
C I T Y  O F  B E R K E L E Y
D R A F T  S O U T H S I D E  P L A N

E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T
R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T

January 2011

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE #2004112021

F I N A L



Submitted to the:

City of Berkeley
2118 Milvia Street

Berkeley, CA  94704

Prepared by:

LSA Associates, Inc.
2215 Fifth Street

Berkeley, CA  94710
(510) 540-7331

January 2011

F I N A L

C I T Y  O F  B E R K E L E Y
D R A F T  S O U T H S I D E  P L A N

E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T
R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE #2004112021



P:\CBE430-A\Products\RTC\Public Review\00-TOC.doc (1/31/2011)  PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 

I. INTRODUCTION..................................................................................................................... 1 
A. PURPOSE OF THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT.................................. 1 
B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS ....................................................................... 1 
C. DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION ...................................................................................... 2 

II. LIST OF COMMENTING AGENCIES,  ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS .......... 3 
A. ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES................................ 3 
B. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS 

COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR............................................................................ 3 

III. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ........................................................................................... 5 
A. STATE, LOCAL AND REGIONAL AGENCIES ........................................................... 11 
B. ORGANIZATIONS.......................................................................................................... 39 
C. INDIVIDUALS ................................................................................................................ 67 
D. PUBLIC HEARINGS ..................................................................................................... 163 

IV. DRAFT EIR TEXT REVISIONS ......................................................................................... 207 

V. REPORT PREPARATION ................................................................................................... 251 
A. REPORT PREPARERS.................................................................................................. 251 
B. CITY CONTACTS ......................................................................................................... 251 
C. REFERENCES ............................................................................................................... 252 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  B E R K E L E Y  D R A F T  S O U T H S I D E  P L A N  E I R  
M A R C H  2 0 0 8  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  
 T A B L E  O F  C O N T E N T S  

 

P:\CBE430-A\Products\RTC\Public Review\00-TOC.doc (1/31/2011)   PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT ii 

This page intentionally left blank. 
 



 

P:\CBE430-A\Products\RTC\Public Review\1-intro.doc (1/31/2011) PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT 1 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. PURPOSE OF THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 
This document has been prepared to respond to comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(Draft EIR - SCH #2004112021) prepared for the Draft Southside Plan, Discussion Draft of 
December 2001, as amended by the Planning Commission in July 2003 (Draft Plan or proposed 
project) and further amended in 2010, as well as the accompanying redevelopment program activities 
and private sector buildout of the Project Area that would be facilitated by adoption of the Draft Plan. 
The Draft EIR identifies the likely environmental consequences associated with the implementation 
of the proposed project and recommends mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant 
impacts. This Response to Comments (RTC) Document provides responses to comments on the Draft 
EIR and makes revisions to the Draft EIR, as necessary, in response to these comments or to amplify 
and clarify material in the Draft EIR. This RTC document, together with the Draft EIR, constitutes 
the Final EIR for the proposed project. 
 
 
B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
According to CEQA, lead agencies are required to consult with public agencies having jurisdiction 
over a proposed project, and to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the 
Draft EIR.  
 
The Draft EIR for the proposed project was made available for public review on April 1, 2008, and 
distributed to local and State responsible and trustee agencies, interested stakeholder and community 
groups, and community members. The public was notified of the availability of the Draft EIR through 
advertisements in the Daily Californian and through an announcement posted by the City of Berkeley 
Clerk’s Office. The Draft EIR was made available for public review at the Main Library, the South 
Berkeley Branch Library, the Permit Service Center (Zoning Counter) at 2120 Milvia Street, First 
Floor, and on the Planning Department website: 
http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/ContentDisplay.aspx?id=17998. 
 
The CEQA-mandated 45-day comment period was scheduled to end on May 15, 2008; the Planning 
Commission extended this comment period to 90 days, ending on June 30, 2008. The City of 
Berkeley also conducted two public review sessions during the comment period on April 23, 2008, 
and June 25, 2008. The public had the opportunity to submit both verbal and written comments at 
these meetings; 43 comments were received during the public meeting. The City received a total of 
five comment letters from State, regional and local agencies during this period. Three comment letters 
were received from community organizations, and eight were received from individuals.  
 
The Final EIR will be presented to the Planning Commission at a public hearing in early 2011, at 
which time the Commission may certify the Final EIR as a full disclosure of the potential environ-
mental effects of the proposed project. 
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C. DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION 
This Response to Comments document consists of the following chapters: 

• Chapter I: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this Response to 
Comments document. 

• Chapter II: List of Commenting Agencies and Individuals. This chapter contains a list of all agen-
cies, organizations, and persons who submitted written comments on the Draft EIR during the 
review period. 

• Chapter III: Comments and Responses. This chapter contains reproductions of all comment letters 
received on the Draft EIR. A written response for each CEQA-related comment received during 
the review period is provided. Each response is keyed to the preceding comments.  

• Chapter IV: Draft EIR Text Revisions. Corrections to the Draft EIR necessary in light of the com-
ments received and responses provided, or necessary to clarify any errors, omissions, or misinter-
pretation, are contained in this chapter. Text in underline represents language that has been added 
to the EIR; text with strikeout has been deleted from the EIR. As mentioned previously, this 
document is an amendment to the Draft EIR; the Final EIR consists of this amendment and the 
March 2008 Draft EIR.  

• Chapter V: Report Preparation. This chapter identifies the authors of this Response to Comments 
Document, and references used to prepare this document.  
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II. LIST OF COMMENTING AGENCIES,  
ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 

This chapter presents a list of each letter received during the review period and describes the 
organization of the letters and comments that are included in Chapter III of this document.  
 
 
A. ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
Chapter III includes a reproduction of each letter received on the Draft EIR. The written comments 
are grouped by the affiliation of the commentor, as follows: (A) State, local and regional agencies; 
(B) organizations; (C) individuals; and (D) Public Hearings. 
 
The comment letters are numbered consecutively following the A, B, C, and D designation. The 
letters are annotated in the margin according to the following code: 

State, Local and Regional Agencies: A1-# 
Organizations (14 comments received): B1-# 
Individuals (206 comments received): C1-# 
Public Meetings (public meetings held  

April 23, 2008, and June 25 2008; 43 comments received): D1-# 
 
The number following the letter refers to the letter number and the number following the hyphen 
refers to the comment number within that letter, where applicable.  
 
 
B. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS 

COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR 
The following written comment letters were submitted to the County during the public review period.  
 

Comment 
Letter Comment Received From Date of Letter 

A. State, Local and Regional Agencies 
A1 California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

Terry Roberts, Director 
May 8, 2008 

A2 City of Berkeley, Public Works Commission  
Thomas Francis, Chair 

May 20, 2008 

A3 City of Berkeley  
Kara Vuicich, Associate Planner, Transportation Division 

June 25, 2008 

A4 AC Transit  
Nancy Skowbo, Deputy General Manager, Service Department 

June 30, 2008 

A5 Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
Diane Stark, Senior Transportation Planner 

June 30, 2008 
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Comment 
Letter Comment Received From Date of Letter 

A6 City of Berkeley, Public Works Department 
Farid Javandel, Secretary to the Transportation Commission 

June 20, 2008 

B. Organizations 
B1 Berkeley Architectural Heritage Association 

Carrie Olson, President 
June 21, 2008 

B2 Dwight-Hillside Neighborhood Association 
Joan Barnett, President 

June 23, 2008 

B3 Telegraph Property and Business Management Corporation 
Roland Peterson, Executive Director 

June 26, 2008 

C. Individuals 
C1 Linda J. Burden June 26, 2008 
C2 Arnell J. Hinkle June 29, 2008 
C3 Robia S. Chang June 30, 2008 
C4 John S. English June 30, 2008 
C5 Sharon Hudson June 2008 
C6 Doug Buckwald (no date) 
C7 Bob Viener June 26, 2008 
C8 Michael Walensky June 27, 2008 
D. Planning Commission Hearings 
D1 Planning Commission Hearing April 23, 2008 
D2 Planning Commission Hearing June 25, 2008 
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III. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Written responses to each comment letter received on the Draft EIR are provided in this chapter. All 
letters received during the public review period on the Draft EIR are provided in their entirety. Each 
letter is immediately followed by responses keyed to the specific comments. The letters are grouped 
by the affiliation of the commenting entity as follows: (A) State, local and regional agencies; (B) 
organizations; (C) individuals; and (D) and public hearings.  
 
The reader should note that where text within an individual letter is not enumerated, it does not raise 
environmental issues and does not relate to the adequacy of the information or analysis within the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no response is required.  
 
Many of the comments received on the Draft EIR focused on the circulation pattern alternatives, the 
potential Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project and on the development potential of the Draft Southside 
Plan. In order to consolidate responses to questions and comments related to these topics, and to 
address these concerns comprehensively, the following two Master Responses have been prepared. 
 
MASTER RESPONSE 1 
Southside Plan Circulation 
 
Two primary questions have developed related to the Draft EIR’s analysis of the Southside Plan 
circulation: the analysis of the six proposed circulation options in the Southside Plan (summarized in 
the Draft EIR and described fully in Appendix C: Berkeley Southside Final Transportation Study 
prepared by Fehr and Peers Transportation Consultants and included in the Public Review Draft EIR 
Technical Appendices published with the Draft EIR in March 2008) and how the potential BRT 
project was integrated into the analysis.  
 
Circulation Options 
 
In terms of the circulation options, the Southside Plan recommends consideration of a variety of 
circulation patterns. Some of these circulation options conflict with others; a contraflow bus lane on 
Bancroft, for example, would not be necessary if Bancroft was converted to a two-way street. In order 
for these options to be evaluated in the Draft EIR, the various circulation options were collected into 
six different alternatives (see page 119 and 255 of the Draft EIR). Each alternative was then analyzed 
for impacts and any necessary mitigation measures that would be required; see pages 59 through 62 
of Appendix C of the Draft EIR.  
 
All EIRs are required by the CEQA process to have an Alternatives section, where alternatives are 
compared to the proposed project. Because many of the circulation options were in conflict, they 
could not all be included in the proposed project for purpose of the Draft EIR analysis. The Planning 
Commission chose a particular circulation option (Alternative 2 – two-way Bancroft and Durant) for 
the purpose of the Draft EIR analysis. This selection was originally made in April 2007 and was 
reaffirmed by the Planning Commission in July 2007. This selection was not an endorsement of any 
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particular circulation pattern through the Southside, but was made in order to develop a proposed 
project for the purpose of the Draft EIR Alternatives analysis.  
 
The Southside Plan will continue to have all of the transportation options listed in the document. All 
of these options will continue to be open to consideration by policy makers once the Southside Plan is 
adopted. In the future, if a circulation pattern other than Alternative 2 is chosen, further environ-
mental study could be necessary to determine whether the new circulation pattern would create 
significantly different impacts on the Southside than those analyzed in the Draft EIR.  
 
The BRT Project and Southside Draft EIR Analysis 
 
The Southside Plan Draft EIR and the BRT Draft EIR analyses were conducted separately from one 
another. This was done for two reasons: 1) the BRT decision took longer than anticipated, and 2) the 
BRT analysis was a regional analysis focused on the impacts of BRT while the Southside EIR is a 
fine-grained analysis focused on the impacts of proposed land use and roadway circulation changes in 
the Southside. The impacts of the four BRT options identified in AC Transit’s BRT Draft EIS/Draft 
EIR were considered in that document. 
 
The status of the BRT project through Berkeley is uncertain. Currently, it appears that the dedicated 
lane options considered in the BRT Draft EIS/Draft EIR will not be implemented. If a BRT option is 
considered for implementation that is significantly different than existing circulation patterns or 
options considered in the BRT environmental analysis, then future environmental study could be 
necessary to determine whether the Southside would experience different impacts than already 
studied in the Draft EIR. 
 
 
MASTER RESPONSE 2 
Development Potential 
 
Non-University Development Projections 
 
The Southside Plan Draft EIR projected development figures were developed by City staff. Since 
most zoning districts in the Southside do not have a maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR)1, staff 
developed a matrix to calculate the effective FAR for commercial and residential uses based on 
development standards and parking requirements in each zoning district. These FAR figures were 
applied to the 24 sites that had been identified as the most likely to redevelop by the Draft EIR 
horizon date of 2020 (Tier 1 sites).  
 
Based on comments related to the development potential shown in the Draft EIR, staff reconsidered 
the matrix used in the Southside Plan Draft EIR. It was determined that the matrix attached to the 
Draft EIR (Appendix E, Attachment 2), was not the one that was used to calculate the development 
potential in the Draft EIR. The matrix that was used had been revised to incorporate public comments 

                                                      
1 Floor Area Ratio is a ratio of floor area to lot size: e.g., .5 FAR = 2,500 square-foot building on a 5,000 square-foot 

lot. FAR is used as a measure of the “intensity” of development. The higher the FAR the more intense the level of 
development (i.e., more building area, more people, etc.). 
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received in May 2005; changes between it and the matrix attached to the Draft EIR are underlined 
(see Figure A). 
 
In reviewing the revised matrix, staff noted other concerns. Staff found that some of the assumptions 
used in the matrix were incorrect in regard to the permitted number of commercial stories in the CT 
district, how parking would affect development potential, the application of the density bonus and 
other factors. The matrix included in the Draft EIR (Appendix E, Attachment 2) is hereby replaced 
with Figure B, below.  
 
The FAR figures that were developed with this new matrix were applied to the 24 Tier 1 sites. The 
new development potential figures, along with those studied in the Draft EIR, are shown below. 
Similar to the original figures, development is assumed to be equivalent to 75 percent of the 
development potential of each Tier 1 site, and the residential figures include a 35 percent density 
bonus. 
 
Table 1: Revised Development Potential in the Southside Area 

Net Change (square feet) 
Land Use Category DEIR 2009 Revision* 
University Residential 0 0 
Non-University Residential 377,700 462,700 

Total Residential 377,700 462,700 
University Non-Residential 450,000 450,000 
Non-University Non-Residential 188,290 107,100 

Total Non-Residential 638,290 557,100 
* 2009 figures are rounded to the nearest hundred. 
 
 
The revised residential figures increased by 85,000 square feet, or 106 dwelling units, from the Draft 
EIR figures. The revised non-residential figures decreased 81,190 square feet from the Draft EIR 
figures.  
 
