excellent and prominent new 
home for the Tien Center.

With Tien at Haviland, a smaller second building 
could be constructed on the Haviland parking lot. 
If this second building were to oriented not at 
90° to Haviland but at the angle of the existing 
parking lot, and if its entrance were 
repositioned to eliminate the "monumental plaza 
and steps," Observatory Hill would go untouched, 
and Haviland Hall would retain the prominence it 
deserves.

Sincerely,
-- 
Daniella Thompson
2663 Le Conte Avenue
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 11.2C.192 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C192 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C192-1 
The writer contends the Tien Center would “... not only compete with Haviland Hall 
but overshadow it completely...” in conflict with the stated intent in 3.1.17 that “New 
construction within the classical core should enhance the integrity of this ensemble, and 
complement rather than compete with historic buildings.” The principle underlying this 
intent is that a new building could interfere with the full appreciation of the visual and 
cultural significance of an historic building or ensemble, through incompatible location, 
form, scale, and/or style. 

As noted in section 4.1.8, the phase 1 building “... would be taller but compatible in 
scale with other classical core buildings, and its rectangular form and orthogonal 
relationship to those buildings and the Central Glades is consistent with classical core 
traditions.” The siting of the Tien Center respects and in fact reinforces the composition 
of the Central Glades as envisioned by John Galen Howard: an open space framed by 
buildings, sited along a central axis aligned with the Golden Gate.  

As currently shown in schematic design, the exterior plan dimensions of phase 1, at 88 
ft by 190 ft, compare to 74 ft by 174 ft for Haviland and 72 ft by 202 ft for California 
Hall. The height to top of cornice on the phase 1 building is roughly 340 ft above 
datum, compared to 325 ft for the central portion of Haviland Hall. However, it also 
compares to 372 ft for the main portion of McLaughlin Hall. In other words, as the 
elevation of the Central Glades descends from east to west, the buildings that frame the 
space would also descend in height: the height of the Tien Center is thus not out of 
scale with its role in the classical core ensemble, but rather fits within a logical east to 
west sequence in height from McLaughlin to Tien to Haviland. 

With respect to style, the Tien Center is planned as a modern building, but one which 
employs forms and materials drawn from the traditional classical core vocabulary. 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 development, such as adding 
conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be under-
taken.”  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C192-2 
The writer’s argument for siting the Tien Center in a non-orthogonal (other than 90°) 
relationship is puzzling, since the orthogonal, axial relationships of buildings to the 
Central Glades and to each other is a defining principle of the Howard Plan and crucial 
to the integrity of the historic ensemble of buildings and landscape. This departure 
could arguably be a significant impact in its own right. 

However, it seems the reason for this suggested departure is to preserve as much of the 
Observatory Hill landscape as possible. The impact on Observatory Hill 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 
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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. Although not yet designed, the proposed Memorial Stair is not 
expected to affect the natural landscape of Observatory Hill: it would be located east of 
the phase 1 building in an already extensively altered and paved area. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C192-3 
Alternative T-2 does not fully meet the project objectives, as explained in section 5.2.2. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C192-4 
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. 



Dave Campbell 
<dcampbel@lmi.net>

06/15/2004 03:23 PM

To: <2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu>, <ebbc-board@lists.ebbc.org>
cc:

Subject: UC Berkeley Long Range Development Plan

The East Bay Bicycle Coalition provides public input on the University's
Long Range Development Plan, as provided in the attached pdf letter.

Thank you for your consideration.

Robert Raburn,
Executive Director
robertraburn@csi.com

EBBC's LRDP letter.pd
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 11.2C.193 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C193 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C193-1 
The writers suggest that the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR failed to analyze potential increased 
risks to cyclists due to traffic. The Draft EIR analyzes the impacts of implementing the 
2020 LRDP. Nothing in the 2020 LRDP would increase risks to cyclists; the 2020 
LRDP includes policies to further enhance cyclist safety. See pages 3.1-45 to 3.1-46 of 
the Draft EIR.  Please also see Response to Comment C124-3, amending the scope of 
campus access improvements under the 2020 LRDP to include identification of routes 
suitable for mixed traffic. 

In accordance with CEQA, the 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 Draft EIR proposes Mitigation 
Measure TRA-11, to minimize the risk this outcome may occur. See pages 4.12-55 to 
4.12-56.  

Mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR to improve vehicle level of service 
would be implemented in accordance with applicable safety codes. The 2020 LRDP may 
result in an increase in vehicular traffic, but the Draft EIR includes measures to ensure 
that any increase that does occur is handled as safely as possible. Analysis of possible 
risks to cyclists due to possible increases in traffic attributable to 2020 LRDP implemen-
tation would be speculative, and is not required by CEQA. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C193-2 
The writer’s recommendations regarding mitigations to improve cyclist safety are noted. 
UC Berkeley is eager to work with others to implement improvements for bicyclists; 
however, the proposed mitigation would not mitigate an impact, and, in accordance with 
CEQA, the Draft EIR need not make an on-going commitment to unidentified 
measures of unknown effectiveness. 
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11.2C.194-216   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C194 THRU C216 
 
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 C194 THRU C216 
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.217 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C217 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C217-1 
The comment does not cite the studies that demonstrate that traffic signals cause 
speeding and stop signs enhance a driver’s ability to stay within the posted speed limit. 
The University notes, however, that in recent years several Bay Area cities have imple-
mented signal timing plans that encourage drivers to drive the speed limit, either 
through coordinated timing along a corridor that allows drivers to “hit the green” if they 
travel at the speed limit, or through stand-alone intersections that have advance 
detectors that turn the light red if a speeding car approaches. The University will request 
that the City of Berkeley consider these methods of speed control when and if the 
signals at Piedmont/Bancroft, Piedmont/Durant, and Derby/Warring are designed and 
constructed.  See also Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand, and Thematic 
Response 10 regarding alternative transportation. 
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 11.2C.218 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C218 
 
This collection of documents was originally presented to the Berkeley City Council.  It 
includes several pages of observations which, although noted, do not directly address 
the content of the Draft EIR. Several appear to be notes for remarks directed to the 
City Council rather than UC Berkeley. The Thomas letter is a duplicate of comment 
C185, where responses are located. Some items are not comments on the Draft 2020 
LRDP EIR but  “…issues that the city should address in any negotiations with UC.” 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C218-1 
The Draft EIR evaluates the potential future environmental impacts of implementation 
of the 2020 LRDP. Projects implemented under the 1990-2005 LRDP are now part of 
the existing conditions, against which the potential future impacts of the 2020 LRDP are 
evaluated.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C218-2 
The writer’s comments on traffic and parking congestion are noted, although the 
statement that the University has built little or no housing in “decades” is not correct. 
The Foothill housing complex was completed in 1990, Cleary in 1992, Manville in 1995, 
and the College-Durant apartments in 2003. Another 1,100 beds are presently under 
construction, and the 2020 LRDP envisions up to 2,500 additional student beds by 
2020. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C218-3 
The additional University student housing now under construction and envisioned in 
the 2020 LRDP is expected to relieve pressure on the private housing market and make 
a greater percentage of the many new private units now underway and proposed 
available to non-students. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C218-4 
See Thematic Response 9, which includes a comparison of UC Berkeley to several other 
urban research universities including those mentioned by the writer. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C218-5 AND C218-6 
Research is not a discrete enterprise apart from education at UC Berkeley. Rather, it is 
integral to both UC Berkeley’s mission as a University and to the provision of both 
graduate and undergraduate education.  See response to comment B7-20. 

The rate of growth envisioned for UC Berkeley in the 2020 LRDP is comparable to that 
proposed for UCLA and UCSF, the other two urban campuses, and lower, often much 
lower, than other, less intensively developed UC campuses. The substantial increase in 
the college-age population of California has required a University-wide response in 
which all UC campuses must accommodate some growth. See Thematic Response 6 
regarding the relationship of UC Berkeley to Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory. 
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11.2C.219-239   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C219 THRU C239 
 
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 C219 THRU C239 
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. 



Gordon Wozniak 
<gordon.wozniak@sbc
global.net>

06/17/2004 05:11 PM
Please respond to 
gordon.wozniak

To: "Lawrence, Jennifer" <2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu>
cc: "Hegarty, Irene" <hegarty@berkeley.edu>

Subject: 2020 LRDP DEIR

Dear Jennifer,

I have several comments regardiing the University of California at
Berkeley's 2020 LRDP Draft DEIR.

Overall, I found the document both comprehensive and informative. The
DEIR will serve a valuable reference tome for planning.

HAZARDOUS WASTE
First, I commend the University for the remarkable reduction in its
hazardous waste generation. Over the last twelve years, the total amount
of hazardous wastes produced by UCB has decreased by over 50%. This
major reduction was not an easy task and is a major achievement that UCB
should be proud of. I hope that in the next decade, UCB will continue
its aggressive waste reduction policies and achieve even further
reductions to offset the growth in its population.

BUILDING SPACE
Currently, UCB has about 13M ft2 of building space and is proposing to
add an additional ~2M ft2 of additional space. Although it is beyond the
scope of this letter to comment on the justification for the additional
space proposed, I believe that it is important that UCB demonstrate that
it is currently utilizing its existing space efficiently, before
consturcting large amounts of new space. Although constructing new space
is very costly, reassigning underutilized space to new programs can be
very difficult politically,
However, many organizations have achieved substantial reductions in
their space needs by imposing a space charge to all users (an effective
rent). For example, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL) charges
a space charge for all laboratory and office space and as a result has
achieved improved space utilization. In addition, there was a recent
article in the New York Times describing how corporations have
substantially decreased the size of offices that are assigned to
employees to decrease their cost in renting space.

BEST PRACTICE - Thus, I would propose that UCB adopt as a best practice
the policy of imposing a space charge for all assigned space similar to
the one in practice at LBNL. In this manner, UCB would ensure that it is
utilizing its existing space efficiently before constructing costly new
space to accomodate new programs.

HOUSING
In the 2020 LRDP, the UCB is proposing to increase its headcount of
students by 1,650 from the current 31,800 to 33,450 and the number of
current employees by 2,870 from 12,940 to 15,810, increases of 5.2% and
22.2%, respectively. To house this proposed increase in the number of
students and staff, one would expect that a similar increase in housing
was needed.
STUDENT HOUSING
However, UCB is proposing to increase the number of student beds (under
construction, design & proposed) by 4,870 beds. This total represents
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over 3,000 beds more that are required to house the anticipated 1,650
increase in student headcount.
STAFF/FACULTY HOUSING
In contrast, UCB is proposing to increase the number of faculty units by
230 and provide no housing for other staff, although the number of
employees is increasing by 2,870.

This disproportionate response were almost twice as much student housing
is being planned than is needed to accommodate the increase in the
student population and less than 10% of the housing needed to accomodate
the increase in staffing seems to be poor policy. Such a housing policy
will have a major impact on worsing traffic in Berkeley. For example,
since only 10% of the students drive, increasing the number of students
that live in Berkeley will not substantially decrease the number of
commuters. However, since 50% of the staff drive to work, planning to
have 90% of the new hires live outside of Berkeley (50% of whom commute
by car) will only increase the city's traffic problems. Furthermore,
providing substantially more student housing than is required to meet
the anticipated increase in student headcount will have a major negative
impact on the private rental market in Berkeley which is currently
accomodating this population with a high vacancy rate.

Thus, I would recommend that UCB provide or subsidize the purchase of
housing for the proposed new staff in a similar proportion as is being
provided for the increase in the student population.

BEST PRACTICE- Plan to provide only 1,650 new beds of student housing to
accomodate the estimated increase in student headcount. To minimize the
transportation impacts of the substantial increase (2,870) in
faculty/staff, provide, or subsidize the purchase of, sufficient housing
in Berkeley to house the estimated increase in faculty/staff headcount.

Sincerely,

Gordon Wozniak
Berkeley City Council, District 8
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 11.2C.240 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C240 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C240-1 
There have been proposals at UC Berkeley to move toward a market-based system of 
space allocation. However, one problem with such systems is the disparity in resources 
among departments. Many UC Berkeley faculty perceive this disparity to be growing, as 
individual departments become more entrepreneurial to compensate for the continued 
decline in state support. Space allocation based on ability to pay could, over time, lead to 
significant inequities in facilities, which in turn could further worsen funding prospects for 
the leaner disciplines.  

While a market-based system is something UC Berkeley may wish to consider in the 
future, the UC Berkeley Strategic Academic Plan offers an alternative that should be 
explored first.2 In the final section, “The Path to Implementation”, Action A.12 
proposes a more rigorous approach to asset stewardship for precisely the reasons the 
writer suggests. While A.12 has not yet been implemented in full (although several other 
actions have), it has the advantage of being an expansion of existing practices without 
the potential disadvantages of inequity. Note the first action item under A.12, “Guide-
lines and Required Findings for Location Priority” has been incorporated into the 2020 
LRDP as section 3.1.16. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C240-2 AND C240-3 
The growth in the number of students is one, but not the only, reason for the proposed 
increase in student housing. University student housing near campus also provides 
students with the community of peers and mentors, and the access to academic 
resources, they require to excel. The targets for student housing in the 2020 LRDP 
reflect the goals established in the Strategic Academic Plan. 

Because the state provides no funds for housing, the entire cost of housing construc-
tion, 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. 

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 rental faculty housing 
envisioned in the 2020 LRDP represents a first pilot venture into this market. If it 
succeeds – in terms of both financial feasibility and its benefits to the academic enter-
prise – further initiatives could be pursued. 

These initial 100 units of housing are prioritized for faculty, rather than staff as the 
writer suggests, because faculty housing is an established goal of the Strategic Academic 
Plan. 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.  

(Note the number of faculty units has been reduced from 200 to 100 as a result of 
deleting the units envisioned for the Hill Campus: see Thematic Response 8.) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT C240-4 
See previous response. While Berkeley has recently experienced a significant amount of 
new, private rental housing construction in the campus vicinity, and rents have declined 
in part due to this increase in supply, history would suggest this is a temporary condi-
tion. Berkeley is a desirable place to live, and the University provides a stable and 
growing source of prospective tenants, both workers and students. In fact, to the extent 
new University housing is able to house a greater percentage of UC Berkeley students, 
more private housing would be available to accommodate the growing staff demand 
cited by the writer in the previous comment. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C240-5 AND 240-6 
As explained above, UC Berkeley is not yet prepared to initiate a program of staff 
housing at the scale envisioned by the writer, although to the extent the modest program 
of faculty housing in the 2020 LRDP succeeds, more ambitious future initiatives would 
be explored. Such a program, however, would require amendment of the 2020 LRDP if 
undertaken directly by the University. 
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11.2C.241-250   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C241 THRU C250 
 
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 C241 THRU C250 
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. 



JThomas621@aol.com

06/18/2004 12:04 AM

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

Subject: comments on LRDP

Dear Ms. Lawrence, 

Attached please find my comments on the 2020 LRDP.  I am also sending a hard copy with signature by 
mail. 

Janice Thomas LRDP. comment letter 6-11-04.d
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J a n i c e   T h o m a s 
      

 
37 Mosswood Road    
Berkeley, CA 94704 

 
June 17, 2004 

 
Ms. Jennifer Lawrence 
Co-Director, 2020 LRDP EIR 
Facilities Services 
1936 Univerity Avenue #300 
University of California 
Berkeley, CA 94720-1382 
 
Re:  UC Berkeley’s 2020 Long-Range Development Plan and Draft Environmental 

Impact Report  
 
 
Dear Ms. Lawrence,  
 
It is a painful process to read this LRDP and study its Draft EIR in light of the experience 
I have had as a proximate neighbor of the University of California at Berkeley. I 
appreciate this opportunity to comment, but it is a right that I am guaranteed by law, as 
otherwise I have no faith this University administration would grant this privilege.  I have 
noticed the gradual undoing of environmental protections in the 19 years of living nearby 
and have experienced manipulative encounters that have eroded public planning 
processes to the point of meaninglessness.  It is therefore with great difficulty and a sense 
of futility that I continue to participate during this public comment period.  
 
This administration boldly announces that the LRDP will cause significant impacts to “air 
quality, cultural resources, noise, traffic, and transportation”. Yet it chooses not the 
environmentally superior alternative (L-1) of reduced enrollment and research growth.  It 
claims these impacts are unavoidable when in fact the choice is clearly avoidable and not 
even well defended. The plan enables an influx of research money that will continue the 
nascent trend of devolution into a research park rather than an undergraduate and 
graduate campus of higher education and learning.  
 
The extent of the impacts to the City was learned only gradually upon studying the LRDP 
and its Draft EIR.  The FACT SHEET from the Public Affairs and University Relations 
Office was not much help as it neglected to mention that, even with mitigations, 
implementing the plan would result in five significant impacts.  
 
In the instance of the two public hearings, the general public was given a chance to make 
formal oral comment but was not given the opportunity to have questions answered 
publicly.  Instead, the public was invited to ask questions privately to staff on the side-
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 2

lines and during breaks from public comment.  In each instance of asking questions, the 
reply included the phrase, “but don’t quote me on this”.  This format, it seems obvious to 
say, is not therefore a public meeting, but rather a series of private conversations.  And 
this being an early step in the process failed to educate the public, and as a result, 
everything that hinged upon this incomplete undertstanding was compromised.  
 
The LRDP and its companion Draft EIR are highly technical documents that have taken 
some period of time for lay people such as myself to study and absorb. Clarification from 
the UCB staff would have been helpful.  I am disappointed and angered by the staff’s 
neglect of the public especially in light of the obscene expansion into the city proposed 
by this long range plan.  Only upon carefully reading the LRDP is it clear that it allows 
more development off-campus (1,350,000 gsf) than on-campus (1,100,000 gsf).  
 
I am writing in a state of awe that this administration believes it can continue to encroach 
into the City without at some point hurting the University itself. Unchecked growth into 
the city environs is pure hubris, which at some point will be corrected through forces 
beyond either the university’s, the city’s, or anybody’s control.  One of the most flagrant 
examples is to intensify use of Memorial Stadium despite being bisected by the Hayward 
Fault, being built largely on fill, being within 100 feet of Strawberry Creek, and having 
the effect of essentially trapping Strawberry Canyon hillside neighborhoods in the event 
of a disaster.  
 
The administration boldly asserts its ambitious plans and does so in the name of an 
institutional mission.  It states that external research funds have increased “in real terms 
by an average of 3.6% per year.”  It also provides data showing as much as a 60.5% 
increase in academic staff and visitors (Table 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 summary). Indeed “long-
term trends in sponsored research” is the stated reason for not choosing the 
environmentally superior alternative.   
 
However, the argument does not go far enough.  First, it cannot be assumed that research 
growth is necessarily of direct benefit to student education.  Indeed, research may support 
the “institutional entity” while not supporting the “academic mission” per se.  A full 
accounting of funding sources would do much to clarify the relationship between private 
and public interests. The LRDP needs to also specify the number of students engaged in 
the research which grows at this exponential pace. 
 
A walk through the Haas School of Business is a vivid example of how corporate 
sponsors have supported the university’s growth and, it would appear, usurp its mission.  
Names of Fortune 500 companies and their CEOs define rooms, hallways, and other 
spaces.  Whole buildings are named after donors. This is all very well and good if the 
university is merely a research park with student education as a sideline, but as a public 
university with its related perks, e.g. constitutional exemptions from zoning, it is wanting.  
If this university wants to go private, then do so, but not under the guise of a public 
mission. 
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Given the increasing privatization of this public institution, and the loss of the moral high 
ground, I think it’s a mistake to not choose the environmentally superior alternative. The 
environmentally feasible alternative is to lower enrollment “to a level commensurate with 
our academic standards and our land and capital resources” and “to lower employment 
growth.”   This seems like the sensible thing to do.  Instead the university administrators 
live off the good will of the past when the University of California at Berkeley really was 
a public entity.   
 
Given that this LRDP would allow encroachment into the City, we are left wanting a 
proper explanation. This document fails to give us that explanation.  This process fails to 
honor us with an explanation.  We are given a process, and a “hearing”, with seemingly 
no one listening.   
 
Instead, our fair city administrators are admonished by this university, it would seem, 
rather than the other way around.  They, and we, are to feel beholden by the revenue this 
university generates and by all the people, who come in during the day to buy goods, 
partake of services, etc.  This is hogwash.  It is a cold and materialistic viewpoint, which 
ignores quality of life issues and environmental impacts, which are equally essential. 
 
With respect to specifics of the long range plan and its environmental review document, I 
have the following comments:   
 
In general, the LRDP framework for studying land use zones is confusing. The 22-acre 
Memorial Stadium is included in the City Environs area even though it is “owned by the 
university” and even though “the areas within the City Environs are similar in consisting 
mostly of city blocks served by city streets...”  (page 3.1-5).  Given that the City Environs 
is “mostly” city blocks, including Memorial Stadium which is accessed partly by 
university-owned roads (Centennial, Rim, Gayley) is not a neat fit.   
 
The City Environs land use framework is further subdivided into sections north, west, 
and south.  Of these zones, Memorial Stadium is included in the Adjacent Blocks South.  
This is not just misleading, it is wrong.  The Stadium is east of the Campus Park as 
numerous figures (e.g. Figure 3.1-1) clearly show.   
 
The LRDP and Draft EIR need to inform the reader of the boundaries of the Southside 
Plan. As you know, the eastern boundary is Piedmont Way, and therefore, anything east 
of this boundary is not covered or considered in the Southside Plan.  This is another 
reason why it is inaccurate and incorrect to include Memorial Stadium in the Adjacent 
Blocks South which is discussed in relation to the Southside Plan. 
 
To fully understand the environmental impacts associated with intensified use and 
continued development of Memorial Stadium, the land use framework should describe 
Memorial Stadium as a separate entity and not just part of the City Environs Adjacent 
Block South.  The Stadium’s size and the impacts associated with its use justify 
separating it from other land use zones as otherwise the LRDP is improperly vague.  No 
where, for example, is it clear that the Stadium is at an elevation relative to most of the 
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population of the City.  No where is it clear that the Stadium is located at the mouth of a 
canyon and within 25 feet of a hillside neighborhood.  No where is it clear that 
Strawberry Creek is within 100 feet of the stadium and that the Hayward Fault runs 
through it.  This LRDP thus obfuscates key pieces of existing development and the 
campus and as a result impacts are not identified, and hence not mitigated.   
 
Memorial Stadium is one such piece of “existing development” which needs to be 
described in greater detail.  It is, for one, a 22-acre site, which is a fact that would seem to 
be of relevance. Whether or not there are currently nighttime events at this 22-acre site 
would help to define the existing conditions of the existing development and should be 
included.  Correspondence from four chancellors to the Panoramic Hill Association 
supports the conclusion that there is a historic pattern of use, and around which 
residential neighborhoods have developed, that is non-commercial and limited to 
intercollegiate football. These are some of the features and existing detail, which should 
clearly determine the scope of future development at the Stadium and the type of impacts 
such development would have.   
 
Because of the deficiencies in describing the existing development at Memorial Stadium, 
impacts are underestimated in just about every category. This is especially true in the 
areas of aesthetic impacts (that cannot be mitigated given that hillside residences are at 
eye-level), seismic impacts, public safety, biological resources, hydrology, and noise.  
Because the elevation of the stadium is not revealed and because the proximate 
relationship to a hillside neighborhood is not disclosed, shields and cut-offs will not 
mitigate light and glare impacts to below significance. In general, references should be 
provided in the Final EIR which provide proof that shields and cut-offs reduce light and 
glare in hillside environments.   
 
LRDP maps frequently failed to identify the area of the map where Memorial Stadium 
would be located.  For example, Figure 4.5-3 shows the Campus Park and the Clark Kerr 
Campus, but does not identify the Stadium and as such does not reveal that the Stadium 
and nearby intercollegiate fields and the Strawberry Canyon Recreation Area are located 
in a liquefaction hazard zone.  Neither does Figure 4.5-1 show where the Stadium is in 
relation to the Hayward Fault although the Clark Campus and the Campus Park are 
clearly so identified.  In other words, the LRDP and its Draft EIR are selective, and dare I 
say strategic, rather than objective and comprehensive even at the descriptive level.  
 
The Final EIR needs to more fully describe the transportation corridors that will service 
Memorial Stadium, the Hill Area, and the environs of both.  This area already has serious 
access and egress issues, which are made worse by added developed, intensified use, and 
change of use of existing development. Only one road cuts east through the canyon, a 
road that will presumably carry an exodus of people depending on the origin of the next 
disaster. Moreover, the exodus will be blocked by Campus Park on the west, by the 
Canyon on the east, and by two lane residential streets on corridors running east and 
west. Yet these inadequate infrastructure conditions are what the university planners 
depend upon to build the University’s future.  
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The housing zone framework is likewise flawed in a way that is especially ridiculous 
when applied to the Hill Area.   The Hill Area lacks grocery stores, dry cleaners, etc. 
Moreover, transit options to the Hill Area are exceedingly limited.  As such, mass transit 
will not meaningfully reduce traffic impacts in the Hill Area environs. 
 
By looking at only two variables (distance from the center of the Campus Park and 
commute time to the Campus Park), the housing zone framework is crude and poorly tied 
to other policies and LRDP objectives.  For example, if UC Berkeley’s challenges are in 
fact “to preserve the character and livability of the city” and “to ensure each capital 
investment represents the optimal use of public resources” and “to build a strong and vital 
intellectual community and “to preserve our extraordinary legacy of landscape and 
architecture” (emphasis added), then faculty housing should not be built near Grizzly 
Peak.  Instead, faculty housing should be closer to the Campus Park in order to meet the 
challenges head-on.  Even those Visiting Scholars conducting research at the 
Mathematical Sciences Research Laboratory or the Space Sciences Laboratory would 
benefit from being housed near the Campus Park Community. Living accommodations 
for faculty and academic staff could be made from rehabilitated structures, e.g. the Anna 
Head School for Girls, so as to preserve our architectural heritage. In other words, the 
LRDP provides no inherent justification for building new housing in a remote area far 
away from the Campus Park.  Faculty housing could be located elsewhere. 
 
It is not only unnecessary to build faculty housing near Grizzly Peak; it is unwise. People 
who live in the vicinity are already threatened by limited egress along Grizzly Peak and 
Centennial Drive.  Egress down Centennial Drive is further complicated by stadium 
usage and the possibility that egress could be further limited by mass evacuation 
scenarios of 60,000 people. To invite further disaster by adding 100 housing units, and 
potentially 200 vehicles, and at least that many individuals, is reckless and irresponsible.  
Hillside housing is certainly glamorous and would undoubtedly appeal to potential 
visiting scholars and faculty, but you have not made your case that it is necessary to 
build at this location. 
 
Moreover, there is no plausible argument that justifies building parking lots where 
refurbished historic structures should be instead. Hopefully, potential faculty and visiting 
scholars could be recruited on the basis of housing that brings them closer to the Campus 
Park community, and city amenities, e.g. famous restaurants, independent bookstores, the 
Pacific Film Archives, lectures, Zellerbach Hall, noon day concerts, lectures, running 
trails through wild open space in Strawberry Canyon, swimming pools, etc.  Also, the  
LRDP should provide information about any and all Memoranda of Understanding 
between the UCB faculty and administration about parking to hopefully illuminate why 
parking preferences are driving housing decisions.  
 
In general, the area around the Stadium and the Hill Area is gradually being intensively 
developed by this University without the benefit of any plan other than the LRDP. 
Examples of development in the eastern end of the campus environs include the 
following:  (1) The last LRDP introduced a disproportionate amount of parking into the 
area.  (2) “Future use changes” of Memorial Stadium would be experienced primarily in 
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the eastern end of the campus environs.  (3) Proposed faculty housing in the Hill Area is 
consistent with this pattern.  (4) A proposed stop light at Piedmont Way and Bancroft 
Way would erode the suburban ambience of the area and intensify the impacts associated 
with development in the area. (5) Building in the open space adjacent to the western 
facade at Memorial Stadium would require removal of a grove of trees that serves to 
soften the transition zone between the large coliseum and the perimeter of the Campus 
Park. (6) Three intersections in this area that would have an unacceptable (“F”) level of 
service (Table 4.12-9) if the LRDP is implemented and are as follows: (a) Stadium Rim 
Road and Gayley Road, (b) Bancroft Way and Piedmont Avenue, and (c) Derby Street 
and Warring Street. In these ways, the University plans to further degrade the area of 
what might best be called East of Campus.   
 
By not looking at the eastern end of the campus environs as a separate and distinct area 
but instead inappropriately incorporating it into “adjacent blocks south”, it is difficult to 
appreciate the overall impacts to that part of town. The justification given in the LRDP is 
that most of the area is owned by the University.  This is not a legitimate explanation as 
the University is obligated per CEQA to identify all impacts independently of whether or 
not they are owned by the University.  
 
The eastern end of the campus environs is neglected in this LRDP to such an extent that 
in some of the figures the Panoramic Hill neighborhood has been literally disappeared.  
For example, Figure 3.1-4 shows Canyon Road, one small section of Panoramic Way, 
and one side of Mosswood Road, with the rest of the neighborhood omitted. This is 
altogether unacceptable.  If any part of the neighborhood is to be included, then it all 
should have been included, as it is misleading otherwise.  Meanwhile, other buildings 
even four blocks south of the Campus Park are featured in the same figure.  
 
The Draft EIR also fails to identify numerous historic resources in the Panoramic Hill 
neighborhood. The historic resources are especially relevant given that the one exception 
to the mitigation for light and glare impacts would be “those areas where such features 
would be incompatible with the visual and/or historic character of the area” (page 4.1-
19). 
 
Listed in the State Historic Properties Directory and coded either 3S or 4S, these historic 
resources include the following: 
 
1 Canyon Road – Torrey house (1905) 
9 Canyon Road – Hutchinson house, Dean Hayes house (1908) 
15 Canyon Road – Charles Rieber house (1904) 
4 Mosswood Lane – Steilberg cottage (1930) 
Orchard Lane – Mosswood Path 
11 Mosswood Lane – WL Jepson house (1930) 
13 Mosswood Road – Feldman house (1975) 
21 Mosswood Road – Parsons house and Mauser farmhouse (1890) 
29 Mosswood Road – Parsons house (1923) 
1 Orchard Lane – Steilberg family home (1922) 
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These properties are located near (within 25 feet in some cases) the Stadium as Sanborn 
maps would show.  
 
The aesthetic impact analysis fails to differentiate between light and glare impacts from 
different types of athletic and recreational fields.  The University proposed to install 282 
TV broadcast quality lighting at Memorial Stadium (see enclosed) in 1999 and 2000, 
which expands the scope far beyond other intercollegiate playing fields, e.g. rugby.  
Instead of discussing a range of “lighted athletic/recreational facilities”, the Draft EIR 
instead lumps these facilities together and provides light and glare mitigations that would 
be less effective in the hillside context of the 22-acre intercollegiate football stadium.  
 
The view impact analysis is also inadequate.  The LRDP and Draft EIR identify view 
impacts from three perspectives: “public views into the Campus Park, public views out 
from the Campus Park, and public views of significant visual features within the Campus 
Park” (page 4.1-7).  This analysis totally fails to identify any other view impacts from 
any other perspective.  On Panoramic Way and Mosswood Road alone, views of the 
Campanile and the Golden Gate Bridge would be blocked by large light arrays at 
Memorial Stadium.  Certainly, the University is entitled to block views, but it must at 
least document the impact before doing so.   
 
Neither does the Draft EIR analyze the impacts to Hill Area biological resources from 
“future use changes at Memorial Stadium.”  As a matter of fact, nowhere in the biological 
resources section is Memorial Stadium even mentioned in relation to the Hill Area.  In 
fact, the light and glare, increased noise, and traffic and construction would have 
considerable impact on biological resources in the Hill Area.  
 
Failing to include Memorial Stadium in the watershed boundary (Figure 4.7-1) 
compromises the analysis of hydrology and water quality impacts. Significantly, no 
mention is made of the historic contamination of the creek from Stadium toilet usage 
during game days.  Moreover, no migitations are identified which would prevent 
contamination of the creek during future construction at the Stadium.  In general, per 
Berkeley creek ordinance, the Draft EIR should report the distance from the centerline of 
the culverted creek to the Stadium.  
 
A mistake is found on page 4.7-11 where Memorial Stadium is erroneously described as 
“Hearst Memorial Stadium.”  Do the authors mean the “Hearst Greek Theater” or 
“Memorial Stadium”? 
 
In closing, the LRDP is a disappointment by virtue of its level of growth in enrollment 
and research.  The environmentally superior alternative should have been selected, as the 
current incarnation of the LRDP cannot be justified.  The environmental review 
document for the LRDP is also a disappointment in that it failed to adequately describe 
the environmental context of the project, failed to identify all relevant impacts, and 
thereby also failed to adequately mitigate those impacts. Finally, the encroachment into 
the eastern end of the campus environs is especially problematic, as this area has been 
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11.2C-490 

11.2C.251 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C251 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C251-1 
As explained in section 5.1.6, alternative L-1, although the superior alternative from an 
environmental standpoint, does not fully meet the objectives of the 2020 LRDP.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C251-2 
Research  is not a discrete enterprise apart from education at UC Berkeley. Rather, it is 
integral to both UC Berkeley’s mission as a University and to the provision of both 
graduate and undergraduate education. See response B7-20 for a more extensive 
response to this point. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C251-3 
The purpose of the public hearings conducted for the Draft EIR was to enable the 
public to comment orally and also to have the benefit of hearing others’ comments. 
However, it would not be responsible for the University to respond directly to those 
comments at the hearing. First, many of the comments were substantive and required at 
least some review of the analyses in the Draft EIR in order to prepare a substantive 
response: given the complex and technical nature of these analyses it is not possible for 
staff to do this in “real time”. 

Second, as expected some topics generated many comments: some differed in their 
perception of the problem, while others differed in exactly how to address the problem. 
In preparing its responses to these comments, the University must understand and 
address the full range of comments on each topic: since the public hearings occurred 
before the close of the comment period, it was not possible to respond to comments 
made at the hearing.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C251-4 
The writer’s comments on the general content of the 2020 LRDP are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C251-5 
Research is not a discrete enterprise apart from education at UC Berkeley. Rather, it is 
integral to both UC Berkeley’s mission as a University and to the provision of both 
graduate and undergraduate education. See response B7-20 for a more extensive 
response to this point. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C251-6 
The writer’s comments are noted. The areas of the North and South Adjacent Blocks 
east of Gayley, although entirely owned by the University, differ in character from the 
Campus Park. They are separated from the Campus Park by public streets (or University 
roads with similar functions), and they include a substantial amount of housing, both 
characteristics more similar to the Adjacent Blocks than the Campus Park. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C251-7 
The comment on the Southside Plan boundary is incorrect. As shown in the figures in 
the July 2003 draft of the Southside Plan, the eastern boundary of the Southside Plan 
Area is the rear lot lines of properties along Prospect St. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C251-8 AND C251-9 
At this point no specific project at Memorial Stadium 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 program level analysis in the 2020 LRDP and its EIR would 
inform project level review of a future project at Memorial Stadium. While Figures 4.5-1 
and 4.7-1 do not show buildings due to scale of the maps, the close proximity of the 
Hayward Fault and Strawberry Creek to Memorial Stadium is evident. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C251-10 
Figures 4.5-1 and 4.5-3 do not show individual buildings, but it is clear the Stadium lies 
astride the Hayward Fault and is in a liquefaction hazard zone. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C251-11 
See Thematic Response 1. The purpose of project-level review is to more accurately 
reflect the specific characteristics of the project in question. Any such review of future 
projects at the Stadium or in the Hill Campus would be examined in light of the 
program-level analysis prepared for the 2020 LRDP to ensure all potential significant 
impacts have been identified and addressed. Thematic Response 8 responds to this and 
other comments regarding emergency access in the Hill Campus. Due partly to com-
ments 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 COMMENTS C251-12 AND C251-13 
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 C251-14 
See Thematic Response 9. The parking program in the 2020 LRDP is not driven by 
“memoranda of understanding” with the faculty, but rather by an analysis of demand 
given the mission of the University and the objectives of the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C251-15 
This comment appears to refer to both a future, as yet undefined project at the Stadium 
and the traffic mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. The writer seems to 
contend the impacts of future projects and mitigations in the Stadium vicinity would not 
be adequately evaluated because they would be overshadowed by development in the 
balance of the Adjacent Blocks South. 

Thematic Response 1 describes the relationship of the 2020 LRDP and its EIR to 
project level review.  UC Berkeley complies with all CEQA notification requirements 
when a project is proposed; further UC Berkeley seeks to cultivate a positive relation-
ship with neighbors of the Stadium at all times. When projects are proposed meetings 
are held and information is routinely exchanged. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT C251-16 
Figures 3.1-4 and 3.1-11 have been revised in the Final EIR in response to the writer’s 
comment. The tabulation of cultural resources in chapter 4.4 is limited to the Campus 
Park, Hill Campus, Adjacent Blocks, Southside and Housing Zone, but any project level 
review of any future project under CEQA would assess the potential for impacts to all 
affected properties, whether inside or outside these zones. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C251-17 THRU C251-20 
The mitigations prescribed in the Draft EIR for the 2020 LRDP are consistent with a 
program level analysis. Any future projects would be examined in light of the program-
level analysis prepared for the 2020 LRDP to ensure all potential significant impacts 
have been identified and addressed.  At this point no specific project at Memorial 
Stadium has yet been defined to a level of detail adequate to support project level 
CEQA review.    

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C251-21 
The typo is corrected in the Final EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C251-22 
These remarks summarize the more detailed comments above. 
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11.2C.252 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C252 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C252-1 
The writer’s comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C252-2 
Section 3.1.14 is explicitly clear on the matter of the Clark Kerr Campus under the 2020 
LRDP:  

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. 

Alternative L-8, which would include more intensive development of the Clark Kerr 
Campus, is rejected as infeasible in the Draft EIR because of the agreements cited by 
the writer. 



Laurence Frank 
<lgfrank@berkeley.edu
>

06/18/2004 11:47 AM

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

Subject: Destruction of the Grizzly Peak - Summit Road neighborhood

Gentlepersons:

I have been a University employee since 1975 and a resident of Summit Road 
since 1992.  I am absolutely appalled that the University is planning on 
building a city in the hills, destroying this neighborhood, trashing the 
woodlands, and putting seral hundred people virtually on top of the most 
active earthquake fault in the country and in one of the most dangerous 
fire zones.  This is an extraordinarily stupid idea; although the 
University might own land up here, it is a nonsensical place to build one 
hundred houses.

You have been inundated with logistical arguments against this development 
- the infrastructure simply cannot deal with that number of people and that 
amount of traffic.  However, I am equally concerned about the destruction 
of the environment - does anyone from the University realize that the whole 
area is an Ecological Reserve??  Today, little is more precious than open 
space on the edge of metropolitan areas.  Why destroy this one, when there 
are plenty of sites near the bay on both sides of the freeway, some of them 
owned by the University, which would be far more suitable for a development 
such as this?

You have been given scores of excellent reasons to abandon this folly, and 
I won't reiterate them here.  I want to register my very strong opposition 
to this development, and pledge to do everything I can to fight it.

Sincerely yours,

=================================================================
Dr. Laurence Frank, Director
Laikipia Predator Project and
Kilimanjaro Lion Conservation Project

Museum of Vertebrate Zoology
University of California
Berkeley, CA  94720
USA

Tel:  (510) 848-0418
Fax: (510) 642-8321 
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11.2C.253 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C253 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C253-1 AND C253-2 
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. 

The writer also contends the “whole area” of the Hill Campus is an “ecological reserve”. 
As shown in figure 3.1-10 and described on page 3.1-35 of the Draft EIR, the 2020 
LRDP not only preserves but in fact expands the boundary of the Ecological Study 
Area. Any future development of academic or support space in the Hill Campus under 
the 2020 LRDP would be located outside the Ecological Study Area. 



Norah Foster 
<nfoster@library.berke
ley.edu>

06/18/2004 11:48 AM

To: 2020lrdp@cp.berkeley.edu, jlawrence@cp.berkeley.edu, 
kobanion@cp.berkeley.edu, lustig@uhs.berkeley.edu, 
hmitchel@uclink4.berkeley.edu, vlh@uclink.berkeley.edu, 
Permaul@uclink.berkeley.edu, stoll@uclink.berkeley.edu

cc: AssemblyDistrictassemblymember.hancock@assembly.ca.gov, 
mayor@ci.berkeley.ca.us, elliec@abag.ca.gov, dfay@aacma.ca.gov, 
sheminger@mtc.ca.gov, dfastenau@rides.org, 
bikeburch@hotmail.com, kduron@bart.gov.ord, 
rfernandez@actransit.org

Subject: Comments to LRDP/DEIR 2020/ Request for 2nd round after July;

June 14, 2004

Dear UCB Administrators:

INTRODUCTION:
*Please note that comments are in red; quotes from the LRDP/DEIR are in 
black.*

Because of the overwhelming and egregious omissions and lack of proofs of 
this LRDP/DEIR which are quoted in detail, particularly L-1 and L-2, as an 
individual & member of IAT, (Improve Alternative Transportation) I would 
firstly like to request a second round of comments be allowed after the 
revised LRDP/DEIR is completed, but before the final is submitted to the 
regents.   We would assume that if necessary the regents approval could 
also be moved forward from November 2004 to January of 2005.

The state plan is called the Clean Air Plan (CAP). The CAP requires 
satisfactory progress in attaining state ambient T air quality standards. 
This includes a five percent per year reduction in emissions or a 
demonstration that all feasible measures have been proposed for 
implementation.  The LRDP/DEIR can achieve this reduced standard with 
appropriate changes as noted below by increasing alternative 
transportation  but that this five per cent reduction standard will be 
violated if the plan remains unchanged.

"PARKING IMPACTS LRDP Impact TRA-11: Implementation of the 2020 LRDP could 
induce a “mode shift” to driving by some commuters who currently take 
transit, bicycle or walk." This would be inconsistent with the intent of 
the 2020 LRDP. The mitigation described below would reduce this impact to a 
less than significant level. The net increase of 2,300 spaces planned under 
the 2020 LRDP would increase the planned future commuter parking supply 
from 6,424 spaces without the 2020 LRDP 30 up to 8,724 spaces with the 2020 
LRDP. This parking increase is designed to meet the needs of future growth 
in campus headcount, which would generate a parking demand of 1,745 spaces 
31 and to reduce an existing parking deficit, reducing University generated 
demand on non-University parking (primarily Downtown parking facilities or 
on-street parking) by 555 spaces. ...this EIR assumes that the increase in 
the University parking supply could induce a “mode shift” to driving by 
some commuters who currently take transit, bicycle or walk. "

UC Berkeley is increasing the parking supply almost 33% to 2300 spaces 
which will also increase drive alone trips to campus 33%.  If you look at 
the plan to include the Underhill parking, the increase is 42% or 3090 
spaces.  The mitigations planned will not help reduce pollutants (e.g. 
traffic signals) and may in fact induce accidents as speeding driven 
vehicles  try to "beat" the changing lights.

This planning includes a regressive mode shift away from alternatives to 
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driving. I and the IAT (Improve Alternative Transportation) (See separate 
letter)  argue that the annual 5% reduction in CAP (Clean Air Plan) cannot 
be achieved with a 42% increase in driving.  UCB is risking state 
violations of the CAP. There is neither a sufficient cap on UCB population 
growth or sufficient funding for alternative transportation by UCB. The 
current status quo plan called euphemistically the Best Practice  "same or 
equivalent" methods that the Parking and Transportation Office "New 
Directions" planning which we see as  now as failing to reduce SOV (Single 
Occupancy Vehicles) significantly.  UCB currently has a 51% non-driver 
population and we challenge the University to set a goal of 80% 
non-drivers. We strongly urge major significant revisions to most of the 
transportation sections in the LRDP/DEIR by reducing the parking space 
plans and increasing the use of alternative transportation over and above 
the "same or equivalent" alternatives used currently.   Combinations of 
alternatives must also be considered.

"1. Introduction; Section 1-1 EIR scope
"If not significant affects would occur...no subsequent documents would be 
required".

Anything that the LRDP/DEIR deems "as infeasible or to offer no significant 
environmental effects over the 2020 LRDP/DEIR " may be dismissed and 
discouragingly "no subsequent documents would be required".
These statements as too broad without adequate definition of "less than 
significant" and irresponsible at both dismissing the reduction possibility 
for air pollution and  in studying and quantifying true alternative 
mitigations; Close study of such uses as capping overall UC population 
growth, along with capping parking at current levels, subsidized transit 
eco-passes, more UC bus shuttles along major trunk lines as needed, light 
rail &/or people "movers", safe bike parking and safe bike paths/route, 
lower cost vans and car pools; Also housing made affordable within walking 
distance or to a transit stop to include faculty and staff & many other new 
alternative transportation ideas for reducing auto traffic.  These are 
egregious omissions for a world class university.  Therefore, the LRDP/DEIR 
should recommend that major studies be done to increase alternative 
transportation options and the resultant drop in driving/parking needs.

"2.2 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY
Particular areas of concern identified during the scoping period included 
the following:
... Air Quality: potential air quality impacts resulting from construction 
and new traffic
generated as a result of implementing the 2020 LRDP " and"  Traffic: 
impacts of additional campus development on local and regional traffic 
conditions; impacts associated with providing additional campus parking."

Recognizing that the increase of 42% new trips to campus will significantly 
increase air pollution, there is no mitigation for this problem in the 
LRDP/DEIR.

"2-2 Berkeley General Plan and the Southside Plan.
   Noise: potential noise impacts from construction.
   Housing: housing impacts associated with an increased campus population.
   Fire and Emergency Response: potential impacts on the ability of fire 
and emergency
services to access the Hill Campus in the event of a disaster; potential 
impacts
to fire services in general.
   Schools: impacts of potential increases in school-aged children on the 
school districts
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serving the 2020 LRDP area.
   Traffic: impacts of additional campus development on local and regional 
traffic
conditions; impacts associated with providing additional campus parking.
   Utilities and Service Systems: potential impacts of additional campus 
development
on the capacity of sewer, storm drainage and other service systems.
All of these issues were considered in the preparation of the 2020 LRDP. To 
the extent
these issues have environmental impacts, they are also addressed in this EIR.
2.3 SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
Under CEQA, a significant impact on the environment is defined as a 
substantial, or
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions 
within the area
affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, 
fauna, ambient noise,
and objects of historic and aesthetic significance. Implementation of the 
2020 LRDP
has the potential to generate significant environmental impacts in a number 
of areas. This EIR identifies these potential impacts and presents 
mitigation measures. Potential  impacts are summarized in Table 2-1 at the 
end of this chapter.
2.4 CONTINUING BEST PRACTICES AND MITIGATION MEASURES
This EIR details continuing best practices and mitigation measures that 
would reduce
potential impacts to less than significant levels, except where impacts are 
significant and
unavoidable. These measures are summarized in Table 2-1. They will be the 
subject of
a Mitigation Monitoring Program.
2.5 UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
This EIR identifies significant unavoidable impacts in the following topic 
areas: air quality,
cultural resources, noise, traffic and transportation.
2.6 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT
This Draft EIR analyzes four alternatives to the proposed 2020 LRDP, as 
follows:
L-1 Reduced enrollment and employment growth from 2020 LRDP levels
L-2 No new parking and more transit incentives
L-3 Diversion of some future growth to remote sites
L-4 No project (as required by CEQA)"

"LRDP Impact AIR-1: Implementation of the 2020 LRDP would not
violate the carbon monoxide standard or expose sensitive receptors to
substantial CO concentrations.
Continuing Best Practice AIR-1: UC Berkeley shall continue to implement
the same or equivalent alternative transit programs, striving to
improve the campus mode split and reduce the use of single occupant
vehicles"

The implementation of a 42% increase in trips in the LRDP/DEIR would indeed 
violate the CO concentrations.
Furthermore, the best practice of "same or equivalent" SEE ABOVE - 
Continuing Best Practice AIR-1planning is again  irresponsible for  the 
leadership and a level of concern for reducing air particulates. UC 
Berkeley must increase over the "same or equivalent" levels  its 
alternative transit programs or be derelict in its duties to our students, 
faculty staff and community. I dispute the level of "LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT" 
in the LRDP/EIR that air pollution and that CO concentrations would NOT 
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violate the standard.  I challenge the LRDP/EIR findings and ask that a 
study be conducted to analyze the increases.

