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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. 



JBrewster
LETTER C173



JBrewster
LETTER C174

JBrewster
LETTER C175



JBrewster
LETTER C177

JBrewster
LETTER C176



JBrewster
LETTER C179

JBrewster
LETTER C178



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-297 

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 
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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. 