University Residential Projections 
 
Staff believes the assumption of zero UC residential development in the Southside is appropriate, 
given the information available when the Draft EIR was prepared. The Anna Head site was 
mentioned in the Southside Plan as a potential site for student housing, and has been considered a 
potential site for many years, going back at least to 1990, when the 1990-2005 LRDP was written. 
There was no clear indication that the site would develop before the Southside Draft EIR horizon date 
of 2020. The 2020 LRDP does not list specific sites for potential housing, and increased the Housing 
Zone well beyond the Southside area. Any projections of University housing development on that or 
any other specific sites would have been speculative.  
 
University Non-Residential Projections 
 
The figure for UC non-residential development was taken from the 2020 LRDP. The 2020 LRDP 
calculated the maximum net additional academic and support area (in gross square feet) to be 400,000 
square feet in the Adjacent Blocks South and 50,000 square feet in the Southside. These two land 
zones do not exactly match the boundaries of the Southside, as they include the Clark Kerr campus 
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and Memorial Stadium and do not include the northwestern-most block of the Southside (bounded by 
Ellsworth, Fulton, Bancroft and Durant). The boundaries, however, include most of the Southside, 
and staff believes that it is an acceptable figure to use to anticipate potential UC development in the 
Southside. 
 
Environmental Impacts of Changes 
 
Based on the revised Development Potential figures in Table 1, residential development is proposed 
to be 462,700 square feet, and non-residential development is proposed to be 557,096 square feet: a 
total development increase of 3,832 square feet over the figure studied in the Draft EIR. This 
translates into an increase of 106 housing units (2 percent of the 2020 total projected Southside 
residential development) and a decrease of 270 jobs (4 percent of the 2020 total projected Southside 
non-commercial development) from what was analyzed in the Draft EIR. These changes have been 
reviewed for environmental impacts, with the following findings: 
 

Transportation and Circulation: The new development figures would result in 54 more PM 
peak hour trips entering the Southside area than previously assumed. This additional traffic 
represents about 1 percent of the total PM peak hour traffic (4,900 vehicles) that are expected 
to enter the Southside area in Year 2030. The City as Lead Agency has determined that this is 
not a significant change to the Draft EIR assumptions and impact assessment, and no further 
analysis is necessary. 

 
Air Quality: The change in the projected development will not appreciably change the 
conclusion in the Draft EIR that the project’s impact on air quality is significant and 
unavoidable. 

 
Noise: The additional development potential, including the additional traffic mentioned 
above, will not result in a significant change or create impacts that cannot be addressed by the 
mitigation measures already recommended in the Draft EIR. No further analysis is necessary. 

 
Public Facilities and Services: (Police, Fire and Emergency Response, Natural Disaster-
Related Fire Hazards, School Services, Library Services, Parks and Recreation). The 
additional development potential will not result in a significant change or create impacts that 
cannot be addressed by the mitigation measures already recommended in the Draft EIR. No 
further analysis is necessary. 
 
Utilities and Infrastructure (Wastewater, Storm Drainage System, Water Supply, Solid Waste, 
Natural Gas and Electricity, Telecommunications, Streets and Sidewalks): The additional 
development potential will not result in a significant change or create impacts that cannot be 
addressed by the mitigation measures already recommended in the Draft EIR. No further 
analysis is necessary. 
 
Paleontological and Cultural Resources: The additional development potential will not result 
in a significant change or create impacts that cannot be addressed by the mitigation measures 
already recommended in the Draft EIR. No further analysis is necessary. 
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Figure A: Comparison of May 9, 2005 Matrix Included with the Draft EIR and the May 23, 
2005 Matrix used to Calculate Development Potential of Southside Plan (Underlined Numbers) 

 
[Note: A larger version of this 
Table is available for review at 
the city of Berkeley Planning 
Department, 2118 Milvia 
Street, Berkeley, CA 94704.] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: City of Berkeley, 2010. 
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Figure B: Master Response 2 – Revised Development Potential 

 
C-T (N of 
Dwight) 

C-T (S of 
Dwight) C-T (S) R-3 R-4 R-S R-SMU Variable 

Base stories allowed in 
district  

4 4 4 3 3 3 4 A = Base stories allowed 
in District (regardless of 
use) 

Max FAR (if provided 
for in zoning district) 

3.5 3.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A B = Provided to test – 
does the max stories 
control, or does the FAR 
control? 

Stories of commercial 
allowed by ordinance 

1-2 1-2 1-2 0 6; 
0 (in H 
overlay) 

1 4 C = Provided for 
reference/information (not 
part of calculation) 

Commercial stories, 
assumed 

1.085 
 

.75 
 

1.085 
 

0 (with or 
without H 
overlay) 

.5; 
0 (in H 
overlay) 

 

0 .835 
 
 

D = Ground floor 
commercial equals full 
floor (1) minus assumed 
parking. In CT, staff 
assumed an additional .25 
floor of commercial (on 
average) on the 2nd floor.  

Parking, assumed .165 .5 .165 .5 (with or 
without H 
overlay) 

.5 (with or 
without H 
overlay) 

 
 

.5; 
.165 (in 

CFH 
overlay) 

 

.165 E = Parking is assumed, 
on average, to occupy ½ 
the lot area where parking 
is required. Where parking 
is not required (C-T (N of 
Dwight), C-T(S), R-SMU, 
and R-S within the Car-
Free parking overlay 
district) assume .165 (1/3 
of the required (.5) 
parking).  

Residential stories, 
assumed 

2.75 
 

2.75 
 

2.75 
 

2.5 2; 
2.5 (in H 
overlay) 

 

2.5; 
2.835 ( in 

CF H 
overlay) 

 

3 
 
 

F= A – (D+E) 
 
Second number included 
for overlay districts. 

Coverage for 
maximum stories 

.875; 
.67 (adj to 
residential) 

.875; 
.67 (adj to 
residential)

.875; 
.67 (adj to 
residential)

.4 .4 .6 .45 G = Maximum lot for 
interior lots is used (found 
under development 
standards section of 
relevant district). 
 
For CT adj to residential, 
used .67 (2/3 coverage) to 
account for additional 
setbacks. 

Effective residential 
FAR prior to 
application of State 
density bonus 

2.4; 
1.8 (adj to 
residential) 

2.4; 
1.8 (adj to 
residential)

2.4; 
1.8 (adj to 
residential)

1.0 .8; 
1.0 (in H 
overlay) 

 

1.5; 
1.7 (in CF 
overlay) 

 

1.35 
 
 

H = F x G  

Effective residential 
FAR after application 
of State density bonus 
@35 percent increase 
over base project 

3.24; 
2.43 (adj to 

res) 

Same 3.24; 
2.43 (adj to 

res) 

1.35 1.08; 
1.35 (in H 
overlay) 

2.025; 
2.3 (in CF 
overlay) 

 
 

1.8 
 
 

I = H x 1.35 

Effective commercial 
FAR 

.95; 
.73 (adj to 

res) 

.66; 
.5 (adj to 

res) 

.95; 
.73 (adj to 

res) 

0 .2; 
0 (in H 
overlay) 

0 .375 
 
 

J = D x G 

Notes:  
Calculations assume that sites will be developed at least to the maximum base potential. 
“Residential uses” for the purpose of this matrix, includes libraries, nursing homes, hotels, and religious assembly – basically anything that 

is not a commercial use other than commercial uses related to housing. 
Source: City of Berkeley, 2010. 
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A. STATE, LOCAL AND REGIONAL AGENCIES 
 



Letter
A1

1



Letter
A1

cont.
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COMMENTOR A1 
California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
Terry Roberts, Director  
May 8, 2008 
 
 
 
 
Al-1: This letter acknowledges that the State Clearinghouse review requirements have been 

complied with for this Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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COMMENTOR A2 
City of Berkeley, Public Works Commission 
Thomas Francis, Chair 
May 20, 2008 
 
 
 
 
A2-1: This response addresses a comment regarding the potential impact that specific 

development and redevelopment projects may have on the Southside Area’s storm-
water drainage infrastructure. As noted previously, this program EIR addresses the 
Draft Southside Plan in general terms, but cannot yet address specific future projects or 
their timing, nor can it evaluate their potential impacts that could occur within the 
Southside Area. As described in the Draft EIR, subsequent activities and specific 
redevelopment projects proposed in the Southside Area, should the Draft Southside 
Plan be approved, would be evaluated on an individual basis to determine the appropri-
ate level of necessary environmental documentation. Depending on the scope of these 
future redevelopment activities or development projects, additional environmental 
analyses may be required, and would be completed in conformance with CEQA and 
this Program EIR. 

 
 When rainfall intensity exceeds design storm conditions, or where portions of the storm 

drainage system may be deteriorated, the system may become overloaded and flooding 
could occur. Any increases in runoff from a project site could potentially exacerbate 
this situation. To avoid this possibility, projects will be designed to incorporate mitigat-
ing measures to compensate for any increase in impervious surfaces, such that there is 
no net increase in runoff from the site, per standard requirements of the City. Imple-
mentation of the policies and strategies of the Draft Southside Plan would not in and of 
itself create adverse physical impacts to the storm-water infrastructure. Rather, adop-
tion of the Draft Southside Plan would allow for protection and improvement of water 
quality by improving the citywide sewer system, as stated in General Plan policy EM-
24 and noted on page 215 of the Draft EIR. Therefore, adoption of the Draft Southside 
Plan would not result in a significant impact to storm-water infrastructure, and no 
revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

 
A2-2: The criteria of significance used to assess the significance of potential impacts that may 

result from implementation of the Draft Plan were created from input provided by the 
City during the initial stages of the EIR process. As noted in the Initial Study, on page 
227, and elsewhere throughout the Draft EIR, the Southside area is almost fully built-
out with existing development and contains only one vacant site. As a result, any new 
development that may result from implementation of the Draft Plan would replace 
existing impervious surfaces and, therefore, not contribute new impervious cover 
within the Southside area. Only new development at the one vacant site would poten-
tially contribute additional storm-water runoff to the City’s existing storm-water 
collection system. As noted in the Draft EIR, any specific development project taking 
place at this site would require additional environmental review to assess its potential 
environmental impacts, including impacts to the area’s hydrology, storm-water runoff 
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and storm-water infrastructure and would be required to meet the new NPDES permit 
requirements. 

 
A2-3: There is only one possible site that could substantially increase surface runoff: the 

vacant lot at 2501 Haste Street. As stated above, the City will evaluate and assess new 
projects as they are proposed and will require appropriate mitigations or changes to 
individual projects to ensure that potential adverse effects to the stormwater runoff and 
stormwater infrastructure will be addressed, as necessary. Implementation of the 
policies and strategies of the Draft Southside Plan would not in and of itself create 
adverse physical impacts to the stormwater infrastructure. 

 
A2-4: The comment is noted. See responses to comments A2-1, A2-2, and A2-3 above. 
 
A2-5: An Infiltration/Inflow (I/I) and sewer capacity evaluation would be required by the City 

of Berkeley and the East Bay Municipal Utility District for each individual project as it 
is proposed. As noted in the comment, localized and downstream effects on the sanitary 
sewer collection system would be identified for each project, as necessary, and 
significant impacts mitigated per the requirements of the City of Berkeley’s Private 
Sewer Lateral (PSL) Replacement ordinance. 

 
A2-6: See response to comment A2-3 above. 
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COMMENTOR A3 
City of Berkeley, Public Works Department 
Kara Vuicich, Associate Planner, Transportation Division 
June 25, 2008 
 
 
 
 
A3-1: In response to this comment, page 92 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

These complaints, voiced during the planning process, were oriented primarily to 
the one-way street segments (i.e., Bancroft Way and Durant Avenue) rather than 
the two-way roadways. The City of Berkeley Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force 
Evaluation and Recommendations Report found that six of the ten highest 
pedestrian accident locations were in the Southside – four on Bancroft Way and 
two on Telegraph Avenue. 

 
The Draft Berkeley Pedestrian Master Plan only presents signalized intersection 
collision rates and not those at unsignalized intersections, which make up the majority 
of Southside area intersections. 

 
A3-2: In response to this comment, page 92 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

…with about 15 6.03 percent of the City’s employed residents regularly 
commuting to work by bicycle,... 

 
A3-3: In response to this comment, page 92 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

These facilities are typically 4 5 to 6 feet wide (or 1.5 meters). 
 
A3-4: In response to this comment, the second paragraph on page 95 of the Draft EIR is 

revised as follows: 
 
…are designated by the City of Berkeley as Bicycle Boulevards. The Bicycle 
Boulevard along Hillegass Avenue at Dwight Way is a contraflow bike lane that 
directs bicycle traffic westbound against eastbound Dwight Way traffic to 
continue on the Hillegass Avenue Bicycle Boulevard. Bicycle Boulevards which 
are roadways that have been modified to enhance bicycle safety and convenience. 

 
A3-5: In response to this comment, the Bicycle Boulevard description on page 95 of the Draft 

EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Where there are no bicycle lanes, these facilities are identified with street logs 
pavement legends. 

 
A3-6: In response to this comment, the third paragraph on page 95 of the Draft EIR is revised 

as follows: 
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…and Bancroft Way to Class 2.5 bikeways II with enhancements, also known as 
Shared Roadways, referred to as Class 2.5 in the City’s Bicycle Plan. 

 
A3-7: In response to this comment, the fourth paragraph on page 95 of the Draft EIR is 

revised as follows: 
 

As of December 2007, tThe University is completing a completed the UC 
Berkeley Bicycle Plan, which includes proposed improvements to the bicycle 
network on campus and at the interface between the campus and the City’s street 
network. These improvements include: 

• Bancroft Way from Piedmont Avenue to Fulton – Install Class 2.5 bike Lane 

• Bancroft Way/College Avenue Intersection – Install rolled curb to allow 
easier and more direct mike passage 

• College Avenue from Bancroft Way to Channing Way – Implement bike 
boulevard or other upgrades to connect to bike boulevard on Channing Way 

• Bancroft Way/Dana Street Intersection – Dana Street becomes two way or 
add contra flow bicycle lane; install a signal or stop sign at Bancroft and 
Dana 

• Bancroft Way/Ellsworth Street Intersections – Install signal with bicycle 
loops and left-turn bike pocket 

 
A3-8: In response to this comment, the fourth paragraph on page 97 of the Draft EIR is 

revised as follows: 
 

Therefore the stops that AC Transit Route 40/40L 1/1R makes Telegraph Avenue 
at Haste Street and... 