"LRDP Impact AIR-5: Operational emissions from implementation of
the 2020 LRDP may hinder the attainment of the Clean Air Plan. This
would be a significant and unavoidable impact.
Continuing Best Practice AIR-5: UC Berkeley will continue to implement
transportation control measures such as supporting voluntary
trip-reduction programs, ridesharing, and implementing improvements
to bicycle facilities.
LRDP Mitigation Measure AIR-5: UC Berkeley will work with the
City of Berkeley, ABAG and BAAQMD to ensure that emissions directly
and indirectly associated with the campus are adequately accounted
for and mitigated in applicable air quality planning efforts."

Again, no real plan to reduce emissions is noted.  Since the impact is 
noted as "significant and unavoidable", I challenge  UCB that this impact 
is completely AVOIDABLE in 3 ways.
1. Significantly increasing alternative transportation with subsidies and 
Office of Capital Projects  mitigation funding to induce all drivers to 
shift to other modes.    While there is currently a policy about bicycle 
parking mitigation for new buildings, UCB needs a much stronger mitigation 
policy for buildings and new projects including heavy transportation 
subsidy funding for all types of alternative transportation.
2. Building no new parking /capping parking space growth this year with a 
cap on head count; adding some minimal limited disabled and visitor spaces 
in areas only around new buildings only if other parking is reduced.
3. Capping the growth of all students/faculty to current levels. Planning 
for a possible .5-3% annual increase of researchers with staff would be 
reasonable for continuing UCB excellence. Encouraging a student population 
"shift" from undergraduates to upper division and graduate students would 
ensure high scholarship and excellence at UCB.

"LRDP Impact TRA-5: The 2020 LRDP is expected to generate new
transit demand, or alter locations where local transit demand occurs.
Given the provisions of the 2020 LRDP and campus best practices, however,
significant service problems are not anticipated.LTS " Continuing Best 
Practice TRA-5: The University shall continue to work to coordinate local 
transit services as new academic buildings, parking facilities, and campus 
housing are completed, in order to accommodate changing demand locations or 
added demand.LTS"

IAT argues that this new transit trip demand will be SIGNIFICANT (not LTS 
(Less than significant)) and shuttle transit and increasing subsidies to 
transit services must be increased and must be added to reduce SOV.  This 
involves more than "continuing to work" but increased involvement with 
shuttles and specific mitigation with increased funding improvements for 
all commuter routes for students, faculty, researchers and staff.

  "LRDP Impact TRA-6: The 2020 LRDP would increase vehicle
trips and traffic congestion at the intersections listed below, leading
to substantial degradation in level of service. The mitigations,
if implemented with review and approval of the City Traffic Engineer,
would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.
LRDP Impact TRA-6-a: The signalized Cedar Street/Oxford Street
intersection, which would operate at LOS E during the AM peak hour
regardless of the project, and degrade from LOS D to LOS E during the
PM peak hour. The project would increase the intersection volume by 7
percent during the AM peak hour, and 7 percent during the PM peak
hour.
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S LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-6-a: The University will work with
the City of Berkeley to redesign and, on a fair share basis, implement
changes to either the westbound or northbound approach of the Cedar
Street / Oxford Street intersection to provide a left-turn lane and a
through lane. The University will contribute fair share funding for a
periodic (annual or biennial) traffic count to allow the City to determine
when an intersection redesign is needed. With the implementation of
this mitigation measure, the intersection will operate at LOS B during
the AM peak hour and LOS D during the PM peak hour.
LTS
LRDP Impact TRA-6-b: The all-way stop-controlled Durant Avenue/
Piedmont Avenue intersection, which would degrade from LOS D to
LOS F during the AM peak hour. The project would increase the intersection
volume by 10 percent during the AM peak hour.
S LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-6-b: The University will work with
the City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair share basis, install a signal
at the Durant Avenue /Piedmont Avenue intersection, when a signal
warrant analysis shows the signal is needed. The University will contribute
fair share funding for a periodic (annual or biennial) signal warrant
check at this and other impact intersections, to allow the City to
determine when a signal is warranted. With the implementation of this
mitigation measure, the intersection will operate at LOS B during both
AM and PM peak hours.
LTS
" UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY
2 0 2 0 LRDP DRAFT E I R 2 REPORT SUMMARY
TABLE 2-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND CONTINUING BEST 
PRACTICESImpact Significance Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures and 
Continuing Best PracticesSignificance With Mitigation
TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
LRDP Impact TRA-6-b: The all-way stop-controlled Durant Avenue/
Piedmont Avenue intersection, which would degrade from LOS D to
LOS F during the AM peak hour. The project would increase the intersection
volume by 10 percent during the AM peak hour.
S LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-6-b: The University will work with
the City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair share basis, install a signal
at the Durant Avenue /Piedmont Avenue intersection, when a signal
warrant analysis shows the signal is needed. The University will contribute
fair share funding for a periodic (annual or biennial) signal warrant
check at this and other impact intersections, to allow the City to
determine when a signal is warranted. With the implementation of this
mitigation measure, the intersection will operate at LOS B during both
AM and PM peak hours.
LTS "LRDP UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY 2 0 2 0 LRDP DRAF T E I R
2 R EPORT SUMMAR Y TABLE 2-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND 
CONTINUING BEST PRACTICES Impact Significance Before
Mitigation Mitigation Measures and Continuing Best Practices Significance With
Mitigation  LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant 
Unavoidable Impact 2-49 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
LRDP Impact TRA-6-d: The eastbound approach of the side-street
stop-controlled Addison Street/Oxford Street intersection from LOS A
to LOS E during the AM peak hour and LOS C to LOS E during the PM
peak hour. The project would increase the intersection volume by 12
percent during the AM peak hour, and 10 percent during the PM peak
hour.
S LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-6-d: The University will work with
the City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair share basis, install a signal
at the Addison Street/Oxford Street intersection, and provide the necessary
provisions for coordination with adjacent signals along Oxford
Street. The University will contribute fair share funding for a periodic

JBrewster
LETTER C254Continued



(annual or biennial) signal warrant check at this and other impact 
intersections,
to allow the City to determine when a signal and the associated
coordination improvements are warranted. With the implementation
of this mitigation measure, the intersection will operate at LOS A
during both AM and PM peak hours.
LTS
LRDP Impact TRA-6-e: The eastbound approach of the side-street
stop-controlled Allston Way/Oxford Street intersection would degrade
from LOS D to LOS E during the AM peak hour. The intersection would
continue to operate at LOS E during the PM peak hour. The project
would increase the intersection volume by 11 percent during the AM peak
hour, and 8 percent during the PM peak hour.
S LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-6-e: The University will work with
the City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair share basis, install a signal
at Allston Way/Oxford Street intersection, and provide the necessary
provisions for coordination with adjacent signals along Oxford Street.
The University will contribute fair share funding for a periodic (annual
or biennial) signal warrant check at this and other impact intersections,
to allow the City to determine when a signal and the associated coordination
improvements are warranted. With the implementation of this
mitigation measure, the intersection will operate at LOS A during both
AM and PM peak hours.
LTS
2-50 LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant 
Unavoidable Impact
TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC LRDP Impact TRA-6-f: The eastbound approach of 
the side-streetstop-controlled Kittredge Street/Oxford Street intersection 
from
LOS C to LOS F during the AM peak hour. The intersection would continue to 
operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour. The project would increase the 
intersection volume by 14 percent during the AM peak hour, and 10 percent 
during the PM peakhour.
S LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-6-f: The University will work with
the City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair share basis, install a signal
at the Kittredge Street/Oxford Street intersection, and provide the
necessary provisions for coordination with adjacent signals along Oxford
Street. The University will contribute fair share funding for a periodic
(annual or biennial) signal warrant check at this and other impact
intersections, to allow the City to determine when a signal and the associated
coordination improvements are warranted. With the implementation
of this mitigation measure, the intersection will operate at
LOS A during both AM and PM peak hours. LTS
LRDP Impact TRA-6-g: The northbound approach of the side-street
stop-controlled Bancroft Way/Ellsworth Street intersection would degrade
from LOS D to LOS E during the PM peak hour. The project would
increase the intersection volume by 19 percent during the AM peak hour, and 10
percent during the PM peak hour.
S LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-6-g: The University will work with
the City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair share basis, install a signal
at the Bancroft Way/Ellsworth Street intersection, and provide the
necessary provisions for coordination with adjacent signals along Bancroft
Way. The University will contribute fair share funding for a periodic
(annual or biennial) signal warrant check at this and other impact
intersections, to allow the City to determine when a signal and the associated
coordination improvements are warranted. With the implementation
of this mitigation measure, the intersection will operate at
LOS B during both AM and PM peak hours.LTS
  LRDP Impact TRA-7: Development under the 2020 LRDP would contribute
to the projected unacceptable delay at the all-way stop-controlled
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Bancroft Way/Piedmont Avenue intersection, which is projected to operate
at LOS F during both AM and PM peak hours regardless of the project.
The project would increase the intersection volume by 11 percent
during the AM peak hour, and 5 percent during the PM peak hour. The
mitigation would, if implemented with review and approval of the City
Traffic Engineer, reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
the City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair share basis, install a signal
at the Bancroft Way/Piedmont Avenue intersection, and provide an
exclusive left-turn lane and an exclusive through lane on the northbound 
approach. The University will contribute fair share funding for a periodic 
(annual or biennial) signal warrant check at this and other impact 
intersections, to allow the City to determine when a
signal and the associated capacity improvements are warranted. With the 
implementation
of this mitigation measure, the intersection would operate at LOS B during 
both AM and PM peak hours. SU
LTS = Less Than Significant S
=  Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact 2-51
LRDP Impact TRA-7: Development under the 2020 LRDP would contribute
to the projected unacceptable delay at the all-way stop-controlled
Bancroft Way/Piedmont Avenue intersection, which is projected to operate
at LOS F
during both AM and PM peak hours regardless of the project.
The project would increase the intersection volume by 11 percent
during the AM peak hour, and 5
percent during the PM peak hour. The
mitigation would, if implemented with review and approval of the City
Traffic Engineer, reduce this impact to a
less than significant level.the City of Berkeley to design and, on a fair 
share basis, install a
signal at the Bancroft Way/Piedmont Avenue intersection, and provide an 
exclusive left-turn lane and an exclusive through lane on the northbound 
approach. The University will  contribute fair share funding for a periodic 
(annual or biennial) signal warrant check at this and other impact 
intersections, to allow the City to determine when a
signal and the associated capacity improvements are warranted. With the 
implementation
of this mitigation measure, the intersection would operate at LOS B during 
both AM and PM peak hours.
LRDP Impact TRA-8: The 2020 LRDP would increase vehicle trips and
traffic congestion at the intersections listed below, leading to substantial
degradation in level of service. These impacts are significant and 
unavoidable.

The signalized University Avenue / Sixth Street intersection, which is 
projected to operate at LOS F during both AM and PM peak hours regardless 
of the project. The project would increase the intersection volume by 7 
percent during the AM peak hour, and 6 percent
during the PM peak hour.
The signalized University Avenue / San Pablo Avenue intersection, which is 
projected to operate at LOS F during both AM and PM peak hours regardless 
of the project. The project would increase the intersection volume by 8 
percent during the AM peak hour, and 6
percent during the PM peak hour. S
Magnitude of impact reduced through trip reduction measures. No
feasible design measures.
SU
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY2020 LRDP DRAF T E I R
LRDP Impact TRA-9: Housing projects in the 2020 LRDP Housing
Zone could increase vehicle trips and traffic congestion in the vicinity of
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project sites, which could lead to substantial degradation in level of 
service.
The mitigation would reduce this impact to a less than significant level."

IAT argues that the increase will be SIGNIFICANT in specific areas 
surrounding the new parking garages if adequate alternative transportation 
is not added.

"LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-9: Prior to approving any development
outside the City Environs, the University will conduct a traffic
study to assess the localized traffic impacts of this development. Mitigations
required to ensure that the housing project does not cause LOS
deterioration exceeding the stated impact levels would be implemented,
if necessary. LTS
LRDP Impact TRA-10: Development under the 2020 LRDP would
cause the following Alameda County CMP Designated System and MTS
roadways listed below to exceed the level of service standard established
by the CMA. This impact is significant and unavoidable.
Ashby Avenue westbound, between Adeline Street and San Pablo Avenue.
Ashby Avenue eastbound, Between College Avenue and Domingo Street.
University Avenue westbound, between MLK Jr. Way and I-80
San Pablo Avenue northbound, between Gilman Street and Marin Avenue
Shattuck Avenue southbound, between Dwight Way and Adeline Street
Shattuck Avenue southbound, between Hearst Avenue and University
Avenue (MTS only)
Dwight Way westbound, between MLK Jr. Way and Sixth Street(
MTS only)S
Magnitude of impact reduced through trip reduction measures. No feasible 
design measures.SU
"LRDP Impact TRA-11: Implementation of the 2020 LRDP could induce a“mode 
shift” to driving by some commuters who currently take transit, bicycle or 
walk. This would be inconsistent with the intent of the2020 LRDP. The 
mitigation would reduce this impact to a less than significant  level.

LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-11: The University will implement
the following measures to limit the shift to driving by existing and potential
future non-auto commuters:
Review the number of sold parking permits in relation to the number of 
campus parking spaces and demographic trends on a yearly basis, and 
establish limits on the total number of parking permits sold proportionate 
to the number of spaces, with the objective
of reducing the ratio of permits to spaces over time as the number of 
spaces grows, thus ensuring that new supply improves LTS"the existing 
space-to-permit ratio without encouraging modechange to single occupant 
vehicles. As new parking becomes operational, assign a portion of the new 
or existing parking supply to short-term or visitor parking, thus targeting 
parkers who choose on-street parking now, and also effectively reserving 
part of the added supply for non-commuters."

IAT argues that this is "profit" driven internal planning without concern 
for the mode shift. It  adds drivers, parking permits and parking spaces 
which is polluting and congesting.  This conveniently insures that parking 
will be available instead of capped.  This is a negative mitigation and 
continues the paradigm that top priority is the parking and it's income. 
"Conveniently reserving space for non-commuters" is not reducing auto 
congestion or air quality impacts.

"As new parking becomes operational, assign a portion of the new or 
existing parking supply to short-term or visitor parking, thus targeting 

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster
C254-11

JBrewster
C254-12

JBrewster
LETTER C254Continued



parkers who choose on-street parking now, and also effectively reserving 
part of the added supply for non-commuters. Expand the quantity of parking 
that is available only after 10:00 a.m., to avoid affecting the travel mode 
use patterns of the peak hour commuting population, as new parking 
inventory is added to the system. Review and consider reductions in 
attended parking as new parking
inventory is added to the system and other impacts do not reduce parking 
supply."

  IAT regards these plans above as "regressive" for air quality, reduction 
of congestion ; They will increase the convenience of driving trips to 
campus; Shifting walkers and alternative transportation users to DRIVING is 
a  SIGNIFICANT negative impact.  Shifting parking to income producing local 
use is also negative in that it continues the pollution and congestion 
overall problems.  Attendant parking would also be reduced or eliminated by 
an overall mode shift to alternative transportation.

LRDP Impact TRA-12: The level of pedestrian growth associated with
the LRDP may require physical and operational modifications to the 
intersections
and roadways in the immediate campus vicinity and on major
pedestrian routes serving UC Berkeley, to ensure adequate capacity for
pedestrian movement and adequate design to protect pedestrian safety.
The mitigation would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. S
LRDP Mitigation Measure TRA-12: The University shall prepare a
strategic pedestrian improvement plan that outlines the expected locations
and types of pedestrian improvements that may be desirable to
accommodate 2020 LRDP growth. The plan shall be flexible to respond
to changing conditions as the LRDP builds out, and shall contain
optional strategies and improvements that can be applied to specific
problems that arise as the LRDP builds out. The University shall
develop the Plan in consultation with the City of Berkeley, and work
with the City to implement plan elements as needed during the life of
the LRDP on a fair share basis. LTS"

IAT agrees with this mitigation but it should be SIGNIFICANT, if a mode 
shift from driving to walking and alternative commuting is successful.

"5.1 2020 LRDP ALTERNATIVES
The analyses presented in Chapter 4 of this EIR finds the 2020 LRDP would 
result in
significant and unavoidable impacts with respect to:
   Air Quality: Operational impacts from the combined total of vehicular, 
stationary,
and area sources may hinder the attainment of the regional Clean Air
Plan. The 2020 LRDP, in combination with other cumulative projects, would
result in a cumulatively considerable increase of non-attainment pollutants 
and
thereby conflict with the most recent Clean Air Plan. Further, with the 
incorporation
of diesel particulate matter into air risk analyses, the 2020 LRDP would
contribute to a cumulatively considerable increase in toxic air contaminants."

Air quality would NOT be impacted if trip and auto driving were reduced, as 
noted earlier by IAT.  Our air quality is precious particularly for the 
sick, babies and children.  Increases in allergies has been noted in the 
bay area and have been attributed to the smog. Areas where air pollutants 
are strong, are detrimental to the health of people who exercise 
outdoors.  Again, the Clean Air Plan  and the "cumulatively considerable 
increase in toxic air contaminants" is a major avoidable impact with IAT 
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implemented mitigations to alternative transportation.

  " Traffic: Traffic generated by implementation of the 2020 LRDP would 
contribute
to unacceptable, and unavoidable, delays at two intersections and would
unavoidably exceed CMA service standards on five CMP designated roadway
segments and two MTS roadway segments. Potentially significant impacts
would occur at seven other intersections, and unacceptable conditions could be
exacerbated at an eighth intersection; however, these could be mitigated at 
the
discretion of the City of Berkeley."

IAT does not agree with plans for increased auto traffic, therefore this 
alternative would be entirely unnecessary if traffic is reduced via 
alternative transportation.  Some mitigations for increased pedestrian and 
bicycle traffic safety might be necessary, however, to add.

>" 5.1.1 ALTERNATIVE L-1: LOWER ENROLLMENT AND EMPLOYMENT GROWTH"
"5.1-4 L-1 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
This alternative would result in a somewhat lessened deterioration of 
traffic operations
in comparison to the 2020 LRDP. The lower campus headcount, relative to the 
2020
LRDP, would reduce the expected future congestion at the impacted 
intersections and
on the CMA designated system segments included as part of the Alameda County
Congestion Management Plan. The lower increments of growth in program space 
and
parking would also reduce local traffic impacts due to the reduction in 
construction activity.
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY
2 0 2 0 LRDP DRAF T E I R
5 . 1 2 02 0 LRDP ALTERNATIVE S
Local traffic operation impacts would also be lessened due to the fact the 
number of
new student beds would remain the same as in the 2020 LRDP. Lower enrollment
growth, without a drop in planned new university housing, would enable a 
greater
percentage of students to reside in walking distance of campus or along 
transit corridors
(i.e. within the Housing Zone). The lessened traffic operation impacts and 
the decrease
in overall campus headcount, relative to the 2020 LRDP, would also improve 
pedestrian
and bicycle circulation.
This alternative would reduce the significance of LRDP Impacts TRA-2 
through TRA-
12, but not necessarily to a less than significant level. In general, the 
mitigation measures
associated with these impacts would still be required."
5.1.2 ALTERNATIVE L-2: NO NEW PARKING AND MORE TRANSIT INCENTIVES
The impacts on vehicular circulation identified in Chapter 4.12 are due to 
a combination
of headcount growth and an increase in the parking inventory. The growth in 
campus
headcount is expected to result in an increase in the number of vehicle 
trips to the
campus, while the location of new parking influences the routes and 
destinations of
those new vehicle trips.
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Several comments submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP)1 
suggest
the increase in the parking inventory may itself induce new vehicle trips. 
Since demand
for university parking in many locations presently exceeds the supply, the 
difficulty of
finding parking may serve as a disincentive to drive-alone trips and, 
conversely, as an
incentive for alternative modes of travel.
Other commentors suggest the same type of transit price subsidy now offered to
students through the UC Berkeley Class Pass program should also be offered 
to UC
Berkeley employees, and suggest that such a program, often described as the 
‘EcoPass’,
could result in a significant reduction in vehicle trips."

It is strange that the LRDP makes these L-1-L4 completely separate 
scenarios.   By themselves, each mitigation is found not acceptable. UCB 
should be looking at combinations of mitigations.  Why was this not done?
The leadership for the long range outlook could be a combination of 5.1L-1 
and L-2, thus significantly reducing the impacts of overgrowth with l-1 
with some allowance for research/staff growth (.5-3% annual) and in L-2 by 
encouraging major mode shifts, and new creative alternative transportation 
and housing programs heavily subsidized by the University to reward 
non-drivers, UC would become the leader in the nation.  We could then 
achieve a 80% non-driver status and reduce the need for parking, reduce 
trips and traffic accidents over the Berkeley streets and reduce air 
pollution.  This would increase the need for pedestrian lighting, paths and 
safety, increase the need for more bus shuttle services, safe bike parking 
and paths and free transit passes, inexpensive van and carpool permits and 
more involvement in cooperation with the transit services in the bay area.

"L-1 AIR QUALITY
Development under Alternative L-1 would result in a 2020 campus headcount 
equal to
roughly 96 percent of the headcount projected under the 2020 LRDP. As 
described in
Section 4.2.7 under LRDP Impact AIR-5, any campus growth may not be consistent
with the most recent Clean Air Plan and may result in a significant impact. 
Because it is
possible that the air district will not attain air quality standards with 
the inclusion of this
project in the plan, the impact is considered significant and unavoidable.
Although the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines do not require the quantification of
emissions associated with a plan, daily emissions associated with 
Alternative L-1 were
estimated and are reported below in Table 5.1-4 for informational purposes. 
To evaluate
the criteria pollutant emissions from Alternative L-1, the growth ratio of 
Alternative L-1
to the 2020 LRDP was applied to the total operational and construction 
emissions from
the 2020 LRDP. Note that the 2020 LRDP emissions represent the increment of
emissions from 2020 LRDP growth above the existing emissions. The following 
table
summarizes Alternative L-1 emissions.
TABLE 5.1-4
OPERATIONAL & CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS: ALTERNATIVE L-1"
"As with the 2020 LRDP, mitigation of these impacts would be implemented, 
but the
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impact would remain significant and unavoidable.
The cumulative risk from stationary and area source toxic air contaminant 
emissions,
discussed in Section 4.2.9 of this EIR, under Cumulative Impact AIR-4, may be
somewhat reduced proportional to the reduction in program space. However, 
existing
emissions for LBNL and UC Berkeley exceed the 10 in one million standard 
for a 70-
year exposure. Given that the primary contribution to cumulative risk is 
diesel particulate
matter, a slower rate of program renewal and improvement, and concomitant
replacement of existing emergency diesel generators, may not be beneficial 
to an overall
reduction in this cumulative impact."
It is clear that the impact remains "significant and unavoidable".  Again 
IAT would solve these air pollution problems with significant mode shifts 
and population caps.  The impact would then be LTS and avoidable.  We also 
approve of the "slower rate of renewal".

"L-1 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
This alternative would result in a somewhat lessened deterioration of 
traffic operations
in comparison to the 2020 LRDP. The lower campus headcount, relative to the 
2020
LRDP, would reduce the expected future congestion at the impacted 
intersections and
on the CMA designated system segments included as part of the Alameda County
Congestion Management Plan. The lower increments of growth in program space 
and
parking would also reduce local traffic impacts due to the reduction in 
construction activity.
Local traffic operation impacts would also be lessened due to the fact the 
number of
new student beds would remain the same as in the 2020 LRDP. Lower enrollment
growth, without a drop in planned new university housing, would enable a 
greater
percentage of students to reside in walking distance of campus or along 
transit corridors
(i.e. within the Housing Zone). The lessened traffic operation impacts and 
the decrease
in overall campus headcount, relative to the 2020 LRDP, would also improve 
pedestrian
and bicycle circulation.This alternative would reduce the significance of 
LRDP Impacts TRA-2 through TRA-12, but not necessarily to a less than 
significant level. In general, the mitigation measures
associated with these impacts would still be required."

If enough subsidization for non-drivers were made available, the mode shift 
would be significant. Again, this is where UC needs to take a leadership 
role to avoid the impact of auto traffic, congestion, parking space costs 
and air pollution.   Allowing UC to maintain "the same or equivalent" 
current alternative transportation programs, will only mean a failure for 
these programs.

A major commitment of campus mitigation funds for these programs must be 
made. Plans for increased pedestrian and bicycle routes would 
be  wonderful, quiet and beautiful planning success.  UC would be lauded as 
the number one pollution reducer and transportation leader in the 
nation.  The last paragraph indicates that the alternatives would not 
necessarily be to a less than significant level.  If UC allows these 
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parking spaces and growth plans to continue and refuses to find a major 
funding for alternative subsidization, Berkeley will continue to fail and 
produce pollution and congestion.
".. Provide the housing, parking, and services we require to support a vital
intellectual community and promote full engagement in campus life.
The amount of housing proposed in L-1 is the same as in the 2020 LRDP. The 
slower
rates of growth in L-1 would result in fewer net new parking spaces, since 
the increment
of new parking proposed in the 2020 LRDP is derived partly from the 
existing parking deficit
and partly from projected future demand based on growth in enrollment and 
employment.
As with program space, if enrollment and employment do in fact grow at the 
slower
rates projected in L-1, the amount of net new parking in L-1 would be 
adequate: however,
UC Berkeley expects growth to occur as projected in the 2020 LRDP, and in this
event the amount of net new parking in L-1 would be adequate to address the 
current
parking deficit, but not to meet future demand."

Again, the need for MAJOR mode shift is necessary in order to address 
future demand of perhaps a .5-3% annual research/staff population growth by 
2020. Another guideline for UC population control would be to enlarge the 
upper division and graduate levels while reducing the undergraduate 
levels.  This would enhance the status of scholarship levels at UC Berkeley 
while decreasing overall growth.  Undergraduates could shift to 
very  inexpensive community colleges or state universities for the first 
two years. Each year a shift of 5-10% of the die-hard drivers would be 
induced to switch to alternative transportation, thus ending the need for 
future new expensive parking.   New models for alternative transportation 
must be included;  Free light rail, people movers, shuttles across campus, 
bike paths overall the campus, safe bike parking and paths, van and carpool 
discounts,  shuttles from distant parking areas, even bear transit along 
major AC routes to carry any overloaded AC routes in commute times.  Free 
ecopasses for all types of transit must be fully subsidized.  When these 
major changes and increases to funding for alternatives are made, the 
modest increased growth will actually result in a drop of parking demand 
for the UC population in the long run and solve the problem of handling the 
future "demand".

5.1.2 ALTERNATIVE L-2: NO NEW PARKING AND MORE TRANSIT INCENTIVES
The impacts on vehicular circulation identified in Chapter 4.12 are due to 
a combination
of headcount growth and an increase in the parking inventory. The growth in 
campus
headcount is expected to result in an increase in the number of vehicle 
trips to the
campus, while the location of new parking influences the routes and 
destinations of
those new vehicle trips.
Several comments submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP)1 
suggest
the increase in the parking inventory may itself induce new vehicle trips. 
Since demand
for university parking in many locations presently exceeds the supply, the 
difficulty of
finding parking may serve as a disincentive to drive-alone trips and, 
conversely, as an
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incentive for alternative modes of travel.
Other commentors suggest the same type of transit price subsidy now offered to
students through the UC Berkeley Class Pass program should also be offered 
to UC
Berkeley employees, and suggest that such a program, often described as the 
‘EcoPass’,
could result in a significant reduction in vehicle trips."
"5 . 1 2 02 0 LRDP ALTERNATIVE S"
"5.1-8
In Alternative L-2, no new university parking would be constructed under 
the auspices
of the 2020 LRDP. The Southside/Downtown TDM Study2 could guide development
of new or expanded incentive programs, parking management programs, or transit
improvement programs, by UC Berkeley alone or in collaboration with the city 
of
Berkeley. However, the changes in campus headcount through 2020 would be 
the same
as in the 2020 LRDP, and therefore the figures for program space, as well 
as for
housing, would also be the same as in the 2020 LRDP. Clearly, further 
reductions in
vehicle trips might be achieved if headcount growth were also reduced, as 
in L-1, but
this alternative serves the purpose of isolating and maximizing the effects 
of less new
parking."

Again, we advocate both l-1 headcount reduction and parking reductions, so 
that the counts would not be the same.

"TABLE 5.1-5 Estimated Projected 2020 ALTERNATIVE L-2: HEADCOUNT 2001-2002 
2020 LRDP Alternative L-2 Regular Term Students 31,800 33,450 33,450
Faculty 1,760 1,980 1,980 Academic Staff 3,040 4,880 4,880 Nonacademic 
Staff 8,140 8,950 8,950 Visitors & Vendors 1,200 2,000 2,000
Total Regular Terms Headcount 45,940 51,260 51,260
Net Growth by 2020 5,320 5,320
Total Employment 12,940 15,810 15,810
Net Growth by 2020 2,870 2,870
TABLE 5.1-6 Actual + Foreseeable Projected 2020
ALTERNATIVE L-2: PROPOSED SPACE 2001-2002 2020 LRDP Alternative L-2
Program Space (GSF) 12,100,000 14,300,000 14,300,000
Net Growth by 2020 2,200,000 2,200,000
Net Lab Space Growth by 2020 700,000 700,000
Housing (bed spaces) 8,190 10,790 10,790
Net Growth by 2020 2,600 2,600
Parking (auto spaces) 7,690 9,990 7,690
Net Growth by 2020 2,300 0
TABLE 5.1-7
ALTERNATIVE L-2: PROGRAM Program Space (GSF) Parking (spaces)"
"5.1-9
L-2 AIR QUALITY
Reduced parking on campus may decrease the total vehicle miles traveled for 
this
alternative, if people would use more transit options without the 
availability of parking.
This would be a benefit to air quality, but the total operational emissions 
from all
sources would not be reduced to below a level of significance. No matter 
what the
reduction in vehicular emissions, non-vehicular source emissions would remain
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unaccounted for in projections informing the Clean Air Plan.
The cumulative risk from stationary and area source toxic air contaminant 
emissions,
discussed in Section 4.2.9 of this EIR, under Cumulative Impact AIR-4, 
would not be
reduced in this alternative. While a potential increase in transit-related 
diesel particulate
emissions may occur, as described in Section 4.2.7, overall, mobile source 
emissions are
lessening to meet new regulatory standards, as discussed under Cumulative 
Impact AIR-3."

We dispute the argument that reduction in the vehicular emissions would not 
significantly impact the Clean Air Plan. As buses continue to use new clean 
air standards and major mode shift occur by 2020 to 80% overall commuter 
mode use to alternative transportation.; Overall, emissions would be 
significantly reduced.

"L-2 CULTURAL RESOURCES
The potential cultural resource impacts under Alternative L-2 would in 
general be the
same as described for the 2020 LRDP. The Best Practices and Mitigation 
Measures
described in Chapter 4.4 regarding historical, archaeological and 
paleontological
resources would apply under Alternative L-2 and, in general, would avoid 
significant
impacts. The special circumstances under which demolition or alteration of 
a significant
resource is unavoidable would also have roughly the same potential to occur 
in L-2,
since the building program is identical to the 2020 LRDP except for parking.
L-2 NOISE If no new parking is constructed there would be a reduction in 
the amount of construction noise. The conclusion that the impact would be 
significant and unavoidable for the LRDP also applies to Alternative L-2 
because the application of mitigation measures
would not be sufficient to avoid a substantial temporary increase in 
ambient noise levels.
All other conclusions regarding the noise for the LRDP would be the same 
for Alternative L-2."
We agree that the reduction to construction noise is a great plus!

"L-2 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Under this alternative, every effort would be made to accommodate growth 
through
shifting commuters to transportation alternatives3 and new parking would not 
be
constructed. . This would create a new significant parking impact, under 
the Standard
of Significance “Would the project result in inadequate parking capacity?” 
The existing
shortage of parking compared to demand would be exacerbated by future growth 
in
campus headcount proposed under the 2020 LRDP. Construction-period impacts
would remain significant impacts as construction materials storage and 
staging areas,
and lots that could be used for construction worker attendant parking, 
would be scarcer.
Visitors and retail shoppers may experience greater parking difficulties in 
the vicinity of

JBrewster

JBrewster
C254-22

JBrewster
LETTER C254Continued



campus. 4
With additional transit incentives, and no new university parking, a 
greater percentage of
the campus population would likely use transit to travel to and from 
campus. A shift to
more transit use would reduce the expected future congestion at the 
impacted intersections.
However, there is also some potential for local traffic congestion to 
increase, as
the result of longer searches for available spaces by those who continue to 
drive."

We dispute the argument that if there is a major mode shift to alternative 
transportation "there is also some potential for local traffic congestion 
to increase, as the result of longer searches for available spaces by those 
who continue to drive."   The numbers would be in the mode shift;  AGAIN, 
if significant numbers of drivers gave up driving, more parking spaces 
would be available to the total pool of drivers  thus ending the great 
parking space hunt and street congestion, air pollution problems" 
"Construction-period impacts would remain significant impacts as 
construction materials storage and staging areas, and lots that could be 
used for construction worker attendant parking, would be scarcer."  If the 
overall mode shift occurs, if parking spaces would be capped at the current 
cap (without 1000 at Underhill), even construction parking could be 
available or carved from the open construction areas themselves temporarily 
as currently utilized.  This would then be a less than significant impact.
"5.1-10 Thus, LRDP Impacts TRA-6, TRA-7 and TRA-8 would likely remain 
significant
impacts. There could be new significant impacts on AC Transit and/or BART 
service, if
the ridership grows to a level that cannot be supported by current and 
planned future
service levels, due to the combination of transit incentives and lack of 
new parking to
serve a larger campus headcount."

We encourage UC to work closely with all the  transit authorities and other 
cities to ensure adequate funding for main campus transit routes as a part 
of the overall alternative transportation planning.  Again, bicycles 
mitigations, Bear Transit and other alternative transportation mitigations 
must be increased to allow maximum mode shift from cars and not overload 
any one transit authority.

L-2 OTHER ANTICIPATED EFFECTS
AESTHETICS
The potential aesthetic impacts under Alternative L-2 would in general be 
the same as
described for the 2020 LRDP since the amount of new program space and housing
would be the same as under the 2020 LRDP. The Best Practices and Mitigation
Measures described in Chapter 4.1 would apply under Alternative L-2 and 
mitigate any
potential impacts to less than significant levels.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts on biological

.. Plan every new project to respect and enhance the character, livability, 
and
cultural vitality of our City Environs.
The increase in parking demand due to growth in enrollment and employment, 
without
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any increase in the parking supply, would likely result in more UC Berkeley 
students and
employees parking in the districts around campus, particularly unregulated 
residential
districts. Commentors on the NOP already perceive this as a serious 
problem, and it
might be expected to worsen under L-2, unless incentives such as the 
EcoPass induce
substantial numbers of single drivers to shift to alternate modes. Based on 
past surveys
of both students and employees, UC Berkeley considers the potential of such 
programs
to be modest, given the already low drive-alone rate at UC Berkeley and the 
relatively
low priority of cost as a mode selection factor.
The relationship of Alternative L-2 to the other objectives would not 
differ significantly
from the 2020 LRDP, except as described above with respect to significant 
environmental

The previous failure of programs goes along with the top priority of 
"profit" for building selling more parking permits, more parking spaces, a 
lack of vision, poor publicity,  and minimal funding for alternative 
transportation.  For example, bus drivers were not adequately informed 
about the 1999 pilot staff ecopass plan for the Rockridge Bart bus 
line;  Thus, some drivers were rude to passengers attempting to use the new 
pass system and forced them off the buses.  Many UC commuters were unware 
of the program.   UC looks upon the loss of permit holders as a loss of 
income rather than a success at less congestion and cleaner air.

When alternative programs fail and they are determined beforehand shown to 
be a "low priority" and  the efforts to create better priorities are not 
made. Flexibility is necessary to allow a gradual shift to a new mode- for 
example allowing free occasional parking permits for non-drivers.
Changing the priorities from parking to alternative transportation is the 
way to make this program begin to work for the entire UC population. Other 
benefits for alternative transportation should be emphasized: For example, 
a fitness program could be worked out together with the recreation sports 
and health centers, emphasizing the importance of exercise (walking 
/biking). Furthermore, a environmentally conscious campaign, to encourage 
less driving which might be less self-interest as socially conscious 
interest for cleaner air, should be made.   Priorities can change.  UC 
needs to ensure that this happens.

L-3 AIR QUALITY
Localized carbon monoxide and particulate matter impacts would decrease 
because
some trips would divert to Richmond Field Station. However, other vehicle 
emissions
(NOx and ROG) are more of a regional air quality issue due to the fact that 
some
pollutants are transported downwind of the emission source (unlike carbon 
monoxide
and particulate matter, which disperse rapidly). Since the total student, 
staff, and faculty
population would not change but some would be merely displaced, the total 
vehicle
emissions would remain roughly the same as the 2020 LRDP. There would be a 
slight
change in miles traveled since Richmond Field Station is located four miles 
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north of the
Campus, but this would not cause a substantial change in total emissions.
The cumulative risk from stationary and area source toxic air contaminant 
emissions,
discussed in Section 4.2.9 of this EIR, under Cumulative Impact AIR-4, may be
somewhat reduced proportional to the reduction in program space on the Campus.
However, existing emissions for LBNL and UC Berkeley exceed the 10 in one 
million
standard for a 70-year exposure. Given that the primary contribution to 
cumulative risk
is diesel particulate matter, a slower rate of program renewal and 
improvement on the
Campus because of off-site development under this Alternative, and concomitant
replacement of existing emergency diesel generators, may not be beneficial 
to an overall
reduction in this cumulative impact. Toxic air contaminant emissions would 
increase in
the vicinity of the Richmond Field Station.

Overall, again increasing toxic air contaminants at ANY site should be 
stopped with planning including the Richmond Field station."The cumulative 
risk from stationary and area source toxic air contaminant 
emissions,discussed in Section 4.2.9 of this EIR, under Cumulative Impact 
AIR-4, may be somewhat reduced proportional to the reduction in program 
space on the Campus."

This factor is of major concern and is hidden in the middle of the paragraph.

"Because the same amount of parking would be added as in the 2020 LRDP, 
parking
impacts would remain essentially the same, although the relative demand for 
the new
parking would be slightly lower and thus the pressure for non-auto 
commuters to shift
modes would be slightly lower. The construction-related impacts would be 
slightly
lessened due to lower construction levels on campus. The alternative would 
result in a new significant impact related to shuttle service between the 
RFS and the Campus Park, as it is likely that additional shuttle vehicles 
and more frequent service would be required to link the two sites. The 
current shuttle’s fare is not covered by the Class Pass Program. The 
additional fare and the inconvenience of the shuttle may cause people to 
use their personal vehicles. This in turn would have the effect of 
increasing congestion at the study intersections, especially to the north 
and west of the Campus Park.
In addition, this alternative could produce traffic congestion impacts in 
the vicinity of
the RFS, particularly because that site is not as well-served by transit 
(BART and AC
Transit buses) as the Campus Park, nor as well located within 
bicycling/walking distance
of substantial housing opportunities.

If alternatives remote parking could be made for shuttles to the main 
campus, people living in those vicinities would reduce travel 
emissions.  To be successful, the shuttles would need to be frequent and 
fast relative to auto traffic. This would involve perhaps even a way to 
increase special parking for UC people at BART parking stations in other 
remote areas where UC people might be encouraged to park and take BART.  If 
transit increases succeed, a mitigation may be needed with curb cuts/and 
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new bus loading areas.

"5.1.5 ALTERNATIVES WITHDRAWN FROM CONSIDERATION
During the scoping process, other alternatives were considered, but as a 
result of
qualitative analysis were determined either to be infeasible or to offer no 
significant
environmental benefits over the 2020 LRDP or Alternatives L-1 through L-4, 
and were
therefore not analyzed quantitatively.

We dispute the argument that L1-L-4 were infeasible or offered no 
significant environmental benefit. Again, the combination of L1-L4 were not 
considered.  Complete disregard for a combination of alternatives is a 
major oversight in this LRDP/EIR.

Indeed, the environmental benefits would be profound with major reduced 
vehicle trips to campus.  The inability of planning is evident in 
envisioning the necessary changes necessary to produce a major mode shift 
of travel.  There indeed would be significant environmental benefits, if a 
paradigm shift toward making and funding the alternatives were made.

"ALTERNATIVE L-5: LESS NEW UNIVERSITY HOUSING
TRAFFIC A strategy of building less new university housing is likely to 
make traffic conditions worse, because the LRDP Housing Zone is designed to 
ensure the location of this new housing encourages alternate modes of 
travel to and from campus. If less new university housing is built in the 
LRDP Housing Zone, more students would likely live farther
from campus, in places less convenient to transit, and would be more likely 
to drive.

We agree that less new housing is not a good alternative and agree that it 
would increase drivers.

ALTERNATIVE L-6: MORE NEW UNIVERSITY HOUSING

We dispute the need to increase rents and would like to see the use of the 
planned increased fees or researching new grants & or  endowments for 
students, faculty and staff be used to subsidize this housing.  The closer 
UC people live to campus the less driving problems are created. Some new 
discount housing for staff would be a major help to low income staff.

5.1.6 2020 LRDP ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE
For this reason, despite the potential environmental advantages of 
Alternative L-1, the
2020 LRDP represents the best balance of institutional objectives and 
environmental
stewardship.

Oddly, the reduction of head count is found to be the most superior 
alternative ignoring that increases of growth cannot be accommodated by a 
simple mode shift to alternative transportation.  IAT disputes this L-1 as 
the best  choice although it is also feasible .  Lack of vision in 
alternative transportation is degrading Berkeley.

If excellence is a goal and growth of research population is what needed to 
keep UCB at the top, the choice for the most superior alternative should 
really be L-2! No new parking and increased transit alternatives.  Again, a 
best solution for UC is a combination of L1 & L2 which would bring about 
both educational and research goals as well as improving environmental 
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impacts.

Lastly,  We expect that major changes will  be made to the final LRDP/DEIR 
concerning alternative transportation additions we have included and that 
the parking space quota increases be eliminated.  The egregious omissions 
and concerns noted here require the LRDP/DEIR authors respond with a 
detailed analysis of each point within this commentary.

This will involve a major investment of time and work by the authors of the 
LRDP, but if we truly want to preserve our air quality, end the auto 
congestion crisis and improve our transportation needs, these detailed 
additions and changes must be made.

Norah Foster,
(with approval of Steve Geller, Elinor Levine, and Joan Gatten) Staff at 
LBNL -UCB.
P.S.
Please see the letter/comments also sent from the Improve Alternative 
Transportation Committee.

Norah R.J.Foster, Manager,  Graduate Services, 208 Doe Library Berkeley, CA 
94720
nfoster@library.berkeley.edu 510 642-4481, FAX 510 643-0315
"Our separate struggles are really one. A struggle for freedom, for dignity 
and for humanity.’" - Martin L. King in a telegram to Cesar Chavez
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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-517 

11.2C.254 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C254 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-1  
The CEQA Guidelines describe the circumstances that merit recirculation of an EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines 15088.5).  Significant new information has not been added to the 
EIR; recirculation, therefore, is not warranted.    

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-2  
Air quality impacts of the 2020 LRDP are analyzed in section 4.2.7 of the Draft EIR.  
Mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR to improve vehicle level of service 
would be implemented in accordance with applicable safety codes.  The 2020 LRDP 
may result in an increase in vehicular traffic, but the Draft EIR includes measures to 
ensure that any increase that does occur is handled as safely as possible.  Analysis of 
possible accident risks due to possible increases in traffic attributable to LRDP imple-
mentation would be speculative, and is not required by CEQA. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-3  
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.  See also Thematic Response 3 
regarding LRDP alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-4  
The writer is referred to responses to comment letter B7a for a description of the joint 
City/UC Transportation Demand Management Study, its menu of alternative transit 
programs, and its relationship to the 2020 LRDP EIR.  With regard to the request that 
UC Berkeley cap population growth, the 2020 LRDP includes a policy to stabilize 
enrollment at page 3.1-13.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-5  
Air quality implications of added vehicle trips are analyzed at page 4.2-20, 4.2-26 to 28 
and 4.2-31 to 32 of the Draft EIR.  Where appropriate, mitigations are also proposed. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-6  
Please see response to comment C254-5, above.  See Thematic Response 10 regarding 
transportation alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C254-7 THRU 9  
Please see response to comment B7-102. 

The writer’s recommendations regarding appropriate capital project policies are noted.   

The project proposed as the 2020 LRDP has been carefully crafted to respond to the 
mission of the University of California, Berkeley. The writer’s additional recommenda-
tions would alter the proposed project by reducing enrollment or parking, compromis-
ing UC Berkeley’s ability to meet its mission.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-10  
See Thematic Response 10 regarding transportation alternatives. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-11  
The writer’s opinions are noted.   A proposed parking garage would be subject to 
project-specific environmental review.  See Thematic Response 1 regarding the role of 
the LRDP EIR in project-specific review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-12  
The writer’s opinions are noted.  UC Berkeley expects the 2020 LRDP parking program 
will allow parking to be available, as well as “capped”. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-13  
UC Berkeley agrees that shifting walkers and alternative transportation users to driving 
is a negative impact.  The noted mitigations at TRA-11 are intended to prevent this 
outcome. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-14  
Please see page 4.0-2 to 4.0-3 of the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR, explaining the format for 
the impact discussions.. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-15  
Please see response to comments 254-7 thru 254-9, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-16  
See Thematic Response 3 regarding LRDP alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-17  
The writer’s preference for an alternative program that reduces enrollment growth while 
expanding subsidies for housing and transit is noted.   