 
A3-9: In response to this comment, the fourth paragraph on page 97 of the Draft EIR is 

revised as follows: 
 

Cars park in bulb-outs pull-outs on Telegraph Avenue... 
 
A3-10: In response to this comment, the fourth paragraph on page 97 of the Draft EIR is 

revised as follows: 
 

There are bus pull-outs in the parking lane; however AC-Transit buses are 
typically 8.5 feet wide. Their width combined with the fact that drivers don’t pull 
in results in so the buses partially blocking the travel lane. even when pulled into 
the parking lane.  

 
A3-11: In response to this comment, the footnote on page 97 of the Draft EIR is revised as 

follows: 
 

Alameda Contra Costa Transit District and the U.S. Department of 
Transportation/Federal Transit Administration, 2007. AC Transit East Bay Bus 
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Rapid Transit Project in Alameda County Draft Environment Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report. May. 

 
A3-12: In response to this comment, the first paragraph on page 98 of the Draft EIR is revised 

as follows: 
 
…and parking downtown is generally metered on-street or provided in structures, 
and may be difficult to find. 

 
A3-13: The comment is correct that there are some University-parking facilities during the day. 

In response to this comment, page 99 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

…Most University-operated parking facilities are open to the public for a fee 
during nights and weekends, with some facilities open during the day to the 
public. 

 
A3-14: Based on field observations, non-university off-street parking was fully utilized during 

the midday hours. Fehr and Peers conducted observations in the Fall of 2004 when UC 
Berkeley was in session from 11 a.m. to 2 p.m. 

 
A3-15 Based on field observations (conducted in the Fall of 2004), non-university off-street 

parking is fully utilized. 
 
A3-16: The (9) preceding the last paragraph on page 100 of the Draft EIR is erroneous and has 

been deleted. The first numbered subsection under Section IV.C.1.d begins on page 108 
of the Draft EIR. 

 
A3-17: The EIR preparers believe this comment to be incorrect. The Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures is subsection IV.C.2 of the Draft EIR. 
 
A3-18: In response to this comment, the following sentence is added to the end of the first full 

paragraph on page 188 of the Draft EIR: 
 

The UC Berkeley LRDP monitoring program can be used as a guide by the City 
to develop its own monitoring program for traffic conditions and accident data. 

 
A3-19: Individual pedestrian crossing times were not evaluated as part of this study. The 

analysis did assume minimum pedestrian crossing times based on the Manual for 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) standards when evaluating intersection 
operations. 

 
A3-20: In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure TRANS-7 on page 134 of the Draft 

EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The City shall require all new development to design the vehicle access points to 
new development sites as driveways. A 5 6-foot sidewalk width, or 6 feet of 
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clearance on sidewalks, shall be maintained across each new driveway that is in 
line with the primary walking corridor along the street. (LTS) 

 
A3-21: In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure TRANS-8 on page 134 of the Draft 

EIR is revised as follows: 
 

At all signalized intersections and mid-block locations within the Southside area 
the City shall install limit lines five feet in advance of the crosswalks and install 
“Turning Traffic Must Yield to Pedestrians” signage consistent with the 
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways 
(FHWA’s MUTCD 2003 Edition, as amended for use in California). (LTS) 

 
A3-22: Mitigation Measure TRANS-9 is consistent with the Draft Berkeley Pedestrian Master 

Plan (page 6-3, section 6.2.2.1). 
 
A3-23: In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure TRANS-10 on page 135 of the Draft 

EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The City shall install Class II bike lanes on Bancroft Way between Dana Street 
and Fulton Street and on Durant Avenue west of College Avenue. The City shall 
install sharrows shared roadway markings on Bancroft Way west of Fulton Street 
and east of Dana Street as well as on Durant Avenue east of College Avenue. The 
sharrows shared roadway markings shall be located 11 feet from the face of curb 
to highlight the preferred bicycle travel path to avoid open vehicle doors. (LTS) 

 
A3-24: As noted in this section as well as Section V. Alternatives and elsewhere throughout 

the EIR, Alternative 2 was selected as part of the proposed project for the purposes of 
evaluating one set of circumstances against the other alternatives available, including 
the other circulation alternatives discussed at length both within the text of the Draft 
EIR and presented in the appendices, most notably Appendix D. The use of the term 
“proposed project” is correct in this regard, and the Draft EIR makes clear that 
Circulation Alternative 2 was used for this purpose and its inclusion as such does not 
affect or prejudge the final circulation alternative or policies that may be adopted as 
part of the final Plan. The breadth of discussion included throughout these sections of 
the Draft EIR provides multiple opportunities for readers to understand how Circula-
tion Alternative 2 was included and used for comparison purposes only, and how the 
other Circulation Alternatives may also be considered for final adoption of the Plan. 
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COMMENTOR A4 
AC Transit 
Nancy Skowbo, Deputy General Manager - Service Department 
June 30, 2008 
 
 
 
 
A4-1: The purpose of the Draft EIR is to disclose environmental impacts with the Southside 

Plan. The Draft EIR does not take any position regarding the BRT nor should it since 
the BRT is a separate and independent project. The impact identified that is transit 
related (Impact TRANS-12) is applicable because it recognizes the conversion of one-
way to two way streets needs to accommodate buses.  

 
A4-2: The circulation alternatives included a variety of one-way to two-way conversions 

illustrated on pages 49-53. For reference, the following table presents the circulation 
changes under each alternative. 

 
Circulation 

Change 
Alternative 

1 
Alternative 

2 
Alternative 

3 
Alternative 

4 
Alternative 

5 
Alternative 

6 
Ellsworth and 
Dana to two-
way 

x  x   x 

Durant and 
Bancroft to 
two-way 

 x x  x x 

Telegraph 
restricted north 
of Durant 

    x  

Telegraph 
restricted north 
of Haste 

     x 

 
None of the circulation alternatives included changes to bus routes, bicycle lanes, or 
delivery routes. Any changes made to these would be up to the individual users. For 
example, AC Transit, at their discretion, could shift bus stops from Durant to Bancroft. 
FedEx or UPS could alter delivery routes to take advantage of the changes in 
circulation patterns. 

 
A4-3: As noted in Appendix D of the Draft EIR, the Southside subcommittee recommended 

the use of Circulation Alternative 2 based upon its review of the six circulation 
alternatives; Circulation Alternative 2 was selected by the Planning Commission as the 
alternative to be used as the basis for comparing other circulation alternatives. This 
alternative, as noted on page 5 of Appendix D, was recommended because it provided a 
“significantly more balanced distribution of traffic between the east-west streets in the 
network.” 

 
 Page 15 of the Appendix D report indicates that two-way streets will result in slower 

vehicles. This is mentioned in reference to the benefits of two-way streets to 
pedestrians (slower traffic is a safer environment for pedestrians) and the effects on the 
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neighborhood of conversion to two-way streets (could result in cut-through traffic). 
While the impact of two-way streets on transit speeds is not specifically called out, it 
can be inferred that reductions in vehicle speeds will affect transit riders as well as 
those in private vehicles. 

 
A4-4: Based on the analysis conducted in the Draft EIR, it was determined that delay along 

the corridors would not be significantly increased by converting from one-way to two-
way streets. Delays at intersections remained the same after converting from one-way 
to two-way streets and intersections that experienced increased delay could be 
mitigated. Travel times along corridors were taken into account when re-routing the 
traffic presented on page 119 of the Draft EIR. As traffic was shifted, overall 
characteristics of travel time along the corridor did not change much. There could be 
impacts to travel times as noted in Impacts TRANS-12 and TRANS-13 with 
mitigations to minimize those impacts. 

 
A4-5: See response to comment A4-4. 
 
A4-6: Impact TRANS-11 addressed impacts from double parking on two-way streets and 

associated mitigation focused on Policy T-F5. Whether AC Transit maintains or shifts 
bus routes is an independent decision from the Southside Plan. 

 
A4-7: Impact TRANS-12 does not draw conclusions of appropriateness of dedicated transit 

lanes. The purposed Impact TRANS-12 was to identify existing bus routes and 
associated turning movements impacted if streets are converted from one-way to two-
way. 

 
A4-8: The Draft Southside Plan has many policies in the Transportation Element which relate 

to different circulation scenarios. In many cases, these policies conflict with each other. 
The strike-out text was included in the Draft EIR to demonstrate the Southside policies 
which would not apply in a Circulation Alternative 2 scenario, and which were not 
considered as part of the analysis.  

 
The Planning Commission has made it clear that Circulation Alternative 2 was chosen 
solely for the purposes of developing a viable alternative for purposes of comparison to 
other options in the required Alternatives portion of the Draft EIR. All of the policies 
mentioned in the Draft Southside Plan will continue to be included in the Southside 
Plan to allow flexibility in consideration of a final circulation pattern for the Southside. 
Once a circulation pattern is decided, the Plan would be amended to reflect the chosen 
pattern; until that time, all of the options will remain in the Plan. 

 
A4-9: The AC Transit BRT proposal is an independent project conducted independently of 

the Southside Plan. The purpose of the table referred to in the comment was to illustrate 
that BRT is compatible with any Southside Plan circulation proposal. 

 
A4-10: The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR is not intended to make decisions on the 

BRT. Decisions with respect to BRT are independent to the Southside Plan and are to 
be made in consultation with AC Transit and the City. 
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COMMENTOR A5 
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
Diane Stark, Senior Transportation Planner 
June 30, 2008 
 
 
 
 
A5-1: In response to this comment, the criteria of significance on page 117 of the Draft EIR is 

revised as follows: 

• Cause, either individually or cumulatively, an exceedance of a level of 
service standard established by the ACCMA for the CMP-designated 
roadway system. For the purposes of this EIR, an exceedance of ACCMA 
standards of a level of service standard is measured as follows:  

• (1) on CMP designated roadway segments that are projected to meet the 
CMP level of service standard in the future without the project (2025), the 
impact would be significant if the project causes the segment to exceed the 
standard and adds at least 5 percent to the future peak hour traffic volume; 

• (2) on CMP-designated roadway segments that are projected to exceed the 
CMP level of service standard in the future without the project (2025), the 
impact would be significant if the project adds at least 5 percent to the future 
peak hour traffic volume. 

 
A5-2: According to Fehr and Peers’ traffic engineers, traffic fluctuates 3 percent to 5 percent 

on any given day. A traffic increase above 5 percent would be noticeable to a driver, 
and thus was used, for purposes of this Draft EIR, as a criterion of significance to 
determine a level of impact for the project (see Draft EIR page 11). Additionally, the 5 
percent threshold was based on the UC Berkeley 2020 LRDP Draft EIR that also used a 
5 percent increase threshold. There have been recent studies in Oakland (MacArthur 
BART EIR; Oak Knoll Project) that use a 3 percent threshold. Tables IV.C-8 and IV.C-
9 of the Draft EIR show roadways operating at LOS E or F would increase traffic by 3 
percent or less, thus still not triggering a significant impact with the lower 3 percent 
threshold. 

 
A5-3: The comment is noted and appreciated.  
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Letter A6 
City of Berkeley, Public Works Department 
Farid Javandel, Secretary to the Transportation Commission 
June 20, 2008 
 
 
 
 
A6-1: The comment is noted that the Transportation Commission (TC) made a motion that 

the TC recommends that the City proceed with the Southside Plan Option A without a 
specific transportation circulation alternative. Additionally, the TC recommends that 
“the EIR should be certified as complete, relevant and unbiased, and that although it 
selects Alternative 2 as the “preferred alternative” for analysis, all alternatives have 
been evaluated and remain viable alternatives for consideration in conjunction with 
other potential projects, such Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), which were not included in this 
EIR”. 

 
A6-2: The comment is noted that members of the TC are concerned that if buses and cars 

share a single lane in each direction, as would occur if Alternative 2 were implemented 
without provision of dedicated lanes for buses, that it will degrade bus service by 
increasing bus travel time and reducing service reliability. 

 
A6-3: In this comment the TC notes that if buses and other motor vehicles were to share a 

single land in each direction on Bancroft and Durant that it would affect not only the 
proposed BRT service, but would also affect service on all other routes that currently 
use Bancroft and Durant in the Southside including Bus Route 51. 

 
A6-4: In this comment, the TC expresses a preference for circulation Alternative 5 (which 

restricts through traffic on Bancroft) over Alternative 2. 
 
A6-5: This comment provides additional reasons why the TC prefers circulation Alternative 5 

as they presume that by blocking through traffic on Bancroft, the volume of traffic on 
Bancroft will drop which would improve conditions for buses. 
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B. ORGANIZATIONS 
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COMMENTOR B1 
The Berkeley Architectural Heritage Association 
Carrie Olson, President 
June 21, 2008 
 
 
 
 
B1-1 The Draft EIR cultural resources section intentionally avoids the use of the terms 

“historic resources” or “historical resources” to describe buildings or structures 
categorized as cultural resources in the Plan area. This was done to reduce the potential 
for readers to confuse architectural resources that were identified during background 
research (which may or may not qualify as historical resources) with those resources 
that meet the statutory definition of historical resources as described at Public Resource 
Code § 21084.1. 

 
B1-2 In response to this comment, the paragraph in question on page 247 is revised as 

follows: 
 
Demolition or Substantial Alteration. The Draft Plan contains 83 opportunity 
sites that could potentially support more intensive uses to achieve the Draft 
Plan’s objectives. If development envisioned by the Draft Plan involves buildings 
or structures that meet, or have the potential to meet, criteria for consideration as 
historical resources (i.e., City of Berkeley Landmark status; eligibility for listing 
in the California or National registers), the Draft Plan may result in a significant 
impact to cultural resources.  

 
B1-3 The comment is noted, and the City concurs that the Southside has many historic 

resources (structures, sites, areas and districts) that may be officially identified as such 
in the future. As noted in the comment, the Draft EIR identifies and evaluates potential 
adverse effects associated with the implementation of the Draft Southside Plan on those 
historic resources meeting the requirements of Section 15064.5 of the CEQA 
Guidelines and that were known at the time of the preparation of the Draft EIR. As 
stated in the Draft EIR, on pages 247 to 250, potential adverse impacts to historical 
resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level due to the City’s formal 
regulatory structure in place for designation and protection of cultural resources (and 
especially historical architectural resources) in Berkeley and the Southside area; the 
existing policies that protect cultural resources in the General Plan and the proposed 
policies in the Draft Plan; and that additional assessment under CEQA for individual 
projects may be required should the City determine that there is a potential for 
significant adverse effects to known or potential cultural resources.  

 
B1-4 The comment is noted. See response to comment B1-3. 
 
B1-5 The City concurs with the commenter. The title of Table 1 in Appendix H of the Draft 

EIR has been revised, and a statement regarding the likelihood that additional historical 
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architectural resources will be identified in the Plan area in the future was added to the 
Draft EIR text. The paragraph in question on page 239 is revised as follows: 

 
Architectural Cultural Resources. Known cultural resources in the Southside area 
consist of 101 historical architectural resources. Of the 101 architectural 
resources, 41 are designated by the City as landmarks, six are designated as 
structures of merit, and four are listed in the California Inventory of Historic 
Resources (California Inventory). Of the 41 landmarks, seven are also listed on 
the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) and the California 
Register of Historical Resources, and five are listed in the California Inventory. 
Of the six National Register properties, two are California Historical Landmarks, 
and one is a National Historic Landmark. The remaining properties not listed in 
other inventories are included in the state Historic Resource Inventory. Table 1 in 
Appendix H of this EIR provides the location, year built, local and state 
designation status, National Register status2, and referral source of each resource. 
Table 2 in Appendix H provides the meaning of the status codes used in Table 1. 
It should be noted that this summary reflects known cultural resources as of 2008 
that were identified through a review of existing documentation. It is likely that 
additional cultural resources will be identified as historical resource surveys are 
undertaken in previously un-surveyed portions of the Southside area. 

 
B1-6 The City concurs with the commenter. Table 1 has been revised accordingly and is 

included in Chapter IV of this Response to Comments document. 
 
 The Draft EIR addresses numerous sources of documentation on historical architectural 

resources in the Southside Plan area. Some are maintained by local authorities, such as 
the City of Berkeley Landmarks Program, and some are generated by state and federal 
organizations, such as the Historic Properties Directory maintained by the Office of 
Historic Preservation. The analysis attempted to reconcile differences in addresses that 
appeared to apply to the same property. However, this was not always possible, and in 
the interests of including all possible listings, some addresses were kept in Table 1 that 
may, upon a property-by-property review, have proved to be redundant (i.e., applied to 
the same property). As discussed by Bass, Herson, and Bogdan (CEQA Deskbook 
[1999], page 59): 

 
Although the legally required contents of a Program EIR are the same as those of 
a Project EIR, in practice there are considerable differences in the level of detail. 
Because of the general nature of the programs being evaluated, Program EIRs are 
typically more conceptual and abstract. Courts have indicated that a Program EIR 
may contain a more general discussion of impacts, alternatives, and mitigation 
measures. [emphasis added] 

                                                      
2 The table provides the National Register status code, which is an alpha-numeric code assigned by the California 

Office of Historic Preservation (OHP). The codes indicate eligibility or potential eligibility of the resource for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places. A detailed description of these codes is available in the OHP publication How to Read 
an Historical Resources Directory, Technical Assistance Series #8. California Department of Parks and Recreation, 
Sacramento, 1997. Although OHP has recently issued new California Historical Resource Status Codes to be used in 
assigning new status codes, the old National Register codes have not yet been converted to the new system.  
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 In light of the guidance discussed above, the Draft EIR analysis was intended to 
capture the widest array of resources listed in the various archival sources, despite 
potential incongruencies. The possibility of occasional address errors as reported in 
official inventories, or the lack of concordance between City of Berkeley landmark 
addresses and those listed in the Historic Properties Directory, was considered to be 
offset by the advantages of providing the most inclusive summary of recorded architec-
tural resources in the Southside Plan area. An approach that erred on the side of includ-
ing more listings was deemed more appropriate for this program level of analysis.  

 
B1-7 In response to this comment, the first paragraph on page 239 of the Draft EIR has been 

revised to reflect the new figures in Table 1 of Appendix H. The same paragraph, as 
well as Table 2 of Appendix H of the Draft EIR, are revised to replace “California 
Inventory of Historic Resources” to “California Historic Resources Inventory.” 

 
B1-8 The EIR preparers believe this comment to be incorrect. The fact that development 

potential would be increased does not impact historic resources. Rather, changes in 
development standards might change the incentives that already exist to develop vacant 
parcels or redevelop underutilized parcels. But they do not affect existing protections 
for landmarks – the Landmark Preservation Ordinance (LPO), the Design Review 
Committee and all relevant General Plan policies – which will still apply to any new 
development proposed in the Southside area. In addition, the Southside Plan’s design 
guidelines address building massing, height, design and facades of new non-residential 
buildings and call for consideration of existing development patterns, materials, heights 
and massing in the surrounding area. These new guidelines and policies strengthen the 
existing planning review process and provide a satisfactory system for avoiding or 
minimizing inappropriate or insensitive infill development. 

 
 In terms of possible growth, the post-2003 State Density Bonus law was taken into 

consideration when calculating the development potential for the Southside Plan. The 
potential development of each of the 24 Tier 1 sites (the sites deemed most likely to be 
redeveloped) was increased by 35 percent to reflect the maximum density bonus 
possible under the current State Density Bonus law. 

 
B1-9 The paragraph in question on page 249 is revised as follows: 
 

The Draft Plan contains policies that actively promote new construction and 
alteration of existing buildings in a manner that respects historically and archi-
tecturally sensitive properties and their surroundings. Draft Plan policies call for: 
(1) adopting and applying design guidelines to retain and enhance architectural 
character and ensure that alterations are historically sensitive (CC-A1; CC-B1; 
CC-C1; CC-D3; CC-D3(a)); (2) ensuring high quality architectural design for 
new construction (LU-F6; LU-F6(a); LU-F6(b)); (3) specifically addressing 
potential impacts from new construction to nearby landmarks and historically 
significant buildings (LU-F12; LU-F12(a); LU-F14; LU-F16); (4) reducing the 
potential for abrupt transitions in building heights between high density areas and 
outlying neighborhoods (ED-E2(b)); and (5) discouraging paint schemes that are 
inappropriate to historical buildings and similar surrounding buildings (CC-
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D3(c)). In addition to matters of design, the Draft Plan contains educational 
policies to encourage public recognition and enjoyment of historical architectural 
resources, and to foster an appreciation of their delicate and nonrenewable nature 
(CC-D3(a); CC-D3(b); ED-A1(a)(8); ED-A1(a)(9); ED-A3; ED-C2; ED-C2(c)). 
These Draft Plan policies contain a basic framework of design guidance and 
public education that, when combined with the City’s thorough planning review, 
provide a satisfactory system for avoiding or minimizing inappropriate or 
insensitive in-fill development. In addition to the policies described above, 
subsequent CEQA review will be conducted for those projects proposed under 
the Draft Plan. 

 
B1-10 The comment concerns inclusion of Aesthetics as an issue topic not addressed in the 

EIR, as well as the potential for incompatible projects to adversely affect view 
corridors. Further, the commenter questions the application and use of design review 
and design guidelines to control or influence project development. 
 

 The topic of aesthetics was considered and evaluated in the Initial Study Checklist 
(included in Appendix A of the EIR), and the City determined that the proposed project 
would have a less than significant adverse effect on aesthetic resources. Implementation 
of Policy UD-31 in the General Plan would protect scenic vistas from adverse effects of 
cumulative development by discouraging individual projects from blocking views and 
requiring new development to enhance vistas. Additionally, implementation of Draft 
Plan policies CC-A1, CC-A2, CC-A3, CC-D1 and CC-F5 and application of the South-
side Design Guidelines address compatibility of new development and the enhancement 
of the physical setting. As noted in Section I.C.2.a, (page 2 of the Draft EIR), concerns 
regarding potential aesthetic impacts of project-level development were raised during 
the scoping period for the EIR. This EIR is a program-level document that does not 
include or endorse any particular development project, and as such does not include 
project-level impact considerations. As stated in this section, any potential development 
projects proposed within the Southside Area would require separate environmental 
review as well as conformance with the Draft Plan’s detailed Design Guideline policies. 
The EIR acknowledges that these policies and guidelines are formally in place and 
describes how they shall be applied by the City to proposed projects to reduce potential 
adverse aesthetic impacts to a less-than-significant level. When specific development 
projects are identified and undergo project-level environmental review, the potential 
impacts related to aesthetics from that project will be considered at that time.  

 
B1-11 In response to this comment, page 248 of the Draft EIR is revised to add the following 

paragraph as the third full paragraph on the page: 
 

To reduce a significant cumulative impact at the intersection of Bancroft 
Way/Piedmont Avenue (Impact TRANS-3) and Durant Avenue/Piedmont 
Avenue (Impact TRANS-4), this Draft EIR recommends Mitigation Measures 
TRANS 3 and TRANS 4 to accommodate two lanes of traffic in each direction 
along Piedmont Avenue by re-striping the road. To accommodate two lanes of 
traffic during the PM peak period, parking also would have to be prohibited 
along Piedmont Avenue between Bancroft Way and 100 feet south of Durant 
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Avenue. Parking would also be prohibited north of Bancroft Way and the 
existing north-bound bus zone at the corner of Bancroft Way and Piedmont 
Avenue would be relocated to the north side of the intersection. Piedmont 
Avenue is a California Historical Landmark (see Table 1 in Appendix H of the 
Draft EIR) between Gayley Road and Dwight Way. While the restriping and 
removal of parking for 100 feet for the PM peak hour would result in some 
changes to the pavement, traffic patterns, signage and curb at the Durant Avenue/ 
Piedmont Avenue intersection, these changes would be minor and would not 
diminish the character-defining features that convey and justify the significance 
of Piedmont Avenue and adjacent resources. Implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measure would result in a less-than-significant impact.  

 
B1-12 As noted in the last paragraph on page 249 of the Draft EIR, the Anna Head complex is 

a University-owned property which is exempt from the City’s LPO processes. As such, 
the City is unable to direct future uses of this complex and is able only to promote 
future uses consistent with its recent use and supportive of the complex’s historic form. 
In response to this comment and to clarify the precise language of Draft Southside Plan 
Policy LU-F7 (Anna Head), page 249 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

 
The Draft Plan also contains Policy LU-F7 (Anna Head) that encourages 
suggests office use may continue as a retaining the use of the Anna Head 
Complex as office space, which is consistent with its recent use.  

 
B1-13 The comment is noted regarding the goals of the City’s Landmarks Preservation 

Ordinance. 
 
B1-14 The information regarding suspension of demolitions is correct. Action on proposed 

exterior alterations and new construction may also be suspended, but the time limits are 
different from those for demolitions: no more than 180 days for projects involving 
landmarks or historic districts, and no more than 90 days for projects involving 
structures of merit. 

 
 In response to this comment, page 248 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

If the LPC elects to suspend action on a permitting decision (alteration, new 
construction or demolition), involving a demolition, the suspension may not 
exceed one year for projects involving listed Landmarks and historic districts, 
and 180 days for Structures of Merit. If the LPC elects to suspend action on a 
permitting decision involving exterior alterations or new construction, the 
suspension may not exceed 180 days for projects involving listed Landmarks and 
historic districts, and 90 days for Structures of Merit.   

 
B1-15 In response to this comment, page 248 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The Design Review Committee (DRC) membership includes one of the 
Landmarks Preservation Commissioners. , so that for properties listed in the State 
Historic Resources Inventory (HRI), t The LPC member, as a full voting member 
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of sitting on the DRC, provides guidance and expertise acts as a liaison to make 
advisory comments to the DRC regarding historic resource implications of 
project design. 

 
B1-16 In response to this comment, the first line of page 249 has been revised as follows: 
 

For properties over 40 years of age that are not initiated for designation, or and 
not listed in the HRI, the LPC provides advisory comments… 

 
B1-17 The comment is noted regarding Planning Commission and LPC review and comment 

on University development proposals. 
 
B1-18 The City concurs with the commenter. The paragraph in question on page 235 is 

revised as follows: 
 

Historic Period. In 1820, Luis Maria Peralta was granted Rancho San Antonio 
for his service to the Spanish government. His 43,000-acre rancho was comprised 
of the area that was to become the Cities of Berkeley, Albany, Oakland, 
Alameda, and a part of San Leandro and Piedmont. The Peralta land grant was 
confirmed after Mexico’s independence from Spain in 1822, and honored by the 
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848 when California became part of the United 
States. Peralta’s son Jose Domingo received the northern portion of the rancho 
lands, which included lands that became Berkeley and Albany. Peralta’s cattle 
and under-developed lands were a prime target for squatters. His cattle were 
poached and slaughtered, and trees were removed by squatters and by people 
traveling to and from the gold fields. Domingo sold off small parcels of land that 
were used for farming and homesteads.3 
 

B1-19 The City concurs with the commenter. The paragraph in question on page 236 is 
revised as follows: 

 
Early Rresidential development occurred in Ocean View, which was the name of 
the town until the community chose to adopt the name of an English philosopher. 
Residential areas continued to expand, and new technologies spread through the 
burgeoning town, as indicated by after the installation of the installation of 
telegraph lines along Telegraph and Claremont Avenues in 1861.4 University of 
California lands were purchased in the early 1860s. The University, founded in 
1855 as the College of California, was located in Oakland until 1866.5 The town 
was known as Ocean View until local members of the community chose the 
name of an English philosopher for the new college town. The western section of 
Berkeley continued to be called Ocean View until 1878, when the city 
incorporated. 

                                                      
3 Hoover, Mildred B., Hero E. Rensch, Ethel G. Rensch and William N. Abeloe, 1990, pp. 21-22. Historic Spots in 

California. Stanford University Press, Stanford, California. Revised by Douglas E. Kyle. 
4 Ibid, pp. 18-19.  
5 UC Regents, 2004. Brief History of the University. Website: www.berkeley.edu/about/history. 
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B1-20 The City concurs with the commenter. The paragraph in question on page 236 is 
revised as follows. [Note that this paragraph reflects the revisions made as a result of 
comment B1-19 (above).] 