UC Berkeley is committed to improvement of its alternative transit programs.  Given 
cost and authority constraints, however, improvements implemented by UC Berkeley 
are unlikely to result in the scale of mode shift envisioned by the comment. Alternative 
L-2 appropriately presents the alternative of “no new parking and more transit incen-
tives.” The writer’s additional recommendations would alter the proposed project by 
reducing enrollment, compromising UC Berkeley’s ability to respond to its mission.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-18  
Please see response to comment 254-17, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-19  
The writer’s preference for an alternative program that reduces enrollment growth while 
expanding subsidies for housing and transit is noted.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-20 
The writer’s recommendations regarding the campus enrollment plan, and alternative 
transit programs, are noted.  The City/UC TDM study presents a full menu of strategies 
for shifting drivers to alternative transportation.  In Chapter 8, the TDM study also 
indicates the effectiveness of each potential strategy.  The more effective strategies are 
either the more costly, or outside the authority of the University to unilaterally imple-
ment. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-21  
Please see response to comment 254-17, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-22  
The writer’s opinions are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-23  
The analysis referred to by the commentor assumes no new parking, and some increase 
in alternative transit users, but not enough to constitute “a major mode shift.”  See 
Response to comment 254-20, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-24 
UC Berkeley is eager to work with other agencies to implement alternative transit 
program improvements.  Recently, UC Berkeley and AC Transit announced the Bear 
Pass program for UC faculty and staff.  Other innovations are sought and welcomed. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-25  
The writer’s opinions and assessment of outreach related to alternative transit programs 
are noted.  UC Berkeley is eager to consider additional options to increase the attrac-
tiveness of alternative transit.  Please see Thematic Response 10 regarding the Rockridge 
Shuttle and conclusions of the related survey. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-26  
UC Berkeley disagrees with the writer’s assessment that the cumulative significance of 
toxic air contaminants is hidden.  See the discussion at page 4.2-33 to 4.2-34 of the 
Draft EIR, and at page 6-1. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-27  
See the discussion of satellite parking in Thematic Response 3, LRDP Alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-28  
See response to comment 254-27, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-29 
The writer’s support for staff housing discounts is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C254-30 THRU 31 
See response to comment 254-17, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C254-32 
Please see above responses to the comments in letter C254. 

 

 



JAVICARS@aol.com

06/18/2004 12:05 PM

To: 2020LRDP@cp.berkeley.edu
cc: gordon.wozniak@sbcglobal.net

Subject: Constructing new dormitorys

Dear Ms. Lawrence,

As a native Berkeley resident, homeowner and investment real estate broker I recommend the 
construction of new dorm rooms be dropped and UC should work on better utilization of their existing 
housing.

It is my understanding that UC housing is not subsidized in the same way as other departments so that it 
needs to pay for itself.  Funds for housing come from a different source and have different requirements 
attached to them. 
 
As an investment real estate broker who primarily sells apartment buildings in the Berkeley area I 
frequently take an informal poll on the number of vacancies from the larger investors.  My estimate of the 
current vacancy factor is approximately 5.75%.  This will probably grow with the new housing coming on 
line within the next year

The doms are running a serious vacancy factor now.  Most students only stay the required year in dorms 
and move to private housing because it is affordable and allows more flexibility.  I cannot see how they 
will compete with the older housing stock which will adjust their prices much lower than the dorms.  
Another competitor will be the 525 new units under construction.  Building new dorms would be an 
irresponsible use of tax payer's money and resources.  

I am also concerned as a homeowner, about the additional tax burden on Berkeley homeowners and the 
strain on City resources.  This is not mention the traffic congestion and parking which has become 
noticeably worse in the past few years.

Please let me know if you need more information on any of the above to develop a better use of scarce 
public funding.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jon Vicars
 
 
Jon A. Vicars
ERI Investment Real Estate
2980 College Ave. Suite 5
Berkeley, CA 94705
510-849-9280
510-849-2678 fax
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11.2C.255 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C255 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C255-1 AND C255-2 
The growth in the number of students is one, but not the only, reason for the proposed 
increase in student housing. University student housing near campus also provides 
students with the community of peers and mentors, and the access to academic 
resources, they require to excel. The targets for student housing in the 2020 LRDP 
reflect the longterm goals established in the UC Berkeley Strategic Academic Plan. 

However, because the state provides no funds for student housing, the entire cost of 
construction, operation, and maintenance must be supported by rents. UC Berkeley’s 
goals to improve the cost and quality of housing must therefore be balanced by the need 
to keep rents at reasonable levels and avoid building surplus capacity. The 2020 targets, 
and the pace at which we achieve them, may be adjusted in the future to reflect changes 
in market conditions and demand for University housing. The completion of the 1,100 
new student beds now under construction will provide the first test of demand, since 
these units will come on line after a period of substantial private housing construction in 
the campus vicinity. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C255-3 
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts, and Thematic Response 7 regarding 
land acquisition and tax exemption. 
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11.2C.256 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C256 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C256-1 
These remarks serve as an introduction to more detailed comments below. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C256-2 
As noted in section 3.1.14, UC Berkeley is committed to using the Southside Plan as its 
guide for the location and design of future projects in the Southside. With respect to the 
Berkeley General Plan, Best Practice LU-2c ensures any new project would be subject to 
further CEQA review if it “... includes a use not permitted within the city general plan 
designation or has a greater number of stories and/or lesser setback dimensions than 
could be permitted for a project under the city zoning ordinance as of July 2003.” 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C256-3 
Land use in private properties is not within the jurisdiction of UC Berkeley, although the 
University does encourage mixed-use projects where private uses, particularly at street 
level, can enhance the economic and cultural vitality of the city. The Manville Apart-
ments project is one example. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C256-4 
Grants to private enterprises for façade improvements is not within the jurisdiction of 
UC Berkeley. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C256-5 
The 2020 LRDP includes up to 2,500 new University student beds and up to 100 new 
University faculty units. The University already has several programs in place to 
encourage home ownership, as described in section 4.10.4. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C256-6 
People’s Park would be retained as open space under the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C256-7 
The University supports improved AC Transit bus service, and also provides a number 
of complementary services though its own transportation programs, as described in 
Thematic Response 10. UC Berkeley is an active participant in the plans for enhanced 
transit in the Telegraph corridor, but does not currently have a position on the specific 
technology to be used. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C256-8 
No net loss of short-term parking is expected as the result of the 2020 LRDP: on the 
contrary, the number of such spaces in the UC Berkeley inventory would increase. 
Improvements in parking signage and wayfinding systems, and shared parking models, 
are under consideration within the context of the 2020 LRDP parking program. 
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11.2C.257  RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C257  
 
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 LETTER 257 
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. 



Ernest Sotelo 
<e.sotelo@worldnet.att
.net>

06/18/2004 12:50 PM

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

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report of UCB's Long Range Development 
Plan.

21 Mosswood Road
Berkeley, CA 94704-1819

Ms Jennifer Lawrence
University of California, Berkeley
Facilities Services
1936 University Avenue Suite #300
Berkeley CA 94720-1380

Dear Ms Lawrence,
I object to the installation of lights for television broadcasts at the Memorial Stadium.These 
lights are addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report of UCB's Long Range 
Development Plan. Under Areas of Controversy, the Report includes: "light and glare impacts 
from future use changes at Memorial Stadium." The report goes on to say that light and glare 
would be mitigated to be less than significant by using "shields and cut-offs."

I wish to bring to your attention the lights at the intercollgiate rugby field. When those lights 
were installed, I objected to them on the basis of the adverse intrusion of light and glare into my 
home and those of my neighbors. My living room is at about the same elevation as the light 
clusters of the rugby field. Initially the light and glare was more than intolerable. In response to 
the complaints from my neighbors and myself, the University installed shields and cut-offs. The 
first set installed were a complete failure. The shields and cut-offs finally installed mitigated, to a 
degree, the determental effect of the lights. However, the determintal effect of the lights was not 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

The proposed stadium lights would be just as objectionable, if not more so. The distances and 
elevations from my house to the proposed lights would be approximately the same as to the 
rugby field lights. In addition, the stadium light clusters would have more lamps than those on 
the rugby field clusters. This would be for the clusters facing my house. 

There would be other detrimental impacts from the proposed stadium lights:
In daylight these execrable stadium lights would dominate the view from my 
neighborhood.

When used, there would be the concurrent noise from the stadium, the public address 
system and the spectators. Now, the noise might be comparable to that when football 
games are played during the day. However, the noise would be more objectionable at 
night when we are entitled to peace and quiet.

Traffic in the vicinity of the Memorial Stadium including Panoramic Hill would be 
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impossible during night games. Again there traffic is a severe problem during day games. 
During night games, the traffic problem would be exacerabated.

Then there is the vital need to provide some means of evacuating Panoramic Hill in event 
of an emergency such as Oakland Hills fire. At present, evacuation from Panoramic Hill 
would be marginal at best if a fire crossed  Claremont Canyon. It would be marginal if the 
evacuation was attempted during daylight hours. If evacuation were to be attempted 
during a night football game, some loss of life would occur. 

I strongly urge that the installation of lights for television broadcasts at the Memorial Stadium be 
abandoned.

Very truly yours,
Ernest Sotelo
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 11.2C.258 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C258 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C258-1 AND C258-2 
At this point no specific project at Memorial Stadium 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. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C258-3 THRU C258-5 
These comments appear to follow from the assumption that new Stadium lighting 
would result in more night games at the Stadium. The writer’s opposition to lighting at 
the Stadium is noted.  Please see response to comments 258-1 and 258-2, above.   



Ernest Sotelo 
<e.sotelo@worldnet.att
.net>

06/18/2004 01:17 PM

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

Subject: Long Range Development Development Plan

Dear Ms Lawrence,
Attached are comments in opposition to the housing development proposed 
in the UC 2020 LRDP.

Very truly yours,
Ernest Sotelo

Long Range Development Plan.p

JBrewster
LETTER C259



JBrewster
LETTER C259Continued



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-534 

11.2C.259 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C259 
 
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 LETTER 259 
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.260 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C260 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-1 
If by the “concepts of Main Street” the writer means, in the words of the DBA website, 
“... to improve Downtown Berkeley as an attractive and historic public space that offers 
unique experiences through arts and commerce to its many local and international 
visitors ...” then the policies of the 2020 LRDP align completely with these concepts. 
For example, section 3.1.4 states: 

Given both its superior transit access and its established mixed-use character, 
downtown Berkeley should be the primary focus of future University invest-
ment in new research, cultural and service functions that require locations near, 
but not on, the Campus Park ... However, these future investments should be 
planned not merely to accommodate the program needs of the University, but 
also to invigorate the downtown and create an inviting, exciting 'front door' to 
the UC Berkeley campus. They should also be planned to enable University 
land and capital to be leveraged through creative partnerships with other public and 
private sector organizations. 

This section goes on to cite a new University museum complex and a new hotel and 
conference center, both envisioned for downtown Berkeley sites, as examples of such 
investments. 

The UC Berkeley Director of Community Relations serves as an ex officio member of 
the DBA board of directors. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-2 
Although the writer does not provide a definition of “downtown Berkeley” the 2020 
LRDP does often use this term to refer to the area just west of the Campus Park. 
However, “downtown Berkeley” as commonly perceived has very different dimensions 
than the Adjacent Blocks West, being considerably narrower in the north-south 
dimension and considerably wider in the east-west dimension. The boundary of the 
Adjacent Blocks West was limited to those blocks which directly abut the Campus Park, 
because these blocks as defined have a specific role in the 2020 LRDP land use strategy, 
as described in the Location Guidelines in section 3.1.16. We are unable, therefore, to 
reorganize the document as the writer requests. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C260-3 THRU C260-5 
While some of the up to 2,500 net new student beds in the 2020 LRDP could be built 
within the downtown, the cost of land and the need for new University program space 
adjacent to campus suggest this may be more the exception than the rule. The Housing 
Zone as defined in the 2020 LRDP includes many other sites which are as suitable for 
housing, but not for program space given their distance from the Campus Park. 

The mix of occupants of new University housing in the downtown would depend on 
both the 2020 LRDP housing targets and the actual profile and magnitude of future 
demand, although both new graduate students and new faculty are identified as key new 
markets in section 3.1.8. The 2020 LRDP does not, however, anticipate a significant 
future increase in new student family housing. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-6  
While the Campus Design Guidelines in section 3.1.17 are, in general, confined to the 
Campus Park, they do address the use and character of ground level frontages at its 
perimeter and on facing adjacent blocks: 

In the city general plan, several sections of blocks adjacent to campus are des-
ignated 'commercial': ground level spaces in University buildings within those 
areas should include retail and/or storefront services. Other University build-
ings at the campus perimeter or on adjacent blocks should house functions 
with a high frequency of human presence and activity at ground level. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C260-7 THRU C260-11 
See responses C260-3, C260-5 and C260-6. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-12  
A number of factors shape UC Berkeley policies on the purchase of goods and services. 
For example, state law requires the University to comply with competitive bidding rules. 
The University must also ensure that small, disadvantaged, woman-owned, and disabled-
veteran enterprises have the maximum practicable opportunity to participate in the 
performance of University contracts supported by federal funds. It is also University 
policy to meet its needs for goods and services at the lowest cost. Local goods and 
services may be purchased to the extent the aforementioned conditions can be met. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C260-13 AND C260-14 
See Thematic Response 10 regarding alternative transportation programs. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-15 
The writer’s comment is noted. Such a “gateway” sign already exists at the Center Street 
entrance, and a similar sign would be very suitable for the University Avenue entrance 
should funds become available. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-16  
See Thematic Response 10 regarding alternative transportation programs. With regard 
to extending the shuttle to serve the Housing Zone, in fact the Housing Zone was 
defined to ensure these new residences would be adequately served by existing AC 
Transit routes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-17 
Student parking permits are already very restricted. Students living in UC Berkeley 
housing may only obtain a parking permit if they provide clear, documented evidence 
they require a car for medical, job or other extraordinary circumstances. Students not 
living in UC Berkeley housing may only obtain a student parking permit if they live 
outside a 2-mile radius from campus. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-18  
The campus provides free California bicycle licensing, discounts on high quality bicycle 
locks, extensive bicycle parking, campus bicycle paths, bicycle enforcement, bicycle 
traffic school, and more. Starting this year, the University will provide secure bicycle 
parking in five locations on campus with a grant from the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District: over 200 bike parking spaces will be furnished in covered, locked 
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cages or under security camera surveillance. In 2004-2005, UC Berkeley will begin 
developing the first campus bicycle access plan with a grant from the Alameda County 
Transportation Improvement Authority. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-19 
UC Berkeley and the City of Berkeley collaborated on the 2001 Downtown/Southside 
TDM Study, which provides the foundation for many current UC Berkeley initiatives. 
UC Berkeley and the City of Berkeley continue to work together on transportation 
demand management initiatives. Current projects include: 

 Providing new transit shelters at Bear Transit/AC Transit bus stops. 
 Improving wayfinding systems for visitors to Berkeley.  
 Funding intersection improvements at Oxford/Hearst and Arch/LeConte/Hearst. 
 Working with AC Transit to define Bus Rapid Transit alignments in Berkeley. 
 Collaborating on the City Bicycle Plan update and a new campus bicycle plan. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-20 
See response C260-6 regarding retail frontages. While no new parking structures 
envisioned under the 2020 LRDP have yet been sited or designed, most are expected to 
be constructed as parts of mixed-use projects, with at least some of the parking located 
below grade, in order to optimize the use of University land. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-21 
The writer’s comment is noted.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C260-22 THRU C260-26 
While the writer’s comment is noted, the University does not have the resources to 
provide parking beyond what it requires to serve its own mission. Moreover, the City of 
Berkeley, in its comment B7a-56, objected very strongly to what it misinterpreted as UC 
Berkeley’s intent to do so. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-27 
While the writer’s comment is noted, University has no plans to install gateway signage 
outside University property, except in collaboration with the city. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-28 
Section 3.1.13 of the 2020 LRDP includes the policy to “Partner with the City and 
LBNL on an integrated program of access and landscape improvements at the Campus 
Park edge.” Oxford Street is one potential location for such improvements. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C260-29 AND C260-30 
See responses C260-1 and C260-6. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-31 
The writer’s comment is noted. The Draft EIR prescribes numerous measures to ensure 
the aesthetic and historic fabric of the City Environs is protected and enhanced, 
including Best Practices AES-1-a through AES-1-h, CUL-2-a through CUL-2-b, and 
LU-2-a through LU-2-e. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C260-32 AND C260-33 
As the Draft EIR notes, UC Berkeley is constitutionally exempt from local land use 
regulations, including municipal general plans; 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.  However, this does not mean the city 
should not have a strong advisory role, and the aforementioned Best Practices in the 
2020 LRDP ensure that it would. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-34 
Although some impacts of future University projects can not be fully evaluated until 
project-level information is available, the 2020 LRDP provides a context to help the 
University and the public understand these impacts in relation to long-term University 
goals and objectives, and thereby provides the comprehensive perspective advocated by 
the writer. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C260-35 
As noted in section 4.11.4, the UC Berkeley police already work in close partnership 
with the City of Berkeley, and share policing responsibility for Telegraph Avenue and 
the Southside. UCPD and BPD partner to ensure adequate service levels in areas 
proximate to the campus. Patrol captains from each department confer several times a 
week about upcoming events, coverage and other relevant issues, and the chiefs also 
confer regularly. An existing written agreement assigns ten campus officers on a full 
time basis to work jointly with the city in the areas around campus: the need for an 
increased UC Berkeley police presence in downtown Berkeley would be considered 
within this framework. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C260-36 AND C260-37 
UC Berkeley is eager to work with DBA toward enhancing the economic and cultural 
vitality of downtown Berkeley. 
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 11.2C.261 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C261 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C261-1  
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. 
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11.2C.262 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C262

Most of the topics in this letter are covered in Thematic Response 8. The responses 
below also address more specific concerns articulated in this letter. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C262-1 AND C262-2 
See Thematic Response 8 regarding seismicity and hydrology in the Hill Campus. Section 
B.1.5 of the Technical Appendices discusses why the faults and contact zones in the Hill 
Campus, except for the Hayward Fault, are considered inactive.  The only fault in the Hill 
Campus designated as an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone by the California Geological Survey 
(previously called the Division of Mines and Geology) is the Hayward Fault. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-3 
See Thematic Response 8 regarding emergency access in the Hill Campus. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-4 
The writer’s comment is noted, although the Summit Road neighborhood is also 
adjacent to Tilden Regional Park, which also provides substantial open space for disaster 
staging.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-5 
The writer’s point is unclear regarding the maintenance of Grizzly Peak Boulevard as a 
firebreak, since no changes are proposed to this roadway as part of the 2020 LRDP, but 
the issue of emergency access on Centennial Drive is revisited in Thematic Response 8. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-6 
See Thematic Response 8 regarding University parking. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C262-7 THRU C262-8 
As noted in Thematic Response 8, faculty housing in the Hill Campus has been deleted 
from the 2020 LRDP, although the characterization of UC Berkeley faculty as homoge-
neous and uninterested in the community is unsupported by either current facts or civic 
history.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-9 
In this comment the writer seems to argue it would be better for University faculty to 
live in other residential districts adjacent to the campus, because they would be prefer-
able to the students who live there now. However, this would seem to be a moot point 
since, as explained in Thematic Response 8, faculty housing in the Hill Campus has been 
deleted from the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-10 
Historical patterns suggest the current vacancy rates in Berkeley are a temporary 
phenomenon. However, as noted in section 3.1.8: 

Because the state provides no funds for University housing, the entire cost of 
housing construction, operation, and maintenance must be supported by rent 
revenues. Our goals to improve the amount and quality of housing must there-
fore be balanced by the need to keep rents at reasonable levels, and avoid 
building surplus capacity. The 2020 targets, and the pace at which we achieve 
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them, may be adjusted in the future to reflect changes in market conditions and 
the demand for University housing. 

The writer advocates “long-term contracts”, presumably leases, with private landlords as 
a means to secure housing for faculty. This strategy not only achieves no improvement 
in the amount and quality of Berkeley housing, but would also remove existing taxable 
property from the tax rolls, since property leased by the University is exempt from 
property taxes.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-11 
The writer’s comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-12 
The Richmond Field Station is not within the scope of the 2020 LRDP because, as 
stated in section 3.1.2, it is “… sufficiently distant and different enough from the 
Campus Park and its environs to merit separate environmental review.” The 1990-2005 
LRDP also excludes it. 

Richmond Field Station, due in part to its bayfront location and in part to its long 
history as an industrial site, presents very complex environmental issues for develop-
ment in general and residential development in particular. While the University concurs 
the site may have longterm potential, further study is required before the nature and 
magnitude of this potential can be characterized. 

Although Alternative L-3 of the EIR does present a scenario in which a portion of 
future research growth is housed at Richmond Field Station rather than on and around 
the Campus Park, this alternative does not fully meet the objectives of the 2020 LRDP, 
as explained in section 5.1.3. The principle of contiguity of academic programs is a core 
principle of the UC Berkeley Strategic Academic Plan, and the 2020 LRDP reflects this 
principle by locating 90-100% of new program space on or adjacent to the Campus 
Park.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C262-13 AND C262-14 
See Thematic Response 6 regarding the relationship of UC Berkeley to Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-15 
The writer’s comment is noted. The horizon year for this Long Range Development 
Plan is 2020; at that time, a new or updated LRDP would be expected. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-16 
Study Intersection 10 in figure F.2-1 of the Draft EIR, Volume 2 is the intersection of 
Grizzly Peak Blvd and Centennial Drive/Golf Course Road.  The writer’s opinion that 
the peak volumes may be higher is noted.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-17 
The current rate for University parking in the Hill Campus is not $100 but $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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The Mathematical Sciences Research Institute occupies its site and buildings under a 
lease with the Regents of the University of California. A new lease is scheduled to 
commence on the date of substantial completion and delivery of the building addition 
now under construction, and to run for a period of 25 years. The parking designated for 
MSRI is included as part of the leased premises, and the University does not receive any 
further payment for parking beyond the consideration in the lease.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-18 
In comment C262-17 and C262-18, the writer implies that an increase in permit parking 
fees has led to a reduction in available parking in the surrounding neighborhood.  That 
concern is noted.  The University strives to provide an exemplary alternative transit 
program to entice commuters; see Thematic Response 10.  Further, difficulty finding 
parking is not universally considered an “impact” -- see for example the comments and 
responses at letter B7a, in particular comments B7a-68 and B7a-69 earlier in this FEIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-19 
University parking, like University housing, receives no funds from the state. The entire 
cost of parking construction, operation, and maintenance must be supported through 
fees and other revenues. These same revenues also support many alternative transporta-
tion programs. The University is unable to offer free staff parking.  Further, offering 
free staff parking would conflict with City policies to encourage use of transit and other 
alternatives to single-occupant vehicles. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-20 
This intersection was one of the 74 at which AM and PM peak hour traffic counts were 
conducted for the 2020 LRDP. The results are presented under intersection #10 in 
appendices F.2 and F.3 of the EIR.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-21 
As explained in Thematic Response 8, faculty housing in the Hill Campus has been 
deleted from the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-22 
The University has no relationship to the private company that publishes these maps. 
However, we have located the company and informed them of their mistake. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C262-23 AND C262-24 
As explained in Thematic Response 8, faculty housing in the Hill Campus has been 
deleted from the 2020 LRDP. While some new program space could be built in the Hill 
Campus under the 2020 LRDP, it would be served directly by Centennial Drive, and 
there is no evidence to indicate it would compromise emergency egress on Grizzly Peak 
Boulevard.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C262-25 THRU C262-28 
As explained in Thematic Response 8, faculty housing in the Hill Campus has been 
deleted from the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-29 
See response C262-12. While the University has initiated conversations with developers 
to explore alternative futures for the Richmond Field Station, as of July 2004 no 
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agreement has been made with any developer, and no project has yet been defined to a 
level of detail adequate to support environmental analysis. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-30 
See response C262-10. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C262-31 AND C262-32 
See Thematic Response 8 regarding hydrology and seismicity. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C262-33 AND C262-34 
As noted in section 3.1.15, UC Berkeley has an ongoing program of fire fuel manage-
ment in the Hill Campus, including “... replacement of high-hazard introduced species 
with native species: for example, the restoration of native grassland and oak-bay 
woodland through the eradication of invasive exotics (broom, acacia, pampas grass) and 
the replacement of aged monterey pines and second-growth eucalyptus.” The writer’s 
concern over the specific cluster of eucalyptus has been conveyed to UC Berkeley’s 
Manager of Emergency Planning and Fire Mitigation for future consideration. 

UC Berkeley participates in the Hills Emergency Forum, a multi-agency organization 
that coordinates fuel management, emergency preparedness, and evacuation planning on 
the East Bay Hills. The Forum includes the California Department of Forestry, the 
Cities of Berkeley, Oakland, and El Cerrito, East Bay Municipal Utility District, East Bay 
Regional Park District, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, and UC Berkeley.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C262-35 AND C262-36 
As explained in Thematic Response 8, faculty housing in the Hill Campus has been 
deleted from the 2020 LRDP. Since both comments pertain to “high density housing”, 
we presume they are now resolved. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C262-37 
Although faculty housing in the Hill Campus has been deleted from the 2020 LRDP, as 
noted above, the traffic analysis conducted for the EIR found no significant impact on 
the intersection of Grizzly Peak and Centennial due to the 2020 LRDP. 
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11.2C. 263-264   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C263 AND C264  
 
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 C263 AND C264 
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.265 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C265 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C265 -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. 
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11.2C.266 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C266 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C266 -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. 
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11.2C. 267  RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C267 
 
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 LETTER C267 
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.268 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C268 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C268-1 THRU C268-48 
These comments suggest corrections to data in the tables of historic resources on pages 
4.4-10 thru 4.4-45. UC Berkeley staff have reviewed these corrections and revised the 
tables where appropriate. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C268-49 
There is no document: the reference merely notes the tables were prepared by Page and 
Turnbull in 2003 for the purpose of the 2020 LRDP EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C268-50 
The writer requests the tables be augmented to include properties that do not meet the 
criteria established on page 4.4-7 but listed in the city’s Downtown Berkeley Design 
Guidelines. While the table criteria have not been changed, the tables have, as requested 
by the writer, been updated to reflect recent landmarkings by the city through June 30, 
2004. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C268-51 
See Thematic Response 11. Whereas the zoning ordinance as of July 2003 is an existing 
body of policy, which the University can evaluate against its own mission and make an 
informed judgment as to what extent it can comply, the Southside Plan does not 
presently exist in final, adopted form. Once the Southside Plan is adopted, assuming no 
further substantive changes are made by the City, the provisions of the Southside Plan 
would supersede the provisions of the current zoning ordinance. However, because in 
retrospect this is not entirely clear in the Draft EIR language, Best Practices AES-1-h 
and LU-2-d have been revised in the Final EIR as follows:  

Continuing Best Practice AES-1-h: Assuming the City adopts the Southside 
Plan without substantive changes, the University would as a general rule use, as 
its guide for the location and design of University projects implemented under 
the 2020 LRDP within the area of the Southside Plan, the design guidelines and 
standards prescribed in the Southside Plan, which would supersede provisions 
of the City’s prior zoning policy. [Continuing Best Practice LU-2-d identical] 

The writer’s comment regarding the Clark Kerr campus does 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 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 designated 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. In the Final EIR, figure 3.1-5 has been 
adjusted to exclude Clark Kerr Campus and Smyth-Fernwald from the Housing Zone. 
As the writer notes, however, the Housing Zone only pertains to construction of new 
University student housing. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT C268-52  
The Final EIR includes the suggested change. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C268-53 
See response C268-51 regarding the Clark Kerr Campus. The Final EIR has been 
revised to remove the west side of Hillside Avenue from the Housing Zone. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C268-54 AND C268-55 
The Final EIR includes the suggested changes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C268-56 
In response to this comment, the University has re-evaluated the classical core boundary 
and agrees with the writer it should include the Dwinelle lot. Campanile Way is a 
significant and integral part of the classical core ensemble, and like the central glades 
derives both its form and its character largely from the buildings which frame and define it.  

Although the neighboring Valley Life Sciences Building is not itself a neoclassical 
building, it does share the axial orientation, symmetrical composition, and some of the 
classical architectural features of its older neighbors. Dwinelle Hall, as the writer notes, 
represents a late example of the “stripped classical” style. Inclusion of the Dwinelle lot 
site in the classical core would help ensure the future building would enhance the spatial 
and architectural integrity of Campanile Way. Figures 3.1-8 and 3.1-12 have been revised 
in the Final EIR to incorporate this boundary change. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C268-57 
The writer’s comment is noted. 
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11.2C.269 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C269 
 
At the request of the writer, letter was removed and replaced by Comment Letter 280  
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 11.2C.270 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C270 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C270-1 
The writer comments on existing conditions, and not on the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR. No 
response is necessary. 

An all-day study of the origins and destinations of vehicles using the corridor was 
conducted by LBNL and made public in 1998. The study showed that, in the 
northbound direction on Warring near Parker, 37 percent of the traffic had University-
related destinations; in the southbound direction, 27 percent of the traffic had Univer-
sity-related origins. The next highest destinations in the northbound direction were 
North Berkeley (20 percent) and downtown Berkeley (15 percent). In the southbound 
direction, North Berkeley was proportionally the highest origin, at 29 percent, followed 
by the University (27 percent) and downtown Berkeley (15 percent). 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C270-2 
The writer suggests that stop signs are preferred traffic calming devices, over the street 
light signalization proposed as a mitigation measure in the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR. UC 
Berkeley would support mitigations that reliably and feasibly reduce the level of service 
impact. See also Response to Comment C217-1. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C270-3 
UC Berkeley is eager to work with other area agencies on traffic planning. With the City 
of Berkeley UC Berkeley co-sponsored circulation studies for the Telegraph Avenue 
area, and UC Berkeley supports AC Transit Bus Rapid Transit and related improve-
ments; however, actual implementation of circulation changes are within the jurisdiction 
of the City of Berkeley. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C270-4 
The proposed traffic signal at Derby/Warring will benefit southbound traffic flow along 
Warring by increasing capacity for traffic exiting the Warring Street/Parker Street 
intersection i.e., there will no longer be vehicle queues extending from Derby/Warring 
back through the Parker Street intersection, thereby, blocking efficient southbound 
traffic flow through the Parker Street intersection at Warring Street. Northbound traffic 
on Warring will arrive at the Warring/Parker intersection in “platoons” with the new 
signal, but the delays for northbound traffic at Parker/Warring will still be controlled by 
the all-way-stop at that intersection. Thus, overall, a new signal to the south at 
Derby/Warring will have a beneficial effect on traffic congestion at Warring/Parker. 
Because the City of Berkeley installed the all-way-stop at Warring/Parker in order to 
impede traffic and discourage the use of SR 13/Belrose/Derby/Warring/Piedmont as a 
citywide travel route, and thus the intersection is designed to increase congestion, this 
intersection was not included in the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR traffic analysis.  
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11.2C.271 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C271 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C271-1 
The writer’s general commentary is not a comment on the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR. No 
response is necessary.  
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11.2C.272 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C272 
 
This letter includes as attachments two form letters identical to those covered under 
response C111 et al. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C272-1 
The writers’ suggestion is noted. 
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11.2C.273 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C273 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C273 -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 C273 -2  
The statements regarding groundwater plumes and hill campus vegetation are noted.  At 
page 4.6-7 and 4.6-8 of the Draft 2020 LRDP EIR, campus procedures to protect 
workers, occupants and the general public from hazardous materials exposures are 
outlined. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C273 -3  
See response to comment 273-1, above. 
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 11.2C.274 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C274 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C274-1 AND C274-2 
Memorial Stadium does require renovation to address its seismic deficiencies. However, 
no project has yet been defined to a level of detail adequate to support project level 
CEQA review. Please see Thematic Response 1 regarding the role of the 2020 LRDP in 
project level review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C274-3 
The writer’s comment is noted. Although the writer does not identify the reports in 
question, it is possible some UC Berkeley planning documents may have omitted the 
Panoramic Hill and Dwight Hillside districts because no University actions were 
proposed in those districts. However, they would certainly be included in any environ-
mental analyses for projects with potential effects on those districts. With regard to the 
2020 LRDP, other commentors have noted the inadvertent omission of some buildings 
on upper Panoramic Hill in figures 3.1-4 and 3.1-11; these figures have been corrected 
in the Final EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C274-4 
The writer’s comment is noted. It is not the University’s intent to obscure the differ-
ences in recreational and intercollegiate athletic facilities. Memorial Stadium is unique in 
terms of its physical and operational characteristics, but as a program level document 
the 2020 LRDP can not address in detail the individual characteristics of each potential 
future project. Please see Thematic Response 1 regarding the role of the 2020 LRDP in 
project level review. 
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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 



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-665 

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.  
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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.  
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11.2C.277 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C277 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C277 -1  
Here, a petition signed by some 300 individuals calls for the preservation of the 
Strawberry Creek Watershed. Other concerns of the petitioners address health impacts 
of nanotechnology and other materials used at LBNL. 

See Thematic Response 6 regarding the relationship between the 2020 LRDP and 
LBNL planning. 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. 278-279   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C278 AND C279 
 
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 C278 AND C279 
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 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C280 
 
This comment letter replaces C269 at the writer’s request. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C280-1 
Although not commenting on the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR, the writer’s comments are 
noted. UC Berkeley is eager to work with AC Transit, the City of Berkeley and other 
area agencies to identify and implement pilot programs that promote the use of transit.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C280-2 
The writer’s comment is noted, however the funds available for maintenance of 
University buildings and grounds are extremely limited, and UC Berkeley must focus 
these limited resources on the campus itself.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C280-3 
City CarShare has opened two on-campus vehicle locations, or “pods”, in partnership 
with the UC Berkeley Parking & Transportation Department. City CarShare is a local 
non-profit car-sharing membership organization that has vehicles available for short-
term rental throughout the Bay Area. UC Berkeley campus CarShare vehicles are located 
in the Dana/Durant Parking Lot and the first level of the Upper Hearst Parking 
Structure. Faculty, staff and student members have access to the UC Berkeley campus 
vehicle pods, as well as to the complete City CarShare network that includes two 
downtown Berkeley pods. In addition, campus department use of electric vehicles and 
Segways is expanding and several electric vehicle-charging stations are provided for 
campus commuters. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C280-4 AND C280-5 
As noted in section 4.11.1.4, UC Berkeley police collaborate with the City of Berkeley in 
joint patrols of Telegraph Avenue. UC police patrol the Southside on foot and bikes, 
and two UC officers patrol fraternities and sororities  in the Southside. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C280-6 
While the concept is noted, in general property leased by the University is removed 
from the tax rolls, which the City has objected to for fiscal reasons, and the practice of 
leasing existing housing, while providing residences close to campus for faculty, does 
not increase the housing supply in Berkeley. 
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 11.2C.281 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C281 
 
The documents are not comments on the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR; however, the 
comments and issues addressed in these documents reiterate concerns raised by the 
writers. Please see responses to comment letters C276, C277, C189, C180, and C36. 
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11.2C.282-283   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C282 AND C283 
 
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 C282 AND C283 
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.284 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C284 
 
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 LETTER C284 
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. 285-293   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS C285 THRU C293 
 
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 C285 THRU C293 
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. 

 



Norah Foster 
<nfoster@library.berkele
y.edu>

06/18/2004 04:03 PM

To: 2020lrdp@cp.berkeley.edu, jlawrence@cp.berkeley.edu, 
kobanion@cp.berkeley.edu, lustig@uhs.berkeley.edu, 
hmitchel@uclink4.berkeley.edu, vlh@uclink.berkeley.edu, 

cc: AssemblyDistrictassemblymember.hancock@assembly.ca.gov, 
mayor@ci.berkeley.ca.us, elliec@abag.ca.gov, dfay@aacma.ca.gov, 
sheminger@mtc.ca.gov, dfastenau@rides.org, 

Subject: Letter/comment on 2020 LRDP/EIR from IAT

Please forward to your executives , boards and appropriate staff the 
attached letter regarding the 2020LRDP/EIR for the University of California 
at Berkeley.

Thanking you in advance,

Norah Foster, Chair, Improve Alternative Transportation, IAT

Norah R.J.Foster, Manager,
Graduate Services
208 Doe Library
Berkeley, CA 94720
nfoster@library.berkeley.edu
510 642-4481, FAX 510 643-0315

"Our separate struggles are really one. A struggle for freedom, for dignity 
and for humanity.’" - Martin L. King in a telegram to Cesar Chavez
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June 18, 2004 
 
To:    
UCB Administrators: Executive Vice Chancellor & Provost Paul Gray, Vice -Chancellor 
Horace Mitchell; Jennifer Lawrence, Principal Planner, Capital Projects; Kerry  
O'Banion, Associate Director, Capital Projects; Victoria Harrison, UCB Police Chief 
 
Dear Administrators : 
 
The University of California at Berkeley leads the world in many ways, but not in the 
important one of civic responsibility. Commuting faculty and staff put a great service 
burden on the streets of Berkeley, but UC lacks sorely in budgeting for alternative 
transportation. To make matters worse, the LRDP 2020/DEIR transportation planning is 
regressive because it could actually encourage walkers, bikers & transit users back into 
their cars.1 
The University can and should be a national leader in traffic management and reduction 
of congestion and air pollution, and a guide and inspiration to local government and local 
employers by making alternative transportation its top priority. A paradigm shift in 
current funding and thinking at Parking and Transportation Services (PTS) is necessary. 
 
 
PROBLEMS 
• PTS currently looks upon the loss of parking space permit holders as a loss of income 

rather than as a success at achieving less congestion and cleaner air. 
• Parking spaces cost $35,500.00 per space to build and add more debt and 

maintenance. 
• Current PTS plans and the added LRDP/DEIR increase of parking spaces by 42% or 

3090 net spaces is irresponsible, not cost effective and will increase congestion and 
accidents.2 

• Current levels and the increase in car trips that would be created by this 42% increase 
in parking spaces would seriously hamper UCB’s ability to meet the state CAP 
(Clean Air Plan) requirements “of a 5% reduction in emissions or a demonstration 
that all feasible measures have been proposed for implementation”.  UCB risks being 
fined by the State for violations. 

• When pilot alternative programs from the start are called “low priority” and after a 
very short trial deemed a “failure,” then the programs are arbitrarily dismissed and 
abandoned. Better efforts to analyze, change, create a working alternative and really 
educate the UC communities about the alternatives have not been made. 

• Charging $20.00 a month to the faculty and staff for the BEARPASS (AC transit) 
will not be sufficient incentive to induce drivers out of their cars. 

• If the current draft LRDP/DEIR is approved which continues the “same or    
equivalent” level for funding alternative transportation improvements, UCB will fail 
at reducing pollution and congestion in Berkeley. 

 
SOLUTIONS 
• PTS should not necessarily be a self-supporting department when alternative 

programs by nature reduce the department's parking permit income.  For alternative 
transportation, major subsidization is necessary. 

• Increased funding from the campus and the University Office of the President would 
be needed for this subsidization ;   
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• Creating new policies for more funds for alternative transportation when we construct 
new buildings and projects should be utilized. 

• Grant a free BEARPASS & BART pass next year with planning to incorporate the 
regional TRANSLINK passes for the future for all UC commuters. For students, the 
CLASSPASS AC bus pass has been a major success for reducing parking needs of 
students (83% of students now use Classpass). Improve Alternative Transportation 
(IAT, previously IT/P) has been advocating for over three years for a free 
BEARPASS which UC faculty and staff could use to ride AC Transit. The LRDP 
must go far beyond the $20.00 a month BEARPASS (only AC Transit) 
(implementation date September 1, 2004). 

• Provide more incentives for non-drivers, not only with mere monetary savings and 
perks for faculty and staff, but also with major educational programs concerning the 
health and environmental benefits of transit to induce die-hard drivers out of their 
cars. 

• Allow non-drivers to obtain free or low-cost occasional day parking permits. This 
would give flexibility for part-time driving needs.  

• Grant sliding scale parking rates for the lowest paid workers who cannot avoid 
driving, still keeping the rates high enough to be a fund for alternative transportation. 
Make this disincentive to drive proportionate to faculty and staff salaries. 

• Analyze failed projects effectively by changing and creating new working 
alternatives, and really educate the UC community about the alternatives in emails, 
Web site updates, special letters, and open forum discussions. 

• Increase pedestrian lighting and paths. 
• Add more bus shuttle services, including augmenting AC lines. 
• Add more safe bike parking and paths. 
• Add more signage and safety lighting. 
• Add inexpensive van and carpool permits. 
• Develop more cooperation with the surrounding cities to improve all the metropolitan 

transit services. 
• Set a campus goal of 80%+ non-driver status which will fully reduce the need for 

parking, reduce trips and traffic accidents over the Berkeley streets and reduce air 
pollution. 

 
FUTURE PARKING DEMAND REDUCED 
When these major changes and increases to funding for alternatives are made, even with 
the modest planned increase in UCB growth, drivers will be absorbed by the alternative 
modes in the long run and solve the problem of handling any future demand. 
 
When the parking demand is solved by alternative transportation, UCB will become the 
leader in the nation for campus transportation. 
 
 
TIME EXTENSION FOR THE LRDP-SECOND ROUND 
Lastly, a second round of commentary should be added after the revised LRDP is 
completed, but before the final is submitted to the regents.  The time period is necessary 
to address all the egregious omissions in this first draft and iron out the details and  
impacts. We would assume that if necessary the Regents’ approval could also be moved 
forward from November 2004 to January of 2005. 
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1 LRDP Impact TRA-11: “Implementation of the 2020 LRDP could induce a“mode shift” 
to driving by some commuters who currently take transit, bicycle or walk.” 
 2 EIR 4.12.7: “while the 2020 LRDP includes up to 2300 net new parking spaces…” 
 
Norah Foster, Chair, IAT, Improve Alternative Transportation 
 
 

IAT members: Steve Geller, LBNL Staff; Laura Stoker, UCB Faculty; UCB Labor 
Coalition (UPTE, CUE, AFT); Kriss Worthington, Berkeley City Council 
 

cc: 

Loni Hancock,  Assemblywoman, 14th Assembly District 
Tom Bates, Mayor, City of Berkeley 
Scott Haggerty, President, ABAG, Association of Bay Area Government   
Dennis R. Fay, Executive. Director, ACCMA, Alameda County Congestion  
Management  
Steve Heminger, Executive Director, MTC, Metropolitan Transportation Council,   
David Fastenau, Executive Director, RIDES  
David Burch, President, BABC, Bay Area Bicycle Coalition,        
BART  Board of Directors  
Rick Fernandez, General Manager, AC Transit 
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11.2C.294 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C294 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C294-1 
The writers present an overview of their specific comments. See responses to specific 
comments on the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR, below.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C294-2 
The writers’ opinions are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C294-3 
The writers suggest that the finding at AIR-5, that operational emissions from imple-
mentation of the 2020 LRDP may hinder attainment of the Clean Air Plan, is avoidable. 
However, the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR explains that the analysis of this impact presents a 
very conservative interpretation of local and regional growth projections: namely, that all 
growth associated with 2020 LRDP implementation is in addition to, rather than a 
subset of, anticipated regional growth. Under this assumption, no matter how small or 
reduced the growth associated with the 2020 LRDP might become, the impact – the 
possibility that the 2020 LRDP presents a hindrance to attainment of the Clean Air Plan 
– would remain the same.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C294-4 
The writers’ observations and opinions are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C294-5 AND C294-6 
The writers suggest changes in funding mechanisms for the department of Parking and 
Transportation. The comments are noted. These are not comments on the 2020 LRDP 
Draft EIR, and in accordance with CEQA, further response is not required. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C294-7 THRU C294-9 
As described in Thematic Response 10 and Thematic Response 3, UC Berkeley has 
implemented a Bear Pass program effective fall semester 2004. The writers’ other 
suggestions remain part of the menu of demand management strategies available to the 
City and UC Berkeley to manage parking supply and demand.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C294-10 
The writers’ opinions and assessment of outreach related to alternative transit programs 
are noted. UC Berkeley is eager to consider additional options to increase the attractive-
ness of alternative transit. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C294-11 THRU C294-17 
The writers’ recommendations are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C294-18 
The CEQA Guidelines describe the circumstances that merit recirculation of an EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines 15088.5). Significant new information has not been added to the 
EIR; recirculation, therefore, is not warranted.  



Sand W 
<b4peas@yahoo.com>

06/18/2004 05:06 PM

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

Subject: RE LRDP from Sennet Williams  (sorry I sent it to the wrong address)

LRDP planners: June 18, 2004
 
I urge you carefully consider an University of California long 
term policy change as part of the LRDP. An employee 
transportation benefit will benefit employees much more than it 
will cost, and can address the most unhappiest blight on campus 
for these reasons:

-Making University of California expansion dependant on 
employees' parking fees is not helping the campus or anyone.
-(expansion is inexorably linked with employees ability to get to 
campus. (And get here affordably!)
-By combining the market power of all employees, the benefits to 
employees will be much greater cost.
To free its hand to support the best availalbe transit (which 
employeees favor)
University of California Parking and Transportation must have a 
budget less dependant on "desperation" parking demand.

(With all due respect, reducing parking congestion REQUIRES 
lowering of EMPLOYEE parking.
IE, a per employee "transporation of benefit," paid directly to 
University of California PTO,
will the allow the campus amazingly better transit improvements,
Saving MANY employees much greater amounts.

This way, parking demand CAN be reduced enough to allow lower 
parking fees AND lower congestion.
I suggest that a benefit of only $100 per year could sponsor 
slightly reduced EMPLOYEE parking fees, and improved bus service 
to modeshift for at least hundreds more employees to travel here 
without making traffic demand worse,
including AC transit ECO-passes and the cost of improved 
campus-oriented bus service.

A larger benefit will allow much great transit improvements to 
allow lower parking fees,
providing a much greater collective benefit to employees.

Again, I strongly you do consider University of California 
adopting modernizing its transit policy, by dedicated a set fee 
for Parking & Transit to ensure the best available transit 
services AND correspondingly reduced employee parking fees.
(University of California should eventually treat Parking & 
Transit Operations as a wholly owned private contractor ,
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NOT as a franchise operator catering to employees.)
-Sennet Williams
P.O.Box 28 4 947-1
 
Berkeley 510-644-1303

_______________________________________________

Do you Yahoo!?
Yahoo! Mail Address AutoComplete - You start. We finish.
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11.2C.295 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C295 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C295-1 THRU C295-3 
The writer advocates a “transportation benefit” paid directly to employees as a way to 
reduce parking demand. In addition to its current range of incentives for transportation 
alternatives, UC Berkeley has recently established one new incentive program: the Bear 
Pass. The Bear Pass a is two-year pilot program for unlimited rides on AC Transit, 
including transbay service, to UC Berkeley staff and faculty. The program also includes 
unlimited use of campus shuttles for pass holders. The cost of a Bear Pass to employees 
under the pilot program is $240 per year or $20 per month, which may be paid in pretax 
dollars. The Bear Pass was approved by AC Transit in July 2004 and launched in 
October 2004.  