 
Early residential development occurred in Ocean View, which was the name of 
the town until the community chose to adopt the name of an English philosopher. 
Residential areas continued to expand, and new technologies spread through the 
burgeoning town, as indicated by the installation of telegraph lines along 
Telegraph and Claremont Avenues in 1861.6 By 1860, the College of California 
had begun to purchase what is now the University’s central campus. University 
of California lands were purchased in the early 1860s. The University, founded in 
1855 as the College of California, was located in Oakland until 1866.7 The 
western section of Berkeley continued to be called Ocean View until 1878, when 
the city incorporated. 

 
B1-21 The paragraph in question on page 236 is revised as follows. [Note that this paragraph 

reflects the revisions made as a result of comments B1-19 and B1-20 (above).] 
 

Early residential development occurred in Ocean View, which was the name of 
the town until the community chose to adopt the name of an English philosopher. 
Residential areas continued to expand, and new technologies spread through the 
burgeoning town, as indicated by the installation of telegraph lines along 
Telegraph and Claremont Avenues in 1861.8 By 1860, the College of California 
had begun to purchase what is now the University’s central campus. The 
institution that would become the University in 1878 was founded in 1855 as the 
College of California, and held classes in was located in Oakland until 1866 until 
1873.9 The western section of Berkeley continued to be called Ocean View until 
1878, when the city incorporated. 

 
B1-22 The paragraph in question on page 236 is revised as follows. [Note that this paragraph 

reflects the revisions made as a result of comments B1-19, B1-20, and B1-21 (above).] 
 

Early residential development occurred in Ocean View, which was the name of 
the western portion of the town that would eventually be named, as a whole, 
Berkeley, after the noted Anglo-Irish philosopher. The name was chosen by the 
College of California’s Board of Trustees. until the community chose to adopt 
the name of an English philosopher. Residential areas continued to expand, and 
new technologies spread through the burgeoning town, as indicated by the 
installation of telegraph lines along Telegraph and Claremont Avenues in 1861.10 
By 1860, the aforementioned College of California had begun to purchase what 

                                                      
6 Ibid, pp. 18-19.  
7 UC Regents, 2004. Brief History of the University. Website: www.berkeley.edu/about/history. 
8 Ibid, pp. 18-19.  
9 UC Regents, 2004. Brief History of the University. Website: www.berkeley.edu/about/history. 
10 Ibid, pp. 18-19.  
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is now the University’s central campus. The institution that would become the 
University in 1878 was founded in 1855 as the College of California, and held 
classes in Oakland until 1873.11 The western section of Berkeley continued to be 
called Ocean View even after until 1878, when the city incorporated. 

 
B1-23 The paragraph in question on page 236 is revised as follows: 
 

In the late 1870s, businesses in Berkeley included mills, plants, and retail 
businesses. Farming continued in outlying areas. Retail businesses were 
concentrated on San Pablo Avenue and lower University Avenue, although 
notable retail operations were also located on Shattuck and Telegraph avenues. 
Students, professors, and professional workers lived in the community that 
developed around the campus.12  

 
B1-24 The paragraph in question on page 236 is revised as follows: 
 

Train service led to additional development, as the Southern Pacific Railroad 
mainline was extended along San Francisco Bay through western Berkeley in 
1877. The railroad provided the means for the transport of industrial and 
agricultural goods, but regular passenger service was not available until decades 
later. Local businessmen gave Southern Pacific a right of way, land for a rail yard 
and station, and $20,000 to provide local service. A branch line began service to 
downtown Berkeley along Shattuck Avenue in 1876, and extended north of 
downtown Bby 1878. the line ran from Oakland along Shattuck Avenue to north 
Berkeley. Shattuck Avenue between University Avenue and Dwight Way 
became Berkeley’s downtown and commercial district. Farms that formerly 
marked the land alongside the rail line gave way to residences and businesses.13  

 
B1-25 The paragraph in question on page 236 is revised as follows: 
 

Train service led to additional development, as the Southern Pacific Railroad 
mainline was extended along San Francisco Bay through western Berkeley in 
1877. The railroad provided the means for the transport of industrial and 
agricultural goods, but regular passenger service was not available until decades 
later. Local businessmen gave Southern Pacific a right of way, land for a rail yard 
and station, and $20,000 to provide local service. A branch line began service to 
downtown Berkeley along Shattuck Avenue in 1876, and extended north of 
downtown by 1878. Shattuck Avenue between University Avenue and Dwight 
Way became the center of Berkeley’s downtown and commercial district, as 
commercial enterprises initially clustered around the branch line’s stations. The 
downtown was not the only area of commerce, however; commercial locales 

                                                      
11 UC Regents, 2004. Brief History of the University. Website: www.berkeley.edu/about/history. 
12 Wollenberg, Charles, 2002. Berkeley, A City in History, p. 5. Website: www.berkeleypubliclibrary.org/ 

bpl/system/Chapter2.html.  
13 Ibid, pp. 4-5.  
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existed in other parts of the city, as well. Farms that formerly marked the land 
alongside the rail line gave way to residences and businesses.14 

 
B1-26 The paragraph in question on page 237 is revised as follows: 
 

Berkeley’s population changed little during the 1930s, but increased from 85,000 
to 115,000 during the 1940s. Much of the population increase was due to military 
personnel stationed in and around Berkeley during World War II. Navy and 
Army officers were trained on the University campus, while military barracks 
housing for war workers was built on a portion of the Gill Tract owned by the 
University, were built on campus grounds and several fraternity houses housed 
naval trainees. World War II also drew shipyard workers by the thousands in 
search of available wartime jobs. Large firms such as Kaiser recruited workers to 
move to the Bay Area.15 

 
B1-27 The paragraph in question on page 237 is revised as follows: 
 

Southside Area Specific History. In the mid-1860s, what is now the Southside 
plan area was roughly coincided with the College Homestead Tract and part of 
the Berkeley Property Tract and the College Homestead Tract owned by the 
College of California. Each tract is briefly described below.  

 
B1-28 The paragraphs in question on page 237 are revised as follows: 
 

The College Homestead Tract Berkeley Property Tract is bounded by College 
and Shattuck Avenues, and Allston and Dwight ways. Subdivided in 1865 as a 
residential neighborhood, the College Homestead Tract Berkeley Property Tract 
contained large homes on large lots. Frederick Law Olmsted, who designed 
Central Park in New York City, was commissioned by the College to design the 
campus and the neighborhood southeast of the campus. By 1910, the 
neighborhood was fully developed. From the 1920s to 1940s, new construction, 
which included the International House, changed the character of the 
neighborhood. Piedmont Avenue became known as “Fraternity Row.”16  
 
The Berkeley Property Tract College Homestead Tract is bounded by College 
and Prospect Avenues, Gayley Road, and Dwight Way. Subdivided in 1866 as a 
mixed-use residential and commercial area, the Berkeley Property Tract College 
Homestead Tract was laid out in a grid plan to generate income from the sale of 
lots. Haste Street and Durant Avenue were not cut until after the 1860s, resulting 
in lots larger than today’s lots. By 1873, campus buildings were built and 
occupied. A neighborhood developed north of Bancroft Way in an area that today 
contains the Student Union, Sproul Hall, Zellerbach Hall, and the Sports 
Complex. A hotel, with a restaurant and small store, and several houses were 

                                                      
14 Ibid, pp. 4-5.  
15 Ibid., pp. 3-4.  
16 Cerny, Susan Dinkelspiel, op. cit., pp. 165-170.  
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located at the intersection of Bancroft Way and Telegraph Avenue. By 1910, the 
Berkeley Property Tract College Homestead Tract was a fully developed 
neighborhood with a few stores on Telegraph Avenue.17  

 
B1-29 The paragraph in question on page 237 is revised as follows. [Note that this paragraph 

reflects the revisions made as a result of comment B1-28 (above).] 
 

The Berkeley Property Tract is bounded by College and Prospect Avenues, 
Gayley Road, and Dwight Way. Subdivided in 1866 as a mixed-use residential 
and commercial area, the Berkeley Property Tract College Homestead Tract was 
laid out in a grid plan to generate income from the sale of lots. Haste Street and 
Durant Avenue were not cut until after the 1860s, resulting in lots larger than 
today’s lots. By 1873, campus buildings were built and occupied. A 
neighborhood developed north of Bancroft Way in an area that today contains the 
Student Union, Sproul Hall, Zellerbach Hall, and the Sports Complex. A 
commercial cluster developed hotel, with a restaurant and small store, and 
several houses were located at and near the intersection of Bancroft Way and 
Telegraph Avenue. By 1910, the Berkeley Property Tract was a fully developed 
neighborhood with a few stores on Telegraph Avenue.18 

 
B1-30 The paragraph in question on page 238 is revised as follows: 
 

Housing demands increased after World War II with the increase in student 
population. Single-family dwellings adjacent to the campus were either divided 
into multi-family units or replaced with poorly constructed apartment buildings. 
Telegraph Avenue, previously a neighborhood shopping district, began to more 
actively cater began catering to students and professors as University enrollment 
increased.19 

 
B1-31 The paragraph in question on page 238 is revised as follows: 
 

In the 1950s, U.C. Berkeley began a program to acquire the majority of 
purchased approximately 10 square blocks north of Dwight Way to Bancroft. 
Existing buildings were replaced with three residence hall complexes, parking 
lots, pre-fabricated buildings, and the Berkeley Art Museum. A lively social 
atmosphere, characterized by cafés, bookstores, and theaters, developed in the 
area in the 1960s. In the early 1970s, the widening of Telegraph Avenue 
sidewalks brought street artists to the area, and Southside traffic on major streets 
increased after street barriers were placed in surrounding areas to control 
circulation. Since the 1970s, development within the Southside area has been 
limited to individual projects and seismic upgrades.20 

                                                      
17 Ibid, pp. 165-167.  
18 Ibid, pp. 165-167.  
19 Wollenberg, op. cit., p. 3.  
20 City of Berkeley, op. cit., pp. 113-115.  
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B1-32 The paragraph in question on page 238 is revised as follows: 
 

In the 1950s, U.C. Berkeley purchased approximately 10 square blocks north of 
Dwight Way to Bancroft. Existing buildings were replaced with three residence 
hall complexes, parking lots, pre-fabricated buildings, and the Berkeley Art 
Museum. A lively social atmosphere, characterized by cafés, bookstores, and 
theaters, developed in the area in the 1960s. In the early 1970s, the widening of 
Telegraph Avenue sidewalks brought street artists to the area, and Southside 
traffic on major streets increased after street barriers were placed in surrounding 
areas to control circulation. Since the 1970s, development within the Southside 
area has been mostly limited to individual projects and seismic upgrades.21 

 
B1-33 The paragraph in question on page 238 is revised as follows: 
 

Shattuck Avenue between University Avenue and Dwight Way became 
Berkeley’s downtown and commercial district in the late 1800s. The Southern 
Pacific Railroad ran along Shattuck from Oakland to north Berkeley. In the 
1920s, 1923, the railroad terminal was converted into a commercial area, known 
as Shattuck Square, was developed on an area that previously contained a small 
park or plaza. A station associated with the railroad stood between Center and 
Addison streets until the late 1930s, when it was demolished for commercial 
development. From 1966 to 1971, BART was constructed below Shattuck 
Avenue, and two early 1900 skyscrapers were demolished. Despite these 
episodes of redevelopment, Shattuck Avenue has retained many of its turn-of-
the-century and 1920-era buildings.22 

                                                      
21 City of Berkeley, op. cit., pp. 113-115.  
22 City of Berkeley, 1994, pp. 14-15. Downtown Berkeley Design Guidelines. Adopted by the Planning Commission 

as Amendments to the Design Review Guidelines October 26, 1994, Berkeley, California. 
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COMMENTOR B2 
Dwight-Hillside Neighborhood Association 
John Barnett, President 
June 23, 2008 
 
 
 
 
B2-1: The comment is duly noted and the EIR authors appreciate the correction. The H 

overlay should have been included on the map and will be added to the portions of the 
R-3 and R-S districts that are east of College Avenue. 

 
B2-2: The setbacks in the proposed R-3 district are the same as the current R-3 setbacks. The 

R-3 district has the same side yard setbacks as the R-4, R-S and R-SMU districts for 
the first three floors; greater side yard setbacks in the other districts are permitted for 
floors above the 3rd story. The R-3 district does not give development standards for 
buildings over three stories as these are not permitted in the R-3 district except as part 
of an affordable housing density bonus through the State.  

 
B2-3: The comment is duly noted. The R-3 district, as shown in the current Zoning Code and 

in the Draft Southside Plan, does not permit office uses. The information in Table 
IV.A-4 in the Draft EIR is corrected to remove “offices” from the Uses under the 
Current R-3—Residential Medium Density column. 
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COMMENTOR B3 
Telegraph Property and Business Management Corporation 
Roland Peterson 
June 26, 2008 
 
 
 
 
B3-1: As stated on page 92 of the Draft EIR, the sidewalks are “generally” in good condition, 

however, there are some locations where the sidewalks are not in good conditions and 
the situation is expected to continue, thus the Mitigation Measure TRANS-9 was 
recommended. 

 
B3-2: The slower bus travel refers to buses having to slow down to make right-turns onto 

two-way streets due to turning buses encroaching into opposing lanes of traffic. 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-12 was recommended to mitigate buses slowing down to 
make the right turn by setting appropriate vehicle limit line location and it is expected 
that emergency vehicles would also make use of this recommendation. While there are 
locations where double parking could cause congestion by blocking a lane, emergency 
services will have multiple routes to access the hillside. 

 
B3-3: Mitigation Measure TRANS-7 is not in contradiction with car-free housing as some 

locations will provide driveway access. This mitigation measure is applicable for 
locations where driveways are being proposed. 

 
B3-4: This is consistent with both Objective T-G and T-I of the Draft Plan, since both call for 

reducing automobile traffic, which improves circulation for both transit vehicles and 
automobiles. 

 
B3-5: Circulation Alternative 2 was chosen for evaluation in the Draft EIR (see the discussion 

regarding the choosing of this alternative from among the six that were evaluated 
starting on page 23 of the Draft EIR.) See also Master Response 1 – Southside Plan 
Circulation. The Draft EIR contains a discussion of policy analysis concerning 
circulation issues in Section IV.C, Transportation and Circulation, starting on page 139. 
The comment correctly notes that Mitigation Measures 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 10 are 
feasible. Mitigation Measure TRANS -10 does not call for removal of parking spaces, 
therefore, this mitigation measure is not in conflict with Objective T-F, which calls for 
improvements in parking.  

 
 Advance limit lines, recommended in Mitigation Measure TRANS -8, at signalized 

intersections have shown to be effective in stopping traffic from encroaching onto the 
crosswalk. Thus, limit lines have been recommended in the Manual for Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD).  

 
 The comment is correct that there are currently laws that exist for regulating parking 

and loading. The mitigations listed in the EIR are intended to disclose to decision 
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makers that the impacts will continue to occur unless the mitigation measures are 
followed.  

 
B3-6: The Draft EIR evaluated traffic and circulation impacts associated with implementation 

of the Draft Southside Plan and identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce those 
impacts, as appropriate. The commenter appears to be inferring that removing the stop 
sign at the Parker Street/Warring Street intersection (as recommended in mitigation 
measures TRANS-1 and TRANS-6 to reduce significant existing and cumulative traffic 
impacts) would somehow be a reversal of City policy. However, there is no City policy 
that requires a stop sign at that location. The intended consequences of the stated 
mitigation measures is to reduce traffic impacts associated with additional traffic 
related to implementation of the Draft Southside Plan to a less-than-significant level.  

 
B3-7: Field investigations were conducted where observations of parking characteristics were 

recorded. The Draft EIR considered both on-street and off-street parking. It was 
determined that parking spaces are fully utilized and require drivers to make multiple 
passes searching for a parking space. The UC Berkeley 2020 LRDP Draft EIR also 
presents that parking during the weekday afternoon is near capacity. 

 
B3-8: Policy T-D2 is already recommended for deletion, as shown on page 149 of the Draft 

EIR.  
 
B3-9: Because the No Development alternative would also stymie any additional economic 

growth within the Southside area and would not achieve any of the objectives of the 
Draft Plan, this alternative was concluded to be infeasible. See also response to 
comment C4-108. 

 
B3-10: Circulation Alternative 2 was selected by the Southside subcommittee and approved for 

use as part of the proposed project by the Planning Commission, as noted throughout 
the Draft EIR. The other Circulation Alternatives were sufficiently evaluated in the 
Draft EIR (including its appendices) according to the requirements of Section 15126.6 
of the CEQA Guidelines. When taken in context, the last sentence on page 255 of the 
Draft EIR is correct: the alternatives were evaluated at length and attached in Appendix 
C, but only Circulation Alternative 2 was included for significant discussion and 
comparison as part of the proposed project, per the decision of the Planning 
Commission.  

 
B3-11: The comment is noted.  
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C. INDIVIDUALS 
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COMMENTOR C1 
Linda J. Burden 
June 26, 2008 
 
 
 
 
C1-1: The statements in this comment are noted, although they do not appear to pertain 

specifically to the Draft EIR and instead to the commenter’s perception of existing 
conditions within the Le Conte neighborhood. 

 
C1-2: The boundary follows the existing R-4 zoning boundary line. The uses on either side of 

the boundary are a mixture of residential uses, consisting primarily of multiple units 
either built as apartments or converted single-family homes. Some single-family homes 
(which are used as single-family homes) are still in the area, but they are infrequent. 
Where the use does change significantly is on the south side of Dwight Way, west of 
Fulton Street. This area is consistently mixed use, with ground floor commercial uses. 
The Southside Plan took these commercial uses into account and designated that area 
South Area Commercial (C-SA). 

 
C1-3: The Southside Plan proposes downzoning the area along the R-2A boundary from R-4 

to R-3. Below is a table detailing the three zoning districts: 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 While the R-3 district allows for building heights seven feet taller than the R-2A, it 

reduces the building heights that are currently permitted in the R-4 district and also 
prohibits the commercial uses permitted in the R-4. This downzoning will not increase 
land use, housing/density (see response to comment C1-2), or noise (see response to 
comment C1-1) impacts, and therefore is not considered to have a significant effect on 
the surrounding area or the environment in general.  

 
C1-4: This comment is noted, although it does not appear to pertain specifically to the Draft 

EIR and instead to the City’s issuance of an Administrative Use Permit (AUP) within 
the Southside Area. 

C1-5: This comment contains three points: 1) Reject the Draft EIR, 2) Downzone the interior 
parcels along busy corridors that do not connect to the main arterial, and 3) Honor 
Measure L. The first of these points is noted. The second point is also noted, although it 

District Base height 

Extra height 
with use 
permits? 

1st floor lot 
coverage? 

Uses (permitted by right 
or with use permit) 

R-2A 28 feet No 45 percent-50  
percent 

Residential (single family, 
duplex or multi family) 

R-3 35 feet No 45 percent - 50 
percent 

Same as R-2A, plus group 
living and hospitals 

R-4 35 feet Yes, up to 65’ 45 percent - 50 
percent 

Same as R-3, plus offices 
and incidental stores and 
shops 
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does not appear to pertain specifically to the Draft EIR and instead to the Draft 
Southside Plan itself. 

 
 With regard to Measure L and its implementation in the City, implementation of the 

Draft Southside Plan would not create additional burdens on existing park facilities but 
instead includes a policy (Policy LU-B1) requiring that the City consider opportunities 
to provide additional open space as a part of potential development projects. Measure L 
states in Section 2 “(a) that wherever public parks and open space currently exist in 
Berkeley, such use shall continue and be funded at least to allow the maintenance of the 
present condition and services. (b) That all undedicated or unimproved open space 
controlled by the City (including land held by the City in trust) shall be retained and 
funded by the Berkeley City Council to enable public recreational use of those lands. 
(c) That those census tracts containing less that (sic) the Master Plan provision of two 
acres of parks and open space per 1,000 population shall be singled out as having a 
high priority for funding the acquisition, development and maintenance of parks and 
recreation facilities.” Measure L does not require that development in areas not meeting 
the minimum standard cease until park space is acquired. As discussed on pages 204-
205 of the Draft EIR, the Draft Southside Plan would serve to implement General Plan 
Policies OS-4, OS-6, and OS-12 to facilitate the creation of additional parks, open 
space, and recreational areas within the Southside area. Due to the fully built-out nature 
of the Southside area and the lack of available potential park or open space sites within 
the Southside area, the City has been unable to meet the requirements of Measure L to 
date. The City continues to prioritize the acquisition, development, and maintenance of 
additional park space, in accordance with Measure L, and will continue to do so as 
potential sites for additional parks and open space become available. 
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COMMENTOR C2 
Arnell J. Hinkle 
June 26, 2008 
 
 
 
 
C2-1: See response to comment C1-2. 
 
C2-2: See response to comment C1-3. 
 
C2-3: The Draft EIR does not propose or plan for the provision of open space or parks, but 

evaluates impacts associated with implementation of the Draft Southside Plan (see the 
discussion starting on page 204 of the Draft EIR regarding the analysis of park 
services). The commenter notes that the Southside is deficient in green space. See also 
response to comment C1-5. 

 
C2-4: This comment is noted.  
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COMMENTOR C3 
Robia S. Chang 
June 30, 2008 
 
 
 
 
C3-1: The EIR preparers believe this comment to be erroneous; the proposed conversion of 

Bancroft Way and Durant Avenue from one-way to two-way streets, identified as 
Circulation Alternative 2, was not chosen for review and analysis to “support and 
facilitate” AC Transit’s proposed bus rapid-transit (BRT) proposal. Circulation 
Alternative 2 was identified as the preferred alternative, at the direction of the Planning 
Commission, for purposes of preparing the Draft EIR to provide a more balanced 
distribution of traffic between the east-west streets in the network. It was not selected 
for or bears any relation to BRT-related proposals. The changes to Draft Southside Plan 
Policy T-B3 identified on page 148 of the Draft EIR are proposed if the Berkeley 
decision-makers ultimately choose Circulation Alternative 2 for implementation. The 
AC Transit’s BRT proposal has been reviewed under a separate environmental review 
process conducted by AC Transit and is not included under this Draft EIR. See also 
Master Response 1, Southside Plan Circulation. 

 
C3-2: The Draft Southside Plan EIR was undertaken by the City of Berkeley, while the AC 

Transit BRT Study and EIR/EIS was undertaken under a separate environmental 
review process by AC Transit. The City of Berkeley and the EIR preparers reviewed 
and considered the information and BRT alternatives contained in the BRT EIR/EIS 
and consulted with AC Transit, as appropriate, during preparation of the EIR. The Draft 
EIR does not take any position regarding the BRT, and the BRT is a separate and 
independent project. In regards to the circulation alternatives evaluated in the EIR, see 
response to comment C3-1 above and Master Response 1 - Southside Plan Circulation.  

 
C3-3: The EIR preparers believe this comment to be erroneous. As stated above, the “two-

waying of streets under the Draft Plan” is not proposed to “facilitate” the 
implementation of AC Transit’s proposed BRT project. As stated on page 118 and 119 
of the Draft EIR: 

 
“Six alternative circulation patterns to the existing circulation pattern in the 
Southside area were defined for comparative evaluation as part of the Berkeley 
Southside Final Transportation Study. These alternatives were selected to 
characterize several significant potential changes to circulation affecting the 
roadway network in the Southside area as identified in Draft Southside Plan 
policies. The scope of potential circulation changes in the Southside area includes 
returning several one-way streets to two-way traffic as well as changes to the 
operations on Telegraph Avenue to reflect potential operations for Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) through the Southside area. Both of these broad objectives were 
identified in the Draft Southside Plan for consideration and evaluation.” 
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 Therefore, information and BRT alignment alternatives identified in the AC Transit 
EIR/EIS were considered during evaluation of the Draft Southside Plan circulation 
alternatives in the Draft EIR. The effects on the Southside area transportation and 
circulation, air quality and noise of implementing Circulation Alternative 2 was 
addressed in the appropriate sections of the Draft EIR. The environmental effects of the 
four separate BRT alignment alternatives identified in the AC Transit EIR/EIS were 
evaluated in that document. Once the City of Berkeley chooses a final circulation 
pattern for the Southside, and AC Transit identifies a final BRT alignment, further 
environmental study may be necessary to determine if there are any new or substantial 
increases in the severity of impacts that were identified and addressed in the Draft EIR 
and AC Transit’s EIR/EIS. See also response to comment C3-1 above. 

 
C3-4: According to Item 4.a(3) of the Land Use and Policy Section of the Draft EIR (pages 

66-68) and Item 2.k of the Transportation and Circulation Section (p. 139), no policy 
inconsistencies were found between the Southside Plan and the General Plan. Table 
IV.A-5 (page 67) provides policy citations for General Plan policies that are supported 
by Draft Southside Plan policies.  

 
 The comment suggests that promoting two-way streets is inconsistent with the General 

Plan because it would create congestion, which is inconsistent with the General Plan 
goal of calming and guiding traffic. In fact, the General Plan states that citywide traffic 
counts illustrate the relationship between traffic calming and congestion. Specifically, 
since the city’s network of major streets and collector streets is very close to capacity, 
actions which encourage more people to drive or, as pointed out in the comment, which 
discourage use of one major or collector street by diversion or slowing of traffic 
(emphasis added), are likely to increase congestion.  

 
 The policies in the General Plan, however, focus on traffic calming rather than reduced 

congestion (see Policy T-20 – Neighborhood Protection and Traffic Calming, Policy T-
21 Speed Limits, T-22 Traffic Circles and Roundabouts). This would indicate that 
while congestion is not advocated in the plan, slowing and calming traffic is a higher 
priority than reducing congestion. 

 
 The Southside Plan advocates changing one-way streets to two-way in order to increase 

usability of public transit (Objective T-B), improve traffic and safety conditions for 
bicyclists and pedestrians (Objective T-C) and calm and guide traffic (Objective T-D). 
These objectives are all consistent with the policies of the General Plan. 

 
C3-5: The EIR preparers believe this comment to be erroneous. The Economic Development 

and Employment Element (EDEE) has the following policies related to traffic and 
customer access to businesses: 

 
Action ED-6.D: Support and encourage delivery systems in Berkeley as a means 
to reduce customer parking demand in commercial areas; 
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Action ED-6.E: To maximize parking for customers, create local shuttles, 
carpools, or options to reduce driving to work by employees, particularly those 
who live in Berkeley; 

 
Action ED-8.B: In region-serving commercial districts, such as the Downtown, 
University Avenue, Fourth Street, Adeline/Ashby, San Pablo Avenue, and 
Telegraph Avenue commercial districts, make parking improvements where 
needed, transit and shuttle service improvements, lighting improvements, and 
other improvements that will support local businesses. 

 
The EDEE does not have policies or actions related to the prevention of congestion as a 
means to support businesses. 

 
The Southside Plan is consistent with the General Plan in that the policies of the 
Southside Plan encourage alternative forms of transportation, including transit, biking 
and walking (Objectives T-A, T-B, T-C, and T-G), and also call for improved customer 
and visitor parking in the Southside (Objective T-F). The Draft EIR does mention 
traffic impacts related to the project that are less than significant with mitigation 
measures. 

 
C3-6: Conversion of one-way streets to two-way streets improves emergency accessibility as 

it allows emergency vehicles to approach emergencies in all directions. The analysis 
did not find significant impacts to intersection operations that could not be mitigated, 
thus delay was minimized. The Draft EIR does identify that double parking on two-way 
streets could result in focused congestion. Mitigation Measures TRANS-11 and 
TRANS-13 are provided to City decision makers to be more proactive in enforcing 
illegal parking. 

 
C3-7: The commenter is in error, as the traffic and circulation, air quality, and noise 

environmental effects related to the conversion of Bancroft Way and Durant Avenue 
streets from one-way to two-ways (Circulation Alternative 2) were identified and 
analyzed in the Draft EIR. Additionally, traffic and circulation (including parking) 
effects for each circulation alternative were identified and analyzed in the Berkeley 
Southside Final Transportation Study (Appendix C of the Draft EIR). The “two-
waying” of streets was analyzed as part of the traffic projections associated with 
projected traffic rerouting and trip assignment, while vehicle trip generation was 
associated with the estimation of parking spaces. Additionally, AC Transit’s BRT 
proposal was reviewed under a separate environmental review process to this Draft 
EIR, and while AC Transit may show loss of parking as a result of some of the BRT 
alternatives, AC Transit could operate BRT in mixed flow lanes and maintain parking. 
See also responses to comments C3-1 and C3-3. 