"Michael Wilson" 
<michaelwilson100@hot
mail.com>

06/18/2004 05:34 PM

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

Subject: LRDP Comment

The Berkeley Property Owners Association

2005 Hopkins St., Berkeley CA, (510) 525-3666

bpoa@bpoa.org

 

June 18, 2004

Dear Ms. Lawrence,

The Berkeley Property Owner’s Association (BPOA) wishes to register several comments and 
objections to the University of California at Berkeley's 2020 LRDP Draft DEIR. 

BPOA is a trade association that has represented Berkeley housing providers for over 21 years. 
Our members provide the majority of housing for current students of the University. Most of us 
also live within the city limits, and many, many of us are alums of the University. We have a 
long and proud history of supporting supply-side solutions to the city’s housing needs.

In the 2020 LRDP, UCB proposes building far more additional student housing than the 
university actually needs, and far more than the City can actually support. On the one hand, UCB 
proposes to increase its student population by 1,650, or 5.2%. But rather than a proportionate 
increase in beds, UCB is proposing to build 4,870 beds (including those under construction, in 
design, and proposed). This is over 3,000 beds more than required, and would represent an 
approximately 10% increase of the city’s entire rental market. 

Expanding the market in this dramatic way is unnecessary, and will ultimately harm the students 
it purports to help. The private rental market is currently accommodating the student population 
with room to spare: the combined effects of the local economy and the Costa-Hawkins housing 
law has been to increase supply and decrease demand. This has resulted in the current very high 
vacancy rate, and a steady decline in rents. Bringing expensive University housing onto the 
market now (and private sector Berkeley housing is far less expensive than University housing) 
will only serve to reverse the trend by driving more and more landlords to convert to non-rental 
housing.

A far more intelligent (and cost-effective) approach for the University would be to support 
measures to re-invigorate the existing private housing stock, and to support measures that would 
"re-capture" rental units that were lost during the decades when local regulation was at its most 
extreme. It has been estimated that more than 4,000 units  (not beds) were taken off the market. 
Every one that is recaptured means housing for more students, at absolutely no cost to the 
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University.

In contrast to its position on student beds, UCB proposes increasing the number of faculty units 
by just 230, and adding no  additional housing for other staff. But the LRDP anticipates an 
additional 2,870 employees (far more than the number of additional students). The concern here, 
naturally, is the impact that additional traffic from commuting employees will have on our 
neighborhoods. Our members, and the tenants they house (including all the students), feel 
strongly that the city is already at its maximum capacity for automobile traffic. Unfortunately, 
there appears to be just one solution to this problem: limit growth to that absolutely necessary to 
support the new students.

Thank you for your attention to this letter, and for including it in the public comments on the 
LRDP.

Sincerely,

Michael Wilson, President

MSN Movies - Trailers, showtimes, DVD's, and the latest news from Hollywood! 
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 11.2C.296 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C296 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C296-1 
The growth in the number of students is one, but not the only, reason for the proposed 
increase in student housing. University student housing near campus also provides 
students with the community of peers and mentors, and the access to academic 
resources, they require to excel. The targets for student housing in the 2020 LRDP 
reflect the longterm goals established in the UC Berkeley Strategic Academic Plan. 

However, because the state provides no funds for student housing, the entire cost of 
construction, operation, and maintenance must be supported by rents. UC Berkeley’s 
goals to improve the cost and quality of housing must therefore be balanced by the need 
to keep rents at reasonable levels and avoid building surplus capacity. The 2020 targets, 
and the pace at which we achieve them, may be adjusted in the future to reflect changes 
in market conditions and demand for University housing. The completion of the 1,100 
new student beds now under construction will provide the first test of demand, since 
these units will come on line after a period of substantial private housing construction in 
the campus vicinity. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C296-2 
By “recapture”, the writer presumably means the reconversion of condominium units 
back to rentals, but the writer offers no more specific information on how the Univer-
sity might support this. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C296-3 
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 
faculty housing envisioned in the 2020 LRDP (and another 30 at University Village 
Albany) represent 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. 

However, the writer seems not to advocate more staff housing, but rather less staff 
growth, presuming new staff would consist mostly of commuters who would create 
more traffic. It is not explained why at least some new staff would not choose to live in 
Berkeley, given the above statements about low rents and high vacancy in the private 
housing market. In fact, to the extent new University housing is able to house a greater 
percentage of UC Berkeley students, more private housing would be available to 
accommodate the additional staff demand, enabling more new staff to live in Berkeley. 

As noted in section 4.10.7, while city apartments are not suitable for all new staff, “... the 
University has a diverse workforce, and many University employees would benefit [from 
more new University housing] either directly, by being able to find reasonable, suitable 
housing closer to campus, or indirectly, through the easing of demand on the con-
strained private housing market.” 



"Jesse L. Arreguin" 
<jarre212@berkeley.edu
>

06/18/2004 06:10 PM

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

Subject: ASUC Response to LRDP Draft EIR

Dear Jennifer,

Attached please find the ASUC's response to the LRDP Draft EIR. 

Additionally please find an enclosure also attached, a copy of a ASUC Senate 
bill supporting our
demands in the 2020 LRDP.

I apologize for the tardiness of this submission. I had sent our response 
earlier in the day,
however the message was never sent due to a problem with my email account. 

Once again I apologize for this inconvenience and I ask that you accept our 
comments to include in
the FEIR. 

These comments have been developed out of extensive analysis by student 
leaders of the draft EIR.
We strongly encourage you to incorporate our concerns in the FEIR. 

We have appreciated the University's efforts to hear student concerns and we 
hope that the final
LRDP reflects the needs of all members of the campus community. 

I thank you for your consideration and please include these comments in the 
FEIR. Please feel free
to contact me at this address or at (510) 207-3317 if you should have any 
questions. 

Thank You,

Jesse Arreguin

_____________________________
Jesse L. Arreguin
Director, ASUC City Affairs Lobby and Housing Commission
Phone: (510) 207-3317
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            Associated Students of the University of California 
 

University of California 
220 Eshleman Hall # 4500 
Berkeley, CA 94720-4500 

 
June 18, 2004 
 
Ms. Jennifer Lawrence 
Environmental Planning Manager 
UC Berkeley Facilities Services 
1936 University Avenue, Suite 300 
Berkeley, CA 94720-1380 
 
Re:  Draft 2020 Long Range Development Plan and Tien Center  
 Environmental Impact Report 
 
Dear Ms. Lawrence,  
 
 This letter is the Associated Students of the University of California’s (ASUC) 
response to the 2020 Long Range Development Plan draft Environmental Impact Report.  
 
 The ASUC would like to thank the University for the opportunity to comment on 
this plan. This document is important to students since it will define where we live and 
the quality of academic resources.  
 
 Our response has been developed out of extensive analysis by student leaders and 
based on comments provided at our workshop held in late April. As students, we have an 
important role in the development of this plan. We want to ensure that this document 
reflects our needs as students and residents of this community. Accordingly, our demands 
have been endorsed by the ASUC Senate and our petition outlining our demands has been 
signed by 100 students and community members.  
 
 We would like to thank the University for incorporating our concerns in the draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). We are pleased with the definition of the “Housing 
Zone” and the University’s commitment to build housing close to campus. We are also 
pleased with the incorporation of bicycle transportation in the Transportation and Traffic 
analysis.  
 
 We also want to thank the University for their extensive public outreach. Most 
specifically we want to thank the University for their assistance in the development of the 
student workshop. We also want to thank them for their attendance at numerous 
community and city meetings throughout the comment period.  
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 Nevertheless we are greatly concerned with the housing and traffic analyses, and 
the lack of sufficient mitigation measures. We ask that you incorporate our concerns in 
the final plan and EIR.  
 
General Comments 
 
 As the campus continues to grow with projected increases in student and faculty 
and staff populations, the University must accommodate such growth. In order to remain 
a world class research institution, the University must expand its physical space. We 
enthusiastically endorse the purpose of the 2020 LRDP.  
 
 The campus must address the need “to provide each student with an outstanding 
education in which critical inquiry, analysis and discovery are integral to coursework” 
while at the same time “strengthen [its] ability to recruit and retain exceptional 
individuals” and “preserve the character and livability of the city around us”. (3.1-3) 
 
 Accordingly, we support the objectives of the 2020 LRDP. In order to retain and 
attract top students and faculty, the University must expand its housing and transportation 
services. Additionally, the goal of the LRDP should be to create a campus community 
connecting students and faculty and fostering intellectual synergy. That is why we 
recommend that the University build all student housing close to campus and support 
transportation alternatives to connect people to the campus park.  
 
 While we support the objectives of the LRDP, we are greatly concerned with the 
inadequacy of the DEIR. We believe that the proposed mitigation measures are not 
sufficient to address traffic impacts. Additionally, Alternative L-2 is not adequate due to 
the lack of transit incentives.  We therefore believe that this DEIR is inadequate 
according to CEQA and strongly encourage the University to develop sufficient 
alternatives in the FEIR.  
 
 Throughout the comment period community members have addressed numerous 
concerns regarding the content of the DEIR. Many comments are similar to those offered 
during the 1990 DEIR comment period. Many of the same concerns have not been 
addressed by the University since the 1990 LRDP. Development on the Hill Campus is 
still of great concern. The traffic impacts associated with new development have only 
worsened. Student and faculty still have difficulty in finding affordable housing close to 
campus.  
 
 There is a prevailing conflict between the University and community. The 2020 
LRDP presents an opportunity for the University to incorporate the community in the 
development process and address the lack of funding for public services.  
 
 Community members have expressed concern with the impacts associated with 
increased development, the lack of compensation for public services used by the 
University, the congestion of local roadways associated with increased parking 
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            Associated Students of the University of California 
 

University of California 
220 Eshleman Hall # 4500 
Berkeley, CA 94720-4500 

construction, the impact of development on the preservation of historical resources, and 
the lack of sufficient transportation alternatives in the DEIR.  
 
 Many of these concerns are similar to those of the student community. The 2020 
LRDP is an important document not just because it will guide future physical expansion, 
but also because it defines the future role of UC Berkeley.  
 
 According to the 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education, the University is 
committed to accepting the top 12.5 percent of California high school students. During 
the last 10 years this has resulted in a significant increase in students. While the campus 
is at the end of Tidal Wave II, the increase in UC eligible student will result in an 
increase in population, and the lack of diversity.  
 
 With the fiscal instability facing our state, it is important to continue to meet the 
University’s mission to educate the future of the state of California.  
 
 With increases in student fees and the lack of affordable housing close to campus, 
many students will be deprived of the opportunity to receive an education.  
 
 At the same time the University is investing in substantial growth in faculty and 
staff and research space in the LRDP.  
 
 While it is important to maintain our role as a world-class research institution, the 
mission of the University is changing from educating students to conducting research.  
 
 The 2020 LRDP provides an opportunity for the University to invest in research 
while fulfilling its mission of educating students. Accordingly, it must increase student 
housing construction and recreation space.  
 
 It is important that the University incorporate all student and community concerns 
in the FEIR and develop a document that promotes cooperation. Accordingly, we urge 
the University to recirculate the FEIR once completed for public review, to ensure that 
this document reflects the demands of the entire community and meets the CEQA 
requirements.  
 
Air Quality 
 

We are greatly concerned with the impact that increased parking construction and 
automobile traffic will have on air quality. 
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In order to address the increase in NO+ and CO emissions, the University should 

invest in transportation alternatives and develop policies to reduce automobile trips.  
 
Land Use 
 

We commend the University on their Land Use analysis. We urge you to support 
mixed use development along local transit corridors, integrating administrative space and 
housing. We also urge you to support General Plan and Downtown Plan policies to 
develop student housing in the Downtown and close to campus.  
 

We strongly encourage the University to increase recreation space on the Campus 
Park and in the Adjacent Blocks. Increased parking construction and administrative space 
have taken away many important recreational spaces around campus. In order to promote 
a more livable environment we urge the University to address the lack of open space in 
future development.  
 

We strongly recommend the development of potential opportunity sites in the 
FEIR. The ASUC strongly supports student housing construction close to campus and 
urges the University to consider the Tang Center Lot, the Berkeley Art Museum site and 
any underutilized sites in the Southside and Downtown for housing construction.  
 
Campus Housing  
 

We are pleased with the University’s definition of the “Housing Zone”. We 
strongly encourage the University to support its commitment to developing housing close 
to campus as outlined in the Strategic Academic Plan.  
 

Additionally we urge the University to expand housing opportunities for Fall 
Extension students. We encourage the University to involve students in future housing 
design and we strongly support apartment-style housing for new construction.  
 

We strongly urge the University to expand its housing envelope by 1,100 beds. 
By increasing the amount of housing, the University can address the existing and future 
demand for affordable housing. Additionally, the rental housing market may change 
during the lifetime of the 2020 LRDP, and it is important to have an adequate supply to 
ensure that all students will be housed during a future crisis.  
 

While the University has outlined its commitment to building student housing, 
campus policies prevent the construction of affordable housing.  
 

The ASUC strongly urges the University to remove its policy regarding parking 
replacement in the LRDP and waive all housing projects from the Parking Replacement 
Policy.  
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            Associated Students of the University of California 
 

University of California 
220 Eshleman Hall # 4500 
Berkeley, CA 94720-4500 

While it is important to maintain an adequate supply of parking, developing 
housing close to campus addresses the need for parking, and promotes a more livable 
environment.  
 

The Parking Replacement Policy has limited the Housing Department’s ability to 
provide affordable housing to the student population. It has also affected third party 
developers, such as the University Student’s Cooperative Association from building 
housing.  
 

The ASUC and the City of Berkeley have strongly opposed this policy because of 
its impacts of building student housing.  
 

Additionally, the replacement fee has increased the cost of housing. With 
increased student fees and higher rents, most students have difficulty finding affordable 
housing close to campus.  
 

We strongly urge the University to fulfill its commitment to supporting student 
housing, by waiving all housing projects from the Parking Replacement Policy.  
 
Transportation and Traffic 
 

The 2020 LRDP proposes a 30% increase in parking. These new spaces in 
addition to those being developed at the Underhill lot will result in 2,900 new parking 
spaces around campus.  
 

A 41% increase in parking compared to a 22% increase in faculty and staff is not 
proportional.  
 

Building more parking will congest local streets and increase air pollution. While 
some parking is needed, UC should invest in transportation alternatives to reduce the 
demand for parking.  
 

Mitigation Measure TRA-11 is not sufficient enough to address the impacts 
associated from increased parking construction.  
 

In order to reduce the demand for parking, the University should increase the cost 
of parking and invest in a free universal faculty and staff Eco-Pass.  
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Many Universities such as the University of Washington have been successful in 
reducing automobile trips through universal pass programs.  
 

UC Berkeley should be a leader in transportation, and support initiatives to meet 
its objectives to reduce student and faculty drive-alone rates.  
 

The University should develop a Long Range Transportation Plan like other 
institutions do to develop policies to promote transit use and reduce parking demand.  
 

Additionally to increase transportation options for students who live in other parts 
of the region, it should include a BART Class Pass as a mitigation measure in the FEIR.  
 
Alternatives 
 

The 2020 LRDP is an important opportunity for the University to provide services 
to meet a growing population, increase student housing and become a leader in 
transportation planning.  
 

We are greatly concerned with the DEIR as proposed. We believe that it is 
inadequate because it fails to present sufficient alternatives and mitigation measures to 
address traffic impacts.  
 

We strongly urge the University to incorporate a Transportation Demand 
Management alternative and a More New University Housing alternative.  
 

As members of the campus community we hope that you will incorporate our 
comments in the FEIR.  
 

In closing, we strongly urge you to increase student housing construction, waive 
housing project from the Parking Replacement Policy, reduce parking construction and 
invest in transportation alternatives.  
 

We thank you for your consideration and we look forward to our continued 
participation throughout this process.  
 

Please feel free to contact us at (510) 207-3317 if you should have any questions.  
  
Sincerely, 
 

 
Enclosure 
  
 CC: Mayor Tom Bates 
 Members of the City Council 

Elizabeth Hall      Jesse Arreguin 
ASUC External Affairs Vice President  ASUC City Affairs Director 
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            Associated Students of the University of California 
 

University of California 
220 Eshleman Hall # 4500 
Berkeley, CA 94720-4500 

 City Manager Phil Kamlarz 
 Julie Sinai, Senior Aide to Mayor Tom Bates 
 Dan Marks, Director of Planning 
 Peter Hillier, Assistant City Manager for Transportation 
 Stephen Barton, Director of Housing 
 Berkeley Planning Commission 
 Berkeley Transportation Commission 
 Berkeley Housing Advisory Commission 
 Berkeley Public Works Commission 
 Berkeley Landmarks Preservation Commission 
 Assemblymember Loni Hancock 
 Student Regent Matthew Murray 
 Student Regent-Designate Jodi Anderson 
 Chancellor Robert M. Berdahl 
 Vice Chancellor Ed Denton 
 Assistant Vice Chancellor Tom Lollini 
 Assistant Vice Chancellor Harry Le Grande 
 Associate Vice Chancellor George Strait 
 Nadesan Permaul, Director of Transportation 
 Irene Hegarty, Director of Community Relations 
 Berkeley Ecological and Safe Transportation 
 Telegraph Area Association 
 Willard Neighborhood Association 
 Claremont Elmwood Neighborhood Association 
 ASUC President Misha Leybovich 
 ASUC Academic Affairs Vice President Rakesh Gade 
 ASUC Student Advocate Dave Madan 
 ASUC Senate 
 UC Berkeley Graduate Assembly 
 Residence Hall Assembly 
 The Daily Californian 
 Berkeley Daily Planet 
 Oakland Tribune 
 San Francisco Chronicle 
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Respectfully submitted to the Senate of the Associated Students of the University of California Spring 2004 
  SB 35 

 
 

A BILL IN SUPPORT OF STUDENT DEMANDS IN THE 2020 LONG RANGE 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

 
 
 

Authored by: Jesse Arreguin and Andy Katz 
Sponsored by: EAVP Anu Joshi, AAVP Gustavo A. Mata 

 

Whereas,  The 2020 Long Range Development Plan will outline UC Berkeley’s physical growth 
over the next 15 years, supporting proposals for the expansion of housing, parking 
and office space; and 

Whereas, This plan is important to students since it will affect where and how we live and the 
quality of our academic resources; and 

Whereas, The University in its Strategic Academic Plan and the 1990-2005 Long Range 
Development Plan, called for the expansion of student housing in proximity to the 
central campus; and 

Whereas, As more students come to UC Berkeley every year it is important to expand our 
housing supply to promote an affordable and accessible market; and 

Whereas, The new plan as outlined in its Notice of Preparation recommends creating housing 
20 minutes or a mile away from campus, and prioritizes expanding parking and 
research space in the Southside and Downtown areas; and 

Whereas,  The goal of the new LRDP should be to support the creation of a campus 
community, connecting students to faculty members and academic resources and well 
as social services; therefore be it 

RESOLVED, The ASUC urges the University administration to incorporate the following demands 
in the 2020 Long Range Development Plan: 
 Continue the University’s commitment as outlined in the Strategic Academic Plan 

to build more student housing close to the central campus.  
 Define the location of the proposed “Housing Zone” and include existing 

opportunity sites such as the Downtown area, Tang Center Lot and Berkeley Art 
Museum site for new student housing.  

 Include Transportation alternatives, such as a free BEAR Pass for University 
faculty and staff as an EIR alternative, and support parking alternatives in the 
EIR.  

 Promote student safety in future physical expansion by prioritizing the core 
campus for student services, rather than administrative space.  

 Promote Renewable Energy and Sustainability practices in future construction.  
 Waive the Parking Replacement Fee for Rochdale III and future housing projects. 

 
 

 
Approved Unanimously by the ASUC Senate on February 18, 2004 
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11.2C.297 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C297 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT C297-1 
The goal articulated by the writer is reflected in the 2020 LRDP objectives and policies. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C297-2 
See Thematic Response 3. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C297-3 
In support of the 2020 LRDP policy “Reduce demand for parking through incentives 
for alternate travel modes”, the University has recently completed negotiations with AC 
Transit for the Bear Pass, a discount bus pass for UC Berkeley employees, launched in 
October 2004. Other programs are under consideration, building on the findings of the 
2001 City/University TDM Study. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C297-4 
The writer’s comments are supported by the objectives and policies of the 2020 LRDP, 
including the definition of the Housing Zone within which all new student housing built 
under the 2020 LRDP would be located. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C297-5 
Section 3.1.10 includes policies for the restoration of Underhill and Hearst West Fields, 
as well as enhancement of the Strawberry Canyon aquatics facilities. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C297-6 
With respect to housing, while some of the up to 2,500 net new student beds in the 
2020 LRDP could be built on the blocks adjacent to the Campus Park, the cost of land 
and the need for new University program space adjacent to campus suggest this may be 
more the exception than the rule. However, mixed-use projects on these blocks can 
often serve to create a graceful transition from institutional to residential districts: so, for 
example, the Tang Lot and Art Museum sites may lend themselves to program space on 
the north portion of the block and housing on the south, as envisioned in the New 
Century Plan.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C297-7 
The type and tenancy of the new student housing built under the 2020 LRDP would be 
determined based on a combination of academic objectives and demand. However, at 
this time the new housing units are envisioned as apartments rather than residence halls.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C297-8 
The housing targets in the 2020 LRDP represent an estimate of the maximum program 
achievable within the timeframe of the plan, and the financial and logistic capacity of the 
campus, and the need to avoid overbuilding in order to prevent rent increases due to 
high vacancy rates. As explained in section 5.1.5: 

While the long term goals in the Strategic Academic Plan may ultimately require 
more University housing than envisioned in the 2020 LRDP, under the current 
financial practices of the University it is not possible to sustain a more intensive 
pace of housing development than the 2020 LRDP proposes. Because the state 
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provides no funds for University housing, its entire capital and operating cost 
must be supported by rents and other revenues.  

Although the UC Berkeley housing inventory includes many relatively new fa-
cilities, many others are old and in critical need of major renovation, including 
the Clark Kerr Campus and Bowles and Stern Halls. Rents must sustain these 
renovations as well as new construction projects. However, new construction 
projects begin generating new expenses well before they begin generating new 
revenues, while renovation projects typically generate no new revenues. 

Given the need to keep rents at reasonable levels and maintain the financial in-
tegrity of the housing auxiliary as a whole, the campus is therefore limited in 
the number of projects it can pursue at any one time. While the 2020 LRDP 
housing program appears at this point to be supportable by projected future 
rents, a significantly larger program would be infeasible. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C297-9 
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. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C297-10 AND C297-11 
See Thematic Response 10 regarding trip reduction programs. As noted above, the 
University recently completed negotiations with AC Transit for the Bear Pass, a 
discount bus pass for UC Berkeley employees, launched in October 2004. We continue 
to explore expanding the Class Pass to include BART as well as AC Transit.  

To date, BART has not entered into an eco-pass type program with any agency. A 
BART eco-pass is the desire of a variety of agencies and leaders in bay area – leaders 
include Mayor Bates and Assembly Member Hancock. UCB and other higher educa-
tional institutions in the Bay Area have had preliminary discussions with BART about 
creating a fare ticket for students, faculty, and staff.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT C297-12 
See Thematic Response 3 on the 2020 LRDP alternatives, and response C297-8 above 
on the “more new housing” alternative. 



BBAllen100@aol.com

06/21/2004 01:23 PM

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

Subject: Fwd: DELIVERY FAILURE: User 2020LRDG 
(2020LRDG@cp.berkeley.edu) not listed in...

Please include my letter - it was returned back to me.  Note it was sent this past Friday.
 
Thank you... note email below.
----- Message from Postmaster@cp.berkeley.edu on Fri, 18 Jun 2004 18:45:23 EDT -----

To: BBAllen100@aol.com
Subje

ct:
DELIVERY FAILURE: User 2020LRDG (2020LRDG@cp.berkeley.edu) not listed in 
public Name & Address Book

Your message

  Subject: RE: Comments on UC Berkeley's 2020 LRDP Draft EIR

was not delivered to:

  2020LRDG@cp.berkeley.edu

because:

  User 2020LRDG (2020LRDG@cp.berkeley.edu) not listed in public Name & Address 
Book

Final-Recipient: rfc822;2020LRDG@cp.berkeley.edu
Action: failed
Status: 5.1.1
Diagnostic-Code: X-Notes; User 2020LRDG (2020LRDG@cp.berkeley.edu) not listed 
in public Name & Address Book

----- Message from BBAllen100@aol.com on Fri, 18 Jun 2004 18:45:23 EDT -----

To: 2020LRDG@cp.berkeley.edu
Subject: RE: Comments on UC Berkeley's 2020 LRDP Draft EIR

Jennifer Lawrence
University of California, Berkeley
Facilities Services
1936 University Avenue Suite #300
Berkeley, CA  94720-1380
 
RE:  Comments on UC Berkeley's 2020 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) DEIR
 
Dear Ms. Lawrence:
 
1) As residents of the Berkeley Hills, we are opposed to the 100-unit high-density housing 
development proposed in the UC 2020 LRDP.  As members of Neighbors for Fire Safety in 
Berkeley, we are very concerned of the threat of fire, including wild land fires, which looms and is 
a constant source of worry. We have an immediate appreciation of the dangers of fire and wild fire 
since we live close to wild lands with winds of 40 mph a common occurrence in the Berkeley Hills.  We 
live in one of the most high-risk fire zones and in fact there are signs posted at the bottom of the Berkeley 
Hills stating "Entering -  Hazard Fire Area."  This same "Hazard Fire Area" sign is posted adjacent to UC 
Berkeley's Memorial Stadium going into the Panoramic Hills Neighborhood.  Why would UC Berkeley 
put high-density housing in a Fire Hazard Area?  Why would UC Berkeley put high-density 
housing when homes in the Berkeley Hills are zoned for low-density housing -- a single-family 
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residential area? 
 
2) We have already had a brush fire at an intersection on Grizzly Peak last month, and this past 
Tuesday a fire along the wild land ridge of City of Richmond.  This year the California Department 
of Forestry declared the Bay Area as one of the two major wild fire areas of concern.  Additionally, 
this site sits next to the Lawrence Hall of Science Fault Zone, between the Hayward/Wildcat 
Canyon fault lines.  Why would UC Berkeley put high-density housing located east of the Hayward 
fault?
 
3) In addition our concern is that the high-density housing development would also further tax our 
public safety services and essential services (fire, police, paramedic, streets, sewers, traffic, 
streetlights, etc.).  As residents living in the City of Berkeley,  we pay  high property 
taxes/assessments, etc.  for these services and UC Berkeley does not.  This is not acceptable.   
 
4) We routinely drive on Grizzly Peak Boulevard/Centennial Drive area and the parking problem is 
a serious life safety issue.  There are no sidewalks along parts of Grizzly Peak and it is dangerous 
driving on these roads when UC faculty/staff park their cars and walk in the road.  In the winter time, it is 
extremely dangerous when it is dark and foggy and you cannot see people walking to and from UC 
Space Sciences lab. 
 
Due  to the serious traffic congestion along Claremont Avenue by UC Berkeley faculty/staff  
driving to and from the campus in the morning and evening, faculty/staff are using Centennial 
Drive to Grizzly Peak to Fish Ranch Road as way of getting to the freeway OR using Centennial 
Drive to Grizzly Peak to Marin Avenue to travel to Kensington, El Cerrito,  Richmond and beyond.  
This is unacceptable.  Grizzly Peak/Centennial Drive/Marin Avenue were never designed to be a 
major artery for UC Berkeley.  If these 100 high-density units are developed it will put a further 
traffic burden on the streets of Berkeley.
 
5)  We ask that UC Berkeley address these issues and study the increased traffic, noise, pollution, loss of 
open space if these 100 units were developed.  Please also study and explain how you are planning to 
mitigate all the health, safety hazards, and not paying  for services provided by the taxpayers of Berkeley 
if these 100 units were developed. 
 
Sincereley yours,
Barbara Allen
Robert E. Allen
91 Whitaker Avenue
Berkeley, California 
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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-757 

11.2C.298 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C298 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS C298 -1 THRU C298-6 
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. 



Daniel Dole 
<dandole@sbcglobal.ne
t>

06/24/2004 03:03 PM

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

Subject: Access for bikes

I would like to encourage U.C. Berkeley to allow bicycle access to the fire 
roads in Strawberry
Canyon as part of its long range development plans. Currently there is only 
street access for
mountain bikes to the Berkeley Hills and Tilden Park. Strawberry Canyon trails 
would be a great
alternative to connect with the other off road bicycle resources in the hills.

Thank you for your consideration,
Daniel Dole, 2nd generation Berkeley-an and U.C.Berkeley graduate.

JBrewster

JBrewster
C299-1

JBrewster
LETTER C299



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-759 

11.2C.299  RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 299 
 
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 LETTER C299 
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-761 

11.2C.300   RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 300 
 
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 C285 THRU C293 
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. 

 

                                                           
i UC Berkeley, Strategic Academic Plan, June 2002, page 18, viewed July 7 2004 at 

http://www.berkeley.edu/news/media/releases/2003/05/sap/plan.pdf 
ii UC Berkeley, Strategic Academic Plan, June 2002, page 30 
iii City of Berkeley, Downtown Berkeley Design Guidelines, July 1994, page 3. 
iv Entries on the National Register, State of California, Haviland Hall, Section 8-Significance, February 1 1982. 
v John Galen Howard, The Phoebe Apperson Hearst Plan, University of California, revised February 1914 
vi Berkeley Lab Currents January 2002 , on the web October 2004 at 

http://www.lbl.gov/Publications/Currents/Archive/Jan-11-2002.html 
vii URS, Central Campus Human Health Risk Assessment, prepared for UC Berkeley Physical and 

Environmental Planning, June 28, 2000 
viii URS, Air Toxics Health Risk Assessment for the University of California Davis 2003 Long Range 

Development Plan, April 2003 
ix Paul Lavely, UC Berkeley Radiation Safety Officer, October 2004. 
x Paul Lavely, UC Berkeley Radiation Safety Officer, October 2004. 
xi Berkeley Lab Currents January 2002 , on the web October 2004 at 

http://www.lbl.gov/Publications/Currents/Archive/Jan-11-2002.html 
xii Paul Lavely, UC Berkeley Radiation Safety Officer, October 2004. 
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1 May 5, 2004      P R O C E E D I N G S   7:05 P.M.
2          PROFESSOR GRONSKY:  Good evening, everyone.
3 Good evening.
4          Welcome to this first of two public hearings
5 on the new U.C. Berkeley 2020 Long Range Development
6 Plan.
7          Let me first introduce myself.  My name is
8 Ron Gronsky.  I'm a Professor of Material Science and
9 Engineering.  I teach in the College of Engineering

10 here on the Berkeley campus.
11          I also have the privilege of representing over
12 2,200 faculty as the chair of the Academic Senate this
13 year.  I'm the chair of the Berkeley Division.
14          I've also been a member of this community of
15 faculty, administrators and students who have worked so
16 long on this plan that we're trying to launch with the
17 public hearing tonight.
18          The 2020 Long Range Development Plan actually
19 has its origins in what we call the Strategic Academic
20 Plan that was an effort in shared governance that took
21 place a few years ago.
22          The Strategic Academic Plan identifies the key
23 challenges, of course, that we will face in the 21st
24 century.  And those challenges basically are to remain
25 the best public research university in the world.
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1          Now, one of those challenges, the key
2 challenge, in fact, is that we are the oldest campus in
3 the UC system.  And we're at the point now where many,
4 many of our older buildings just can't meet the
5 performance demands of the 21st century, both education
6 and research.
7          As you probably know, we can't even teach the
8 same way in classrooms, the way we used to.
9          Another of those challenges is that the

10 population of California and the demand for a college
11 education continues to grow, and so does the demand for
12 research, research to deal with the increasingly
13 complex problems we face as a society.
14          So we are excited by and, I think, very proud
15 of the 2020 Long Range Development Plan because it
16 recognizes the investment that UC Berkeley needs to
17 make in both the campus, the campus growth and the
18 campus renewal process, but also it establishes what we
19 think is a very strong ethic, an ethic of environmental
20 quality, of sustainable design, and respect for the
21 unique character of both the campus and the city.
22          I think I speak for all of my colleagues in
23 acknowledging the fact that we are a large university
24 in a small city.  The quality of life in Berkeley is
25 precious, unique and fragile, and the quality of life
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1 we enjoy in Berkeley is very much a part of the UC
2 Berkeley experience -- very much a part, in fact, as
3 much as what happens on the campus itself.
4          So while we have a good idea of the kind of
5 investments that we think we need to make on the campus
6 in order to keep Berkeley at the leading edge and to
7 serve the people of California, your comments tonight
8 are very important to help us understand how we can
9 pick those investments in ways that also enhance the

10 community and the environment.
11          So I want to thank all of you for coming
12 tonight.  I really mean that, and I'm saying that on
13 the part of all of my colleagues on the faculty.  I
14 look forward to hearing what you have to say.  I will
15 be trying to find a seat here soon in the back.
16          And now I'd like to turn the evening over to
17 Irene Hegarty, our Director of Community Relations, who
18 will introduce some of the other people from the campus
19 who have also come to listen.
20          Irene.
21          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
22          And I want to add my welcome to that of
23 Professor Gronsky's.  We're very pleased to see the
24 turnout tonight, and I'm sure we'll be joined by many
25 others as the evening progresses.
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1          I want to welcome a few faces I see from the
2 City of Berkeley:  Assistant City Manager, Arrietta
3 Chakos, here she is; Julie Sinai, Senior Legislative
4 Aide for Mayor Tom Bates.
5          From the City, I'm sure we'll be joined as we
6 go, and if I see other familiar faces, I will introduce
7 them.
8          From the campus, I want to welcome
9 Cathy Koshland, who is the Assistant -- the Vice

10 Provost for Academic Facilities and Planning; Assistant
11 Vice Provost Chancellor Lee Mellennie, who is in charge
12 of Physical and Environmental Planning; Janet Gilmore,
13 from our Media Relations Office; and, of course,
14 Kerry O'Banion, who I will be introducing in a minute,
15 who is Project Manager for the Long Range Development
16 Plan.
17          And also at the front desk we have Jennifer
18 Lawrence, who is our Senior Environmental Planner and
19 in charge of the environmental impact report.
20          So tonight we're here to hear from you, and
21 this is a public hearing conducted according to the
22 University's procedures under the California
23 Environmental Quality Act or CEQA.
24          CEQA actually does not require a public
25 hearing, but it is the University's policy to hold one.

Page 7

1 And, in fact, for this plan, we are holding two public
2 hearings, one tonight and the second one next Tuesday,
3 May 11th, at the Clark Kerr Campus, 2601 Warring
4 Street, 5:30 to 8:30 p.m.
5          In addition, you may submit comments in
6 writing.  You can do so tonight.  We have comment cards
7 at the front desk, and you can fill those out and leave
8 them behind, or you can submit your comments by U.S.
9 mail or email, and the addresses are listed on your

10 agenda.
11          If you wish to speak tonight, please fill out
12 a comment -- a speaker card -- those also are at the
13 front desk -- print your name.
14          We have a court reporter here tonight who's
15 taking down every word, so we ask that you speak slowly
16 and carefully for our reporter.
17          Your comments will be addressed in the final
18 environmental impact report on the Long Range
19 Development Plan and Chang-Lin Tien Center for East
20 Asian Studies and library.
21          Those comments will also be submitted to the
22 Regents when ultimately -- this plan and its
23 environmental impact report will be submitted to the UC
24 Regents in the fall.  Your comments will be submitted
25 as well.
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1          I think at this point I would like to turn
2 this over briefly to Kerry O'Banion, who will present a
3 little overview of the plan, and then we will spend the
4 rest of the evening listening to you.
5          Thank you very much.
6          And may I introduce Kerry O'Banion.
7              (Applause)
8          MR. O'BANION:  Thank you, Irene.
9          Thank you all for coming.

10          My name is Kerry O'Banion.  I'm the Project
11 Director for the Long Range Development Plan with
12 Jennifer Lawrence, who's in the back.  We comanage the
13 production of both the LRDP and its environmental
14 impact report.
15          I know that many of you are already familiar
16 with the contents of the plan and the EIR, so I'll try
17 to be as brief as possible.
18          Every time we have a public hearing, there are
19 always a few people who are new to whatever we're
20 presenting, new to the CEQA process, and so for those
21 folks, if you don't mind, I'd like to take about ten
22 minutes just to give a very brief overview of the plan
23 to provide a context for the comments that you're going
24 to hear tonight and maybe give you a few ideas on
25 comments you might want to make at next week's public
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1 hearing if you'd like to come back.
2          So I'm going to try my wireless technology
3 here:
4          Well, every campus, every UC campus, does a
5 long range plan once every 15 years or so.  Our last
6 one was done in 1990, and it's amazing how much the
7 world can change in 15 years.  We really do need a new
8 plan.
9          What the Long Range Plan is not is a long list

10 of projects.  What it is is a set of goals and policies
11 and rules to shape how we build on and around the
12 campus.  And in that respect, it's very similar to a
13 city's general plan.
14          But the Long Range Plan isn't just a plan.
15 It's also an environmental impact report, and the EIR
16 examines what the environmental consequences could be
17 if the Long Range Plan was completely built out.
18          And this is useful to both the campus and the
19 community because, as we consider individual projects
20 down the line, it's very important to note how they fit
21 into the big picture and what the cumulative impact
22 would be on the campus and on the city and the Long
23 Range Plan and its EIR help us to determine that.
24          The LRDP and EIR does also include one
25 specific project, the Tien Center for East Asian
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1 Studies.  And I will talk a little bit more about that
2 later on.
3          Now, one of the drivers for the Long Range
4 Plan is our mission of education, and the big story
5 over the past few years has been our projections of
6 future growth in the demand for university education.
7          And as you can see in the graph, we expect the
8 number of potential UC students in California to grow
9 enormously over this decade, over 60,000 students by

10 2010.
11          Now, UC Berkeley has already begun the process
12 of growing our own enrollment by 4,000 students to help
13 meet this demand, and we've already accommodated most
14 of that growth, but 4,000 new students is a 14-percent
15 increase for a small urban campus like Berkeley.  This
16 is a significant increase, an increase we've already
17 begun to feel in terms of how it impacts our
18 facilities.
19          So the Long Range Plan says that once we
20 accommodate these 4,000 students, enrollment at
21 Berkeley should stabilize and our resources should be
22 directed away from continued enrollment growth and
23 toward the renewal of the campus and its
24 infrastructure.
25          Now, another driver of the Long Range Plan is
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1 our mission in research.  And we expect that our
2 research programs will continue to grow in the future
3 for a couple of reasons; first, the problems we face as
4 a society aren't getting any simpler.
5          As Ron mentioned, on the contrary, they're
6 more and more complex.  And the research we do at UC
7 Berkeley is critical to our ability as a society to
8 address those problems.
9          Over the last decade of the 20th century, our

10 research funding grew at an average rate of about 3-1/2
11 percent a year, and we expect this rate of growth to
12 continue through 2020.
13          And that sample over the last decade of the
14 20th century we think is a good one as a predictor of
15 future growth because it included both several years of
16 recession and several years of expansion.
17          But, second, and just as important to us as
18 educators, is the fact that our research programs are
19 also critical to our educational mission.
20          Because we're a research university, what this
21 means to us is that our students learn through active
22 participation and real-world research.
23          And we want to be able to provide this
24 experience, not just to our graduate students, but also
25 to undergraduates.  And in order to do that, we need to
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1 grow and diversify our research programs.
2          Now, growth in enrollment and growth in
3 research lead to growth in demand for space, and we
4 have a growing space deficit at UC Berkeley already
5 because we've accommodated a lot of new students, but
6 we haven't yet begun to build the space to house and
7 educate them.
8          But the demand for space in Berkeley, because
9 we are the oldest campus in the system, isn't just

10 about quantity.  It's also about quality.
11          Berkeley is the oldest campus in the system,
12 and many of our older buildings just can't meet the
13 performance demands of modern education and modern
14 research as Ron mentioned.
15          Now, sometimes the best way to provide the
16 space we do need is to renovate the buildings we
17 already have.
18          Hearst Mining, for example, the building on
19 the upper part of the slide, is the same architectural
20 treasure it's always been on the outside, but on the
21 inside it's now a state-of-the-art research facility.
22          But other times, the best solution is to
23 replace an old dysfunctional building, like the old
24 Stanley Hall, with a new one.  And this is what we're
25 doing with the new Stanley Hall, which is now under
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1 construction at the east end of campus.  That giant
2 hole in the ground will someday be a building that
3 looks like this.
4          Another driver of the Long Range Plan is
5 housing, and the Academic Plan is very strong in
6 emphasizing housing as a critical element of the
7 academic enterprise.
8          We're building over 1,000 new beds right now
9 in the Southside.  The slide shows a couple projects we

10 have underway, the top one at Channing and Bowditch.
11 And this is a good model for us, I think, in terms of
12 contextual architecture.
13          And also we're building four buildings in the
14 Unit 1 and 2 complexes, one of which is shown in the
15 slide at the bottom rendering.  But we need a lot more
16 housing than that.
17          And the Long Range Plan includes a very
18 ambitious program to house, by 2020, all of our
19 entering freshmen plus half our sophomores and
20 transfers plus half our entering graduate students, and
21 it also includes up to 200 units for new faculty.
22          The Academic Plan is also very strong on the
23 principle of contiguity, which is kind of an arcane
24 term for really saying that we need everybody to be
25 close together in the same place.
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1          Why is this important?  Because research and
2 education today are both becoming more and more
3 interdisciplinary.
4          Stanley Hall, for example, is a case in point.
5 It's being designed explicitly to bring chemists and
6 biologists and physicists and engineers together to
7 tackle projects in biotechnology.
8          Now, sometimes, like with Stanley Hall, we
9 know where these synergies are.  We're able to plan and

10 design for them.
11          But there are many synergies out there that
12 might occur in the future that we don't know now, and
13 the best way to ensure that they do occur and lead to
14 new paths of inquiry and discovery is to make sure that
15 everyone is together, walking around, bumping into each
16 other, having those conversations that lead to new
17 breakthroughs.
18          So in the Long Range Plan, nearly all of the
19 academic space that we build will be located on the
20 Campus Park or on the blocks adjacent to the Campus
21 Park.
22          Now, for projects in the Southside, we're very
23 proud of the role we were able to play in collaboration
24 with the City in developing the new Southside Plan, and
25 we're committed to use the Southside Plan as our guide
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1 to all future projects in the Southside.
2          And finally, we're also committed to
3 maintaining the Hill Campus as a natural resource, with
4 only very limited development on sites already served
5 by roads and infrastructure.
6          Access to the campus is also critical, and the
7 Long Range Plan recognizes one of the best ways to
8 improve access is to enable people to live closer to
9 campus.  So all the student housing we build under the

10 Long Range Plan will be located either within a mile
11 radius of Doe Library or within a block of a transit
12 line that provides a trip to Doe Library in under 20
13 minutes.
14          But we also recognize there are many people
15 who have to drive.  And as far back as 1990 in our last
16 LRDP, we had identified a need for over a thousand
17 parking spaces.  Since then, all we've done is to lose
18 another 300 spaces.  And we have less parking today
19 than we had in 1990.
20          So we need to turn that around, and the Long
21 Range Plan proposes to meet the current need and
22 accommodate future growth.
23          And it's worth noting that UC Berkeley now has
24 a very low drive-alone rate.  Only 50 percent of
25 facility and staff and only 10 percent of students
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1 drive.
2          But parking is very expensive to build, and we
3 want to get those numbers even lower, partly by
4 building new housing close to campus and partly by
5 pursuing alternative modes like the ones identified in
6 the joint TDM study, which is another good example of
7 collaboration between the campus and the City.
8          The Long Range Plan takes a very strong
9 position, as Ron mentioned, on environmental quality

10 and sustainable design, and our principle is first do
11 no harm.
12          And toward that end, as the diagram shows,
13 we're committed to preserving those elements of the
14 Campus Park landscape that make it such a memorable
15 place, including the riparian woods along Strawberry
16 Creek and the great open spaces like Memorial Glade,
17 Faculty Glade and Campanile Way and Esplanade.
18          And when we do build, we're committed to
19 following the Campus Park design guidelines which were
20 incorporated into the Long Range Plan.  They were
21 originally in the New Century Plan.
22          For those projects outside the Campus Park,
23 we're committed to use the city general plan as our
24 guide.  And although the university is not subject to
25 local codes and ordinances, we do take them very
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1 seriously.
2          Amd one example of evidence toward that is
3 that every chapter of the LRDP EIR begins with an
4 analysis of the Berkeley general plan and the Berkeley
5 general plan EIR.  We used that as one of our
6 touchstones in our own assessments of future
7 environmental impacts.
8          And finally, we're committed to being a model
9 for sustainable design.  And our goal is that every new

10 project we do meets the equivalent of LEED
11 certification, which is the industry standard for a
12 sustainable design.
13          Now, the LRDP EIR does include one specific
14 project, and that's the Tien Center for East Asian
15 Studies.
16          This is a two-building complex located at the
17 base of Observatory Hill facing Memorial Glade.
18          Phase 1, the East Asian Library, is the
19 building that you see in the slide, and what you see is
20 the view that you would see from the north steps of Doe
21 Library looking across Memorial Glade.
22          This building, the Phase 1 building, the East
23 Asian Library, would begin construction in spring of
24 2005.
25          The schedule for Phase 2 depends on future
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1 fundraising.  It may be a few years into the future.
2 And actually, standing upon the north steps, you
3 wouldn't see Phase 2.  It's behind the Phase 1 building
4 next to Haviland Hall, which is the older building on
5 the left.
6          The Phase 1 building does show the influence
7 of the Campus Park design guidelines.  It's the first
8 building that would be built under those guidelines.
9          And even though it's a modern building, it

10 employs many of the same architectural conventions of
11 its historic neighbors, like Haviland Hall on the left,
12 including a granite skin, a pitched tile roof, and the
13 same sort of formal symmetry in composition as
14 classical buildings like Doe Library and California
15 Hall.
16          Now, for a 15-year plan with a very ambitious
17 program of development, the Long Range Plan actually
18 has very few environmental impacts, which are both
19 significant and unavoidable.
20          In most cases even when we have an impact,
21 we're able to mitigate it, but there are a few
22 significant and unavoidable impacts which are
23 summarized in Chapter 6 of the EIR.
24          But it's worth noting, though, that many of
25 the traffic impacts -- I know that many of you are
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1 concerned about traffic -- can be mitigated typically
2 by the provision of a signal or other kinds of control
3 devices at intersections, but the University doesn't
4 have the power to implement these mitigations
5 ourselves.
6          We have to rely on the city to build those
7 signals or do those intersection modifications, but we
8 are committed to paying our fair share of the cost of
9 those mitigations.

10          A VOICE:  Not true.
11          MR. O'BANION:  Lastly, I wanted to touch on
12 the alternatives because, to me, this is one of the
13 most critical elements of any EIR, and they're analyzed
14 in Chapter 5 of the EIR.
15          In that chapter, we've examined four
16 alternatives in detail, including the no project
17 alternative that CEQA requires us to consider.
18          We also considered four others, but after
19 looking at them, we determined these offered no
20 particular advantages over the four we did study in
21 detail, and, in fact, in some instances they introduced
22 some new significant impacts of their own like the
23 alternative to develop the Hill Campus more
24 intensively, which turned out to create a number of
25 potentially significant impacts in itself.
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1          Now, CEQA also requires us not just to
2 identify the alternatives and analyze them, but also to
3 identify the environmental superior alternative.  And
4 it's probably no surprise that the lower-growth option
5 is the superior one.  But the lower rate of growth in
6 this alternative we don't think would adequately meet
7 the long-term needs of the campus.
8          So finally, the last slide just summarizes the
9 calendar again.

10          We issued the draft LRDP and its EIR on April
11 15th.  We are now in the 60-day public comment period.
12 We're at the first of two public hearings.  If you'd
13 like to come back to the one next week, we certainly
14 hope you do so.
15          We expect to take your comments and
16 incorporate them into the final EIR along with our
17 responses and have that done by mid-September or so,
18 and then ultimately that will go to the Regents for
19 their approval and certification in November.
20          And with that, I'd like to turn it back over
21 to Irene and get to the heart of the meeting which is
22 what you have to say about the plan.
23          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you, Kerry.
24          We're going to go right into the public
25 hearing.  Those of you who are familiar with these
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1 public hearings probably know the drill, but let me
2 just go through it really quickly.
3          A couple things I neglected to say earlier:
4 Kerry mentioned there is a 60-day public comment period
5 on this plan.  CEQA requires 45 days.  We've
6 voluntarily extended it to 60 days because of the
7 importance and the complexity of the plan.
8          So you may submit your comments verbally
9 tonight, at the next public hearing next Tuesday, or in

10 writing anytime up until 5:00 o'clock on June 14th.
11          Again, the addresses for written comments are
12 listed on your agenda.
13          Where can you get information about the plan
14 itself?  The information is online, both the plan and
15 other supplementary materials, at lrdp.berkeley.edu --
16 no www -- lrdp.berkeley.edu.
17          In addition, the bound copies of the plan are
18 available at the public libraries, at the Berkeley main
19 library, at the Claremont branch library, at the Albany
20 branch of the Alameda County Library.
21          They're available on campus at Doe Library, at
22 the library at the College of Environmental Design in
23 Wurster Hall and at University Facilities Services
24 office at 1936 University Avenue and again on campus at
25 the A&E building, which is right next to Sproul Hall.
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1          So at any of those places you can get a copy
2 of the plan or you can print it out yourself and the
3 environmental impact report.
4          Okay.  Ground rules tonight:  As we mentioned
5 earlier -- oh, before I do that, I want to welcome
6 Councilmember Gordon Mosbiak, who's sitting here in the
7 front row, and also Jim Hynes, from the City Manager's
8 office.
9          Okay.  Grounds rules tonight:  If you wish to

10 speak, please fill out a speaker card.  They'll be
11 brought up in order.  We'll call your name.  Please
12 come to the microphone at the podium.
13          Each individual speaker will have three
14 minutes.  If you are officially representing an
15 organization, you may have five minutes.
16          If, by any chance, we get through all of the
17 public testimony tonight and we still have some time --
18 we'll be here until 9:00 o'clock -- you may come up a
19 second time.
20          And again, if you want to return next Tuesday,
21 that's fine too.
22          Please speak slowly enough for our court
23 reporter to get your words, and she will interrupt if
24 she has any questions.  And if you will print your name
25 on the speaker card, that also helps her to do an
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1 accurate transcription.
2          A VOICE:  Will you answer questions?
3          MS. HEGARTY:  Oh, questions.  Thank you.
4          No, we don't answer substantive questions
5 tonight.  The purpose of this meeting really is to get
6 your comments.
7          The answers are in the final EIR.  Issues that
8 are raised tonight will be addressed specifically.  If
9 you have questions about the process though, the

10 process tonight, okay, I can answer that.
11          We will also take a quick 10-minute break
12 midway in the evening so that our court reporter can
13 take a little break.
14          And as I mentioned, there are a number of
15 people here from the university.  Feel free to talk to
16 us after the meeting, during the break or at any other
17 time and we can answer more questions then.
18          But in order to make sure we have enough time
19 to hear from you, I think we need to go right into our
20 public hearing now.
21          So here are the cards:  I have as the first
22 speaker David Ourisman, followed by L.A. Wood.
23              STATEMENT OF MR. OURISMAN
24          MR. OURISMAN:  I didn't know I was going to be
25 first.
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1          I live on 1522 Summit Road, and part of the
2 plan involves a high density housing at the end of the
3 cul-de-sac on lower Summit Road.
4          I know that in the process of doing plans, you
5 look at things from a map point of view, from the top
6 down, so I took a picture of Summit Road looking toward
7 the cul-de-sac, and I have given it to Kerry so that he
8 can actually see the issues I want to talk about.
9          The first issue is this:  If you look at the

10 end of that street, at the end of the cul-de-sac there
11 is a hill with eucalyptus trees and beyond Centennial
12 Drive another hill with eucalyptus trees.
13          If you can imagine those trees cut down and a
14 hundred high-density housing units put in that space,
15 you can see what that's going to do environmentally to
16 that street.
17          Second point:  If you look at Summit Road,
18 it's a very narrow street.  It's not as wide as code
19 would be.  It's not even wide enough if people are
20 parked on both sides for fire trucks to get down.
21          You could not have access to that hill on
22 Summit Road.  It would not work.  It also would not
23 work coming off of Grizzly Peak just because there's a
24 curve there.  You'd have so many accidents happening,
25 people pulling in and pulling out.  Traffic is a real
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1 problem, bringing 400 cars into that area.
2          The third factor is noise:  The effect of the
3 hill at the end of the cul-de-sac is you have an
4 amphitheater effect, and all of the noise caused by 400
5 residents and 200 cars will just be funneled down the
6 street, and it will add to the traffic noise of cars
7 coming up Centennial Drive, which is already
8 substantial.
9          So I just wanted to point out those three

10 factors as well as put that picture into evidence.
11          Thank you.
12          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you very much.
13          L.A. Wood, followed by Tom Leonard.
14              STATEMENT OF MR. WOOD
15          MR. WOOD:  Hello.  My name is L.A. Wood,
16 Berkeley resident.
17          I think it was probably a little more than 30
18 years ago when I first went onto the Berkeley campus,
19 and before I go much further, I want to say that the
20 campus and university are a Berkeley resource and a
21 treasure.
22          Having said that, let me make some real
23 critical comments to the growth and development of the
24 university.
25          I think that the university fails to recognize
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1 the cultural resources that are around it with regard
2 to the City of Berkeley and to the Strawberry Creek
3 watershed.
4          I heard them talk at length many, many times
5 using the word "sustainable."  And I recognize that
6 they -- that the plan doesn't understand what
7 "sustainable" is when it continues to grow, doesn't
8 know what the impact is.  And those of us in the
9 community recognize the radical change that happens.

10          They said they were not going to develop the
11 upper watershed and you were only going to go onto the
12 footprints of old sites.
13          Well, through their leasing of the Lawrence
14 Berkeley National Laboratory site, they're building the
15 nanotechnology foundry and then destroying natural
16 habitat.
17          And I think that that -- you know, one of the
18 things that is of grave concern to myself was that
19 they're talking about this of plan of building housing
20 up there.
21          We had the fire chief in 1994, when they first
22 started talking about building a hazardous lake and so
23 on UC, and he said to build anything up there during a
24 fire is extremely dangerous, that cars coming up and
25 down that road.  We're going to build housing for
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1 faculty.  We have this notion about developing the
2 resource.
3          I think that it's -- we have to decide -- as
4 you heard them say, educational needs, research needs.
5 We have to decide whether it's going to be an
6 industrial site or whether we're going to be a school.
7 And I think that we need to decide how big is enough.
8          I never heard the alternative plan of building
9 another university.  I know that a couple years ago

10 that was thought about when they thought about the need
11 for this.  Now we're saying that we need this here.
12          I have heard a lot being talked about with
13 regard to Stanley Hall, and I know it's a feather in
14 the cap of UC.  But for those like myself in the
15 community, it's very, very troublesome because what it
16 means is the growth of biotech, the growth of
17 chemicals, the growth of that -- you know, that
18 activity up on the hill.
19          In addition, I don't see UC factoring in the
20 cumulative impact of their partnership with the
21 Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory.
22          With 150,000 square feet or so of laboratory
23 space in the central campus and then their hillside
24 facility, they are a major, major development for us,
25 and they're going to affect what goes on on the campus,
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1 and we have no control over them.  They have already
2 started their plan and moving forward in development.
3          I believe that UC needs to take a step back.
4 They need to allow Berkeley to be its proper size and
5 not to allow us to be drawn up into this biotech
6 expansion that will have no end for Berkeley and will
7 transport us.
8          Thank you.
9          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.

10          Tom Leonard, followed by Steve Geller.
11              STATEMENT OF MR. LEONARD
12          MR. LEONARD:  I'm a university librarian, and
13 I thought somebody should put a face on a rather large
14 building.
15          Obviously, I speak from a certain amount of
16 self-interest, but I'm also a neighbor, and I'll get to
17 that point in a minute.
18          I hope everyone in this room recognizes that
19 the Tien Center, the East Asian Library, would be
20 something in the nature of a world cultural treasure.
21 It would create a locust for the expression and study
22 of cultures that are vital to our nation's future,
23 probably, we would say, especially thinking of China,
24 to the entire West Coast.
25          And today, people on campus who want to study
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1 this matter have substantial obstacles, including
2 correctly reported in the "Chronicle" this morning,
3 mold that stands in the way of their books.
4          Beyond the intellectual content here, I hope
5 you'll agree that the public buildings we are putting
6 on the Berkeley campus have a considerable public
7 function and public attractiveness.
8          I'm also the landlord, so to speak, of the
9 Free Speech Movement Cafe.  I hope you at least grant

10 me that that's a pretty good thing.
11          The terrace that will be part of the Tien
12 Center is immensely attractive to ordinary citizens of
13 Berkeley, my kids and yours, even if they're not
14 interested for the moment of coming into the library.
15          I'd like you to look at the steps and think
16 about how Observatory Hill, the hill coming down from
17 Hearst and from the 1954 gate is at present a rather
18 underutilized part of the viewscape and of the nature
19 area in Berkeley.  And more people will be able to use
20 that in a very pleasant setting.
21          Finally, a word about being a neighbor, I have
22 lived in this neighborhood since 1976.  I live quite
23 close to the Monterey Market and to the Berkeley
24 Horticultural Nursery.
25          I am aware of how traffic can impact the lives
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1 of all of us in Berkeley, and I deal with it because of
2 all the great things that Berkeley brings.  And I hope
3 that you'll agree that some -- that many of the things
4 we're doing on campus similarly deserve our indulgence
5 and toleration as well, of course, as our respect.
6          Thank you.
7          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
8          Steve Geller, followed by Charlene Woodcock.
9              STATEMENT OF MR. GELLER

10          MR. GELLER:  My name is Steve Geller.  I live
11 in the south side.  And I work for UC up at the top of
12 the hill.
13          I get up there on the bus every day.  I don't
14 drive.  I don't have to drive.  That's what I want to
15 talk about.
16          I look at all the extra parking that the
17 LRDP is calling for, and I have a radical proposal:
18 Don't do it.
19          It isn't really that radical and I'll tell you
20 why, because the university and the City some years ago
21 funded a traffic demand magnet study, TDM study.  And
22 one of the conclusions of that study was that with a
23 modest increase in use of public transit, they wouldn't
24 need any more downtown parking.
25          It occurs to me that the same kind of
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1 conclusion could be reached about the UC campus.  And
2 where would be a good place to get a good study done?
3 Well, I can think of one really good place, UC.  They
4 have a nice Urban Studies Department.  They have --
5 they have all the facilities there.
6          It seems like the folks should be able to
7 figure it out.  They did at the University of
8 Washington, and they did at Stanford.
9          Thank you.

10          MS. HEGARTY:  Charlene Woodcock, followed by
11 Clifford Fred.
12              STATEMENT OF MS. WOODCOCK
13          MS. WOODCOCK:  I live on north side, on
14 Virginia, and deal with traffic and parking, but I love
15 being able to walk over to campus.
16          It's a wonderful resource, this university,
17 and I admire it greatly.  There are aspects of its
18 management that I don't admire much, and I think the
19 idea of planning a 20-year plan that fails to
20 acknowledge the accelerating global warming and does --
21 plans a 30-percent increase in parking is grossly
22 irresponsible.
23          And I'm sure a lot people on campus would
24 agree with that and would have plenty of good reasons
25 for objecting, even though some of them might like the
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1 convenience of being able to park on campus.
2          But the idea of building more parking spaces
3 in space that could be used for dormitories so students
4 could walk to campus -- and I quite agree that keeping
5 things together so that people can walk easily from
6 where they live to where they're going to classes or
7 teaching or whatever is ideal.
8          So I think it's very objectionable to plan
9 this really large increase in parking.  I think that

10 some sort of transit pass that would be cheaper than it
11 now costs to pay for parking and to drive a car is
12 essential.  I think it's crazy if it's still cheaper to
13 drive a car and park than it is to take public transit.
14          And the university can show the way.  Berkeley
15 needs to improve the convenience of public transit.  It
16 needs to get people out of their cars, which we need to
17 all over the country.  And it seems to me this great
18 university should lead the way, not look back to what
19 is no longer a convenient mode of transportation.
20          I'd be curious, the difference in costs
21 between building a dormitory and building a parking
22 garage and maintaining it, and I think it wouldn't be
23 as great as we might think.
24          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
25          Clifford Fred, followed by Arrietta Chakos.
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1              STATEMENT OF MR. FRED
2          MR. FRED:  Hi.  My name is Clifford Fred.
3 I've lived in Berkeley since 1974.
4          I'm very concerned that the Long Range Plan is
5 far too much additional development for the City of
6 Berkeley to absorb and that this process is moving far
7 too quickly.
8          I'm concerned that this hearing is only on the
9 EIR technically and that it's not a hearing on the Long

10 Range Plan, that, in fact, there's no public hearing at
11 all on the Long Range Development Plan itself.  That
12 gives us no opportunity to actually address the
13 decision-makers on the plan itself.
14          As far as the EIR, it's unfair, I think, to
15 have this hearing just 2-1/2 weeks after this
16 thousand-plus page, two volume, 15-year document is
17 released.  And people should know that after tonight's
18 hearing and the hearing next week, that's it.  There's
19 no more scheduled input by the community at all.
20          The plan in the EIR is to go to the regents in
21 November with no further public input for a 2.2 million
22 square-feet project plus 2,600 dorm beds in a 15-year
23 plan that have the process essentially end next week
24 with only three minutes to comment is profoundly unfair
25 to the community.
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1          I urge UC to continue the comment period to
2 the end of July -- six weeks was not enough -- to hold
3 at least one more hearing in a central location, such
4 as this, at the end of the comment period, whenever
5 that might be, so we can have more time to review this
6 thousand-page document, to recirculate a revised EIR
7 and to recirculate a revised LRDP after the comment is
8 over and our comments digested, recirculate that and
9 give us a chance to comment on that.

10          That is, in fact, what the university did last
11 time, in 1989 and 1990.  They recirculated a revised
12 long-range plan and revised EIR after digesting the
13 community's comments.  That should happen again.
14          And there should be at least one hearing or
15 workshop on the plan itself with the decision-makers
16 itself.
17          I think 2.2 million square-feet and 2,600 dorm
18 beds is far more than Berkeley can absorb, plus figure
19 in the over thousand dorm beds that are being built
20 now, as the gentleman said earlier, plus the Stanley
21 Hall and the Davis Hall and the other big projects that
22 the university has going on.
23          This plan, I believe, is detrimental to the
24 historic character and ambience of the City of Berkeley
25 that brought myself and others here to begin with.
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1          So I urge you: Slow the process down.  Less
2 development.  Focus on the no-development alternative.
3 Cal does not have to keep growing and growing and
4 growing to be great.
5          Thank you very much.
6          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
7          Arrietta Chakos, followed by David Nasatir.
8              STATEMENT OF MS. CHAKOS
9          MS. CHAKOS:  I'm Arrietta Chakos with the City

10 Manager's office here in Berkeley.
11          And I just wanted to make a few comments about
12 the City Council and staffs and the staff involvement
13 in the review of the Draft EIR.
14          We're definitely tracking this whole project.
15 We have a team, an interdepartmental team, of about ten
16 people who are working on this.  And further, I'll give
17 you a few dates where the City Council and our Planning
18 Commission will be talking about this Draft EIR.
19          On May 19th, in this room, at 7:00 p.m., our
20 Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on the
21 LRDP draft EIR where we will take public comment from
22 all of our 40 boards and commissions to which we have
23 sent this plan.  And we, you know, will use that as an
24 opportunity for public comment as well.
25          On Tuesday, May 25th, the City Council will
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1 hold a special work session at 5:00 p.m. at the council
2 chambers at 2134 M.L. King, at our old City Hall, and
3 we will take public comment.  We'll do a staff
4 presentation on the overview of the work to date that
5 we will have accomplished by then in our review and
6 take public comment.
7          Further, we'll do an update at the Tuesday,
8 June 8th, City Council meeting on the plan itself and
9 the Draft EIR, and we will have a public comment period

10 before that meeting as well.  And on June 14th, we will
11 transmit our city comments.
12          So there will be ample opportunity on the city
13 government side for all people to give comment to the
14 mayoral council and to our city staff.
15          We have a number of City staff people here
16 tonight as well taking notes, listening to what
17 everyone is saying here tonight.
18          Thank you.
19          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
20          David Nasatir, followed by Pamela Sihvola.
21              STATEMENT OF MR. NASATIR
22          MR. NASATIR:  Good evening.  I am associated
23 -- my name is David Nasatir, and I'm associated with
24 the Lower Summit Road Neighborhood Association, many
25 whose members are here tonight.
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1          We wish to go on record, I believe, as being
2 opposed to the development of the H-1 and H-2 areas as
3 described in the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR.
4          We are concerned in particular with factual
5 errors appearing in the Draft EIR in the document
6 itself on Pages 4.317 and 4.318, and I have sent the
7 communication detailing those to Jennifer Lawrence.
8          In addition, however, we are concerned along
9 with Professor Gronsky about the quality of life in

10 Berkeley, which we too see as not only precious, unique
11 and special but particularly fragile.
12          And I often ride the very same bus that Steve
13 Geller rides to get to the campus and back, and I note
14 that he has never been on that bus with a load of
15 groceries.
16          He has never been on that bus -- because it
17 doesn't run -- leaving the campus after an evening
18 performance of one of our treasured cultural activities
19 because there is no public transport, no university
20 transport to this region after that time.
21          But we're particularly concerned, I think,
22 about the proposal to build housing of a very
23 specialized kind that is both high density and catering
24 to design for, dedicated toward a very special group
25 which is not at all like the rest of Berkeley.  That is
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1 to say, it's an age-segregated group that will be
2 homogenous with respect the state of family formation.
3          And so we will have, over time, a constantly
4 renewed group of young professors which are
5 wonderful -- I was one once myself.
6          As a matter of fact, careful examination of
7 the mural in the FSM, if you know where to look, will
8 see me in that role on the wall.
9          But our neighborhood, which abuts the proposed

10 development, as David Ourisman pointed out, is a
11 neighborhood that represents all of the wonderful
12 things of Berkeley.  It's heterogenous in every
13 respect, in every possible dimension of lifestyle and
14 family formation stage.
15          And to have the creation of a perpetual
16 fountain of youth, if you will, or fountain of
17 stagnation, if you will -- sink of stagnation, if you
18 will, is uncomfortable for us.
19          And we're particularly concerned that despite
20 the university's statement by Kerry, I believe, that
21 the concern was to do no harm.  The proposal will do
22 great harm and will do great harm to our neighborhood
23 because -- I'm speaking for a group --
24          MR. O'BANION:  Two more minutes.
25          MR. NASATIR:  -- that the proposal is
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1 completely at odds with the prevailing zoning and
2 construction practices of the bordering properties in
3 Berkeley, and because there are no commercial
4 facilities available or planned, as far as I can tell,
5 it will be necessary for all of the housing up there to
6 be accompanied by automobiles.
7          We're already impacted by the university's
8 high parking rates as employees of the Silver Space
9 Science Lab and the Math Science Research Institute,

10 and rather than pay the university parking fees, choose
11 to park on our street.
12          And because, as David Ourisman point out
13 earlier, the street is not -- I bought the land there
14 when the street was not paved and Centennial Drive
15 didn't exist.
16          It's not a wide street.  And when there is
17 parking on both sides of the street, it's not passable
18 by either commercial or emergency vehicles.
19          And I believe that the EIR has overlooked or
20 ignored or suppressed the increased risk to the health,
21 safety and well-being of the neighbors in the proposal
22 to develop the H-1 and H-2 areas.
23          So, in sum, we certainly treasure the
24 university as a good neighbor, and as a good neighbor,
25 we expect it will respect the safety and quality of
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1 life of its neighbors on Summit Road.
2          Building on the H-1 site in particular would
3 not do this, and we urge you in the strongest possible
4 terms to remove the proposed development of the H-1 and
5 H-2 areas from the LRDP.
6          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
7          Next is Pamela Sihvola.
8          By the way, if you are officially representing
9 a group, just let us know or write it on the card.  You

10 can have five minutes.
11          Pamela Sihvola, followed by Anne Wagley.
12              STATEMENT OF MS. SIHVOLA
13          MS. SIHVOLA:  My comments tonight are mostly
14 related to issues that need comprehensive and detailed
15 scrutiny in the EIR concerning some thousand acres of
16 land above the Campus Park in the area designated as
17 the Hill Campus, also known as the Strawberry Creek
18 watershed, located within the city elements of
19 Berkeley, Oakland, and the East Bay Regional Park
20 District.
21          The Draft EIR lacked any detailed maps
22 pertaining to this very important watershed, including
23 its many creeks, tributaries of the Strawberry Creek,
24 numerous springs and aquifers.
25          The EIR must include a comprehensive analysis
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1 of the watershed, including its complex hydrogeology as
2 well as a detailed description of the complex
3 management, ownership, oversight, jurisdictions between
4 the University of California, Department of Energy and
5 the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory.
6          On Page 4.3-21 of the LRDP under Biological
7 Resources, there is a statement related to the fact
8 that the Strawberry Creek Management Plan is being
9 updated concurrently with the 2020 Hill Area Fire Fuel

10 Management Plan and the 2020 LRDP to ensure a
11 coordinated, long-range approach to watershed
12 management.
13          I went to the university's office this
14 afternoon, and they do not have this document available
15 for the public to review.
16          So I am asking that the Draft Strawberry Creek
17 Management Plan update be made available to the
18 interested members of the public at least two weeks
19 prior to the June 14th deadline for the written
20 comments on the Draft EIR so that this document can be
21 reviewed and integrated into the public comments for
22 the 2020 LRDP.
23          The second document referenced in the
24 Strawberry Creek Management Plan section is the 2020
25 Hill Area Fire Fuel Management Plan dated October 2003,

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster
T1-8e

JBrewster
T1-8f

JBrewster
T1-8h

JBrewster
T1-8g

JBrewster

JBrewster
T1-8h

JBrewster
T1-9a

JBrewster
T1-9b

JBrewster
T1-9c

JBrewster
T1-9d



 May 5, 2004

Legalink San Francisco  (415) 359-2040

12 (Pages 42 to 45)

Page 42

1 and it gave some very interesting insights into the
2 risks currently assessed to be present in the
3 Strawberry Creek watershed and canyon.  And this
4 relates to the proposed development on lower Summit
5 Road.
6          The hills now contain fuel and fuel overloads
7 that are capable of producing an uncontrollable fire
8 storm.
9          14 major fires occurred within the past 75

10 years in the East Bay hills.  The frequency and
11 severity of the fire makes the hills most dangerous
12 areas to live in California.
13          I request that the plan for the H-1/H-2
14 proposed faculty housing be reserved as open space as a
15 buffer zone between the residential neighborhood and
16 the university developing further east.
17          Thank you.
18          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
19          Anne Wagley, followed by Diana Lawton.
20              STATEMENT OF MS. WAGLEY
21          MS. WAGLEY:  Good evening.  My name is Anne
22 Wagley, and I'm a resident of Berkeley in the
23 Claremont-Elmwood neighborhood.
24          Other speakers have ably addressed the
25 shortcomings of the LRDP and Draft EIR regarding
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1 traffic, noise, environmental degradation and more.
2          I would like to address another impact that UC
3 has on the City of Berkeley:
4          UC is shrinking the City of Berkeley,
5 specifically, shrinking our tax base.  This is the same
6 tax base that supports the university infrastructure.
7          Berkeley has a large percentage of tax-exempt
8 properties, and the major exempt institution is the
9 university.

10          As UC grows outside of the original campus,
11 quaintly called "the Campus Park," every property, even
12 if unrelated to the core academic mission of the
13 university, is exempt from paying property taxes and
14 the fees and assessments which support City services.
15          In 1988, the citizens of Berkeley passed
16 Measure N, called Public Accountability Measure, which
17 says that public agencies should follow City land use
18 laws and pay comparable fees and taxes to support their
19 share of City services.  But nothing has happened, and
20 the university continues to grow and continues to use
21 more City services.
22          And the City -- we do have a budget deficit --
23 is trying very hard to keep up with its demands by
24 adding new parcel taxes and raising fees on the
25 property taxpayer.  But we can't keep up.  And at some
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1 point, perhaps this November, property taxpayers are
2 just going to say no.
3          Every new sink and toilet that UC builds
4 burdens the City sewer system, and property taxpayers
5 in Berkeley subsidize this.
6          Every added car commuting to UC, and
7 especially every construction vehicle coming in to
8 build for UC, adds to the degradation of our city
9 streets.  Just drive along Gayley Road to get a good

10 feel for what could happen.  And property taxpayers in
11 Berkeley subsidize the repairs.
12          Every 911 call made from the UC campus, be it
13 an ill student or a chemical spill in a lab, will be
14 responded to by Berkeley paramedics, and Berkeley
15 property taxpayers subsidize this.
16          Every new square-foot of paving for parking
17 lots decreases permeable surfaces within Berkeley and
18 further burdens our storm drains, and Berkeley property
19 taxpayers subsidize this.
20          I urge you to think twice about your
21 opposition to State Assemblywoman Hancock's bill, AB
22 2901, which would require payment for mitigation for
23 environmental impacts.
24          As you negotiate with the City on mitigation
25 for this LRDP, I urge you to think honestly about the
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1 financial burdens placed on the City of Berkeley and
2 property taxpayers.
3          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
4          MS. WAGLEY:  I admire your interest in
5 sustainable design.  I hope you share our interest in
6 the sustainable city.
7          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
8          The next speaker is Norah Foster, followed by
9 Humayun Khan.

10              STATEMENT OF MS. FOSTER
11          MS. FOSTER:  Good evening.  I'm Norah Foster,
12 and I worked for 26 years at the university library in
13 Berkeley.
14          And I highly respect our earlier speaker,
15 Ted -- Tom Leonard. He, I think, has left.
16          But I am particularly concerned, as Steve
17 Geller and this lady in the second row here -- what is
18 your name?
19          MS. WOODCOCK:  Charlene Woodcock.
20          MS. FOSTER:  -- Charlene Woodcock spoke very
21 eloquently to the problem of the increased traffic
22 coming in and the parking situation.
23          And I believe that Berkeley, UC Berkeley,
24 needs to be the leader, as many other universities are,
25 in regard to proposing really great ways to support
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1 alternative transportation to get people into their
2 bicycles to support transit.
3          And, yes, there are a few words sprinkled here
4 and there which mention, you know, we support
5 alternative transportation.  But it's like in -- I've
6 read 60 pages in the last few days, and I'm very -- I'm
7 very tired this evening.
8          But I would like to reiterate -- and I've
9 spoken to them earlier -- that this is a regressive way

10 to go.
11          And what you can do is if there is growth
12 happening, you should be increasing all you can the
13 alternatives, that is, a free bus pass for the
14 university -- for the university, for the staff and
15 faculty.  This is almost a foregone conclusion.
16          The City of Berkeley does this for all their
17 employees.
18          UCLA, which isn't exactly, you know, a
19 transit-friendly -- or a place that is progressive like
20 Berkeley, Los Angeles has a free bus pass.  And yet I
21 don't see anything within this plan which gives much --
22 you know, a few words here and there.  But I don't see
23 a transit alternative plan, a long range plan.  And
24 this is extremely important.  We do need to expand
25 alternative transportation.
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1          And as a matter of fact, in -- I think it's
2 about the -- almost the last page of the transportation
3 document -- there's a chance that these 2,023 spaces,
4 parking spaces, are going to impact people on the
5 campus by taking them away from parking -- from taking
6 them back to walking -- from walking, I should say, and
7 transit into their cars.
8          This is ridiculous.  You mean we're moving,
9 you know, backwards in this plan.

10          I am chair of the Improve Alternative
11 Transportation Coalition at Berkeley, and I don't think
12 using traffic signals is -- because you're increasing
13 traffic -- is a good alternative.  That's not an
14 alternative.  That's adding to the problem with people
15 getting hit by the extra traffic coming in.
16          So that and planning for an eco pass so that
17 the BART users can be -- the students can use BART.
18 They can use maybe some of the Contra Costa County
19 transit systems with Translink.
20          There are many ideas that could at least be
21 expressed.
22          The central lots on campus should remain at
23 the higher rate, higher rate of cost, higher fee.  And
24 the periphery lots should have multiple purposes so
25 that the Berkeley business parking needs could be used
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1 to alleviate those people who are coming in to travel.
2          I also want to comment that I think they
3 should extend the comments for the revised LRDP when
4 that comes out, EIR.  And I think that would be a good
5 thing.  When the revised plan comes out, let's have
6 another small, short public hearing period after the
7 revision before the final.
8          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
9          MS. FOSTER:  Thank you so much.

10          MS. HEGARTY:  Humayun Khan.  And after
11 Mr. Khan we're going to take just a five-minute break
12 for our court reporter, and then we'll continue.
13              STATEMENT OF MR. KHAN
14          MR. KHAN:  I received this in the mail two
15 days ago, decided to come out here, and I haven't read
16 the document yet.  I will go back and read it.
17          Few points I want to make here:  One is, the
18 communities west of Berkeley, minorities and low
19 income, did not receive this card.  So this EIR is
20 neglecting a large community within the City of
21 Berkeley.
22          We have talked a lot about traffic.  The
23 traffic is bad.  It took me half an hour to drive two
24 miles because about four, five or ten thousand
25 employees are commuting back to their suburban homes in
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1 Walnut Creek or other places.  They come here in the
2 morning.  They bring traffic from those places.
3          They come here.  They work at this campus.
4 They make these plans for our community, and in the
5 evening they leave, okay?
6          They don't consider us, our community in
7 Berkeley.  I've lived in Berkeley as long as anybody
8 else, okay.  And then they go back to their Danville
9 homes, okay.

10          They bring pollution.  They bring air -- they
11 create bad air quality in our neighborhoods.  It takes
12 us half an hour to go two miles or even less.
13          This document does not address that even
14 though I haven't read it.
15          (Laughter)
16          MR. KHAN:  Joke, okay?
17          A VOICE:  But you're right.
18          MR. KHAN:  The parking is an issue.  Some
19 people have said they would prefer no new parking.  I
20 disagree with that.  I think there is a need for new
21 parking.
22          We -- I live less than a mile away from
23 campus.  I use the campus facilities.  They have
24 reduced the number of recreation facilities.  For
25 example, Underhill Field has been taken out, and there
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1 is probably nothing in this plan that talks about it.
2          Because I got this so late and because there
3 are so many people in this community who will request
4 more of this, I request that you extend the comment
5 period 30 days.
6          The EIR should address environmental justice.
7 It should address conformity to air regulations.
8          I can't believe that you have figured out what
9 will be -- in 16 years, how many air emissions going to

10 be in this Bay Area Air Quality Management District.
11          I also think this EIR is being segmented from
12 the Lawrence Berkeley -- what's it called, "the
13 radioactive killing machine labs."
14          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.  Your time is up.
15          We'll take a five-minute break and then we'll
16 continue.
17          (Recess taken)
18          MS. HEGARTY:  The next speaker I have, is
19 Noyce R. Kraus -- I hope I have that pronounced
20 correctly -- followed by Kim Linden.
21          Is Mr. Krause here, Noyce R. Kraus?
22          A VOICE:  Joyce.
23          MS. HEGARTY:  I'm sorry.  It's Joyce.  It is
24 Joyce.  I see that.  Thank you.
25              STATEMENT OF MS. KRAUS
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1          MS. KRAUS:  I live at 1510 Summit Road.  I
2 brought it in 1967 when it was cheap.
3          I'm a retired Berkeley school teacher.  Well,
4 I was a teacher then.
5          And I've seen a lot of changes there, but
6 we've -- there's -- this change would be much bigger
7 than anything else except maybe the Lawrence Hall of
8 Science which is built about the same time as I bought
9 my house.

10          And, you know, it felt good to live in a place
11 where they were considering science and they were
12 related to the university and they had -- were going to
13 do all sorts of things to keep it natural.  And they
14 promised that they would keep it natural at the end of
15 the overview parking lot, which is where I live, above
16 that, and they didn't.  It's all been developed and
17 stuff.
18          Piece by piece, everything has been covered
19 over by -- well, civilization, cement building.
20          The whole hill, you know, they were going to
21 do -- I love the university.  But I don't like the way
22 they act.  It's like you've got a kid, you say:  "Well,
23 I love you.  I don't like that you put in the garbage
24 in the -- wherever you put it in."
25          I like the university, but I think they act

Page 52

1 without conscience.  They -- in so many instances they
2 have not kept their word, and they -- what they did was
3 to have one environmental impact or whatever study, but
4 then they go ahead and do what they want to do without
5 regard to the results of that or they don't have a
6 study.
7          They were going to propose they wanted to
8 build lights all over the hill and make it, you know,
9 completely unnatural so that wildlife wouldn't enjoy it

10 so that we couldn't enjoy the dark nights with the moon
11 or whatever.  And it's all -- it's all citified.  The
12 whole -- more and more of it.
13          And then when I read this page, this proposal,
14 they say:  Well, it's already ruined, so we might as
15 well ruin it some more.  That's what I got out of it.
16          It says there has been so much impact on the
17 wildlife and the watershed and everything that, you
18 know, it's not -- we might as well go ahead and finish
19 the job is the way I look at it -- and, I mean, the way
20 they look at it, seems to me.
21          And I don't agree.  There is a lot of birds
22 and a lot of animals that come through, and I try to
23 make it possible for them to still live in the
24 environment, and I want it to continue that way.
25          But I'm afraid.  I'm really afraid because

Page 53

1 basically we don't have the power.  The university has
2 the power.  They've taken it.  They put cars all over
3 our streets, all over Grizzly and over our summit.
4          We're just plastered with cars from the
5 university because I guess the people who park there --
6 because I've talked with them and they say:  Well, the
7 university charges too much and we can't afford it, and
8 so, you know, we park here.  And it's just -- it's like
9 they don't care.  And they're just going ahead and

10 ruining it.
11          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.  Your time is up.
12          MS. KRAUS:  Okay.
13          And I think that they should reconsider it,
14 and I think that they should do more than just listen
15 to us and be nice to us and then go ahead and do what
16 they want to do.
17          I think they should really consider the
18 environment and the whole City of Berkeley.  And we
19 don't even have our fire station yet.
20          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
21          Kim Linden, followed by Gene Bernardi.
22              STATEMENT OF MS. LINDEN
23          MS. LINDEN:  Good evening.  My name is Kim
24 Linden.  I'm not a Berkeley resident.  I'm an Albany
25 resident.
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1          And I felt compelled to come tonight because
2 we just finished, in Albany, commenting on a Draft EIR
3 of similar thickness and a painfulness for our
4 neighborhood and community and in trying to preserve
5 the Gill Tract, which is an almost 15-acre green space.
6          I don't know if you might be familiar with it.
7          You could go to our website, gilltract.com, if
8 you'd like more information about what we're trying to
9 do over there.

10          And we've spent the last two years at the
11 table with the university, and we still do not have a
12 spot at the table.  And so we did respond to the Draft
13 EIR, and we're waiting right now.
14          We've been told that the Draft EIR is going
15 forward and they've reached their net capacity so the
16 project will be on hold until they have more money to
17 do it.  But basically the EIR is moving forward.
18          And so the university is not only expanding in
19 Berkeley.  They're expanding in Albany as well and up
20 in Richmond too.
21          So what I'm hearing at all of these meetings
22 is the same comments over and over again.  What's
23 happening is that people are failing to recognize each
24 other.
25          There may be human beings working for the
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1 university and human beings coming to comment at these
2 meetings, but somehow we're not able to connect in the
3 middle and to come to some compromise where the
4 university isn't using its financial prowess to enact
5 the agenda that screws the community that it's in.
6          And that's what I'm seeing happening over and
7 over again.  I think it's very negative for our
8 communities.  I think it's very negative for the future
9 of education, and I think it's very negative for the

10 future of whoever is going to inhabit these spaces that
11 we're creating now in the future.
12          So those are my comments.  And, you know, I
13 would like to reiterate that I think that these
14 documents are too large to have a 60-day comment
15 period.  They need to have the maximum amount, which I
16 believe is 90 days, according to the CEQA.  And I think
17 that you need to give this to the community.
18          And one last thing is that I find it really
19 difficult to understand how now in these times, when
20 these cuts are being made all throughout California,
21 that the university is charging forward with these huge
22 monumental projects.  I do not understand where the
23 money is coming from.
24          And I would like to really be given some
25 insight as to where the money is many coming from.  I
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1 would like to see a list of donors to the university
2 attached to these CEQA documents to better understand
3 where the money is coming from.
4          Thank you.
5          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
6          Gene Bernardi, followed by Leuren Moret.
7              STATEMENT OF MS. BERNARDI
8          MS. BERNARDI:  I'm Gene Bernardi, and I'm a
9 native of Berkeley.  I also graduated from the

10 University of California.
11          But although I think it's a wonderful
12 educational resource, I don't think that it should
13 gobble up our town.
14          I also -- I live on Panoramic Hill, which is
15 next to the Strawberry Canyon watershed, and so I am
16 very concerned about the housing that is proposed to be
17 built in Strawberry Canyon.
18          It seems to me that this is kind of driven by
19 a philosophy of growth is good, and I don't agree with
20 that philosophy.
21          It also seems to be based upon predictions
22 which are based upon the past, and I think that that
23 past has already changed.  Very often predictions
24 aren't correct because they don't anticipate what may
25 be happening.  I'll talk a little bit more about that

Page 57

1 after I talk about what I think of building housing in
2 the Strawberry Canyon.
3          I'm definitely against that because this is a
4 high fire-risk area near the Hayward Fault, and it's
5 also crisscrossed by other faults as well.
6          Furthermore, the area is contaminated from the
7 operation of the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
8 where there are at least a half a dozen or more
9 groundwater contamination plumes.

10          Vegetation in the canyon is contaminated with
11 radioactive tritium.  That is still the case, even
12 though the national tritium labeling facility has been
13 closed, because the tritium is in the soil, and it has
14 been taken up by the plants in the canyon.
15          This is especially true of the eucalyptus
16 growth next to the Lawrence Hall of Science which will
17 be very close to some of the housing that's planned
18 just above the Lawrence Hall of Science.
19          The amount of tritium in those trees is so
20 high that the Lawrence Berkeley lab has been unable for
21 several years to get permission from the Department of
22 Energy in Washington to cut the trees and send them to
23 Korean and Japanese paper mills, which is what they
24 intend to do and have done in the past with some of
25 their trees that are contaminated with tritium.
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1          All of this is happening in an area that is
2 accessible only by a narrow, winding road which has
3 been closed due to landslides once in the 1980s for at
4 least eight months.
5          In case there are heavy rains like there were
6 then again, this could occur, and that would isolate
7 the faculty living in the housing in that area and make
8 the area inaccessible to emergency vehicles.
9          The particular landslide was at a point which

10 is called Power Pole curve, I believe.
11          Another source of contamination will be the
12 molecular foundry which is being built already.  This
13 is a science that has not been studied for its health
14 effects, and, therefore, they're going against what we
15 call the precautionary principle.
16          There are many labs in there.  Each lab has a
17 fume hood, but there will be no filters on those fume
18 hoods.
19          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
20          MS. BERNARDI:  I wouldn't want to live there.
21          MS. HEGARTY:  Your time is up.
22          MS. BERNARDI:  I also want to say that we have
23 a 10-percent vacancy rate in Berkeley.  Thousands of --
24 well, a thousand beds or more being added for the
25 university.  Housing on several places on Shattuck,
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1 you've probably seen it.
2          The Gaiea Building, one down at Acton and
3 University, there are vacancies.  This is the past I'm
4 talking about that --
5          MS. HEGARTY:   Thank you.
6          MS. BERNARDI:  -- they didn't base their EIR
7 on.
8          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
9          Leuren Moret followed by David Campbell

10              STATEMENT OF MS. MORET
11          MS. MORET:  My name is Leuren Moret.  I'm an
12 Environmental Commissioner in the City of Berkeley.
13 I'm UC Berkeley graduate, a UC Davis graduate, and I am
14 a scientist.
15          I worked at the Lawrence Berkeley lab and the
16 Lawrence Livermore lab, where I became a whistleblower
17 in 1991.
18          I've been in your house.  I know it from top
19 to bottom.  It's corrupt from top to bottom, and I'm
20 going to talk tonight about what UC delivers.
21          They can talk the talk, but they can't walk
22 their talk.
23          The University of California is the largest
24 employer in the state.  It has been named by the State
25 of California Legislature as the worst employer in the
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1 state.
2          The diversity and equality track record is
3 pathetic.  500 women and minorities have filed lawsuits
4 against the University of California and were
5 retaliated against.  They were bankrupted.  They were
6 physically attacked.  Their careers were ruined.  And
7 even when they won money on their lawsuits, they still
8 had nothing because their careers were destroyed.
9          The University of California spent over $5

10 million to defeat one Hispanic professor from getting a
11 $350,000 discrimination award.
12          You can read about this on www.wage.org.  Go
13 and read their dirty secrets.
14          Science?  UC has received many Nobel Prizes.
15 Science now is in serious decline in the U.S. because
16 of the dirty practices that not only UC is doing but
17 other universities are doing.
18          In physical reviews, American authors
19 contributing papers in 1983 were 61 percent.  Today
20 it's only 29 percent.  China and Europe are leaving us
21 in the dust.  The United States is going down the
22 tubes, and this is a great example of why.
23          The Lawrence Berkeley National lab, which won
24 Nobel Prizes, has been caught committing two major
25 cases of science fraud.
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1          Go to any college book store, get the
2 chemistry chart, and right on that chart it says:
3 "This element discovery claimed by LBNL has been
4 withdrawn."  Science fraud.
5          Patents?  Any company donating $50,000 to UC's
6 sexy Microbiology or G.M. departments can get their
7 pick of the patents coming out of that department.
8          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
9          MS. MORET:  I have one more comment.

10          Chancellor Berdahl, who denied Ignacio
11 Chapella tenure in the Microbiology Department for
12 discovering that wild corn in Mexico is contaminated
13 with G.M. pollen, denied that while himself taking
14 $40,000 a year from a G.M. company.
15          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.  Thank you.
16          MS. MORET:  This is a land-grant university,
17 given free land to educate the public, and what they've
18 turned it into is free reign to rip off the public.
19          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
20          Let me just check with the front desk.
21          I have three more speaker cards.  Do you have
22 more there?
23          Okay, I just want to make sure that we hear
24 from everybody who wants to speak tonight, and this is
25 why we're limiting comments to three minutes.
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1          If we have a little more time, you can come up
2 again.
3          The next speaker is Dave Campbell, followed by
4 Claire Risley, and our last scheduled speaker is Willie
5 Phillips.
6              STATEMENT OF MR. CAMPBELL
7          MR. CAMPBELL:  My name is Dave Campbell.  I'm
8 a resident of Berkeley.  I'm president of the Bicycle
9 Friendly Berkeley Coalition, a local grassroots bicycle

10 advocacy group here in Berkeley.
11          And our organization takes no position on the
12 growth of the university.  We leave that to their
13 expertise.
14          But we are concerned about the safety impacts
15 to bicyclists and pedestrians in the City of Berkeley
16 and on campus as well.
17          And specifically, we're concerned about the
18 safety that increased traffic on our streets is going
19 to create for bicyclists and pedestrians.
20          And the EIR does not address that, and it
21 appears that the EIR might think that it's addressing
22 that, but it most certainly does not, and I'm curious
23 why it doesn't address that.
24          Our organization sent a letter to the
25 university during the scoping process asking that this
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1 specific issue be addressed:  What safety impacts will
2 more cars on our streets have for bicyclists trying to
3 share the road and for pedestrians trying to cross the
4 street?
5          And the EIR, as best I can tell, does not
6 address that.
7          What the EIR does address is:  If we put more
8 bicyclists on the street trying to access the campus,
9 can our bike lanes handle more streets?  Can the

10 multiuse pathways handle more bicyclists?  Can our
11 sidewalks handle more pedestrians?
12          To me, that's really not the issue, and it's
13 not even close to being the issue.
14          The issue is what is more vehicle traffic
15 going to have on the -- the impact it's going to have
16 on bicyclists and pedestrians.
17          So my question is -- I don't know if I can get
18 any answers tonight, but some point I'd like to hear an
19 answer -- why wasn't that addressed when it was
20 specifically requested from the public?
21          Thank you.
22          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
23          Claire Risley, followed by Willie Phillips.
24              STATEMENT OF MS. RISLEY
25          MS. RISLEY:  My name is Claire Risley.  I have
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1 lived in Berkeley since 1970.  That's 34 years.  I'm on
2 a west Berkeley commission.  I am on the board of BEST,
3 the Berkeley Environmental and Safe Transportation, and
4 I am on the board of Bicycle Friendly Berkeley
5 Coalition.
6          The mitigations that you propose: lights to
7 control traffic and left-turn pockets and right-turn
8 lanes will hamper, not mitigate, bike and ped access.
9          It says "and safety."  More traffic will hurt

10 the citizens of this city.
11          Your mode shift away from alternative
12 transportation towards auto vehicle trips, isn't that
13 an interesting, just wonderful advance?
14          Stanford, UCLA and the University of
15 Washington all have better mitigations than Berkeley
16 does.
17          Most of them have eco pass programs, and I
18 don't understand why Berkeley's staff and faculty does
19 not have.
20          Then one just -- I'm glad to see more
21 definition of your new Tien Center.  It's very lovely.
22 But when I first saw it I thought, oh, my goodness, and
23 now I see that all it's doing -- you've given it more
24 definition and that's better.  It looks a little better
25 than it did at first viewing.  However, beautiful
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1 Haviland Hall is hidden.
2          Thank you very much.
3          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
4          Willie Phillips, followed by Matt Bunn.
5              STATEMENT OF MR. PHILLIPS
6          MR. PHILLIPS:  Good evening.  My name is
7 Willie Phillips, and I'm a long-term resident.  I've
8 been living here in Berkeley for 50 years almost, 49
9 years.