 
C3-8: As stated on page 163 of the EIR, the CO “hot spot” analysis for intersections and 

roadway segments in the Southside area was based on the methodology suggested by 
the EPA and Caltrans using the traffic intersection turning volume data provided in the 
traffic analysis prepared by Fehr & Peers (December 2007). The input assumptions for 
the CO modeling are provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR. Thus, the analysis does 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .   B E R K E L E Y  D R A F T  S O U T H S I D E  P L A N  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 1 1  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 
 

P:\CBE430-A\Products\RTC\Public Review\3-commresp.doc (1/31/2011)  PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT 81 

account for changes in turning movements as well as traffic volumes, including 
changes from one-way to two-way street segments. The results provided in Tables 
IV.D-6 and IV.D-7 show that 2007 and 2025 CO concentrations do not exceed the 
State's standards for 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations either with or without the 
project. 

 
C3-9: The EIR preparers and City staff disagree with this comment and believe that the 

cumulative effects analysis provided in the Draft EIR for the Draft Southside Plan is 
adequate. As stated above, information and BRT alignment alternatives identified in 
the AC Transit EIR/EIS were considered during evaluation of the Draft Southside Plan 
circulation alternatives in the Draft EIR. The cumulative effects on the Southside area 
transportation, circulation, parking, air quality and noise of implementing Circulation 
Alternative 2 were addressed in the appropriate sections of the Draft EIR. The cumula-
tive environmental effects of the four separate BRT alignment alternatives identified in 
the AC Transit EIR/EIS were evaluated in that document. Once the City of Berkeley 
chooses a final circulation pattern for the Southside, and AC Transit identifies a final 
BRT alignment, further environmental study may be necessary to determine if there are 
any new or substantial increases in the severity of impacts that were identified and 
addressed in the Draft EIR and AC Transit’s EIR/EIS. See also response to comment 
C3-1 above and Master Response 1 – Southside Plan Circulation. 

 
C3-10: The Draft EIR evaluates a large number of plan-level alternatives and the City of 

Berkeley believes the range that is considered is appropriately broad and sufficiently 
deep as to provide decision makers with information on which to base their delibera-
tions over the proposed plan.  

 
Under the heading of “Alternatives Considered but not Further Evaluated” a new 
location alternative is briefly discussed, but rejected due to the Southside Plan’s main 
objective which is to enhance and invest in properties and public projects located 
within the Southside area per se and an alternative location’s fundamental conflict with 
that site-specific objective. Also within the “Considered but not Further Evaluated” 
section is a discussion of six alternative circulation scenarios (to which the comment 
refers) that were defined and evaluated as part of the Berkeley Southside Final Trans-
portation Study. These six alternative circulation scenarios cover a relatively complex 
series of one-way to two-way road conversions (see Draft EIR, page 255 for details). 
As inferred in the comment, it is true that none of these six scenarios evaluated the 
potential for all of the plan area one-way roadways to remain in their one-way condi-
tion (except for Alternative 0, the base case, or existing circulation network). From 
among these scenarios evaluated in the Berkeley Southside Final Transportation Study 
(see Appendix C of the Draft EIR), the Planning Commission chose Alternative 2 
(conversion of Bancroft Way and Durant Avenue from one-way streets to two-way 
traffic flow). The Commission’s choice of Alternative 2 from the Berkeley Southside 
Final Transportation Study as the preferred project for detailed analysis in the Draft 
EIR suggests that they believed that alternative to best meet the complex set of policies 
provided in the plan itself.  
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Beyond these “Alternatives Considered but not Further Evaluated”, four other alterna-
tives were developed and analyzed in greater detail in the Draft EIR.  
 
The No Development alternative assumes that no future development activities or 
private investment would occur within the boundaries of the Southside area, and that 
existing conditions would continue. 

 
  The No Project alternative considers the impacts of development that would be allowed 

under the existing General Plan land use designations and zoning for the Southside 
area. 

 
  The UC Construction Only alternative assumes that only development considered in 

the University’s 2020 LRDP development scenarios would occur (basically, 450,000 
square feet of non-residential space).  

 
  The 2001 Planning Commission Draft alternative considers implementation of an early 

version of the Draft Southside Plan including a different zoning configuration of the 
Southside area as well as changes to proposed zoning designations that would create 
different levels of expected future development than those anticipated in the proposed 
project. 

  
  As noted in the introduction to the Alternatives Chapter of the Draft EIR, each alterna-

tive is compared to the proposed project and discussed in terms of its various mitigating 
or adverse effects on the environment. Analysis of the alternatives focuses on those 
topics for which significant adverse impacts would result from the proposed project.  

 
 It should be emphasized that only one significant and unavoidable adverse impact 

would result from the proposed project (that being exceedance of regional air emissions 
thresholds due to the scale of the Southside Plan). There is no reason to believe that 
including and analyzing in detail an alternative in which all of the plan area one-way 
roadways would remain in their one-way condition (i.e., not even a shift of one of these 
couplets from one-way to two-way) would result in a significant reduction in the 
significant and unavoidable regional air quality impact. 

 
C3-11: The City’s preferences with regard to whether or which BRT route alignment would be 

best for City vehicular circulation and transit service provision is an independent choice 
from that of changing existing one-way streets in the plan area back to a two-way 
arrangement. Discussions regarding the reversion of one-way streets to two-way 
geometry have been ongoing in Berkeley for much longer than has the proposal for a 
BRT system. See also Response to Comment C3-10 above.  

 
C3-12: For all of the reasons set forth in Responses to Comments C3-1 through C3-11, the City 

of Berkeley believes that the Draft EIR complies with both the letter and spirit of the 
California Environmental Quality Act requirements for a complete and objective 
impact report.  
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Letter C4 
John S. English 
June 30, 2008 
 
 
 
 
C4-1: The aesthetic values of the Southside area are protected not only by the Draft Plan’s 

Design Guidelines, but by the goals, objectives, and policies of the City’s General Plan 
Urban Design and Preservation Element. The statement that no specific development is 
proposed as part of the Draft Plan is correct; at the time specific developments are 
proposed within the Southside area, these developments will be subject to separate 
environmental review processes that will examine project-level impacts that may result 
from such development. The purpose of the Draft Plan is to provide program-level 
goals, objectives, and policies that guide future development within the Southside area; 
at such time as new development projects are sought for approval by the City, these 
projects will undergo design review to verify that aesthetic impacts are adequately 
addressed. The Draft EIR only examines potential aesthetic impacts from implementa-
tion of the Draft Plan; it does not evaluate the City’s implementation of approved 
policies and guidelines. See also response to comment B1-10. 

 
C4-2: The potential for hazardous conditions to exist within the Southside area result from the 

Southside’s location itself, and would not be exacerbated by implementation of the 
Draft Southside Plan. The Draft Southside Plan acknowledges the Southside area’s 
partial location within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone; further, properties 
within this zone are subject to special disclosure and study requirements prior to sale 
and/or development. At that time when properties within the zone are sold or proposed 
for development, additional environmental review in compliance with both Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act as well as CEQA will be conducted to ensure that 
any potential impacts from hazards or geology are effectively identified and mitigated 
to the greatest extent possible.  

 
 The City’s Disaster Mitigation Plan assists in evaluating potential hazards and hazard 

reduction measures, and enforcement of the City’s General Plan policies would further 
reduce potential hazard risks to life or property. In the Southside area, east-west streets 
(including Bancroft Way, Durant Avenue, Channing Way, Haste Street, and Dwight 
Way) are designated as Emergency Access and Evacuation Routes. Implementation of 
the Draft Southside Plan would not decrease the utility of these access and evacuation 
routes, but with implementation of Circulation Alternative 2 would increase emergency 
response vehicles’ access and ability to move within and through the Southside area.  

 
C4-3: In response to this comment, the text on page 17 of the Draft EIR is revised to match 

the language in the Southside Plan as follows: 
 

The Southside area is generally defined as the area bounded by Dwight Way to 
the south, Bancroft Way to the north, Prospect Street to the east, and Fulton 
Street to the west, and includes the properties fronting these streets.  
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 The Southside Plan is designed to guide growth and development in the area south of 
the UC Berkeley campus. The impetus for the Plan was the expansion of the Haas 
Pavilion. While the Plan has no authority over the northern side of Bancroft beyond the 
City’s right-of-way, the inclusion of a portion of the UC campus adjacent to the right-
of way is intended to reflect the importance of the facades of these buildings on the 
Bancroft streetscape and to encourage more thoughtful consideration of the Bancroft 
frontages of these buildings. The inclusion of these facades in the Plan should not 
significantly impact statistics (traffic, housing, etc.) within the Plan. 

 
C4-4: The traffic impact analysis considers streets and other transportation corridors 

significant to the Southside area; the “boundaries” used in the traffic impact analysis 
are not physical limits on the extent of the Southside area’s geographic base, but 
instead seek to encompass the full extent of transportation movements within the 
Southside area. See also response to comment C4-49. 

 
 The comment regarding Telegraph Avenue is noted.  
 
C4-5 In response to this comment, page 30 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 Institutional uses are found throughout the Southside area but are generally 

clustered along the Dana Street, and College Avenue, and Bowditch Street 
corridors. 

C4-6: The comment concerns adoption year of the City of Berkeley General Plan and is 
noted. The latest official adoption date of the General Plan was by Berkeley City 
Council Resolution No. 61,533-N.S. on April 23, 2002. 

 
C4-7: The comment is noted. The intent of the graphic is to provide the reader with an 

awareness of traffic directions along major routes and corridors and is for orientation 
purposes. It is not intended to be comprehensive, but rather to provide the reader with a 
visual context for the proposed Circulation Alternatives discussed in this section.  

 
C4-8: In response to this comment, the second paragraph on page 24 of the Draft EIR is 

clarified as follows: 
 

In early 2005 after the University certified the LRDP Final EIR and adopted the 
LRDP, the City of Berkeley entered into litigation with the University concerning 
the validity of the 2020 LRDP EIR. Because the LRDP planned for University 
expansion within the Southside area, completion of the Draft Southside Plan was 
suspended until the lawsuit was settled, which occurred in mid-2005. The lawsuit 
was settled in mid-2005. (The University LRDP is discussed more fully in 
Chapter IV.A, Land Use and Planning Policy).  
 

C4-9: The comment is noted. The statements regarding units per acre, persons per acre and 
floor-area ratios will remain in the text, but are revised as follows: 
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Under the Residential Medium Density Subarea on page 26 of the Draft EIR, the 
third sentence is revised as: [In the General Plan, Tthis designation allows a 
density range of 20 to 40 dwelling units per acre (du/ac), which typically 
correlates to 44 to 88 persons per acre (i.e., an average of 2.2 persons per unit.)] 

Under the Residential High Density Subarea on page 26 of the Draft EIR, the 
second sentence is revised as: [In the General Plan, Tthis designation allows a 
density range of 40 to 100 dwelling units per acre (du/ac), which generally 
correlates to 88 to 220 persons per acre (i.e., an average of 2.2 persons per unit.)] 

Under the Telegraph Commercial Subarea on page 28 of the Draft EIR, the first 
full sentence is revised as: The area allows a maximum FAR of 3.5 and building 
heights between 50 and 60 65 feet with 4 to 5 stories. 

Under the Dwight Way Commercial Subarea on page 28 of the Draft EIR, the 
third sentence is revised as: Land uses allowed in this area are include retail, 
other general commercial, and retail housing. 

C4-10: The use of the term “land use type” in this paragraph is correct. The City’s Design 
Guidelines provide direction for and describe building massing and height, setbacks 
and parking, and other elements of site design by the general type of land use being 
proposed for development, such as residential, commercial, and other land use types. 

 
C4-11: In response to this comment, the first paragraph on page 33 of the Draft EIR is revised 

as follows: 
 

The final chapter of the Draft Plan provides zoning map and standard changes 
necessary to most effectively implement the Draft Plan. The Draft Plan proposes 
Minor revisions are proposedto the Telegraph Avenue Commercial (C-T) and the 
Multiple-Family Residential (R-3) districts to allow more flexibility in building 
height, floors allowed, and parking to foster mixed use development with 
residential units as envisioned by the Draft Plan. The Multiple-Family 
Residential (R-3) district has minor changes, primarily prohibiting parking lots, 
allowing existing buildings to be rebuilt to existing density following a 
mandatory retrofit or destruction following a hazard event, and permitting 
increased lot coverage for an additional dwelling on a site. Two new, higher-
density mixed-use multi-family districts are also proposed: the Residential 
Southside (R-S) and the Residential Southside Mixed Use (R-SMU) districts. 
The new R-S and R-SMU districts are intended to implement the Draft Plan’s 
emphasis of higher-density mixed use near the University (i.e., R-SMU) while 
transitioning to less dense residential development adjacent to the established 
residential neighborhoods (i.e., R-S). 

 
C4-12: In response to this comment, page 33 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Sites that are currently vacant. With only two one vacant sites in the Southside 
area, most change will occur on sites with existing uses. 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .   B E R K E L E Y  D R A F T  S O U T H S I D E  P L A N  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 1 1  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 
 

P:\CBE430-A\Products\RTC\Public Review\3-commresp.doc (1/31/2011)  PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT 103 

C4-13: In response to this comment, page 33 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Sites which contain seismically hazardous buildings which are prohibitively 
expensive to retrofit. These properties could be redeveloped, with proper 
incentives, to create higher quality housing stock to improve the overall quality 
of the neighborhood. The sites with potentially hazardous buildings are of two 
categories: “unreinforced masonry buildings” (“URM”) and “soft-story 
buildings.” A URM building is typically a block or brick building that lacks 
adequate reinforcement in load bearing walls or the connections between within 
the walls and the floors/ceilings to withstand earthquake-induced ground shaking. 

 
C4-14: In response to this comment, page 33 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

For the purpose of evaluating the potential environmental effects of 
implementing the goals, objectives, policies, and programs of the Draft Plan, City 
staff and the consultant team prepared projections forthe maximum number a 
conservative estimate of the reasonably foreseeable number of net new housing 
units, increased population, non-residential uses, and jobs expected under 
proposed Draft Plan land use designations and zoning through 2020. 