10          Essentially, I also attended UC Berkeley, so I
11 have to address the fact that I'm very disappointed in
12 this process.
13          I'm going to address you very directly because
14 I was told that at least this is a public input.
15          But again, if you look at who is around you,
16 you realize that this is not a broad array of
17 diversity.
18          And if you look at it in terms of the impact
19 that this university would have, which this lady here
20 in the front addressed quite eloquently in terms of a
21 land grant, essentially this land grant has yet to
22 come, and certainly it has not reflected in terms of
23 the community that I live in.
24          I live in southwest Berkeley.  I'm formerly
25 president of the West Berkeley Neighborhood Development

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster
T1-18c

JBrewster
T1-17a

JBrewster
T1-17b

JBrewster
T1-18a

JBrewster
T1-18b

JBrewster

JBrewster
T1-19a

JBrewster




 May 5, 2004

Legalink San Francisco  (415) 359-2040

18 (Pages 66 to 69)

Page 66

1 Corporation.
2          I had kindly asked for the participation of
3 the university at our annual meeting March 29th.
4          In fact, I begged for participation in terms
5 of if the university's going to do some outreach in
6 terms of addressing some of the issues around the
7 community, at least they should be able to come and be
8 able to at least know about what this community is
9 about.

10          Now, again, if I was to address this to my
11 particular constituents, I would have to say they have
12 no idea what this process is, and I would have to say
13 they would be a little intimidated even to attend.  And
14 I have to be here to speak in their behalf.
15          Again, that's a very small drop in -- inkling
16 in terms of what this process is about and who is
17 basically benefitting from that process.
18          Again, if you open this process up and really
19 attempt to try to really at least go through at least
20 some of the exercise of public process, again who are
21 you doing outreach to?  Who is involved in this process
22 and who in the sense is going to benefit from this
23 process?
24          Most of the people here are players.  Most of
25 these people that I see in the audience are people that
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1 attend meetings on a consistent basis.  That alone
2 speaks for itself.
3          Thank you.
4          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
5          Matt Bunn.
6              STATEMENT OF MR. BUNN
7          MR. BUNN:  Good evening, everyone, my name is
8 Matt Bunn.  I'm a resident of the 1500 block of Summit
9 Road.

10          I am opposed to the proposed development of
11 the H-1 and H-2 housing developments because of the
12 adverse impact that it will have on our community and
13 the surrounding environment.
14          I'm also a consultant, and I also know
15 sugar-coated presentations when I see them.
16          In the summary presentations there is a
17 statement saying they want to maintain the hills as a
18 natural resource for research, education and
19 recreation.  I don't see anything about 100-unit
20 housing developments in that statement.
21          Also, there's another statement that says:
22          "Preserve and maintain significant
23          views, natural areas, and open
24          spaces."
25          I don't know how many of you have driven down
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1 Centennial Boulevard from Grizzly Peak.  When you come
2 around that corner, it's probably one of the most
3 breathtaking views in the entire world.
4          So seeing 100 units of housing development
5 there is something we don't want to see.  I don't think
6 anyone wants to see.
7          That area up there is also the gateway to
8 Tilden Regional Park.  It is a place where people go to
9 get away from 100-unit housing developments.

10          In support of the bicycle traffic, Grizzly
11 Peak Boulevard is one of the most highly traveled
12 bicycle routes in the Bay Area, at least most
13 treasured.  And the increased traffic as a result of
14 the housing developments would potentially provide a
15 lot of conflict to the bike riders.
16          The environmental impact report, I've heard
17 some statements tonight about there not being a lot of
18 wildlife in that area where the proposed developments
19 are.
20          Right on the corner of Centennial and Grizzly,
21 which is on the corner of the H-1 proposed site,
22 there's a sign that says "Beware of mountain lions,"
23 so I want to make sure that people understand that
24 there is definitely a lot going on up there.  And also
25 we don't want any new students getting eaten by
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1 mountain lions.
2          That's it.  Thanks.
3          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
4          That's it for our speaker cards.
5          Is there anyone here who would like to speak
6 who hasn't spoken yet?  Let me ask that first.
7          Okay.  Sir, can you come up?  We have a
8 speaker card.  We just need to have your name.  Maybe
9 you can spell it, please, for our reporter.

10              STATEMENT OF MR. FRETTER
11           MR. FRETTER:  My name is Travis Fretter,
12 "Travis" like the Air Force base; Fretter,
13 F-r-e-t-t-e-r.
14          My father was a professor of physics at the
15 University of California and had some ideas about the
16 physics activities on the hill.  A lot of students
17 involved up there.
18          And he was the vice president of the
19 university for several years with Dave Saxon, who was
20 also a physicist.
21          He walked to work from Cragmont or Regal Road
22 every day, and he road home on the bus, and that seemed
23 like a sensible way to get to the university.  It was
24 healthy.  It seems like other people could do something
25 like that.
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1          The other thing that he liked was the calm and
2 the serenity of the university as it was in the '40s
3 and '50s when he was a student there.  And a little
4 later when I was a student there, I liked that too.
5          I don't think you're going to find a lot of
6 planners who are going to get paid a lot of money to
7 keep the university the way that it is or was.
8 Planners usually get paid for developing things.
9          So we're not going to have a really balanced

10 input from people who might be dealing with planners
11 because those who aren't in favor of growth are not
12 getting paid for that.
13          So people who are in favor of growth are the
14 ones who are getting paid, and, of course, their voice
15 is a lot more supported in all of the materials that
16 they can present to the public than those who may be
17 cast in the guise of recalcitrant people who have old-
18 fashioned ideas and who don't want to change things.
19          But I think there's some merit in the ideas of
20 the serenity of at least parts of the university, and
21 building, building, and building is probably going to
22 take away from that.
23          The last thing I would like to say is that I
24 was born in Berkeley, and I grew up with August Fulner,
25 who was the first chief of police in Berkeley.  And he
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1 used to talk about hunting in the hills before there
2 were any houses there, and I thought, wow, that must
3 sure have been something.
4          Well, these houses are designed to be built
5 for the professors.  And I can understand why they'd
6 like to have one the top of the hill.  I'd like to have
7 one too.  When I was a kid, I had one.
8          But I'd like to have a view up there, but I
9 don't think that's -- it's too dense.  It's not

10 commensurate with the rest of the way that the hills
11 are built out for individual houses and homes up there,
12 so I'm not in favor of that either.
13          I am in favor of a lot of the things that
14 they're planning to do here and the views that they've
15 presented in changing the landscape in the main part of
16 the campus, and I think those things are good.
17          I would prefer that the university not have to
18 irritate as many people and degrade the quality of life
19 around it as much as it does, and if it could just kind
20 of cool its jets and not quite go so fast, I'd approve
21 of that a lot more.
22          Thank you very much.
23          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
24          I just want to ask one more time:  Has anyone
25 not spoken that would still like to make comments?
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1          Okay.  Could you give your name again.  You
2 have another three minutes.
3              STATEMENT OF MS. MORET
4          MS. MORET:  My name is Leuren Moret,
5 L-e-u-r-e-n, M-o-r-e-t.
6          I heard a question someone asked, you know:
7 Where is the money coming for those huge improvements
8 and the development on the UC campus?
9          In 1998, I was in a UC professor's office, and

10 he showed me a confidential plan to raise $1 billion
11 from UC alumni.
12          A year later, one alumni died in a plane crash
13 and left half a billion dollars to UC, Airborne
14 Express.  He owned it.  He also had children who were
15 entitled to part of it as his heirs, and the University
16 of California hired Johnny Cochran, O.J. Simpson's
17 lawyer, to go to Guam and change the constitution of
18 Guam so that UC could have all of the money and deny
19 his heirs any of the money.
20          How did UC get the Clark Kerr Campus?  I was
21 in the Geology Department when Garneth Curtis, a UC
22 geologist, was ordered to go up and falsely map a fault
23 to the California School of the Blind so it could be
24 condemned and the campus stolen from the blind for the
25 University of California.
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1          UC has the money.  They have plenty of money.
2 It's just where do they want to put that money.  It's
3 not into us.  It's not into the community, and it's
4 really not even into the students.
5          The students are being trained.  They no
6 longer educate at that campus.  They're trained.
7 They're trained for corporations.  They're trained for
8 the military.  They're trained for the problems we have
9 in the U.S. now.

10          And if you're alumni and you want to give
11 money, give it to the women's college, Mills, where
12 they really do educate women and minorities, and not to
13 this pathologically dysfunctional organization.
14          And I'm a UC -- I'm a UC alumni.  I went to UC
15 Davis in the '60s and worked my way through because the
16 tuition was $65 a year.  I could work in laboratories
17 at night and pay my own tuition.  I worked my way
18 through master's degree at Berkeley too.  It was $110 a
19 quarter.
20          My daughter's at UC Davis now.  It's over
21 $6,000 a year.
22          So they need to build a campus out in the
23 valley where minorities and people can go and afford to
24 go instead of expanding this for more stupid white men
25 because that is who will be going to Berkeley.
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1          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
2          Are there any other comments tonight?
3          (No response)
4          MS. HEGARTY:  We want to thank you all for
5 your comments.  Again, they will all be addressed in
6 the final EIR.
7          There will be additional opportunities to make
8 additional comments.  We have another public hearing
9 next Tuesday night at the Clark Kerr Campus, 2601

10 Warring Street, 5:30 to 8:30.  And you may leave
11 comments -- send comments in by mail or email or leave
12 them in comment cards tonight.  So you have all those
13 opportunities.  And we'll be receiving comments until
14 June 14th.
15          Again, thank you very much for coming.
16          (Whereupon, the proceedings adjourned
17          at 8:50 p.m.)
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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11.2T.1 RESPONSE TO ORAL COMMENTS: PUBLIC HEARING #1  
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T1-1A THRU T1-1C 
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 T1-2A 
The speaker’s opinion is noted, although no specific instances are identified. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-2B 
The speaker’s opinion is noted, although section 3.1.11 of the 2020 LRDP establishes a 
framework of policies for sustainable design. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-2C 
Future development at Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory is not within the scope 
of the 2020 LRDP. See Thematic Response 6 regarding the relationship of UC Berkeley 
and Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-2D 
See response T1-1a. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-2E 
Research is not a discrete enterprise apart from education at UC Berkeley. Rather, it is 
integral to both our mission as a university and to the provision of both graduate and 
undergraduate education. Please see response B7-20 for a more extensive treatment of 
this subject.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-2F 
The University is currently building a new campus at Merced. However, the substantial 
growth in the number of college-age Californians projected over the next decade 
requires all campuses of the University to assume some share of this growth. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-2G 
The speaker’s opinions on biotech research are noted. See Thematic Response 6 
regarding the relationship of UC Berkeley and Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory.  
Further, growth anticipated at LBNL is factored into the cumulative analyses presented 
in the Draft 2020 LRDP EIR.  See for example section 4.2.9 beginning at page 4.2-29 of 
the draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-4A 
Please see Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand, and Thematic Response 10 
regarding alternative transportation programs. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T1-5A THRU T1-5C 
Please see Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand, and Thematic Response 10 
regarding alternative transportation programs. Although the program of new University 
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housing envisioned in the 2020 LRDP is expected to result in some reduction in the 
demand for student parking, the majority of the new parking envisioned in the 2020 
LRDP would be for faculty and staff. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T1-6A AND T1-6B 
The speaker’s comment is an observation on the process by which UC Berkeley 
formulated the 2020 LRDP, not on the Draft EIR. However, community input was 
solicited at several points during the creation of the 2020 LRDP. UC Berkeley held two 
informational “open house” events in March 2003, at which University staff presented 
an overview of our preliminary analyses and findings on the plan, and then invited 
questions and comments from the audience. Shortly after the publication of the 2020 
LRDP EIR Notice of Preparation, UC Berkeley held a scoping session in September 
2003 to encourage public input on the scope of the EIR.  

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

The speaker also seems to object to the fact the 2020 LRDP was not prepared and 
presented to the community in advance of the environmental analysis. The University 
believes to do so would violate the very spirit of CEQA: namely, to make environmental 
analysis an integral part of the planmaking process. Preparing the plan and EIR simulta-
neously enabled the University to incorporate the results of the environmental analysis 
into the plan itself, and also enabled the public to use those results in the review and 
critique of the plan. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-6C 
The speaker’s comments on the scale of development under the 2020 LRDP are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T1-8A THRU T1-8H 
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 T1-9A 
The University believes the maps contained in the Draft EIR sufficiently convey the 
information required for this program level EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-9B 
See Thematic Response 6 regarding the relationship of UC Berkeley and Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory. 



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 T  O R A L  C O M M E N T S  A T  P U B L I C  H E A R I N G S  

11.2T-24 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-9C 
The 2020 LRDP includes the policies that guide the Strawberry Creek Management 
Plan. See, for example, pages 3.1-31, 3.1-51, and 3.1-63 to 3.1-66 of the Draft EIR.  As 
it has in the past, UC Berkeley would be pleased to make presentations to community 
groups regarding the updated Strawberry Creek Management Plan when it is completed. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-9D 
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 COMMENTS T1-10A THRU T1-10E 
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. With regard to impermeable surfaces, 
Best Practice HYD-4-e would ensure the 2020 LRDP would result in no net increase in 
runoff over existing conditions. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-11A 
In July 2004, UC Berkeley and AC Transit completed negotiations for a pilot program 
to provide unlimited rides on AC Transit, including transbay service, to the 75% of UC 
employees who live in the AC Transit service area. See Thematic Response 10 regarding 
alternative transportation programs. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-11B 
The University recognizes the potential for new parking to induce a mode shift toward 
driving. Mitigation TRA-11 implements several measures to minimize this shift. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-11C 
The intersection controls proposed in Mitigations TRA-6 and TRA-7 are mitigations of 
potential impacts of the 2020 LRDP, not alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-11D 
UC Berkeley continues to work with BART toward formulating a discount ticket 
program acceptable to both parties. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-11E 
No change in the current policy of higher fees for central campus spaces is anticipated. 
University parking facilities are already made available for public parking during 
evenings and weekends. However, the University is unable to use its own resources to 
meet peak-time parking demands beyond those generated by UC Berkeley itself. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-11F 
The University does not plan to have a public comment period for the Final EIR. The 
CEQA Guidelines describe the circumstances that merit recirculation of an EIR (CEQA 
Guidelines 15088.5). Significant new information has not been added to the EIR, and  
recirculation is therefore not warranted.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-12A 
With respect to notification, in addition to advertisements in local newspapers, UC 
Berkeley sent a letter from Chancellor Berdahl to every household address in Berkeley, 
as well as the newsletter Cal Neighbors, which also goes to every household address in 
Berkeley.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-12B 
The speaker’s opinions are noted, although air quality and traffic impacts of the 2020 
LRDP are evaluated thoroughly in the EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-12C 
The speaker’s opinions are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-12D 
The reconstruction of Underhill Field is specifically addressed as a policy in section 
3.1.10.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-12E 
The comment period was set at 61 days rather than the 45 days required by CEQA, and 
then extended to 65 days at the request of the City of Berkeley. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-12F 
Please see the air quality analysis in section 4.2 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-12G 
See Thematic Response 6 regarding the relationship of UC Berkeley and Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T1-13A THRU T1-13D 
The speaker’s opinions are noted, but contain no specific comments on the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-14A 
The speaker’s opinions are noted. With respect to the redevelopment of University 
Village Albany, although the Village is outside the scope of the 2020 LRDP, the 2020 
LRDP includes the Village project in its analyses of cumulative impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-14B 
The comment period was set at 61 days rather than the 45 days required by CEQA, and 
then extended to 65 days at the request of the City of Berkeley. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-14C 
Most major capital projects at UC Berkeley have multiple sources of funds, which may 
include both state and gift funds. The funding mix varies with each project, but the 
funding for the program envisioned in the 2020 LRDP is not yet known. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-15A 
The speaker’s opinions are noted. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T1-15B 
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 T1-15C 
The question of groundwater contamination by hazardous materials is covered in 
section 4.6 of the Draft EIR, which includes the following statement regarding LBNL: 

Soil and groundwater at Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory is contami-
nated with volatile organic compounds and radionuclides. The groundwater 
contaminant plumes have not migrated off-site. Although there is a potential 
for groundwater contaminated with radionuclides to reach Chicken Creek, 
which flows onto the campus, the concentrations of radionuclides in the vicin-
ity of Chicken Creek are well below the maximum contaminant levels for 
drinking water. Therefore, development on campus property adjoining the 
LBNL site would not be significantly affected by contamination on the LBNL 
site.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-15D 
See Thematic Response 8 for a comprehensive response to comments on Hill Campus 
development. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-15E 
See Thematic Response 6 regarding the relationship of UC Berkeley and Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-15F 
Historical patterns suggest the current vacancy rates in Berkeley are a temporary 
phenomenon. However, as noted in section 3.1.8: 

Because the state provides no funds for university housing, the entire cost of 
housing construction, operation, and maintenance must be supported by rent 
revenues. Our goals to improve the amount and quality of housing must there-
fore be balanced by the need to keep rents at reasonable levels, and avoid 
building surplus capacity. The 2020 targets, and the pace at which we achieve 
them, may be adjusted in the future to reflect changes in market conditions and 
the demand for university housing. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T1-17A AND T1-17B 
The 2020 LRDP EIR analyzes the impacts of implementing the 2020 LRDP. Nothing in the 
2020 LRDP would increase risks to cyclists; the 2020 LRDP includes policies to further 
enhance cyclist safety. See pages 3.1-45 to 3.1-46 of the of the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR. 
 
The 2020 LRDP Draft EIR includes measures to ensure that any traffic increase that does 
occur is handled as safely as possible. Mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR to 
improve vehicle level of service would be implemented in accordance with applicable safety 
codes, and in accordance with City of Berkeley provisions.  
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Further analysis of possible risks to cyclists would be speculative, and is not required by 
CEQA. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-18A 
The speaker does not explain why intersection controls would adversely affect safety for 
bicycles and pedestrians. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-18B 
See Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand and Thematic Response 10 
regarding alternative transportation programs. Note Thematic Response 9 includes a 
comparison of parking ratios with other urban research universities, including UW and 
UCLA, and Thematic Response 10 includes a description of the recently approved Bear 
Pass program. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-18C 
The speaker’s comments are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T1-19A THRU 19C 
Community input was solicited at several points during the creation of the 2020 LRDP. 
UC Berkeley held two informational “open house” events in March 2003, at which 
University staff presented an overview of our preliminary analyses and findings on the 
plan, and then invited questions and comments from the audience. Shortly after the 
publication of the 2020 LRDP EIR Notice of Preparation, UC Berkeley held a scoping 
session in September 2003 to encourage public input on the scope of the EIR.  

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

UC Berkeley apologizes for any misunderstanding regarding the annual meeting 
mentioned by the speaker. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T1-20A THRU T1-20E 
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 COMMENTS T1-21A THRU T1-21C 
The speaker’s opinions are noted. As mentioned above, faculty housing in the Hill 
Campus is no longer an element of the 2020 LRDP.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT T1-22A 
Most major capital projects at UC Berkeley have multiple sources of funds, which may 
include both state and gift funds. The funding mix varies with each project, but the 
funding for the program envisioned in the 2020 LRDP is not yet known. 
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1 May 11, 2004      P R O C E E D I N G S     5:34 P.M.
2          MR. GRONSKY:  Good afternoon, everyone.  I
3 want to welcome everyone to this second of two public
4 hearings on the new UC Berkeley 2020 Long Range
5 Development Plan.
6          First to introduce myself, my name is Ron
7 Gronsky.  I'm a member of the faculty here at Cal in
8 the College of Engineering, and I also represent some
9 2,200 colleagues as chair of the Berkeley Division of

10 the Academic Senate.  I am also a member of the
11 committee of faculty administrators and students that
12 helped to create this plan.
13          The 2020 Long Range Development Plan had its
14 origins in what we're calling the Strategic Academic
15 Plan of the university.  There are a few excerpts in
16 the back corner of this room.  It was developed a few
17 years ago.
18          The Strategic Academic Plan identifies what we
19 call our key challenges for the 21st century, basically
20 to remain the best public institution in the world.
21          The 2020 Long Range Development Plan defines
22 the physical improvements that we need to meet these
23 challenges.  One of those key challenges is the fact
24 that we're the oldest campus in the UC system, and we
25 are at the point where many of our older buildings just
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1 can't meet the performance demands of the 21st century
2 either for research or for education.
3          Another of those challenges is that the
4 population of California, as you know, is growing, and
5 the demand for a college education continues to grow as
6 well, and so does the demand for research to deal with
7 the increasingly complex problems that we face as a
8 society.
9          I'll draw your attention to, for instance, the

10 Health Sciences Initiative on the Berkeley campus right
11 now.
12          So we are exited by and, I think, quite proud
13 of the 2020 Long Range Development Plan because it
14 recognizes the investments that Berkeley needs to make
15 in both campus growth and campus renewal, but also it
16 establishes a strong ethic of environmental quality,
17 sustainable design and respect for the unique character
18 of both the campus and the city.
19          I think I speak for all of my colleagues in
20 acknowledging the fact that we are, indeed, a large
21 university in a very special small city.  The quality
22 of life in Berkeley is precious, unique and fragile,
23 and the quality of life that we enjoy in the City of
24 Berkeley is very much a part of what we call the UC
25 Berkeley experience.
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1          So while we have a good idea of the kind of
2 investments that we need to make in this campus in
3 order to keep UC Berkeley at the leading edge and to
4 serve the people of California, your comments tonight
5 are very important to help us understand how we can
6 make those investments in ways that also enhance the
7 community and the environment.
8          So I want to thank all of you again for coming
9 here tonight.  I look forward to hearing what you have

10 to say.
11          And now I would like to turn over the evening
12 to Irene Hegarty, our Director of Community Relations,
13 who will introduce some of the other people from the
14 campus who have also come to listen to you this
15 evening.
16          Irene.
17          MS. HEGARTY:  Good evening.  I want to add my
18 welcome to that of Professor Gronsky.  Thank you for
19 coming out tonight.
20          We're here tonight to hear from you.  This
21 public hearing is being conducted according to the
22 university's policies with regard to the California
23 Environmental Quality Act or CEQA.
24          CEQA doesn't actually require public hearing,
25 but it is university practice to do so.  And given the
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1 complexity and importance of this particular plan,
2 we've scheduled two public hearings, one last Wednesday
3 and this one tonight.
4          We will be here tonight until 8:30, and after
5 some brief -- a brief presentation, the rest of the
6 evening will be dedicated to hearing from you.  And I
7 will explain sort of the ground rules for that in a
8 minute, but essentially we will be here until 8:30 and
9 everyone will have an opportunity to give us your

10 comments.
11          We can't answer your questions tonight, at
12 least as to the substance of the plan.  That's not what
13 this meeting is about.  It's about recording your
14 comments.
15          We have a court reporter here recording your
16 comments.  We also have a recorder.  And a transcript
17 of your remarks will be given to the UC Regents when
18 they review the plan and the environmental impact
19 report in November.
20          We will also address your comments in the
21 final environmental impact report.  However, if there
22 are any questions about the process, we'd be happy to
23 answer those.
24          Also, in the course of the evening, we will be
25 taking a break or two for the benefit of our court

Page 8

1 reporter, give her a little break.  And also if we
2 should run out of speaker cards, we will take a little
3 break and then reconvene when we get more cards in.
4          If you wish to speak tonight, please fill out
5 a card.  There's some at the front desk.
6          I'd like to just acknowledge some of the UC
7 staff who are here tonight.
8          In the back of the room is Jennifer Lawrence,
9 Principal Environmental Planner for UC Berkeley.

10          Is Steve Noack here?  Okay, our consultant
11 from Design Community and Environment, our
12 environmental consultant.
13          Janet Gilmore, Public Information Office, UC
14 Berkeley.
15          Tom Lollini is our Assistant Vice Chancellor
16 for Physical and Environmental Planning.
17          I also would like to acknowledge Jim Hynes --
18 oh, I'm sorry, Vice Chancellor Ed Denton, just to
19 finish with UC folks I just saw, and they just arrived.
20 Ed is the Vice Chancellor for Capital Projects, now
21 called Facilities Services.  And then finally Jim Hynes
22 with the City of Berkeley's City Manager's office.
23          And I'd like Jim just to come up and mention
24 the additional dates that the City has set out for the
25 public comment the City's process.
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1          MR. HYNES:  Well, first what I want to say:
2 Again, my name is Jim Hynes.  I'm from the City
3 Manager's Office in Berkeley.  I'm the Assistant to the
4 City Manager.
5          What I think people need to know is that the
6 City's planning on providing a full staff response.
7 We've convened an interdepartmental team of all
8 hands-on deck in the City to respond by the June 14th
9 deadline.

10          There's some key meetings on the city side
11 that are coming up.  May 19th -- you might want to make
12 note of these dates:
13          May 19 is the Planning Commission, which is
14 going to be the lead acting commission on this, will be
15 holding a public hearing at the North Berkeley Senior's
16 Center at 7:00 o'clock.
17          There will be a City Council workshop on the
18 LRDP on May 25th at the old City Hall, which is 2134
19 MLK, at 5:00 o'clock.  At that meeting, there will be a
20 preparation by UCB staff followed by a question and
21 answer with the Mayor and the Council.  There will also
22 be room for public comment.
23          On June 1st, Tuesday, 7:00 o'clock, the City
24 Council will reconvene and City staff will present our
25 response based on what we've studied in the plan and
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1 based on what we've heard from the community.
2          And then finally, on June 8th, the City
3 Council will be taking formal actions in response to
4 the LRDP and in response to the City's staff responses.
5          If there are any questions, I can be reached
6 at the City Manager's Office at 981-7000.  My
7 colleague, Arrietta Chakos, who is the Assistant City
8 Manager, is also available to respond to any questions
9 or concerns in terms of the City's response to the

10 LRDP.
11          Thank you.
12          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you, Jim.
13          I also want to point out that you may submit
14 comment cards here tonight or you can send your
15 comments by U.S. mail or email, and those addresses are
16 on your agenda.
17          Now, I would like to introduce Kerry O'Banion,
18 who is the Project Manager for the Long Range
19 Development Plan, who will be making a brief
20 presentation.
21          Thank you.
22          (Whereupon, Mr. O'Banion made a presentation
23 which was not reported.)
24          MS. HEGARTY:  I just want to welcome a couple
25 of more representatives from the campus.  We've been
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1 joined by Associate Vice Chancellor George Strait from
2 Public Affairs, in the back of the room, and
3 Professor Calvin Moore of the Long Range Development
4 Plan Steering Committee.  Welcome.
5          Again, if you would like to speak tonight,
6 please fill out a speaker card.  They're at the front
7 desk.  And we will call you in order.  We'll be here
8 tonight until 8:30 taking oral comments.
9          Each speaker can have three minutes.  If you

10 officially represent an organization, please let us
11 know and you may have five minutes.
12          If we get through all the comments tonight --
13 and this happened at our last public hearing -- and we
14 have additional time remaining, you may come up and
15 make additional comments.  But we want to make sure
16 that everybody has a chance to be heard first.
17          With that, I'd ask for the speaker cards.
18          If you can state your name clearly for our
19 court reporter, that would help too.
20          The first speaker is Ray Mathis, followed by
21 Nora Foster.
22              STATEMENT OF MR. MATHIS
23          MR. MATHIS:  My name is Ray Mathis.  I'm an
24 architect.  I live at 39 Canyon Road.
25          I've spent 50 years in the field, 25 years in
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1 heavy construction.
2          And if my memory serves me right, your Davis
3 campus has approximately 3,000 acres of usable land and
4 it's free of earthquake hazard.  It's difficult for me
5 to understand what a huge amount of taxpayer assets are
6 being placed on the Hayward fault.
7          An example is your Gayley Road building.  It's
8 worth about -- I would expect by the time it's
9 finished -- 100 million, advertised at 90 million.  The

10 equipment in it will at least double that cost.  And
11 you're within a few yards from the center of that
12 fault.
13          The campus over the years has compounded this
14 problem by building a significant buildings out of
15 reinforced concrete, a second rate structural material.
16          If you're going to build in this area, it
17 should be steel.  So my humble suggestion is that the
18 regents start relocating research facilities and the
19 few students that are associated with that to Davis.
20          (Applause)
21          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
22          Next is Nora Foster representing IAT, Improve
23 Alternative Transportation.
24              STATEMENT OF MS. FOSTER
25          MS. FOSTER:  Hello.  I'm Nora Foster.  I've
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1 worked 25 years at the Doe Library and a little pun
2 here:  I think we are short-sighted in Long Range
3 Development Plan in terms of the transportation goals.
4          And I did speak at May 5th, and I do have a
5 few specific areas that I can reiterate:
6          Basically, the denial or the flat rejection of
7 the idea of reduced parking and alternative
8 transportation is a huge mistake for the long range for
9 our society, for our air congestion, for all of the

10 impacts.
11          And an additional 1,636 people driving -- if
12 any of you have seen Gayley Road today with the drive-
13 alones -- I just walked past -- I walked past there,
14 and I saw so many individual cars.  Nobody's
15 carpooling.  There weren't even two people in cars at
16 this point.
17          But I think there has to be a point where
18 people say:  Okay, I'm going to hop on the bus because
19 I know there's no parking up there, that it actually
20 becomes unfortunately like it is in San Francisco, a
21 negative experience to drive, so you say:  I'm going to
22 take the BART or I'm going to catch that nice new
23 shuttle that the university is providing up around the
24 Tien Center and up to the hill.
25          So those are the kinds of things that really
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1 should be added and that additional people -- they said
2 that 917 will walk.  Only 483 will bike.  247 will
3 carpool.  817 will take public transit, but, again, the
4 majority, 1,636 persons driving, is unacceptable.
5          They also state in Section F-1-24:
6          "Bike facilities will not be needed
7          because based on this analysis the
8          impact is less than significant."
9          I beg to differ.  If you have adequate biking

10 or better secure parking bicycle parking -- it doesn't
11 look like our audience are bicyclists.  I may be wrong.
12 Then it is important to have secure bicycle parking.
13 So this is a major oversight.
14          It also says in F-1, page 24, new BART riders
15 could be accommodated -- and I'm paraphrasing here a
16 little because I've just written this.  But this is
17 also less than significant.
18          Again, it's up to our transit -- our larger
19 transit districts, which is not the responsibility of
20 the university, to work on getting AC back in place.
21          Now, this is a 20-year plan, and hopefully,
22 you know, things will turn around and we'll start
23 moving toward that goal on other levels as well.
24          In terms of alternatives, the growth impact,
25 again, of AC and BART could be significant.  And I
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1 would hope that this would increase their service.
2          In terms of the CEQA, the conclusions on page
3 6-1:
4          "The 2020 LRDP would increase vehicle
5          traffic and traffic congestion at
6          seven intersections to unacceptable
7          levels."
8          And the mitigation according to what we were
9 just shown are traffic signals.  And I'm sorry.  I

10 don't see a traffic signal as an adequate mitigation.
11          In my view, hopefully by having free transit
12 passes, eco passes, adequate bicycle storage, bike
13 paths, safe bike paths so the cars -- you know, I'm
14 willing to admit that some parking for the disabled and
15 a visiting group, you know, even bus parking where they
16 can turn around in certain areas, is going to be
17 necessary but not the extent of 2023 new spaces.
18          Okay.  I think I have covered most of the
19 points.
20          And I want to just tell you that the "Daily
21 Cal" had a wonderful editorial about improving
22 alternative transportation, in particular transit eco
23 pass, for the staff and faculty at the university.  We
24 may see it yet in our lifetime.
25          And I'd also like to point to something that
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1 isn't in the LRDP that's right around the corner:  In
2 2005, on the Southside, Underhill is going to be built.
3 And that's a 1,000 increase of parking -- it will be
4 1,000-space parking garage.  And I think this is a
5 shame, that that area could be a housing development
6 which would provide walking distance
7          College Avenue is already overimpacted.  The
8 Southside is over -- there's a huge impact with traffic
9 on that corner.  It's going to be horrendous with a

10 thousand cars coming in and out of that Underhill
11 Garage.
12          So I say:  Yes, increase the underground of
13 Underhill with parking, but add to the top of -- you
14 know, build up and get those freshmen and those
15 graduate students into close by housing, which they
16 desperately need.
17          If you've spoken with some of the students,
18 you should hear their heart-wrenching story about
19 housing trouble.
20          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
21          MS. FOSTER:  Okay.  Very good.  So I hope this
22 will help to change the plan.  Thank you.
23          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
24          The next is Dean Metzger, followed by Carl
25 Friberg.
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1              STATEMENT OF MR. METZGER
2          MR. METZGER:  Good evening.  I'm Dean Metzger.
3 I'm going to represent CENA, the Claremont Elmwood
4 Neighborhood Association, as well as the Berkeley City
5 Transportation Commission, so I'd like to take as much
6 time as I need.  It's not going to take more than five,
7 ten minutes to do.
8          Again, my name is Dean Metzger.  I do live in
9 Berkeley.  I live on the Southside, and I am very

10 active in our neighborhood.  I'm the president of our
11 neighborhood association, as well as the chair of the
12 Transportation Commission for the City of Berkeley.
13          I would like to make a couple of positive
14 remarks before I start:
15          I think we should thank the university for the
16 information that they have put in this Long Range Plan.
17 This information can be used by the university and the
18 City to plan our future.  The detail provides us with
19 data that would be difficult to come by any other way.
20          If the university and City work together, they
21 may survive this plan.
22          However, the negative remarks I will make is
23 that the plan has nothing that is positive about
24 solving any of the problems that it's going to create.
25 There are no solutions to any problems -- any of the
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1 plans in this Long Range plan.  Don't know if that's
2 intended or not, but that's what has happened.
3          As the plan is fully developed, the City of
4 Berkeley will not be able to provide the services to
5 the university or its citizens.  It just simply won't
6 have the financial resources.
7          We are losing our tax base to the university,
8 and it is not paying its share of trying to keep it
9 viable for all of us.  Both the university and the city

10 will suffer from this.
11          With those remarks, I'd like to represent the
12 Claremont Elmwood Neighborhood Association, which
13 borders the university on the south side.
14          We have, in the City of Berkeley, an agreement
15 with the City called a covenant.  The covenant covers
16 what happens on the Clark Kerr campus, where we're
17 standing today.
18          It also is in effect with the City of
19 Berkeley, so there are actually two covenants, one with
20 the City itself and one with the residents.
21          That covenant is very important to us because
22 with it we have some protection against the university
23 and how it is trying to overrun our neighborhood.
24          So we request that the ERA (sic) include the
25 text of the covenant and review of the covenant, bring
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1 the current use into compliance with those items --
2 those terms of the covenant.
3          We also would ask that all future plans and
4 projects of the Clark Kerr Campus be submitted to CENA,
5 our neighborhood organization, and the City of Berkeley
6 for review and comment to be sure they're in compliance
7 with the covenant.
8          Traffic:  It's one of the biggest problems
9 that we have in our neighborhood because we have the

10 Warren Derby freeway, corridor, if you will.  We have
11 Ashby Avenue.  We have Tunnel Road.
12          We need the university to look seriously at
13 these corridors and how they're going to move these
14 additional people through our neighborhoods because
15 they can't do it now.  With this plan it will be
16 impossible.
17          So we request the university develop a traffic
18 plan for the Warren Derby corridor, and this plan
19 should provide ways to reduce the congestion in this
20 corridor.
21          New routes for the Contra Costa automobile
22 commuters need to be explored.  This could be a tough
23 one, but there are ways, if one wants to think outside
24 of the box, of doing this.  Programs to get the Contra
25 Costa commuters out of their cars need to be developed
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1 to provide an economic advantage for them to get out of
2 their cars.
3          Until we as a society decide that it's worth
4 getting people out of their cars they will not.  It has
5 to be made economically feasible for someone not to
6 drive to this campus.  That means paying them a lot
7 more in salary so that they can ride the bus.  If they
8 drive their car, they lose the salary.  If they ride
9 the bus, they get the salary.  These things have to be

10 looked at.
11          Also, the university, even though it wants to
12 not believe that the infrastructure of our city isn't
13 their responsibility, are the main users of it.  And
14 they are the main creators of the problems in it.
15          And so we're calling for them to put in its
16 plan adequate funding to the City of Berkeley to
17 upgrade our infrastructure to handle the new people who
18 are coming to our city.
19          The next thing that happens in our community
20 now on the south side with the construction going on,
21 of course, is construction parking and the effects it's
22 having on our neighbors in southside.
23          So we're asking the City -- I'm sorry, asking
24 the university to make it a condition of these
25 construction contracts to be that the contractor

Page 21

1 provide parking or the university provide the parking
2 not on our city streets but on the university property
3 or on the construction site.
4          And we're also asking that in the contracts
5 there's a penalty of $500 per incident when a
6 construction worker or any of those people are parking
7 in our neighborhoods.
8          This can be written into the contract.  It's
9 just like any contract that has a delay clause in it

10 that penalizes the contractor for any days that are
11 late in his completing the project.
12          Finally, we're asking that the university
13 provide more direction when they have their events,
14 university football games, basketball games, you name
15 it, music programs.
16          The south side is impacted greatly by this.
17 Many, many people are coming from Contra Costa County
18 in the Oakland direction into our neighborhood trying
19 to find places to park, trying to get to the events.
20          We're asking the university to provide
21 additional funding either for our local police force or
22 provide additional people on all of our corners to
23 direct people to these events and to the parking that's
24 available that the university is providing.
25          So those are the things that I think would
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1 impact our neighborhood and the university could do to
2 make our way of life a little easier.
3          I'd also -- I would like now also to talk
4 about the Transportation Commission in the City of
5 Berkeley.
6          We do have a Transportation Commission that
7 basically is ignored by almost everyone, including most
8 of its cities.  And the main reason why it's being
9 ignored by them is because it's considered to be a

10 bicycle commission rather than a transportation
11 commission.
12          This may or may not be true, but the fact of
13 the matter is that it is there.  It does function, and
14 we have meaningful discussions about how we're going to
15 try to plan the transportation system in the City of
16 Berkeley.
17          So, first of all, for the land use part of
18 this thing, which is Section 486, I want the university
19 to include in its Long Range Plan the City of Berkeley
20 Transportation Commission to those organizations that
21 are to review all projects of the Long Range Plan.
22 This is not done now, and it needs to be done.
23          The next thing is that all housing that is to
24 be built for the university should have a no-car
25 provision that is enforceable, not just a no-car
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1 policy, but a no-car provision that is enforceable.
2          And again, I would say that one way to do this
3 would be to have a fine of $500 for any student who
4 drives that lives in these dorms, because we know they
5 do even though the university has a policy that they're
6 not supposed to.
7          But I think if they were charged $500 for
8 every time they were notified that they have a car in
9 Berkeley when they shouldn't have, we might see some

10 progress on reducing some of the cars in Berkeley.
11          Next:  Just last week we passed a new law in
12 Berkeley that requires a three-ton truck limit in all
13 of our neighborhoods.  We want the university to
14 respect this and to know what the plan is so that all
15 these construction vehicles stay on the streets they're
16 supposed to stay on and not in our neighborhoods.
17          This means that each construction project
18 should be submitting a circulation plan for that
19 construction project.
20          How is the general contractor going to get his
21 vehicles in and out of our city?  How are these large
22 trucks going to come through our city without going
23 down through our residential neighborhoods?  We've got
24 to have ways of keeping them on the major routes.
25          In line with that, the City or the university
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1 should in their contracts have provisions that will
2 repair our city streets and our infrastructure.
3          One of the reasons that things happen the way
4 they do was I was a resident of the Bateman
5 neighborhood when Alta Bates built their campus now and
6 tore down our neighborhood for what they have there.
7          On Prince Street, where I live, all these
8 trucks carrying all these heavy beams came up our
9 street and collapsed the sewer in our street.

10          Well, the City paid for it, which is you and
11 I.  This is just unacceptable to me.  Those people who
12 are responsible for whatever they cause need to be
13 responsible and pay for it.
14          The next thing that I'd like to mention is the
15 TDM study.  That study was finished three or four years
16 ago.
17          I've been running a subcommittee now for about
18 two years on it, and nobody from the university has
19 ever showed up.  Very few people know about it.  Very
20 few people seem to be interested in it.
21          We want the university to provide us with the
22 information of how they've implemented the TDM study
23 and how they're going to use it.  You can say it, but
24 if you don't use it, it's a worthless document.
25          And this document is quite long and has some
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1 good solutions to the problems.  It's going to take
2 money, but nobody wants to come up with the money.  So
3 there are no solutions being provided yet.
4          Another thing that is impacting us, of course,
5 is parking in residential neighborhoods and around the
6 campus.
7          As most of you know who read the paper, we
8 have a huge problem of people vandalizing the meters.
9 The City is unable to keep up with it.  As a matter of

10 fact, the City is paying more to maintain the meters
11 than they're taking in.  And I say that around the
12 university, at least, the university ought to be
13 helping pay for the maintenance of these meters.
14          After all, most of this parking is university
15 related and should be a cooperative effort with the
16 City to make it work.
17          MS. HEGARTY:  Your time is up.
18          MR. METZGER:  I have just a couple more.
19          MS. HEGARTY:  Very quickly because we need to
20 get on with the other speakers.
21          MR. METZGER:  All right.
22          The other thing I wanted to mention is the BRT
23 on Telegraph Avenue.
24          This proposal is coming to us from AC Transit,
25 and the university is supporting it as well as some of
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1 us on the Transportation Commission.
2          But I don't think any of us should support it
3 until the university and the City approves that it will
4 reduce the traffic on Telegraph Avenue so that one lane
5 of traffic on Telegraph Avenue won't gridlock it.
6 Because the plan calls for that, putting this rapid
7 transit bus on Telegraph Avenue and taking it down to
8 one lane.
9          So I'm asking the university to support the

10 plan but only after the traffic counts are done and it
11 is proven that the traffic can be handled on one lane;
12 otherwise, it's hopeless.
13          And finally, I'd like the university to get
14 serious about implementing a financial solution to all
15 these problems, because if we don't have the financials
16 to do it, none of these problems will be resolved.
17          Thank you.
18          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
19          Carl Friberg.
20              STATEMENT OF MR. FRIBERG
21          MR. FRIBERG:  My name is Carl Friberg.  I'm a
22 spokesperson for the North Side Neighborhood
23 Association.  We border the north side of the
24 university as Dean's organization borders the south
25 side.
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1          My comments are going to be very general:
2          I came here as a student in 1965, and at that
3 time there was a lot of talk about the master plan that
4 Clark Kerr had developed for the university and for
5 education in the State of California.
6          At that time, the plan called for 27,500
7 students for the campus.  Then we had a new plan, as
8 was mentioned by Professor Gronsky, that -- they had a
9 new plan with an increase in students.

10          Now we have another plan coming up for the
11 2020 with another increase, and they say:  When we
12 reach this plan in 2020, then we're going to plateau
13 and we're just going to start, you know, taking care of
14 the buildings that we already have.  But after each
15 plan we always increasing.  It's increase, increase.
16          Why is it we don't get back to the original
17 master plan for the entire State of California?  That's
18 why the people of California are paying for the new
19 campuses that we've developed in the state, because
20 Berkeley cannot handle it.
21          It was developed in relation with the City.
22 The university worked very well with the City at that
23 time on what we could handle.  But all we see is
24 traffic, and now we hear the complaints and everything
25 else about parking, traffic, air pollution, noise,
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1 collapsing sewers.
2          All this comes as a result of the violation of
3 the master plan which had been developed for the
4 university.
5          You look at this 2020 plan here and everything
6 is more, more students, more faculty, more facilities,
7 more parking.  I want to see a reduction, less, less
8 and more public transportation, more facilities for
9 faculty to use.

10          BART, which we spent millions of dollars on
11 for this whole area so people can come from Walnut
12 Creek, can come into Berkeley and walk up or take a
13 local bus to get onto the campus.  Thank you.
14          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
15          The next speaker is Marge Madigan, followed by
16 Martha Jones.
17              STATEMENT OF MS. MADIGAN
18          MS. MADIGAN:  My name is Marge Madigan, and I
19 represent the Lower Summit Road Neighborhood
20 Association.
21          And I'd like to begin by asking Mr. O'Banion:
22 Where do you live?
23          MR. O'BANION:  I live in north Oakland.
24          MS. MADIGAN:  Okay.  So you haven't dealt with
25 the kind of situation that you're putting us in.  And
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1 I'm particularly addressing this to you because I felt
2 that your comments in response to some of the things
3 that were raised at the last meeting didn't really seem
4 like you understood.
5          One of the gentlemen who spoke earlier
6 mentioned the earthquake problem.  This concerns us
7 very much.
8          We have a lot of people in our area already.
9 If there are 100 units of housing three and four

10 bedrooms each, the number of people that will be
11 brought there will be devastated if there's an
12 earthquake.  Why build more on the Hayward fault?
13          We're concerned about fire danger, and I'm
14 sure that some of you are aware of the fire that
15 happened a couple of nights ago in Oakland.  Everything
16 is very dry.  It spreads very quickly.
17          In 1991 when the fire happened, a number of
18 people came up to Grizzly Peak around our area just to
19 look at the smoke.  It was difficult enough to get out
20 when we were told to evacuate.  The number of extra
21 people made it treacherous.
22          I lost a friend in the Oakland fire because
23 she was trying to go on a winding road to get out of
24 the danger area.  I don't want that to happen in
25 Berkeley.
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1          When you say that your solution to the traffic
2 is a traffic light, I don't understand how that can
3 possibly help.  You've put a traffic light by Lawrence
4 Hall of Science, and it slows things down.
5          If we have a natural problem, a fire or an
6 earthquake or any other kind of a disaster where we
7 need to get out quickly, I don't see the traffic light
8 is going to help a bit.
9          I'd like for you to reconsider.  I wonder why

10 when the City of Berkeley is building so many units of
11 housing in north Berkeley, you don't purchase some of
12 those and use them for faculty or student housing.
13          They're easily walking distance to the campus.
14 They're biking distance.  They would cut down on all of
15 the cars that we're trying to get rid of.  It's like
16 you're just not with it with paying attention to this.
17          I really encourage you to consider some of the
18 alternatives.  Thank you.
19          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
20          Martha Jones, followed by Michael Kelly.
21              STATEMENT OF MS. JONES
22          MS. JONES:  I'm Martha Jones, and I live on
23 Derby Street across from the Clark Kerr Campus, between
24 Warring and Bellrose.  And I have been there for 47
25 years, all downhill when it comes to traffic as you
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1 know, for those of you who drive through what is
2 referred to as the famous "corridor."
3          I was doing very fine reading the LRDP, which
4 I think I get three units for, until I came to the
5 section where they would like to put a traffic light at
6 Derby and Warring and another one at Piedmont and
7 Durant.  And suddenly I could envision that I was going
8 to live on a ring road, you know, like London or
9 Cincinnati or all those cities that have ring roads,

10 because I am sure that all those traffic signals will
11 be timed to be green.  And they said that they could
12 increase it by 19 percent.
13          What you don't know about the corridor is we
14 win in the "Guinness Book of Records" because we're not
15 a state highway like Ashby, but we have more cars.  We
16 have more cars than College and Telegraph Avenue, and
17 yet we're a small residential neighborhood.
18          I've been president of the Claremont Elmwood
19 Neighborhood Association, in fact, the Council of
20 Neighborhoods Association in Berkeley.  And I think I
21 have spent decades and decades working on traffic, and
22 I have to confess that I am a failure.
23          The university used to be very sympathetic,
24 and I have a letter from the Chancellor's office that
25 is directed to the City of Berkeley saying:  Look, we
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1 have to do something about the traffic on the corridor,
2 and we're very willing to go in with you to work on a
3 plan to do something about this traffic.
4          So $90,000 later they developed wonderful
5 plans of what to do, and that particular plan went on
6 somebody's bookshelf gathering dust and nothing was
7 ever done.
8          So we have been studied more and plans come
9 up, but nothing ever happens.  But although the

10 university graciously said they'd help pay for the
11 traffic lights, I must refuse their generosity, but
12 thank you.
13          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
14          Michael Kelly, and he'll be followed by
15 Phillip Price.
16              STATEMENT OF MR. KELLY
17          MR. KELLY:  Hi.  My name is Michael Kelly, and
18 I live at the bottom of the Panoramic Hill
19 neighborhood.
20          It's interesting that I'm following up Martha
21 because I'm here to talk about the same thing, about
22 the traffic on this corridor.
23          First, I would like to just read a little bit
24 from the LRDP objectives:
25          "One of the stated objectives of the
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1          LRDP is to plan every new project to
2          respect and enhance the character,
3          liveability and cultural vitality of
4          our city environs."
5          Also in relation to the traffic on this
6 corner, it might be appropriate to read from the goals
7 of the TDM study, which is the downtown transportation
8 demand study that was done both by the university in
9 conjunction with the City.

10          That study also echoes those concerns by
11 saying:
12          "The goal of the study is to improve
13          the livability of Berkeley's core,
14          including the university, downtown,
15          south side and surrounding
16          neighborhoods."
17          Now, clearly this corridor is a pain to drive
18 on, and I understand why the university would really
19 like to improve the throughput on this corridor.
20          There's quite -- there's one, two, three, four
21 stop signs which slow down the traffic as it moves
22 along this corridor.
23          Due to the nature of the EIR process and doing
24 level of service studies on this corridor, the way that
25 process works, the natural tendency of the study is to
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1 try to figure out how to move more traffic through this
2 corridor.
3          A number of the intersections on the corridor
4 are graded as an F, complete failure.
5          The mitigations that are offered by this plan
6 are to put in traffic lights which will speed up
7 traffic.  That's -- for the university that's a good
8 thing.  You can get more people to the campus.
9          What I'm here to offer as a perspective as

10 someone who lives in this neighborhood is that speeding
11 up traffic, starting to turn this corridor into a
12 street like Dwight, like Haste, where I drive -- I
13 commute on those streets, and I see how fast people
14 drive, and I see how fast I drive sometimes on those
15 streets trying to make the next light.
16          What bringing stoplights into a neighborhood
17 does is it speeds up traffic and it creates an
18 atmosphere in which people rush to get through the next
19 light.
20          And so I'm here to offer the perspective that
21 that is not, in fact, a mitigation as far as the
22 neighbors are concerned, that it does, I recognize,
23 serve as an enhancement for the university in terms of
24 being able to improve the carrying of a traffic load on
25 these streets, but for people who live here, it does
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1 not enhance our safety, the quality of our life, the
2 quality of the environs as stated as a goal in the LRDP
3 and in that traffic management study.
4          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
5          Phillip Price, followed by Roger Van Oytsel.
6              STATEMENT OF MR. PRICE
7          MR. PRICE:  My name is Phillip Price.  I live
8 in north Berkeley.  I work at Lawrence Berkeley
9 National Laboratory.  And my wife is a recent -- has a

10 recent Ph.D. from UC Berkeley, yea.
11          I'm also a member of the Live Oak Cordinesis
12 Creek -- it's Spanish for quail -- Neighborhood
13 Association, and I'm also on the City Parks and Rec.
14 Commission at Berkeley.  But I am here just speaking
15 for myself.
16          First thing I'd like to say doesn't directly
17 have anything to do with the LRDP, and that is I parked
18 my bike out what I believe is the main entrance to this
19 building, and there is no bike parking, and it just
20 astonishes me that ten years after -- I've been living
21 here for 12 years -- hearing the university say how
22 they're encouraging alternative transportation, how is
23 it that I couldn't find a place to park my bike out
24 there?
25          It's so easy.  How hard is it to put a pole in
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1 the ground.  So, please, get a bike parking rack or
2 something.
3          I would also like to echo what several
4 speakers have said, which is that to me the best thing
5 the university could do is just stop growing.
6          When my father was here in the early 1960s, he
7 has told me, he remembers that a number was bandied
8 about.  He thought it was 25,000.  An earlier speaker
9 said 27,500, and that was what the university was going

10 to grow to, and they were committed to stopping there.
11 And then if more students needed educations, they would
12 build new campuses for those students.
13          While we're past that and we're still
14 increasing, and I have to say it's actually kind of
15 amusing to key this projected timeline that shows the
16 growth that just miraculously will stop right at the
17 end of this particular plan.  That's when we can
18 finally stop.
19          I think:  Why not stop now?  Why not stop five
20 years ago?
21          There's always going to be more students.  The
22 population of California will probably continue to
23 grow, so at some point we're going to have to draw the
24 line even though the potential pool of students is
25 still increasing.  Let's just do it now.
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1          But since that's unlikely to happen, things
2 that should happen even if that doesn't, the university
3 needs to pay its fair share for the infrastructure of
4 the City.
5          I think actually the university should be
6 subject to the City's rules and regulations just like
7 any other large employer or developer in the city.  But
8 at the very least, the money has got to be there for
9 the City.  It's just not fair for the City to have to

10 keep footing the bill for infrastructures, sewer, et
11 cetera, that the university uses.
12          Also, sort of a shortcoming of the current
13 plan:  It really needs to have a comprehensive
14 watershed plan for the Hill Campus, especially -- for
15 Hill Campus and the rest of the campus.
16          There's talk about daylighting Strawberry
17 Creek through downtown Berkeley.  That could actually
18 happen.
19          Any additional development the university does
20 in the watershed above the city will increase runoff,
21 will lead to a stronger, faster storm pulse because
22 there will be less permeable area to absorb the water.
23          We're already at capacity or over capacity in
24 many of Berkeley's culverts, and you really need to
25 have a look at the water quality issues, the runoff
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1 issues that are associated with the plan, and I don't
2 think that's adequately covered.
3          And then finally, the new construction that's
4 planned up by Lawrence Hall of Science, that doesn't
5 make sense to me in fitting with the stated goals of --
6 some of the stated goals of the LRDP.
7          For one thing, although technically within one
8 mile you can't go -- it's one mile as the crow flies,
9 and unless students are going to be provided with hang

10 gliders or something, there's no way for them to
11 actually walk or ride their bikes from there to campus
12 and back.
13          Centennial is not a bikeable street, and you
14 can't walk through there because the LBL, my employer,
15 is in the way.
16          That's it.  Thank you.
17          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
18          Roger Van Oytsel, followed by Michael Mejia.
19              STATEMENT OF MR. VAN OYTSEL
20          MR. VAN OYTSEL:  My name is Roger Van Oytsel.
21 I'm a member of the North Side Neighborhood
22 Association.  As spokesperson, I'm a friend of Carl.
23          And also I'm resident in Berkeley for more
24 than 25 years.  And I live on the north side for the
25 last 13 years, just two blocks away from the campus.
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1 And so I think I do have an acute understanding of
2 negative impacts that happened in the past already by
3 the expansion of UC Berkeley.
4          And also, I think these impacts, the way it is
5 presented in the 2020 Long Range Development Plan, will
6 have a really severe negative impact, not only to our
7 neighborhood, but surrounding neighborhoods around
8 campus.
9          And we all know what the problems are.  It's

10 traffic, parking, pollution, crime and so forth and so
11 forth.
12          And also, something happened in the last 25
13 years I lived in Berkeley.  I saw neighborhoods in the
14 city change, and some parts of our city became an
15 industrial park instead of a place to live and work and
16 raise families.
17          And I think, again, that the Long Range Plan,
18 the way it is presented to us, will be -- will have an
19 enormous negative impact to our quality of life for all
20 citizens of Berkeley.
21          So I think it is clear that it's time that you
22 have to recognize that we, indeed, have some needs, and
23 I think you should do some really serious work on this
24 because in the past, like I said, we never got heard
25 and never got attended to, never raised concerns about
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1 this.  And I'm sort of at the point of zero tolerance.
2          Anyway, but we have to recognize and UC
3 Berkeley should recognize that the city and UC Berkeley
4 is running out of space.  We share the space, but it's
5 nothing left anymore.  And I don't see why we can give
6 more to UC Berkeley because there's nothing left.
7 There's nothing to give.  And I think that's a really
8 serious problems (sic).
9          And so I propose that UC Berkeley -- and I

10 recognize you have some needs and we really like to
11 welcome you all the time and you're good neighbors, not
12 always.  But I think you should recognize that there is
13 no place anymore to build and you should go somewhere
14 else.
15          And I'd like to talk about our needs.  I think
16 we need to get back our neighborhoods and streets.  We
17 need to get back our residential appearance and
18 character of our neighborhoods.  That's what we really
19 need.
20          We need to get back our safe and healthy
21 streets.  We need to get back our community where we
22 can live and work and in the climate that's emotionally
23 and physically nurturing and willing in a positive
24 sense to be part of a large community.
25          In order to get there, I think a solution can
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1 be that we have to change the laws in Sacramento
2 because you can do everything you want to do right now
3 because the laws are written for you and not for the
4 people of Berkeley and not for our residents.  These
5 are facts.
6          And if I see this now, the way it's presented
7 to us, the way it is, this is a death sentence for our
8 communities.  So we have to change this so we can
9 accept it.  Otherwise, I will fight it until my last

10 day.  Thank you.
11          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
12          Michael Mejia, followed by Leuren Moret.
13              STATEMENT OF MR. MEJIA
14          MR. MEJIA:  My name is Michael Mejia, and I'm
15 a coach for the El Cerrito High School Mountain Biking
16 Club.
17          I'm here to advocate for access to the
18 Strawberry Canyon area, the Hill Campus, by cycles.
19          I've been working for this group of young
20 people now -- and these are high school students -- for
21 the last two years.  We have anywhere between 20 and 30
22 people including coaches and riders.  And we've logged
23 almost 2,000 miles together.  We have about 3,500
24 rider-miles logged together.
25          The only way that this works, especially with
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1 teens, is to have very strict guidelines about how we
2 behave on these machines.  It's really critical to all
3 of us, to the survival of our sport and to the success
4 and development of our sport, to learn to share trails.
5          I've been playing in that canyon up the hill
6 for about 50 years now.  I learned to throw a baseball
7 up there.  My brother learned to crawl up there.
8          I've educated these kids over the last couple
9 years on how to share trails, and our basic rule is

10 this:  Whenever you encounter hikers or equestrians,
11 you must pass at a speed that allows four salutations
12 of extended and returned.  We extend additional
13 courtesy to all animals and equestrians.
14          In the 3,500 rider-hours that we have extended
15 in the last two years, we have had not one incidence,
16 not one negative incident with a hiker, animal, child
17 or equestrian.
18          To kind of underscore that, you have to
19 realize that there are very few 17-year-old-men that I
20 can outrun.  These are very vigorous, very athletic,
21 very dynamic men and women, and it's become a very
22 important part of their culture to understand sharing
23 that trails in this fashion is vital.
24          We would like to extend our reach into
25 Strawberry Canyon by virtue of the fact that traveling
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1 on those roads is dangerous.
2          In the last three years, we have lost four
3 road cyclists, not El Cerrito High School, but four
4 road cyclists to death on San Pablo Dam Road, Castro
5 Ranch Road.
6          And if you are talking about commuting here
7 through Claremont, up and down Ashby, you ought to try
8 Centennial or Grizzly Peak or Wild Cat Canyon Road.
9 It's flat out dangerous.

10          We would like access to Strawberry Canyon
11 because it allows us to enter the canyon at the bottom
12 by dirt trail reaching the top to the top of
13 Centennial.
14          And this goes to address an issue that was
15 brought up over here:  You can climb Centennial Drive
16 from the swimming pool up to the Lawrence Hall of
17 Science.
18          All my riders can, but they've got 2,000 miles
19 behind them.
20          So I would like to encourage you all to
21 welcome cycling into Strawberry Canyon and the Hill
22 Campus.
23          Thank you.
24          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
25          Leuren Moret, followed by Robert Schechtman.
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1              STATEMENT OF MS. MORET
2          MS. MORET:  My same is Leuren Moret.  I'm a UC
3 Berkeley graduate student, a UC Davis graduate student.
4 I'm often the Environmental Commission, and I'm
5 President of Scientists for Indigenous People, and I'd
6 like five minutes representing an organization.
7          I'm here tonight -- and I spoke at the other
8 public comment period -- because I would like to talk
9 about what UC promises.  You've heard that.  I'm

10 talking about what UC delivers.
11          You can read about the selling of the UC
12 system in the 2001 issue of the guardian.  It's about
13 secret research funding, commercial sponsors,
14 professional payoffs and how corporate cash is
15 corrupting UC.
16          And I'm here to tell you tonight:  UC has the
17 money.  UC has the money to help the City pay for the
18 real costs of this expansion.  UC has the money to do
19 the right thing for the faculty, for the lecturers, for
20 the employees and especially for the students on this
21 campus.  They're not doing that.
22          I'm going to start with the earthquake threat.
23          I'm a geologist.  The Hayward Fault is one of
24 the most dangerous faults in the United States.
25 There's a 50-percent chance for a major earthquake
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1 within the next 20 years.
2          95 percent of the emergency response agencies
3 in the Hayward corridor are within one mile of the
4 Hayward Fault.
5          And I'm here tonight to tell you that last
6 month we had a presentation by a City of Berkeley
7 engineer.  This city has sewers and storm drains that
8 were built in the 1920s.
9          In the next ten or 20 years, we have a $700

10 million to $1 billion storm drain sewer project that
11 this city has to pay for, and they're adding 3 million
12 more feet and not one cent to change this.
13          Their trucks are going to go over all our
14 roads.  They're going to bust the storm drains and the
15 sewers, the damage, and the City is going to have to
16 pay for that, not the City, you, the citizens of
17 Berkeley.
18          And this is something everyone in this city
19 can be and should be concerned about.
20          This university is a land grant university.
21 It was given this land for free and mandated to educate
22 the public.
23          It has turned itself into a pathologically
24 dysfunctional organization which is ripping off the
25 public and the students.  They're not educating the
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1 students.  They're training them to serve the military
2 industrial complex and the corporations.
3          Star Wars was science fraud.
4          I am a whistleblower at the Livermore Nuclear
5 Weapons lab.  They destroyed my life in retaliation.
6 I'm strong though because they made me strong.  I
7 wasn't going to let them get me down.
8          My job now as an independent scientist is to
9 travel around the world to parliaments, to media, to

10 citizens, to educate them about radiation.  This
11 university will be that known forever as the university
12 that poisoned the world.
13          Professor Chancellor Berdahl, who has denied
14 Ignacio Chapella at the University of California at
15 Berkeley in microbiology because he discovered wild
16 corn in Mexico is contaminated with lab-altered DNA
17 from G.M. crops, he's taking $40,000 a year from a G.M.
18 corporation.
19          The corporations that donate $50,000 to a
20 department get their pick of the patents on this
21 campus.
22          The patents at the University of California
23 and Stanford bring in 150 to 250 million a year.
24          They can also steal patents from outside
25 corporations, from industry, and they are not liable
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1 under law.  They're exempt from lawsuits.
2          UC Davis did a wonderful study on chocolate,
3 and their research reported that chocolate is good for
4 heart disease.  Well, I'm not surprised because Mars
5 Bars funded that research.
6          How is the U.S. doing in science?  In
7 "Physical Review," 1983 --
8          MS. HEGARTY:  I'm sorry.  Your time is up.
9          MS. MORET:  Do I get five minutes?

10          MS. HEGARTY:  You did, yes.
11          MS. MORET:  Okay.
12          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
13          MS. MORET:  I have more to tell you.  Thank
14 you.
15          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
16          Robert Schechtman, followed by Andy Katz.
17              STATEMENT OF MR. SCHECHTMAN
18          MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Thank you very much.
19          My name is Robert Schechtman.  I am a graduate
20 student at the university of Berkeley, a graduate
21 student instructor.  I also work at the university
22 library and in the city in order to make ends meet.
23          I'm also the incoming Academic Vice President
24 of the Graduate Assembly.  And as so, I'm here to
25 represent the nearly 10,000 graduate students at this
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1 campus.
2          A VOICE:  Starving to death.
3          MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yes.  About 20 percent of
4 whom are married, most married with children, and I'm
5 here to compliment the feedback that has been provided
6 today about infrastructure, and I'd like to focus in
7 particular about Section 3.1.8, Campus Housing.
8          And I'd like to open by quoting the Long Range
9 Development Plan:

10          "The ability of UC Berkeley to
11          recruit, retain, and support
12          outstanding individuals is
13          fundamental to academic excellence.
14          Many of our best student and faculty
15          candidates site the scarcity of good,
16          reasonably priced housing and child
17          care near campus as key factors in
18          their decisions whether or not to
19          come to UC Berkeley.  The problem of
20          housing is particularly acute for
21          students."
22          First of all, I would like to acknowledge and
23 thank the administration for its construction of
24 additional housing of our graduate students in the last
25 ten years.
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1          However, I would like to point to the long-
2 term goals that are stated in the plan which include
3 providing one year of university housing to entering
4 graduate students who desire it and, quote, to maintain
5 the number of university housing units suitable for
6 students with children.
7          And on behalf of the Graduate Assembly, I
8 would like to say that that is absolutely not adequate.
9          In particular, the impact for families, both

10 the social impact and the impact on the university's
11 competitiveness, is severe.
12          We conducted an email survey, which we will be
13 providing to you in written form, which garnered over
14 41 pages of feedback about the social impact of the
15 cost of housing to this group of your employees who
16 provides approximately 60 percent of the instruction on
17 this campus at an annual salary ranging between 14- and
18 $17,000 a year.
19          I'd like to quote just a few of these, if I
20 may:
21          "I have a spouse and two growing
22          children.  My rent in University
23          Village currently comes to $1,400 a
24          month, so my fellowship does not even
25          cover my rent.  With this fellowship,
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1          I am only allowed to work 25-percent
2          time on campus, which comes to around
3          $500 per month, so even with a job
4          what I take in from the university is
5          only slightly more than what they
6          take away from me in rent."
7 Another input:
8          "70 percent of my income stipend
9          through my GSI appointment goes to

10          cover my rent.  We live in UC
11          Village.  I have three small
12          children.  I'm a graduate student,
13          and my husband works full time.  More
14          than half of his income goes towards
15          our rent, even though this is
16          supposed to be affordable.
17          Precisely because of the high cost of
18          housing, I have had to leave my
19          family in Maryland for almost five
20          years while studying here.  It has
21          had a devastating effect on my
22          children, but I have had limited
23          choices due to the cost of housing in
24          this area.
25          Single-parent families are the
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1          hardest hit by the housing costs, and
2          UC's current policy of eliminating
3          cost housing for high rent
4          alternatives is limiting the access
5          of people in my situation to this
6          campus."
7          I would like to point out that the university
8 is upgrading its stock of family housing in the
9 University Village in Albany, and in doing so it is

10 doubling rents from $700 a month to $1,400 a month.
11 And, quote:
12          "I have actually chosen not to live
13          in UC Village because of the high
14          prices of most of the units and the
15          disrepair of those few that are
16          affordable."
17 Now, in terms of the impact on the university's
18 competitiveness, quote:
19          "I also believe that the scarcity of
20          affordable housing can only
21          ultimately have a detrimental effect
22          on the quality of graduate students
23          that Berkeley is able to attract and
24          retain."
25 Another quote:
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1          "I feel that the changing face of
2          student family housing is going to
3          have a severely detrimental effect on
4          the demographics of student parents
5          at Cal."
6 And the final quotes:
7          "I believe UCB's ability to recruit
8          the best graduate students will be
9          jeopardized unless UCB develops a

10          more coherent and concerted strategy
11          to help students cope with the high
12          cost of housing."
13 If I may take one more minute, we have some particular
14 suggestions.
15          MS. HEGARTY:  Briefly.
16          MR. SCHECHTMAN:  We would like to see the
17 university more creative in developing options for
18 student housing, both the type and the management
19 structures.
20          Dorm housing is not acceptable for graduate
21 students, and $1,400 a month is not acceptable for
22 students whose take-home pay is $1,300 a month.
23          We would also like the university to be more
24 creative in developing alternative sources of funding.
25          We realize that the state provides no funding
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1 for housing, but that does not preclude, for example, a
2 development campaign to focus on quality of life and
3 housing instead of on new academic buildings.
4          Lastly, we call upon the university to
5 officially define affordable housing.
6          In recent hearings, we have heard two
7 definitions, one being 15-percent below market value,
8 which itself is not affordable to graduate students,
9 the second being 40 percent of the median income in

10 Alameda County, which is $42,000, which the university
11 knows is not our income.
12          We, therefore, ask the university to formally
13 commit to building affordable housing starting with the
14 20 percent of their employees who have families.
15          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
16          MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Thank you.
17          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
18          Andy Katz, followed by Pamela Sihvola.
19          Andy, before you begin, we want to make sure
20 we get through -- get everyone that -- allow everyone
21 to have a chance to speak tonight, so I am going to be
22 a little more strict about the time limits.
23          We're running over on a number of these.  If
24 you represent an organization officially, please tell
25 me that and you can have five minutes, otherwise,
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1 three.
2          If we manage to get through all of the speaker
3 cards tonight, you'll have chance to come and provide
4 additional comments, or you may send your comments in
5 writing.  And the addresses are on your agenda.
6          So I just wanted to relay that.
7              STATEMENT OF MR. KATZ
8          MR. KATZ.  Thanks.
9          My name is it Andy Katz.  I'm a graduate

10 student representative to the Long Range Development
11 Plan Steering Committee.  And I'm also representing the
12 Sierra Club on this, so I would appreciate five
13 minutes.
14          There were some positive, positive
15 improvements for the housing segment compared to the
16 original draft of the plan, and I do want to credit the
17 university for clarifying the housing zone.
18          The housing zone used to be a much greater
19 distance from the university, and it's now clarified
20 that the commute zone of the housing zone is reduced to
21 a 20-minute commute to Doe Library rather than just the
22 edges of campus.  And I think that takes care of some
23 of the concerns from the graduate students about
24 needing to be able to live close to campus.
25          Albany Village is just a good deal away more
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1 likely that students are going to take transit and
2 bicycle to the campus and walk to the campus and not
3 cause a burden and create more traffic for all of the
4 residents in this city.
5          That said, we've looked through the plan and
6 looked through the 1990 projections from the last Long
7 Range Development Plan, and there's still a shortfall
8 of beds.
9          The 1990 commitments were not met, and there's

10 still going to be an additional demand beyond the
11 housing units that are projected.
12          It's a considerable amount of housing, and
13 that's great, but it's still not enough considering
14 what wasn't built from the 1990 Long Range Development
15 Plan.
16          So there will -- even though we see "For Rent"
17 signs now, that's not going to last for 20 years.  The
18 population in the region is expanding.  And especially
19 with all the jobs generated by this plan, that's going
20 to really impact the ability for students, especially
21 students with families, to find an affordable place to
22 live.
23          That being said, I'd like to move on to
24 traffic impacts.
25          We've heard a lot about the Southside level of
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1 service impacts, and I think that there is not enough
2 adequate mitigation in there.
3          The traffic signals are not proposed to be
4 funded.  It's not clear who pays for them.  And the
5 City certainly is always strapped for cash on these.
6 And it really is the university's responsibility to
7 mitigate its impacts.
8          The campus needs to fund pedestrian and bike
9 improvements.  It's not just enough to put in a traffic

10 intersection.
11          Durant and Piedmont is a residential
12 neighborhood.  People are walking around.  And when you
13 put a traffic light in there, people still want to
14 cross the street.  It's still a pedestrian-oriented
15 neighborhood, and we need to really have some
16 improvement plans so that it's still friendly for
17 pedestrians and bicyclists to be there.
18          Channing Circle, as an example, Telegraph and
19 Durant have very high accident rates, and we don't want
20 to make this a place where students are afraid to cross
21 the street.  So we need kind of a safe-routes-to-school
22 type of situation where there's enough money to really
23 do the planning on that end.
24          The arterial impacts are very serious.  These
25 are significant impacts going down our major streets,
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1 and this really pushes the limits of the community.
2          I have a question about Telegraph Avenue.  I
3 was interested to see that although we mention Ashby
4 and University Avenue as going above what the county
5 has said is appropriate for level of service impacts,
6 that wasn't on that list, and I wonder was Best Rapid
7 Transit really considered.
8          I have to admit I haven't finished the EIR
9 yet.  I have my own finals.  But I wonder was BRT

10 really considered.  Did you imagine in the model that
11 Telegraph might be one way in each direction?  If so, I
12 would be very surprised to find that it wouldn't be
13 Level of Service F on many of the intersections, if
14 not, D or E on many other intersections, from Telegraph
15 all the way down to, you know, north Oakland.
16          So I would really wonder about that.
17          This mode shift is also a significant impact,
18 including Underhill parking is going up 42 percent
19 while faculty and staff head count is only going up 22
20 percent.  And so that's going to create a significant
21 mode shift up when really we need to be taking -- the
22 level of faculty and staff who commute to campus with a
23 car down.
24          And I'm concerned about that also.
25          And the traffic hurts the bus lines.  The
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1 traffic hurts riders on the 51, on the 7, and hurts the
2 ability for the university to encourage people to take
3 transit because it slows those commuters down also.
4          So the -- I would conclude based on those
5 impacts that in the absence of a significant
6 transportation demand management package, that the EIR
7 is inadequate because it didn't consider the full
8 consideration of alternatives to parking construction.
9          There is inadequate transportation demand

10 management in the plan.  We need -- is that five
11 minutes?
12          MS. HEGARTY:  Uh-huh.
13          MR. KATZ:  Okay.
14          I think that there aren't findings for
15 overriding considerations because there isn't enough
16 TDM.  We need faculty and staff transit passes, and
17 I'll submit more detailed comments in writing.
18          MS. HEGARTY:  Ms. Sihvola.
19          We're going to take a five-minute break after
20 this speaker for our court reporter to take a little
21 break.
22              STATEMENT OF MS. SIHVOLA
23          MS. SIHVOLA:  Last Wednesday, as well as
24 tonight, many of my neighborhood from the Summit Road/
25 Grizzly Peak neighborhood have spoken against the
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1 university's proposal to develop a hundred units of
2 high-density, two-, three-, and four-bedroom faculty
3 housing in the cul-de-sac area of lower Summit Road in
4 a critical high-risk fire hazard zone.
5          The area in the LRDP is designated as Housing
6 Reserves H-1 and H-2.  This neighborhood is already
7 impacted by the unresolved parking issues between the
8 university and the Space Sciences lab staff who use
9 Summit Road and Grizzly Peak Boulevard as their

10 permanent parking lot while the university's parking
11 terraces remain mostly empty.
12          Also at taxpayers' expense, the Lawrence
13 Berkeley national laboratory shuttle brings workers to
14 their cars also parked on Summit Road to the street
15 that is so crowded that it will make it extremely
16 difficult, if not impossible, for emergency vehicles to
17 go -- to get through at the present time.
18          And there is hardly room for cars or trucks
19 that come by and provide services for residents to
20 park.
21          The LRDP EIR failed to analyze or even mention
22 the presence of the Leonard aquifer which, since 1974,
23 has been pumped to keep the Lawrence Hall of Science
24 from sliding down the hill.
25          Millions of gallons of geologic water is
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1 pumped annually and dumped into the north fork of
2 Strawberry Creek.
3          This area, this is the housing -- designated
4 housing unit reserve H-1 and H-2 consisting of volcanic
5 flow rocks of the Moraga formation which reach from
6 little Grizzly Peak all the way down to the bottom of
7 Strawberry Canyon along the ridge that ends at Lawrence
8 Berkeley Labs Building 62.
9          It is believed to be a location of this very

10 important aquifer.  And the LRDP EIR must delineate the
11 location of this aquifer and consider its benefits to
12 the community regarding providing emergency water that
13 can be impounded in tanks up in the hill for fire
14 fighting purposes.
15          The water is clean and can provide two gallons
16 of water to each Berkeley resident, drinking water, in
17 an emergency such as a serious earthquake.
18          The EIR must also delineate the exact location
19 of this aquifer with respect to the housing sites H-1
20 and H-2, and ultimately this area should be designated
21 as open space into perpetuity.
22          Thank you.
23          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
24          We're going to take a quick break.  We'll
25 reconvene at 7:15 with more comment.
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1          (Recess taken)
2          MS. HEGARTY:  We're going to continue with the
3 public testimony, so if you can take your seat and join
4 us again.
5          Our next speaker is our Jurgen Aust, followed
6 by Bennett Markel.
7              STATEMENT OF MR. AUST
8          MR. AUST:  My name is Jurgen Aust, and I don't
9 know if somebody said so before, but I think it's

10 rather interesting area here we're in because that's
11 where the university, when it acquired, committed
12 itself to limit the student population to 25,000
13 students per agreement with the City.
14          This is one of the conditions when the
15 university acquired this property here.
16          Before I go further, I would like to make a --
17 state a correction.  Namely, it was mentioned here
18 before -- it was mentioned in the report and
19 unfortunately also by a City official, a so-called
20 transportation planner, saying that the Southside plan
21 has been completed.
22          I met last Thursday with the planning director
23 just to clarify this point, and he said we might --
24 emphasis "might" -- get the Draft EIR within a year.
25          Now, having some planning expertise, I know

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster

JBrewster
T2-14a

JBrewster
T2-13d

JBrewster
T2-13e

JBrewster
T2-14b

JBrewster
T2-14b

JBrewster
T2-15a

JBrewster
T2-15b



 PUBLIC HEARING NUMBER TWO

Legalink San Francisco  (415) 359-2040

17 (Pages 62 to 65)

Page 62

1 that the environmental impact report is not something
2 you just attach to a complete plan.  It's supposed to
3 be input in a plan, but -- which brings me to another
4 subject, namely this whole concept of this EIR.
5          There is a major conflict of interest.  That's
6 the only institute I know of where the applicant is
7 also the one who prepares the plan and approves it.
8          It's also the first plan I have seen where not
9 in quotation marks but in plain text it says:  Our

10 capital resources, our needs, our targets, our limits.
11 It doesn't even say the university's limit, target
12 needs.  It says in there literally we require; we must
13 expand.
14          Now, I don't have to say anything further on
15 this.
16          I discovered then there's a new mitigation
17 measure which pretty much takes care of everything.  I
18 guess pretty soon we call it CBP, meaning continuing
19 best practice.
20          If you go to the Summary of Impacts, you start
21 out with a serious impact, and with the CBP you end up
22 with a less important aspect.
23          I don't want to go into much except for, of
24 course, some straight signals.  I would suggest the
25 university replaces the one in Dwight and Piedmont
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1 because apparently somebody used the wrong signal
2 there.  We still have a level of service of F's there
3 or maybe E, not the proposed level A and B, which they
4 want to accomplish on this other intersections putting
5 up some signals.
6          Now I would like to go -- time is running out.
7          MS. HEGARTY:  Time is out.
8          MR. AUST:  What I'm really mostly concerned --
9 and, fortunately, somebody mentioned it, something

10 which is not actually addressed, at least not in any
11 depth in the EIR.
12          MS. HEGARTY:  Jurgen, your time is up.  Can
13 you summarize in like 10, 15 seconds here?
14          MR. AUST:  The emphasis in the EIR is on
15 safety in the buildings.  I couldn't help thinking of
16 the Pentagon which talked about saving buildings but
17 doesn't worry about people living in there.
18          And it has been correctly pointed out:  The
19 problem really is what happens after the earthquake
20 when people try to escape and avoid the area.  We know
21 it from San Francisco.  We know it from the hills.
22 That's where really the danger is, when people can not
23 escape anymore.
24          Part of it is overhanging wires, and I propose
25 a mitigation measure.  It used to be that when housing
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1 is built by the university, parking lots have
2 disappeared, got reimbursed for $20,000 or something as
3 a fee.
4          I suggest that whenever the university builds
5 a new parking space, put an equal amount of money in
6 the kitty which will be used to take down the wires and
7 underground them so at least we don't get electrocuted
8 when we try to escape disaster.
9          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.  We're going to go

10 on.  Thank you.
11          Bennett Markel, followed by James Tropp.
12              STATEMENT OF MR. MARKEL
13          MR. MARKEL:  I'm Bennett Markel.  I live a few
14 blocks from here on our famous corridor.
15          I lived for 25 years on the north side of the
16 campus, so the university has been a neighbor of mine
17 on both sides of the campus.
18          And these meetings are very interesting for
19 what all of my neighbors have to say.
20          I agree with everything that everybody said
21 except the man who said that the university was a good
22 neighbor.  I think they've been a horrible neighbor on
23 both sides of the campus.
24          I spoke -- it must have been -- the last time,
25 it seems to me, it was a little less than a year ago or
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1 less than a year ago here when all these same pictures
2 were around the wall and we were invited to speak and
3 sign our names and write letters.
4          And I -- I mean, aside -- well, what I would
5 like to ask is:  What happens to all this information?
6 I wrote a letter and I got no reply.  I got no
7 particular invitation to this meeting except for my
8 wife who discovered it in the Daily Planet that there
9 was going to be a meeting.  And what happens to all

10 this information?
11          I have the feeling that we are checkmark on
12 some EIR:  Yes, public meeting held.  And I think
13 it's -- I think it's disgraceful the way that -- I
14 mean, I waited for an answer to my letter.
15          MS. HEGARTY:  I can actually answer that one
16 question because it's a procedural question.
17          MR. MARKEL:  What happens to the information?
18          MS. HEGARTY:  It's transcribed by the court
19 reporter.  The transcription is provided to the UC
20 Regents.  And in the final EIR, every comment is
21 referenced.  If there's a substantive comment direct to
22 the environmental impact report, it is referenced in
23 the final EIR.
24          As for notification, we did send a letter from
25 Chancellor Berdahl to every household address in
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1 Berkeley, and I don't know if you got that.  And we've
2 also posted notices in all the local newspapers and put
3 it out on the website and in a newsletter called "Cal
4 Neighbors" which also goes to every household in
5 Berkeley.
6          MR. MARKEL:  Well, I received no such letter,
7 and my address is in the back, and I will write another
8 letter.
9          Actually the burden of my remarks last time

10 was that I had come back from my college reunion in the
11 east, and the president of that university said that
12 the finest -- the finest -- what he had to show for his
13 years, what made him the proudest, was his relationship
14 with the community around him.  And they had
15 contributed lots of money to the community, and it was
16 impossible -- that was something that he was proud of.
17          Now, I can't imagine any official from the
18 university standing up in front of any audience in
19 Berkeley and being proud of anything.  And so I will
20 write my letter again.
21          And I'm interested -- if you tell me that it
22 will appear in the EIR, when I see it, I'll believe it.
23          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
24          James Tropp, followed by Andrea Pflaumer.
25              STATEMENT OF MR. TROPP
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1          MR. TROPP:  My name is Jim Tropp.  I live on
2 Canyon Road.  I've lived there since the summer of
3 1982.  I'm a member of the Panoramic Hill Neighborhood
4 Association.  I'm past recording secretary.
5          I'd like to speak in a general way:  There
6 have been some very elegantly phrased and highly
7 specified comments which have been made.  Mine are
8 going to be somewhat more diffuse and general.
9          There is a sense that there's always mission

10 creep with the university's enterprises.  And one of
11 the simplest examples is the practice field for
12 football and Strawberry Field.
13          There was kind of a battle over that 10 years
14 ago when that was going in.  But the whole question was
15 whether there should be a practice field.  There was
16 never an issue as to whether there should be a rugby
17 field, but, of course, that's what it's become.  It's
18 become a rugby field.
19          And the mission tends to creep.
20          An issue that has come up frequently in
21 discussions of the Panoramic Hill Association is that
22 of stadium lighting, and I don't know if there are
23 specific plans at this moment in the Long Range
24 Development Plan for stadium lighting.
25          But one of the major issues that I don't think
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1 has been discussed by anyone seriously within the
2 university is the potential for a major disaster if you
3 have a fire or an earthquake during a nighttime event,
4 considering the very poor access that one has to this
5 very dangerous area.
6          So if I had one take-home message to the
7 university, it would be that this is a crowded and
8 dangerous and difficult to serve area and one should
9 tread lightly in it.

10          My last comment would simply be that the
11 LRDP -- some of the documents do specify that the
12 university is almost allowed by fiats because of the
13 way the law is written to specify a given environmental
14 concern is without significance.
15          And that really does put us in the City of
16 Berkeley and as neighbors of the university very much
17 at the mercy of the goodwill of the university.
18          I guess my neighbors can tell their own
19 stories about what it is like to be at the tender
20 mercies of the university.
21          In some sense, I think many of us have respect
22 and affection for Berkeley, UC Berkeley as an
23 institution, but we all also bear the scars of its
24 presence.
25          And I would simply close by saying that I
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1 think it is the sense of all of us that the university
2 should tread lightly.
3          Thank you.
4          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
5          Andrea Pflaumer.  And she'll be followed by
6 Sennet Williams.
7              STATEMENT OF MS. PFLAUMER
8          MS. PFLAUMER:  Probably going to repeat a lot
9 of what people have said, but I just want to drive the

10 points home.
11          I live in -- near Grizzly Peak and Centennial.
12          About five years ago, one of my neighbors
13 wanted to grandfather in a unit next to her house and
14 the City Council rejected it.
15          When I spoke with the representative from the
16 development office, he said if we saw the way the
17 development was going to go today, the way it's gone
18 already, half the houses that are there now would never
19 have been allowed because, first of all, the fire
20 danger is so severe.
21          The housing as it is right now is so compact
22 already.  The concept of adding 100 new units up there
23 to me is inconceivable.
24          On our street, to get onto Grizzly Peak,
25 there's a mirror there to watch on blind curve.
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1          With the traffic as it exists right now, you
2 take your life in your hands every day when you go
3 there.  I cannot imagine what would happen if there
4 were additional hundred houses up there.
5          The people from the Space Sciences Lab park in
6 our neighborhood half the year, and then they park on
7 Grizzly Peak the other half of the year.  Well, some of
8 them do.  More and more are finding out about our
9 neighborhood and are parking there.

10          So as Pam said earlier, you cannot get
11 emergency vehicles up there.
12          And my husband and I keep a kind of stress
13 meter in our house.  We listen for two things:  In the
14 summer everybody who lives in the hills sticks their
15 heads out the window and sniffs the area to find out
16 where the smoke is coming from.
17          The second thing we do is we listen for the
18 fire engines.  That's our stress meter.  And they
19 increase as time goes on.
20          To add 100 homes up there, to put those people
21 in peril is foolhardy, ill-conceived, and the picture
22 that comes into my mind is that picture of those people
23 in Hiller Highlands desperate, trying to get out when
24 the fire is around them.
25          Just like we are expecting an earthquake and
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1 as much as we do to create defensible space around our
2 homes, this is the most dangerous fire area in the city
3 of California -- in the State of California.  Not my
4 terms, these are statistics.
5          Once again, it is ridiculous and ill-conceived
6 to consider adding housing up there.
7          As far as the bicyclists are concerned, my 70-
8 plus-odd neighbor was recently hit by car.  He's been
9 incapacitated for six months.

10          The fact that anybody would add more traffic
11 up there when it is -- there are a lot of bicyclists
12 who love to bicycle up Grizzly Peak and the brave ones
13 up Centennial -- I'm too old for that -- but it's
14 already so dangerous.
15          And every weekend in the nice weather, we get
16 motorcycle clubs -- I'm sure they're on the internet
17 and they tell each other.  There are about 100
18 motorcyclists that come tearing across Grizzly Peak up
19 to watch the sunset.  I don't begrudge them that.  But
20 I feel very sorry for people who would be subjected to
21 that, to the after effects of earthquake, fire danger
22 and the traffic increase.
23          I strongly encourage you to reconsider and
24 eliminate the idea of ever increasing any housing up
25 there.
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1          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
2          Sennet Williams, followed by Doris Willingham.
3              STATEMENT OF MR. WILLIAMS
4          MR. WILLIAMS:  Hi.  I'm Sennet Williams.  I'm
5 a fifth-generation Berkeley homeowner.
6          I think that UC is going to keep expanding no
7 matter what any of us say because it's a good thing
8 that more students will be able to go to school here.
9          But the main problem that I think a lot of

10 people are aware of is that UC doesn't have a
11 functional transportation policy, and so that's what
12 these comments are directed to.
13          Currently, like -- I think a lot of people
14 don't really know why UC transportation is so bad, and
15 the reason is that all transit funding is dependent on
16 parking revenue.
17          That means that the parking office cannot fund
18 transit or else they'll lose their money because the
19 employees would not buy parking permits if they could
20 take European-quality transit.
21          And I am very hopeful that policy is going to
22 be changing because the university could save so much
23 money and so much traffic problems in Berkeley by
24 adopting a European-quality, modern transit system like
25 my professors were advocating back when I was a
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1 student.
2          So along those lines, I want to say that I'm
3 really fed up with the traffic problems around here and
4 pedestrians and cyclists getting killed because UC
5 cannot modernize its transportation policy before
6 expanding.
7          And I would like anyone else who's concerned
8 about that to also help organize to put pressure on the
9 Legislature and the City to demand that UC fund

10 transportation for employees instead of basing its
11 planning on parking entirely because the streets are
12 already packed, and for the number of additional cars
13 being proposed, UC would need -- I mean Berkeley would
14 need a freeway to campus or else there would be several
15 more pedestrian deaths a year from all the increased
16 traffic.
17          So this morning I was working on a website for
18 organizing this.  It has a lot of information, and it's
19 tramsnotjams.org, if anybody wants to check it to see
20 how we can organize.
21          And it has information on a modern, automated
22 transit system that is designed by UC alumni in the Bay
23 Area, and it's really ideal for UC because it would cut
24 30 minutes off the morning commute for BART commuters
25 so that thousands of people would stop driving so they
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1 could get to work faster by taking a modern transit
2 system.  And it would be much cheaper to build than the
3 proposed parking structures.
4          And I have some letters if anybody is
5 interested.
6          Thank you.
7          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
8          Doris Willingham, followed by Willie Phillips.
9              STATEMENT OF MS. WILLINGHAM

10          MS. WILLINGHAM:  Good evening.  My name is
11 Doris Willingham.
12          Like Martha Jones, I'm also a past president
13 of the Claremont Elmwood Neighborhood Association.
14          Our association has been very concerned with
15 the university and its presence around us for a long
16 time.
17          In fact, both the Claremont Elmwood
18 Neighborhood Association and I are veterans of the 1990
19 to 2005 Long Range Development Plan, which cannot be
20 said of the current crop of university planners
21 responsible for this one.
22          I hear the university is growing.  Well,
23 that's wonderful.  That's just fantastic.  If it were a
24 corporation, we would all say, "Yea," because we
25 would --

Page 75

1          A VOICE:  It is.
2          MS. WILLINGHAM:  Good.  -- gain benefits from
3 it.
4          However, this university grows and what the
5 citizens of Berkeley get from it largely is detriment.
6 Why is that?  In great part it is due to the fact that
7 the university has grown physically in terms of numbers
8 and space needed.
9          And there has been no parallel growing of the

10 Berkeley City limits.  In other words, more and more
11 things are being crammed into this tiny space that has
12 not changed in a long time, these few square miles that
13 we have.
14          There used to be a balance between the
15 university and the City in terms of impacts, in terms
16 of population, in terms of traffic.
17          All of these have now reached a point where
18 the balance cannot even be called that anymore.
19 Harmony, peace, "Don't bother me and I won't bother
20 you," are long out the window.
21          I urge the university to consider the
22 cumulative impact it has on the quality of life of the
23 citizens in this town who, through their taxes, not
24 only fund City services that support the university,
25 but also the university itself.
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1          I would urge you, for one thing, to think
2 about quality of life and our neighborhoods.
3          Now, you make it a great deal to get students
4 to live close to the university.  I would urge you to
5 put similar efforts into getting some grownups to live
6 close to the university because your staff and faculty,
7 if they live close to the university, would, by the
8 logic applied, likewise not need cars in order to go to
9 the campus.

10          I am glad you finally consider building on
11 your Central Campus Park, a notion that was born with
12 the 1990 Long Range Development Plan, because you've
13 got a lot of space there.  You have got an enormous
14 luxury there.  You have been depriving the City of
15 Berkeley of its luxuries, and it's time to look home
16 again and do a lot bit more damage there before further
17 wrecking our lives.
18          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
19          MS. WILLINGHAM:  I will leave it at this.
20          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
21          Stephanie Bolling, followed by Janice Thomas.
22 Is Stephanie Bowling here?
23              (No response)
24          MS. HEGARTY:  I guess not.
25          So the next speaker will be Janice Thomas.
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1              STATEMENT OF MS. THOMAS
2          MS. THOMAS:  Good evening.
3          UC Berkeley administration has not identified
4 all relevant significant impacts.  To identify relevant
5 impacts, you have to first accurately describe an
6 environment, and this document is woefully deficient in
7 describing the environment.
8          Figure 3.1-4 eliminates 75 percent of my
9 neighborhood, Panoramic Hill.  It's literally not

10 there.
11          Under Cultural Resources, again, about 75
12 percent of the properties that may become eligible for
13 national register as contributing to a district not --
14 documented are not even listed.
15          The UC Berkeley administration has also not
16 considered the full range of mitigations.  For example,
17 they talk about lights, and they do tell us that the
18 2020 LRDP does have the potential to create new sources
19 of substantial light or glare that could have adverse
20 impacts on day or nighttime views.  But they say the
21 mitigation measures would reduce this impact to less
22 than significant.
23          But low and behold when they talk about that
24 mitigation, they don't even mention a hillside
25 environment.  There's no mention of the particulars of
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1 a hillside environment.
2          They also very cleverly say that an exception
3 is next to areas where there are visual and/or historic
4 characteristics, but yet none of our historic
5 properties are listed.  Then we aren't protected by
6 that qualifying statement.
7          I think we all have to be really, really
8 careful about the smoke in mirrors in this beautiful,
9 thick document.

10          For example, there's a statement about 75 to
11 80 percent of this new space would be on the core
12 campus and blocks just west of campus.
13          I would have preferred to have had those two
14 different locations disaggregated because it may be
15 that only 25 percent is going on the core campus and 50
16 percent of it is going on the blocks west of campus.  I
17 mean, we didn't know.
18          So this is the summary.  So basically to
19 really find out what's happening and what is going to
20 come down, it's very difficult to figure out, and I
21 just started reviewing this process, but I'm finding
22 inaccuracies, I'm finding incompleteness, and you can't
23 study alternatives unless you accurately describe the
24 environment.
25          And also, just as my summary point, which will
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1 be detailed in my letter in my comments, UC Berkeley
2 has not implemented mitigation in their last LRDP and
3 did not fully monitor their mitigations.
4          Thank you.
5          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
6          The next speaker is Jim Sharp, followed by
7 Daniella Thompson.
8              STATEMENT OF MR. SHARP
9          MR. SHARP:  Good evening.  I'm Jim Sharp, a

10 long-term resident of Berkeley and 15-year resident of
11 the Pardon Our Dust Zone, just north of Central Campus
12 Park, soon to be Central Campus Industrial Park.
13          And I'm sorry that this is the last chance for
14 all of you to speak out verbally about this unless
15 something major changes.  Because what we have in this
16 document is a road map for war.  It's a road map -- I
17 mean, it's a war that's been going on for a long time
18 against the community, over 100 years, but it's been
19 accelerating rapidly.
20          It's a war against Strawberry Canyon.  It's a
21 war against the City's tax base.  It's a war against
22 our folks up on Summit Road, the various traffic
23 intersections, the people town at Albany Village.  And
24 it's not even a very good road map because it leaves
25 out major pieces like the Lawrence Berkeley National
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1 Laboratory, which I like to call "The Rad Lab" because
2 that's what it used to be and still is.
3          Memorial Stadium is left out of this, if I'm
4 not incorrect, and I think Clark Kerr was going to drop
5 out of the scoping session.  I'm not sure if it's still
6 there or not.  I haven't really examined this
7 thoroughly.
8          But today's "Berkeley Daily Planet," did you
9 see it?  They use the word "metastasis."  I think

10 that's a very good word.  I think it applies here.  I
11 think we've got the long-range metastasis plan.
12          And it's accelerating.  In past documents to
13 the university I've suggested "runaway train" as a
14 metaphor, "Fiat Lou's Express."
15          I think by 2020 if all these various
16 suggestions are built out, we're going to have a
17 institutional, municipal Humpty Dumpty, and it will not
18 be able -- we'll not be able to put it back together
19 again.  I don't even think now it's very easy to put
20 back.
21          Part of the problem here is that we have a
22 major and growing disconnect between the university and
23 the host community.  And I don't think it can be
24 addressed through any number of scoping sessions or
25 draft EIR hearings or those open house schmoozes that

Page 81

1 we've had.
2          This is a failure of leadership.  It's a
3 failure on the part of the stewards at the top, and
4 they're amazingly obtuse.  I mean, I think they
5 understand, but they're not willing to admit it.  I
6 think they sometimes believe their own propaganda and
7 they take clear advantage of the tax exempt status that
8 this university has.
9          Last week we were at the Public Works

10 Commission and heard a member of that commission ask
11 the assistant vice chancellor of facilities services:
12 Why are the neighbors so angry?  And the answer came
13 back:  We meet with the neighbors very often.  We make
14 huge amounts of changes in our plans within the
15 boundaries of our responsibility to the UC Regents.
16          Read between the lines.  We have a mission.
17 You don't.
18          This is very sad because there's lots and lots
19 of -- thousands of talented people at UC and LBNL who
20 could be of some service here, and there's people at
21 the community level as well.
22          Let me just conclude, let me paraphrase Oliver
23 Twist:  Please, sir, may we have a little less.
24          Thank you.
25          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
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1          Daniella Thompson, followed by John Caner.
2              STATEMENT OF MS. THOMPSON
3          MS. THOMPSON:  I'm Daniella Thompson.  I live
4 on the north side.
5          When I moved there 15-and-a-half years ago, my
6 house was two blocks north of the campus.  Now it's one
7 block north of the campus.  I don't know what will
8 happen ten years from now.
9          Despite everything that's happening and will

10 happen on the north side with, you know, this runaway
11 growth and building, I'm here to talk not about what
12 the university is doing to the community.  There are
13 enough people to talk about that.  I'm going to talk
14 about what the university is doing to the campus, to
15 itself.
16          And I'm here to try and save something that
17 the university apparently has already given up on.
18          Before I get to that, I don't know how many of
19 you have noticed that when you enter the campus from
20 Durant at Dana -- maybe at other points too -- there's
21 a plaque on the ground, a metal one, saying:  You're
22 entering the property of the Regents of the University
23 of California who have the right to deny admission to
24 all.  And I think that is really emblematic of the
25 whole situation.
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1          The campus really is part of the City of
2 Berkeley and should, by right, belong to all the
3 citizens of California and specifically to those of
4 Berkeley is a realm onto itself.  And yet here it is in
5 our midst, and it's part of our lives too.  And that is
6 why I want to talk about the Tien Center, about
7 Observatory Hill, about the Campus Glade, and about
8 Haviland Hall.
9          The Tien Center is part of this EIR when it

10 shouldn't have been.  It really should have had its own
11 EIR.  It's buried within this one for some reason.  I
12 think that is one flaw that I find in this EIR that I
13 want to point out because, after all, here we are to
14 talk about the adequacies and inadequacies of the EIR.
15          In addition to that, once again we're being
16 piecemealed by the university.  A few years ago we got
17 Nexus, and at that point Tien Center should have come
18 into it because it is -- you know, it's part of the
19 northeast quadrant on campus.  But it wasn't, so I want
20 to point that out.
21          In addition to that, the Tien Center is going
22 to affect two major resources on campus.  One of them
23 is cultural, and that's Haviland Hall, John Gaylan
24 Howard.  Those things don't grow on trees.  And yet
25 this Tien Center is going to overshadow it, trivialize
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1 it, encroach on it, hide it.  It's going to disappear.
2          I'll try and make it brief, okay?
3          The other one is one of major natural and
4 botanical resources on campus, and that's Observatory
5 Hill.
6          Phase 1 of Tien Center is going to cut a bit
7 of it off.  Phase 2 is going to just do away with a
8 whole half of it.
9          This is a tragedy of incredible proportions,

10 and everyone should realize what the City of Berkeley
11 is going to lose when that thing is built.
12          It used to be that they were thinking of
13 building Tien Center on the parking lot behind Dwinelle
14 Hall.  They decided against it, they say, for
15 environmental reasons.
16          Now --
17          MS. HEGARTY:  We need to move on to the next
18 speaker, I'm afraid.
19          MS. THOMPSON:  If Observatory Hill can be done
20 away and that's not environmental, I really don't know
21 what is.
22          Thank you.
23          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
24          John Caner.
25          She requested you move a little bit away from
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1 the microphone so she can hear you more clearly.
2          This is John Caner.
3              STATEMENT OF MR. CANER
4          MR. CANER:  I'm John Caner, President of
5 Willard Neighborhood Association.  Our borders are
6 Dwight, Ashby, College and Telegraph.
7          And we are submitting a letter tonight to the
8 university with our comments and opposition to the
9 current draft of the LRDP.

10          Through our analysis which you'll see in Page
11 3 and Page 4 -- and I'd be happy to share this with
12 anybody in the audience -- we were somewhat startled to
13 see the growth in the university essentially becoming a
14 research park.
15          In the LRDP, we found that there was a 3.6-
16 percent real growth annually for 15 years in research
17 funding for a total of 70-percent growth over 15 years,
18 and from what we could ascertain, driving a 60.5
19 percent growth in academic staff and visitors and
20 subsequently with the parking ratios driving a 30-
21 percent growth in parking with an additional 2,300
22 spaces, which causes us a lot of concern.
23          And despite the positioning of the university
24 as quoted in the "San Francisco Chronicle" that this
25 was largely for students, it really appears this is
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1 largely for research.
2          We think the university should be focusing on
3 students more than research on its main campus.
4          Subsequent with this increase in research
5 facilities, staff and parking, we get the traffic
6 impacts.
7          And the second part of our analysis was the
8 summary of the impacts on traffic and were found very
9 unfortunate the significant unavoidable impacts on

10 eight roadways of our major roadways in and out of the
11 city, three intersections, and then another seven or
12 eight intersections where they are mitigations where
13 there would be a fair-share funding, as I think some of
14 you are aware.
15          So we have requested in our letter to the
16 university five recommendations:
17          One is to focus more on-campus resources
18 towards educating California's youth versus research
19 staff facilities and other uses that require a lot of
20 parking and traffic impacts; more research located at
21 other locations, whether it's Richmond or other
22 locations, not to impact the already severely congested
23 Berkeley community; explore moving UC extension, with
24 its high-commute profile to -- and other separable
25 programs to San Francisco/other locations to make way
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1 for revised modest growth on campus; and, number four,
2 develop programs that encourage mass transit and
3 satellite parking rather than use of personal autos;
4 and then, number five, commit to fully funding
5 mitigations due to UC growth, particularly that are
6 driven by the UC growth rather than the fair-share
7 funding model.
8          So thank you very much.  And if anybody's
9 interested in getting a copy of our letter, please let

10 me know.
11          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
12          Tom Kelly -- Tom Kelly, is Tom Kelly still
13 here -- followed by Sharon Hudson.
14              STATEMENT OF MR. KELLY
15          MR. KELLY:  Good evening.  My name is Tom
16 Kelly.  And I don't know if it has happened to you, but
17 I actually feel completely overwhelmed by this whole
18 process, not just because it's this process, but
19 because it's just a pattern and a series of similar
20 issues that we in Berkeley have to deal with on a
21 regular basis with the university.
22          I think most of us would rather be out trying
23 to figure out a way to end this war, provide better
24 housing for those who are less fortunate than us, and
25 yet we seem to spend an inordinate amount of time here
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1 talking to the university and hoping that something
2 comes of it.
3          What I'd like to say though is that I wanted
4 to speak on behalf of the environment in general and as
5 it applies to the area where the university and
6 Lawrence labs are planning on building.
7          And I just wanted to say that I felt that, you
8 know, watershed is an integral part of the web of life,
9 and it provides an important habitat for millions of

10 organisms who, in my opinion, have rights to their
11 health and well being that they derive just from their
12 very existence here.
13          And what we find with this kind of activity
14 that is being proposed is that these habitats are
15 destroyed, and as a result, all of these organisms
16 disappear.  And we know the names of the big ones that
17 everybody hears about, but there are so many of them
18 that just disappear that will never return.
19          And they provide so much for us in our own
20 lives.  I mean, the trees up there provide us shade in
21 this area.  It helps us to keep this area cooler, makes
22 life better for everyone here.  It gives people places
23 to go where they can actually take some time away from
24 the stresses of life.
25          And if you look at the photograph there, you
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1 can just see over time how the City and the university
2 and the labs are continuing to encroach in the
3 watershed.
4          So even beyond asking for the university to
5 consider a comprehensive watershed plan, my plea would
6 be just to stay out of the watershed.  It's something
7 that we need to preserve for us and for everything that
8 comes after us.
9          And I just point out that if you want to take

10 a look at what happens when you build something even
11 small in a watershed, you can take a look at what the
12 Chabot Observatory has done to the parks that surround
13 it.
14          The folks there just were concerned about
15 getting an observatory built on the top of a hill and,
16 as a result, didn't really think about what was
17 happening underneath it.
18          Well, you can go down into the park, and you
19 can see the overturned trees and the creeks that are
20 now eroding roads and hillsides and causing damage all
21 throughout the watershed.
22          So, you know, it would be nice if we could
23 just say to these folks that you know, you've got
24 everything you need.  You know, figure it out with what
25 you've got, and, you know, think about the rest of us
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1 and give us a break.
2          Thanks a lot.
3          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
4          Sharon Hudson.
5              STATEMENT OF MS. HUDSON
6          MS. HUDSON:  Good evening.  Hi.
7          I think we all know that nothing we say here
8 is going to make the slightest bit of difference to
9 what the university is going to do.  They may or may

10 not address it in the EIR, but in the end it won't make
11 any difference.  And why is this?  It's because power
12 corrupts and absolute power corrupts absolutely.
13          We've all heard this.  But what is corruption
14 really?  Is it just stealing, embezzlement, graft?  No,
15 those are just a few manifestations that take a certain
16 form.
17          What corruption really is is not following the
18 rules of law and decency that everybody else has to
19 follow.
20          That is what UC is doing right now.  UC is
21 above the law.  That was a mistake to put that in the
22 California Constitution.
23          UC could be a world-class institution without
24 being corrupt by cooperating with the communities
25 around it.  I think it would be a much better
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1 institution if it did that.  And, of course, World
2 Class, it would be another meaning of the word "class,"
3 something that Berkeley no longer has.
4          Many tyrants and institutions have been
5 respected abroad where they are little known but hated
6 and despised at home.  After too many years of absolute
7 power, this has happened to UC.
8          I know from talking to many people around here
9 that UC is now hated, not only by neighbors and

10 political leaders in Berkeley, but also by its own
11 professors, its staff, its graduate students, its
12 research assistants, its contractors.  All of these
13 have expressed disgust at the University of California.
14          Why, only because University of California has
15 become a big bully based on its absolute power.
16          So now we have this LRDP, a corrupt result of
17 absolute power.  It's full of crap.  We're all smart.
18 Berkeley is a very smart place.  We can see that.
19          You're not pulling any wool over our eyes.  We
20 all see the misstatements of facts, which other people
21 call lies; omissions; inaccuracies; self-serving
22 assumptions; improper definitions; incorrect data;
23 manipulated data; specious arguments and unsupported
24 conclusions and also many, many promises which history
25 shows will be broken as all the promises made in
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1 previous long range development plans of the hour have
2 been broken.
3          These will be promises of mitigations that
4 will not occur and enrollment and buildings caps that
5 will be exceeded.
6          So there's not too much point in arguing about
7 the data.
8          As our illustrious fellow citizen John English
9 put it recently, this is not about data.  This is about

10 values.  And the university has no values when it comes
11 to respecting the community around it.
12          So I'm not going to talk about little bits of
13 data in the EIR, and I don't have enough time, period,
14 to talk about big-picture items.  But in any case, I
15 don't believe it's the way for us to do anything about
16 UC's corruption and the destruction of our community.
17          Maybe giving maybe UC bad PR, maybe some form
18 of political action, maybe educating UC's donors, some
19 other methods might be used to exert some kind of
20 pressure on UC, but not standing here in front of this
21 microphone.  Maybe the City of Berkeley can finally
22 think of something to do.
23          I think there are several things in the EIR
24 that are the basis of lawsuits.
25          But in any case, that's what I have to say.
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1 But for right now, all of our words are going out into
2 dead air as far as UC is concerned, so I'm just going
3 to say my piece about the big picture as I see it.
4          MS. HEGARTY:  Jesse Arrequin, followed by
5 Humayun Khan.
6              STATEMENT OF MR. ARREQUIN
7          MR. ARREQUIN:  Good evening, university
8 administrators and members of the public.
9          I want to thank you for the opportunity to

10 allow students to address our concerns with the
11 upcoming Long Range Development Plan.
12          My name is Jesse Arrequin.
13          Our general concerns rest with the increase in
14 parking development, as well as the increase in the
15 degree of impacts associated with increased parking
16 development and not so significant mitigation measures
17 to address those particular increases in parking.
18          At the same time, we're very much concerned
19 with the lack of sufficient housing to meet future
20 growth demands.
21          We want to commend the university for
22 including some of our concerns in the current Long
23 Range Development Plan, most specifically the
24 definition of the housing zone.  We feel it's adequate.
25 We feel that it will meet the demands of graduate
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1 students, undergraduate students and faculty and staff
2 who may be accommodated by a future housing
3 development.
4          However, we are concerned with the lack of
5 sufficient housing.
6          2,600 beds is a definite increase in some of
7 the university's projections in the past; although, I
8 want to cite the fact that the 1990 plan advocating for
9 up to 3,400 beds of housing and the university hasn't

10 met half of that particular demand yet.
11          At the same time, I've heard dialogue by
12 university planners that they haven't met their full
13 range with respect to parking.
14          So I'm just -- we're very much concerned about
15 the dialogue with more emphasis on parking as opposed
16 to housing development.
17          Yes, the rental housing market has changed.
18 It's softened.  But there still is demand, particularly
19 in light of a 15-year projection, trying to ensure that
20 if there are changes in the rental housing market, that
21 students are housed, that there is demand for current
22 students who want to live in university housing, design
23 for housing, more specifically apartment-style housing,
24 to meet the diversity of student needs is identified in
25 the plan.
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1          So the ASUC will be articulating this in our
2 comments that will be submitted to the university later
3 on this month.  We are advocating for an 1,100 bed
4 increase in the Long Range Development Plan and housing
5 zone range.  We feel this is adequate to meet the
6 demand for more student housing.
7          At the same time, we're very much concerned
8 about the increase in student parking.
9          There's been a 22-percent increase in faculty

10 and staff headcounts and a 41-percent increase,
11 including the thousand spaces that are planned in the
12 next three years.  That results in close to 2,900 new
13 cars.
14          MS. HEGARTY:  Just a little slower.
15          MR. ARREQUIN:  That will result in 2,900 new
16 cars on the south side.
17          How will that affect quality of life?  How
18 will affect access of campus?
19          Particularly in the definition of the housing
20 zone, they talk about moving housing far away from
21 campus or within 20 minutes of a bus ride.  How are
22 students going to get to campus?
23          Those are significant concerns that can be
24 addressed.
25          The university needs to have sufficient
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1 mitigation measures to address the increase in traffic
2 that will result from increase in parking developments.
3          As articulated in the plan, seven key
4 intersections will be -- there's -- level of service
5 will be diminished through this plan.  I think the
6 university needs to do something to address those
7 particular impacts.
8          We're advocating with members of the public
9 and UC staff representatives for a free eco pass for

10 faculty and staff.  We ask that that be included as a
11 policy measure and a mitigation measure in the LRDP,
12 and we think that will do something to minimize the
13 mode shift that may result from increased parking.
14          We're also advocating for the university to
15 include as a mitigation measure funding for a fast pass
16 for students and expand whatever eco pass program they
17 may develop.
18          We want to ensure that the parking development
19 is corollary to headcount so that there is at least, if
20 there is a discussion, 28-percent increase in parking,
21 not a 41-percent increase in parking.
22          So I wanted to articulate our concerns.  We'd
23 like more housing, 1,100 beds.  We're concerned about
24 the increases in parking.  We want the university to
25 take really adequate mitigation measures such as the
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1 eco pass.
2          I'd like to thank you for the opportunity to
3 express our concerns, and we will be submitting our
4 comments later this month.
5          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
6          Humayun Khan, followed by Doug Buckwald.
7              STATEMENT OF MR. KHAN
8          MR. KHAN:  Hi.  My name is Humayun Khan.  I'm
9 a long-time resident of Berkeley.  And I am

10 representing the minority and immigrant population of
11 west Berkeley that have not been involved in this
12 process.
13          I want to comment few comments on this sub-par
14 EIR.
15          The alternatives do not represent all the
16 potential impacts in this EIR.  The EIR needs to look
17 at some further new alternatives, and I will help spell
18 them out.
19          One alternative should be to maintain zero
20 growth in square-footage.  If the facility is going to
21 build new buildings, the EIR must -- the campus must
22 reduce equivalent number of square-foot of building
23 space.  That needs to be analyzed.
24          Another alternative that the EIR should
25 analyze is the reduced enrollment and employment growth
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1 from the no-project alternative which was not analyzed
2 in this EIR.
3          The EIR should also look at increased number
4 of recreation facilities that support both students and
5 community members, in other words, look at more
6 baseball fields, recreation fields and develop
7 Underhill synthetic turf field.
8          The traffic impacts in this EIR did not
9 analyze the intersection of Claremont Avenue and Ashby

10 Avenue, which has become a paralysis center for the
11 south campus community.
12          I think in this EIR they should analyze or
13 they should actually propose less parking slots for
14 employees of the university so that they take alternate
15 transportation modes.
16          And they also should look at maybe a no-car
17 zone in the Southside campus during normal business
18 hours to encourage more foot traffic.
19          The EIR is segmented from the LBNL facility.
20 It should also look at the growth of the LBNL facility,
21 and the EIR should be both together.  There should not
22 be any future growth in the Hill Campus.
23          As I have read through this EIR, it is quite
24 flawed, and it should look at these alternatives.  It
25 should be redone and recirculated.
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1          In addition, they should provide a 30-day
2 extension for review of this document, this current
3 document, and later recirculating when it's redone.
4          In conclusion, the University of California
5 must choose the no-project alternative.  And the city
6 manager, the individuals from the City office, they
7 must question this EIR and also recommend a no-project
8 alternative.
9          Thank you.

10          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
11          Doug Buckwald, followed by Matt Fritzinger.
12              STATEMENT OF MR. BUCKWALD
13          MR. BUCKWALD:  Good evening.
14          One observation to start:  Each of us tonight
15 has had three minutes to talk about things that are
16 going to affect us for the rest of our lives or as long
17 as we stay here in Berkeley.  That seems to be a bit
18 out of balance to me.
19          I've read a lot of sections of the LRDP.  I
20 did notice one mistake right away in it.  The
21 university says that the acronym "LRDP" stands for Long
22 Range Development Plan.  Well, we know that it really
23 stands for long-term resident displacement program
24 because that's exactly what's contained in here.
25          These changes will make many, many more people

Page 100

1 leave Berkeley because the quality of life will
2 diminish so markedly.
3          For those of you here who have not read the
4 LRDP, I can summarize it for you pretty quickly:
5          First of all, if there are minor or medium-
6 level quality of life impact studies noted as a result
7 of UC expansion, you're mistaken about these things.
8 You are only imagining that they affect the quality of
9 your life, so stop it.

10          Regarding the major issues that both the
11 citizens and the university realize will have a
12 significant impact on the quality of life here in
13 Berkeley, there is nothing that UC can do about these
14 problems, so get used to enduring them for the
15 foreseeable future.
16          That's a pretty good summary of the document
17 as I see it.
18          Oh, and there's an appendix:  UC has State
19 authority to ignore all local zoning ordinances in
20 Berkeley's general plan as well as the power of eminent
21 domain, so they will do whatever they darn well please.
22          Well, that's not an actual appendix.  It's
23 sort of implied throughout the whole document.
24          For a greater predictive value, I recommend
25 that you look into reading a different volume, The
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1 Prince," by Niccolo Machiavelli.  That's what I've been
2 doing.  It has some very, very useful sections in here.
3          If you don't know about this book, it was
4 written in 1513 by Machiavelli, and he gives
5 recommendations to princes about how to maintain
6 control of their states.
7          The general advice is this:  Don't worry about
8 individuals that are weak and divided.  They are no
9 threat to you.  You need to worry about powerful armies

10 headed by visionary dynamic leaders.
11          Well, in this case, the City of Berkeley is
12 our powerful army, and at this point we can only hope
13 that they will act on our behalf to save what remains
14 of the quality of life in our city.
15          There are some other interesting and pertinent
16 sections of the book.  I hope I can get to a couple of
17 them here.
18          The first one is -- talks about whether it is
19 better to be loved or feared:
20          "Let me say that every prince should
21          prefer to be considered merciful
22          rather than cruel, yet he should be
23          careful not to mismanage this
24          clemency."
25          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
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1          MR. BUCKWALD:  Can I just finish this last
2 sentence?
3          "Now, I conclude that since men love
4          at their own inclination but can be
5          made to fear at the inclination of
6          the prince, a shrewd prince will lay
7          his foundations on what is under his
8          own control, not on what is
9          controlled by others.  Therefore, it

10          is better to be feared than to be
11          loved."
12          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
13              STATEMENT OF MR. FRITZINGER
14          MR. FRITZINGER:  I'm Matt Fritzinger, and I'm
15 enjoying my seventh year as a math teacher at Berkeley
16 High School.
17          Six years ago I started Berkeley High Mountain
18 Bike Team.  Today we had our last practice of the year.
19 We started the week after Thanksgiving.  That's three
20 days a week for about five or six months.  And we ride
21 in Tilden primarily.
22          I've got 26 kids on the team, really diverse
23 group.  It's an amazing thing.
24          We would love to ride more on the trails and
25 less on the road where the cars are becoming more and
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1 more numerous.
2          And the swath of land that goes up Strawberry
3 Canyon, I always look at that and think, wow, that
4 would be so great if we could ride up that.
5          All I want to say is that if you get the right
6 landscape architects, conservation and resource studies
7 people together, I think that a plan can come together
8 that makes that entire network of trails better, both
9 for hikers, bikers and the land itself because right

10 now what you have is a poorly designed fire trail which
11 is eroding year by year.
12          That's all I have to say.  Thanks.
13          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
14          Mitch Cohen.
15              STATEMENT OF MR. COHEN
16          MR. COHEN:  Hello.  I live several blocks away
17 from UC.  Current congestion is horrible, and I'm very
18 concerned about the additional congestion that UC's
19 LRDP will bring to Berkeley and to my neighborhood.
20          The City of Berkeley's general plan is
21 committed to stimulate the alternatives to
22 single-occupancy automobile dependency and its inherent
23 inefficiency and pollution.
24          I strongly urge UC to take a leadership
25 position in its LRDP and to choose an alternative with
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1 zero new parking spots.
2          I have also heard estimates that each
3 incremental parking spot can cost 30- to $60,000.
4          Obviously, UC does need to make the campus
5 accessible to faculty and staff.  However, there's a
6 much more cost-effective way and congestion-reducing
7 way to do so.
8          And rather than putting 2,600 new beds in
9 buildings that UC owns 100 percent, why not also take a

10 leveraged 10-percent ownership in an additional 8,000
11 beds?  30- to $60,000 would be a very nice house or
12 condo downpayment for faculty or staff willing to live
13 within walking distance to campus.
14          If UC retained 5- to 15-percent ownership of
15 local housing while faculty or staff lived nearby, UC
16 would share in property value appreciation.  Faculty
17 would benefit from the reduced property tax due to UC's
18 portion being tax exempt, and faculty's health would
19 improve from walking to work.
20          There would be much less contention for the
21 existing supply of parking.  Air quality will be
22 improved, and Berkeley streets will be less congested.
23          Also, why not extend this offer to graduate
24 and professional students in exchange for a promise to
25 live car free with car sharing or occasional car
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1 rentals?
2          These people might graduate with enough equity
3 to buy a small house elsewhere.  What a nice graduation
4 present from UC, and UC makes a profit by doing this.
5          If the students condos do come with a parking
6 spot, UC's ownership portion could be optioned on that
7 parking spot and assigned to a faculty member.
8          UC can also work with the State Legislature to
9 create a special case whereby UC's non-UC neighbors

10 could receive a Proposition 13 tax basis transfer to
11 move elsewhere and sell their house to UC faculty or
12 staff.  This could easily free up thousands of nearby
13 homes for UC professors to live in walking distance.
14          It seems to me -- well, it seems a given that
15 the City of Berkeley will lose tax revenue with the
16 LRDP's plans to convert land to tax-exempt parking
17 lots, a portion of the proposed mixed-use projects.
18          Unfortunately, Berkeley gains avoidable,
19 unacceptably more congestion and pollution from this.
20          UC's peripheral streets are already unsafe for
21 pedestrians.  I urge you to reconsider how you assure
22 the faculty and staff get to campus and to take a
23 leadership position in promoting housing within walking
24 distance to one's workplace.
25          MS. HEGARTY:  Thank you.
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1          Joanna Dwyer.
2              STATEMENT OF MS. DWYER
3          MS. DWYER:  Hello.  My name is Joanna Dwyer.
4 I live on Panoramic Hill and have for about 30 years.
5          Panoramic Hill is cheek by jowl with the upper
6 end of campus, just above the football stadium and
7 adjacent to Strawberry Canyon.
8          Neighbors are very concerned about the
9 university expansion.

10          My particular concern is with a table in the
11 LRDP.
12          If you refer to Table 4.4-10, it's a list, a
13 very deficient list, of architectural resources in that
14 part of Berkeley.  It's title is -- sounds like
15 "Secondary Historical Resources."
16          Whoever prepared this report didn't do even a
17 minimum amount of research on the historic resources of
18 Panoramic Hill.
19          There are whole streets which are omitted, and
20 I would like to enter into the record some of the
21 missing houses.
22          On Canyon Road, which is not listed at all and
23 which is directly above the football stadium, there's a
24 Julia Morgan design, 9 Canyon Road, which should have
25 been on there in anybody's estimation.
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1          There are two very grand houses by Ernest
2 Coxhead, who is a notable San Francisco architect of
3 about 95 or 100 years ago, and those are at 1 Canyon
4 and 15 Canyon.
5          Mosswood Road, which is on Panoramic Hill, is
6 completely omitted.
7          There's a Julia Morgan design at 11 Mosswood,
8 known as the Jebsen house, which is of great historical
9 import.

10          Professor Jebsen was, in his day, a very
11 famous botanist, a professor of botany for decades in
12 Berkeley who, with his graduate students, put together
13 California's first flora.  That's 11 Mosswood is
14 omitted.
15          At 13 Mosswood is a modern house, a Frank
16 Lloyd Wright design.  And at 37 Mosswood is a another
17 grand house by Walter Radcliff, who was a very
18 important architect who designed many houses and
19 commercial buildings in Berkeley about 80 years ago.
20          Arden Road is not on this very deficient list
21 at all.
22          At 40 Arden is a world-famous house by Harwell
23 Harris.
24          At 70 Arden is a building by William Wurster
25 for whom the CED, the university's College of
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1 Environmental Design building is named.  The
2 architecture building is named for William Werster,
3 Werster Hall.
4          Under Panoramic Way, can I just finish, there
5 are two Julia Morgan designs, and under the heading
6 "Architect," it's blank.  Anybody who would ask anybody
7 in the neighborhood would know that 9 Panoramic and 73
8 Panoramic are by the famous female architect Julia
9 Morgan.

10          I could say more, but I think my time is up.
11 Thank you.
12          MS. HEGARTY:  Has anyone not spoken tonight
13 that would like to do so in the remaining five minutes?
14          Let me also remind you that you may submit
15 additional comments in writing anytime up to 5:00
16 o'clock on June 14th.  Both the email address and the
17 street address are listed in your agenda.
18          The City of Berkeley is also planning a series
19 of meetings that will be hosted by the Planning
20 Commission and the City Council.
21          Jim Hynes from the City Manager's office gave
22 those dates.  I don't have them in front of me tonight.
23 I think the first meeting is, I believe, the 18th --
24          A VOICE:  19th.
25          MS. HEGARTY:  19th, I'm sorry, the Planning

Page 109

1 Commission.  But I'm sure there will be announcements
2 of that in the newspapers.
3          We appreciate the thoughtful comments you made
4 tonight, and they will be addressed in the final EIR,
5 and the transcript will be made of all of your
6 comments.
7          Thank you very much.
8          (Whereupon, the proceedings adjourned
9          at 8:25 p.m.)
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11.2T.2 RESPONSE TO ORAL COMMENTS: PUBLIC HEARING #2 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T2-1A AND T2-1B 
Other UC campuses have recently completed or are now preparing Long Range 
Development Plans with programs of investment as or more ambitious than those in 
the 2020 LRDP. The projected growth in the number of college-age Californians over 
the next decade, combined with the ongoing growth in demand for research in the 
public interest, requires all UC campuses to continue to grow to meet these needs. 

While our location within an active seismic region does impose an extra burden on UC 
Berkeley, UC Berkeley already employs extraordinary procedures to maximize safety and 
resiliency of new buildings, as described in Best Practices GEO-1-c through GEO-1-g 
and in the University Policy on Seismic Safety presented in Appendix B.2. 

Much of the growth the university as a whole must accommodate in the future can, as 
the writer contends, be accommodated at other locations. However, in many fields the 
academic programs and resources at UC Berkeley are unmatched, and many of the 
university’s new educational and research initiatives must be housed at UC Berkeley, in 
order to maximize synergy with existing programs and take full advantage of existing 
resources.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-2A 
See Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand and Thematic Response 10 
regarding alternative transportation programs. As the latter shows, UC Berkeley has a 
wide range of programs designed to reduce vehicle trips and encourage alternatives to 
driving, including the recently approved Bear Pass. The amount of parking required 
represents our best estimates of future demand under the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-2B 
The figures cited by the speaker are estimates of new future trips under the 2020 LRDP 
based on current mode splits, and represent a conservative projection for the purpose of 
analysis. The University hopes measures such as the Bear Pass, the new student housing 
envisioned under the 2020 LRDP, and other future trip reduction incentives would 
result in less actual trips. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-2C 
The quote appears to be inaccurate: the 2020 LRDP DEIR draws no such conclusion 
with regard to the need for bicycle facilities. UC Berkeley is developing secure bicycle 
facilities. Please see Thematic Response 10 regarding alternative transportation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-2D 
The speaker’s comment is unclear. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-2E 
The speaker’s opinion is noted, but based on the Draft EIR analysis, the intersection 
measures proposed as Mitigations would reduce the impacts to less than significant, as 
significance is defined in the Draft EIR. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-2F 
As the speaker notes, the Underhill Field and Parking Structure is not within the scope 
of the 2020 LRDP, having already been reviewed in the 2000 Underhill Area Projects EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-3A 
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-3B 
The 2020 LRDP does not propose any changes to land use at 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 pro-
posed in the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-3C 
The University has no authority to formulate plans for traffic on city streets, but would 
be glad to collaborate with the City on strategies to improve traffic conditions. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-3D 
The writer’s opinion is noted, but the effects of trip reduction strategies involving 
substantial salary incentives cannot presently be assumed, and cannot be used as a 
rationale for identifying a potential impact as mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-3E 
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T2-3F AND T2-3G 
For the purpose of this EIR, construction period circulation impacts are determined to 
be less than significant, given that proposed development under the 2020 LRDP would 
not exceed existing conditions, and given the incorporation of continuing best practices,  
as described in pages 4.12-45 to 4.12-47 of the Draft EIR. UC Berkeley anticipates 
continuing improvements in construction coordination with the City of Berkeley, to 
reduce impacts to neighbors as much as possible. No substantial change in the nature or 
schedule of sporting events is anticipated as a result of the 2020 LRDP, but any such 
projects with the potential for environmental impact would be subject to further review 
under CEQA.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-3H 
The University would encourage the city planning commission to consult with the 
transportation commission in formulating its comments. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-3I 
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 
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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 T2-3J 
See response T2-3f. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-3K 
See Best Practice TRA-3-d at page 4.12-47 of the 2020 LRDP Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-3L 
See Thematic Response 10, which describes the current range of UC Berkeley trip 
reduction programs. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-3M 
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 COMMENT T2-3N 
The speaker’s opinions are noted, and will be taken into consideration by the University 
in its ongoing participation in BRT plan formulation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-3O 
The speaker’s comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-4A 
As explained in section 3.1.5, a primary driver for the growth envisioned under the 2020 
LRDP is to maintain the ability of the University of California to continue to meet its 
mandate under the California Master Plan for Higher Education. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-4B 
See Thematic Response 10 regarding alternative transportation.  The speaker’s com-
ments are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T2-5A THRU T2-5D 
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 T2-6A 
The speaker’s comments are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-6B 
The University continues to collaborate with the City on matters of mutual interest, the 
Southside Plan being the most recent example, and looks forward to other collabora-
tions in the future. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T2-7A AND T2-7B 
In recent years several Bay Area cities have implemented signal timing plans that 
encourage drivers to drive the speed limit, either through coordinated timing along a 
corridor that allows drivers to “hit the green” if they travel at the speed limit, or through 
stand-alone intersections that have advance detectors that turn the light red if a speeding 
car approaches. The University will request that the City of Berkeley consider these 
methods of speed control when and if the signals at Piedmont/Bancroft, Pied-
mont/Durant, and Derby/Warring are designed and constructed.  See also Response to 
Comment C270. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-8A 
The speaker’s suggestion is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-8B 
The University is currently building a new campus at Merced. However, the substantial 
growth in the number of college-age Californians projected over the next decade 
requires all campuses of the University to assume some share of this growth. However, 
the 2020 LRDP recommends the enrollment at UC Berkeley stabilize once the current 
increase is absorbed. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-8C 
See Thematic Response 4 regarding fiscal impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-8D 
As prescribed in Mitigation HYD-5, any new project in the Hill Campus would be 
required to undertake a hydrologic modification analysis, including a plan to prevent an 
increase in flow from the site. Best Practice HYD-4-e would serve to ensure the net 
projects implemented under the 2020 LRDP together result in no net increase in runoff 
over existing conditions. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-8E 
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 COMMENTS T2-9A AND T2-9B 
The speaker’s general objections to UC Berkeley growth are noted, but the speaker does 
not offer specific comments on the Draft EIR to which the University can respond. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-10A 
The speaker’s support for bicycling in Strawberry Canyon is 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 
Draft EIR. The comment is not a comment on the 2020 LRDP or its EIR; no further 
response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-11A 
The speaker’s opinion on the resources available to the University is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-11B 
On the contrary, in Best Practice USS-2.1-e the University commits to pay its fair share 
of sewer improvements required for projects implemented under the 2020 LRDP, under 
the provisions of section 54999 of the California Government Code. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-12A 
The speaker contends the current housing goals are inadequate, but does not describe 
what would be adequate, although the comments to follow suggest alternate approaches. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T2-12B AND T2-12C 
Alternate delivery models for future UC Berkeley projects, including housing, are 
strongly encouraged in section 3.1.12, which includes the policy “Consider joint 
ventures that leverage University resources with private land and capital.” The speaker’s 
advocacy of a capital campaign focusing on housing and quality of life rather than 
academic buildings will be taken into consideration in the plans for the next UC 
Berkeley campaign. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-12D 
The University is committed to provide housing at the lowest achievable rents consis-
tent with quality and durability, sound maintenance practices, academic goals, and 
sensitive urban design. However, because the University does not receive state funding 
for housing, the entire cost of construction, operation, and maintenance must be 
supported by rent revenues. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-13A 
The housing targets in the 2020 LRDP represent our estimate of the maximum program 
achievable within the timeframe of the plan, and the financial and logistic capacity of the 
campus, and the need to avoid overbuilding in order to prevent rent increases due to 
high vacancy rates. As explained in section 5.1.5: 

While the long term goals in the Strategic Academic Plan may ultimately require 
more University housing than envisioned in the 2020 LRDP, under the current 
financial practices of the University it is not possible to sustain a more intensive 
pace of housing development than the 2020 LRDP proposes. Because the state 
provides no funds for University housing, its entire capital and operating cost 
must be supported by rents and other revenues.  

Although the UC Berkeley housing inventory includes many relatively new fa-
cilities, many others are old and in critical need of major renovation, including 
the Clark Kerr Campus and Bowles and Stern Halls. Rents must sustain these 
renovations as well as new construction projects. However, new construction 
projects begin generating new expenses well before they begin generating new 
revenues, while renovation projects typically generate no new revenues. 

Given the need to keep rents at reasonable levels and maintain the financial in-
tegrity of the housing auxiliary as a whole, the campus is therefore limited in 
the number of projects it can pursue at any one time. While the 2020 LRDP 
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housing program appears at this point to be supportable by projected future 
rents, a significantly larger program would be infeasible. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-13B 
The University is committed to paying its fair share of the cost of improvements 
required to mitigate the impacts of the 2020 LRDP, as described in Mitigations TRA-6 
and TRA-7. The speaker also seems to advocate funding for pedestrian and bicycle 
amenities above and beyond those strictly required to mitigate traffic impacts. The 2020 
LRDP policy “Partner with the City and LBNL on an integrated program of access and 
landscape improvements at the Campus Park edge” indicates the desire of UC Berkeley 
to identify and fund such improvements in a collaborative manner. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T2-13C AND T2-13D 
Mitigation TRA-11 recognizes the issue of undesired mode shift and prescribes 
measures to monitor and minimize it. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-13E 
See Thematic Response 3 regarding the 2020 LRDP alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-14A 
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 T2-14B 
The existence of groundwater in the Hill Campus, and the northwest portion in 
particular, is known and described in section 4.7.4 under “Groundwater Quality”. Best 
Practice HYD-3 prescribes measures to ensure no net decrease in groundwater recharge 
due to projects implemented under the 2020 LRDP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-15A 
 The EIR authors are unaware of a relationship between the acquisition of the Clark 
Kerr Campus and enrollment limits. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-15B 
The speaker is correct, and the 2020 LRDP and its EIR are explicitly clear on this 
matter. The use of the Southside Plan as a guide for future projects in the Southside, as 
prescribed in section 3.1.14 and in Best Practice LU-2-d, includes the caveat “... 
assuming no further substantive changes are made by the city prior to adoption ...” 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-15C 
The speaker’s opinion is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-15D 
The speaker suggests changes to the signal at Dwight Way and Piedmont Avenue.  
Studies completed for the Draft 2020 LRDP EIR do not currently indicate that the 
intersection is impacted by the 2020 LRDP. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-15E 
The draft 2020 Long Range Development Plan also supports utility undergrounding.  
See page 3.1-32 of the 2020 LRDP, second paragraph. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-16A 
The speaker possibly refers to an earlier letter submitted in response to the Notice of 
Preparation: while the University takes all such letters into consideration in scoping and 
preparing the Draft EIR, it does not respond to individual scoping letters. However, the 
University does respond in the Final EIR to every substantive comment on the Draft 
EIR. With respect to notification, in addition to advertisements in local newspapers, UC 
Berkeley sent a letter from Chancellor Berdahl to every household address in Berkeley, 
as well as the newsletter Cal Neighbors, which also goes to every household address in 
Berkeley.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-17A 
Although Memorial Stadium requires renovations to address its seismic deficiencies, at 
this point no project has been defined to a level of detail adequate to support project 
level CEQA review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-17B 
The speaker’s comments are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-17C 
The speaker’s comments are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-18A 
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 T2-19A 
The speaker’s comments are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-20A 
The speaker’s comments are noted. The University shares the speaker’s concern over 
preserving and enhancing the quality of life in Berkeley. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-20B 
Because the state provides no funds for housing, the entire cost of housing construc-
tion, 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. 

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 
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rental faculty housing envisioned in the 2020 LRDP represents our first 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. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-20C 
The speaker’s comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-21A 
The maps in question have been corrected in the Final EIR to include all buildings on 
Panoramic Hill. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-21B 
The Draft EIR only lists historic resources within the Campus Park, Adjacent Blocks, 
Southside, and Housing Zone. Since Panoramic Hill lies outside these areas, its re-
sources are not listed. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-21C 
Although Memorial Stadium requires renovations to address its seismic deficiencies, at 
this point no project has been defined to a level of detail adequate to support project 
level CEQA review. Such reviews would consider site-specific characteristics including 
adjacent topography.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-23A 
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 COMMENT T2-23B 
At the time of the NEQSS Projects EIR, the Tien Center project was not ready for 
project level CEQA review. However, a principal purpose of the 2020 LRDP is to 
provide a context for project level review. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-23C 
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.”1 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.2 

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 
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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.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T2-24A AND T2-24B 
Research is not a discrete enterprise apart from education at UC Berkeley. Rather, it is 
integral to both our mission as a university and to the provision of both graduate and 
undergraduate education. Please see response B7-20 for a more extensive treatment of 
this subject.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-24C 
The concept of locating a portion of future research growth at Richmond Field Station 
is evaluated in section 5.1, alternative L-2. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-24D 
The Location Guidelines in section 3.1.16 provide for a very broad geographic range for 
University Extension facilities. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-24E 
See Thematic Response 10 regarding alternative transportation programs. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-24F 
The University is committed to funding its fair share of the cost of mitigations, but is 
unable to fund mitigations required by the actions of other parties. The principle of fair 
share is established in section 54999 of the California Government Code, which 
provides the statutory authorization for payments by the University to public utility 
service providers.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS T2-25A AND T2-25B 
The speaker’s comments are noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-27A 
The speaker’s comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-27B 
Although, as noted in section 3.1.8, the long-term goals of the UC Berkeley Strategic 
Academic Plan are more ambitious than the 2020 LRDP targets, those targets represent 
the number of units we believe are feasible within the timeframe of the 2020 LRDP, 
given both urban construction logistics and the financial capacity of the housing 
auxiliary. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-27C 
The writer’s concern is noted, although the University believes the 2020 LRDP repre-
sents a balance of housing and parking needs.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-27D 
See response T2-13a. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-27E 
See Thematic Response 9 regarding parking demand, and Thematic Response 10 
regarding alternative transportation programs, which includes a description of the new 
Bear Pass program for UC Berkeley employees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-28A 
The alternative of no net increase in program space is considered in the second para-
graph of alternative L-4 in section 5.1.4, but determined to be infeasible. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-28B 
The alternative of lower enrollment and employment growth is evaluated under 
alternative L-1 in section 5.1.1. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-28C 
Section 3.1.10 includes the policy to “Preserve existing recreational fields and restore the 
fields lost since 1990.” The latter include Underhill and Hearst West Fields. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-28D 
The intersection of Claremont and Ashby was a study intersection: it is shown as 
intersection 73 in figure 4.12-1. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-28E 
The alternative of no new parking and more transit incentives is evaluated under 
alternative L-2 in section 5.1.2. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-28F 
The University is committed to using the Southside Plan as its guide for future projects 
in the Southside. It is not clear what the speaker means by a “no-car zone” although 
such a concept for Telegraph Avenue has been advanced as an option for the proposed 
AC Transit BRT system. However, the BRT is not within the authority of the University. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-28G 
See Thematic Response 6 regarding the relationship of UC Berkeley and Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-28H 
See above responses T2-28A through T2-28G. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-28I 
The CEQA Guidelines describe the circumstances that merit recirculation of an EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines 15088.5). Significant new information has not been added to the 
EIR, and recirculation is therefore not warranted. For the 2020 LRDP EIR itself, UC 
Berkeley not only extended the public comment period from the required 45 days to 61 
days, but then extended it again to 65 days at the request of the City of Berkeley. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-28J 
The speaker’s opinion is noted. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-30A 
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 EIR. The comment is not a comment on the 2020 
LRDP or its DEIR; no further response is required. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-31A 
The alternative of no new parking and more transit incentives is evaluated under 
alternative L-2 in section 5.1.2. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-31B 
While the concept is noted, as the speaker states, property leased by the university is 
removed from the tax rolls, which the City has objected to for fiscal reasons, and the 
practice of investing in existing housing, while providing residences close to campus for 
faculty, does not increase the housing supply in Berkeley. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-31C 
See Thematic Response 7 regarding tax-exempt property. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-31D 
The speaker’s comment is noted: the substantial program of student and faculty housing 
in the 2020 LRDP would greatly increase the number of students and faculty within a 
short walk or transit trip to campus. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT T2-32A 
The Draft EIR only lists historic resources within the Campus Park, Adjacent Blocks, 
Southside, and Housing Zone. Since Panoramic Hill lies outside these areas, its re-
sources are not listed. 

 

 

                                                           
1 Entries on the National Register, State of California, Haviland Hall, Section 8-Significance, February 1 1982. 
2 John Galen Howard, The Phoebe Apperson Hearst Plan, University of California, revised February 1914 
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