 
C4-15: Table III-1 indicates that the figures are net changes in square footage. In response to 

the second part of this comment, pages 33 and 35 will be revised as follows: 
 

Page 33: 
 
h. Development Opportunity Sites. Appendix A of the Draft Plan provides an 
inventory of non-University-owned parcels that have been preliminarily deter-
mined to be areas where new development, or expansion of existing 
development, could be accommodated.  
 
Page 35, first full paragraph: 
 
As previously noted, City staff identified as Tier 1 opportunity sites those non-
University-owned sites throughout the Southside area which have the greatest 
potential for development and reuse. City staff and the consultant team undertook 
an analysis of the potential development on these opportunity sites under the 
proposed land use and zoning changes and identified the capacity for future 
development based on the following considerations:  

 
C4-16: The City does not agree that a conflict exists between the statement that the Draft 

Southside Plan would further LRDP goals by developing additional student and faculty 
housing and the assumption of no new UC-built housing. Student and faculty housing 
in the Southside can and often is provided by the private sector, not the University. See 
also the paragraph on University Residential Projections in the Master Response 2 – 
Development Potential. 
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C4-17: See the paragraph on University Non-Residential Projects in the Master Response 2–
Development Potential. 

 
C4-18: The zoning changes listed at the end of the Draft Southside Plan will be considered at 

the same time as the Draft Plan. In response to this comment, the first full paragraph on 
page 36 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

 
Following With adoption of the Draft Plan, other City documents applicable to 
the Southside area, such as the Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map, would 
subsequently be amended to reflect and incorporate the policy direction and 
development standards included in the Draft Plan.  

 
C4-19: This question expresses concerns about the application of the new (2004) State Density 

Bonus law in the Southside. The Southside Plan is unusual in that it created separate 
development standards for projects that included affordable housing. These standards 
were based on the pre-2004 density bonus law and are now superseded by the current 
law. The concern is that this specific language will create confusion about the heights 
allowed for projects with affordable units, and could even lead to “double-dipping”, as 
developers try to apply both the current state law and the Southside Plan language to 
achieve much taller buildings than anticipated in the Southside Plan. 

 
Because the current State Density Bonus law supersedes the Southside Plan language 
for affordable housing, the DEIR analysis used the current law to analyze the 
development potential of the Southside Plan. The development potential analysis made 
the following assumptions: 

1. The current State density bonus law would apply; 

2. The density bonus would be applied on top of the “base” development 
standard, meaning the development standards that a project would have by 
right, without any discretionary review or approval. Additional height limits 
for projects providing affordable units were not included in the base 
development standards; and 

3. All of the Tier 1 opportunity sites would not only develop to 75 percent of 
their maximum “base” envelope, but would also receive the maximum 
density bonus (per the 2004 law) of 35 percent additional units. 

 
The revised development potential (2009) also revised the lot coverage permitted for 
the R-SMU from 100 percent to 45 percent, since the 100 percent figure anticipated a 
discretionary review. A more detailed review of the assumptions used in the creation of 
the development potential for the Southside can be found in the Master Response – 
Development Potential. 

 
The concerns about the Southside Plan setbacks and parking standards and the need for 
dwelling-unit-per-acre standards in the Southside are issues for the Southside Plan, not 
the Draft EIR. These concerns should be discussed as part of the Southside Plan review 
process. 
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C4-20: In response to this comment, page 39 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 This section describes the general land uses within the Southside area, the 

proposed Southside subareas, and relevant land use designations, and the 
proposed opportunity sites for redevelopment within the Southside area. 

C4-21: See responses to comments C1-2 and C4-3. 
 
C4-22: The comment is noted. As shown on both Table IV.A-1 and Figure IV.A-1, source data 

are from 2003 and represent the “existing” uses present when these data were obtained. 
Per section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must include the physical 
conditions in the local area at the time the notice of preparation is published. The 
Notice of Preparation for the Draft Southside Plan was received by the State on 
November 4, 2004. This Draft EIR evaluates the Draft Plan and makes every attempt to 
maintain internal consistency of data within and between these two documents. 

 
C4-23: Office uses in the Southside are generally not in a standard office building, but are 

often in converted houses. Offices that were built specifically for office use are 
generally of a residential scale and do typically resemble other buildings in the 
neighborhood. The assessment that offices generally resemble structures similar to 
those surrounding them was based on a visual assessment of the Southside area, with 
particular emphasis on the area west of Bowditch Street along Channing Way and 
Haste Street. These structures are of similar size and massing to surrounding properties, 
including those used for residential and retail uses. 

 
In response to the second part of this comment, the second sentence of paragraph (3) on 
page 40 is revised as follows: 

 
Southside office space is primarily used by University academic and student 
support offices, religious facility offices, and a small number of general offices.  
 

In response to the third part of this comment, page 40 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows: 

 
 Immediately north and east of the Southside neighborhood is the University’s 

main campus. Major University facilities abut the project area, including 
Memorial Stadium at the northeast boundary, Zellerbach Hall at the northern 
terminus near the intersection of Telegraph Avenue Bancroft Way and Dana 
Street, and Edwards Field at the northwestern Southside area boundary. 

 
C4-24: In response to the first part of this comment, page 43 of the Draft EIR is revised as 

follows: 
 
 While this This section contains a discussion of the consistency of the proposed 

project with these relevant land use policies, policy conflicts are not considered 
to constitute a significant environmental impact and which are differentiated 
from the physical impacts described in other topical sections of this EIR. 
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 In response to the second part of this comment, page 139 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows: 

 
 This section reviews and evaluates the proposed project against policies from the 

Berkeley General Plan and the Draft Southside Plan. Policy conflicts in and of 
themselves do not constitute a significant environmental impact. Policy conflicts 
are only considered environmental impacts when they would result in direct 
physical impacts. 

 
C4-25: In response to this comment, the legend of Figure IV.A-2 on page 44 of the Draft EIR 

is revised as follows: 
 
 [Legend Entry] Open Space and Recreation 
 
C4-26: In response to the comment, the following text regarding the R-5 district is added to 

page 49 after the description of the R-4 district: 
 

High Density Residential (R-5). The R-5 district encourages high-density, multi-
family residential areas close to major shopping, transportation and employment 
centers. It makes housing, such as apartments and hotels, available to persons 
who desire convenience of location and who require relatively small amounts of 
useable open space. Adequate light, air, privacy and useable open space is 
assured in this district to the residents to promote and protect their physical and 
mental health, and adjacent properties would be protected from unreasonable 
obstruction of light and air. The construction of buildings for institutional and 
office uses are allowed when they will not be detrimental to the immediate 
neighborhood. Lots in the R-5 may not be less than 5,000 square feet, and main 
buildings generally may not exceed 40 feet and four stories, unless an 
Administrative Use permit is granted. 

C4-27: In response to this comment, and to provide consistency with the R-5 description added 
per the previous comment, page 49 is revised as follows: 

 
As applied to the Southside area, average height limits for buildings in the R-4H 
and R-5H districts may not exceed 35 feet or 3 stories (unless an Administrative 
Use Permit is granted). 

 
C4-28: In response to this comment, the fifth sentence of the last paragraph on page 49 of the 

Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 The University’s defined Southside area as described in the LRDP, however, has 

slightly different boundaries than that described in the City’s Draft Southside 
Plan. ; it covers much, but not all of the City’s defined Southside area and also 
includes areas, such as the Clark Kerr campus and the Smyth-Fernwald complex, 
which are not included in the City’s Southside area boundaries. 
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C4-29: In response to this comment, the first sentence on page 50 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows: 

 
As previously described, the main University campus area abuts the Southside 
neighborhood along its entire northern boundary, and the University owns 
approximately 30 percent (excluding streets) of the Southside area’s land (as 
defined by the City). 

 
C4-30: The EIR preparers believe this comment to refer to the Residential Medium Density 

and Residential High Density paragraphs on page 54 of the Draft EIR. The densities 
included in these paragraphs are consistent with those provided for these subareas in 
the City’s General Plan; as such, no change is needed.  

 
C4-31: In response to this comment, Figure IV.A-6 is revised to correct shading for the 

western Residential Mixed Use Subarea. 
 
C4-32: In response to this comment, page 57 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (underlin-

ing in this section exists within the Draft EIR text and does not connote added text): 
 

• Action A: Vacant properties. 

• Action B: Surface parking lots and single-level parking garages on Bancroft, 
Durant, and Telegraph Avenue. 

• Action C: Underutilized lots with single-story structures that are not 
historically significant resources on Bancroft, Durant, and Telegraph. 

• Action D: Surface parking lots and single-level parking lots on all other 
streets. 

• Action E: Underutilized lots with single-story structures that are not 
historically significant resources on all other streets. 

C4-33: In response to this comment, the text on page 60 of the Draft EIR under subsection c. is 
revised as follows: 

 
The Draft Plan provides criteria for identifying potential sites for new 
development or redevelopment opportunities (i.e., “opportunity sites”) in the 
Southside area, as listed in Policy LU-C1 and as follows: 

 
 In response to this comment, the text on page 60 of the Draft EIR under subsection c., 

third bullet, is revised as follows: 
 

Sites that are currently vacant. With only two one vacant sites in the Southside 
area, most change will occur on sites that contain existing uses. 
 

C4-34: This section of the Draft EIR outlines the contents of the Draft Southside Plan. This 
portion is describing the information in the Zoning portion of the plan, which gives 
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new or revised zoning language for four zoning districts. The text has been revised to 
mention the C-SA and R-5 zoning districts and the Car-Free Housing and Hillside 
overlay districts. Figure IV.A-7 (page 63) has been amended to reflect the R-5 zoning 
district and Hillside overlay district. 

 
In response to this comment the 2nd full paragraph on page 61 is revised as follows: 

  “e. Proposed Zoning Designations Code Revisions. The Draft Plan includes four 
zoning districts: two existing districts intended to implement the General Plan 
and two new districts that provide standards specifically revised or developed to 
implement the Draft Plan. Either concurrent with and/or aAfter adoption of the 
Draft Plan, the Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map will subsequently be amended 
to reflect the development standards and new zoning districts included in the 
Draft Plan.”  

C4-35: In response to this comment, the third full paragraph on page 61 is revised as follows: 
 

The Draft Plan proposes minor revisions to the Telegraph Avenue Commercial 
(C-T) and the Multiple-Family Residential (R-3) districts by allowing more 
flexibility in building height, floors allowed, and parking to foster mixed use 
development with residential units, as envisioned by the Draft Plan. The 
Multiple-Family Residential (R-3) district has minor changes, primarily 
prohibiting parking lots, allowing existing buildings to be rebuilt to existing 
density following a mandatory retrofit or destruction following a hazard event, 
and permitting increased lot coverage for an additional dwelling on a site. No 
changes are proposed for the C-SA district. 
 

See also the response to comment C4-11. 
 

C4-36: In response to this comment, the fifth paragraph on page 61 of the Draft EIR is revised 
as follows: 

 
Two new, higher-density mixed-use multi-family districts are also proposed: the 
Residential Southside (R-S) and the Residential Southside Mixed Use (R-SMU) 
districts. The new R-S and R-SMU districts are intended to implement the Draft 
Plan’s emphasis of higher-density mixed use near the University (i.e., R-SMU) 
while transitioning to less dense residential development adjacent to the 
established residential neighborhoods (i.e., R-S). 
 

See also the response to comment C4-11. 
 

C4-37: Staff agrees with the commenter regarding the inaccuracies of this table. Because this 
table is not necessary for the Draft EIR analysis, it has been removed from the Draft 
EIR. The table will be removed from the Plan as well. 

 
C4-38: In response to this comment, page 65 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
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 The Southside area is an established community, and implementation of the Draft 
Southside Plan would result in the development of approximately 472 dwelling 
units and approximately 638,290 square feet of new non-residential space 
commercial area (equivalent to approximately 2,130 jobs). 

C4-39: In response to this comment, the first sentence of the first full paragraph on page 67 is 
revised as follows: 

 
The Draft Southside Plan makes recommendations to amend twothree existing 
zoning districts, as well as to establish two new zoning districts, in order to most 
effectively implement the vision of the Draft Plan and General Plan. 

C4-40: Reference to the City of Berkeley’s population at incorporation will be removed, and 
the sentence regarding the Southern Pacific Railroad on page 69 is revised as follows: 

 
Also iIn the late 1870s 1876, Governor Leland Stanford Francis Kittridge 
Shattuck brought the Southern Pacific Railroad to Berkeley, connecting the 
community with the main Oakland station via tracks located along Stanford 
Avenue and fostering thriving growth through the 1880s.2 

 
C4-41: The number came from a May 10, 2005, City staff memo. Existing development within 

the City is calculated using parcel information from the County Assessor, as well as tax 
information from the City’s Finance Department.  

 
C4-42: In response to this comment, page 71 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 Because the Draft Plan focuses on maximizing redevelopment of dramatically 

underutilized sites (i.e., “opportunity sites”), anticipated job change correlating to 
additional non-residential commercial development by 2020 represents a 42 
percent increase from that estimated for 2005 (5,014 total jobs), and would be 8.7 
28 percent of all City jobs by 2020. 

C4-43: The comment is noted. Although the Southside area does include a large number of 
students, these calculations are included to provide for the maximum growth that could 
be anticipated. 

 
C4-44: The development potential/“planned for” population growth was calculated using those 

opportunity sites that have the highest priority for redevelopment and reuse. These 
“Tier 1” sites included vacant properties, surface parking lots, and underutilized lots 
with single-story structures that are not historically significant. To clarify the planned-
for change in the Draft Plan, the 4th sentence of the third paragraph on page 81 is 
revised as follows: 

 
As described in throughout this Chapter and in Chapter IV.A, Land Use and 
Planning Policy, all planned-for change by the Draft Plan would result in infill 

                                                      
2 Cerny, Susan Dinkelspiel. Berkeley Landmarks, 2001. 
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development by building on vacant lots and surface parking lots, replacing 
existing buildings with new, multi-use buildings, or adding additional residential 
stories to existing commercial buildings. 

C4-45: In response to this comment, the repeated sentence at the top of page 82 of the Draft 
EIR is deleted as follows: 

 
 …mixed land uses with residential uses above ground floor retail or parking uses. 

The Draft Plan, in response to the needs of the population residing in the 
Southside area, does encourage a variety of housing types (e.g., condominiums, 
houses, group facilities) affordable to the array of income levels in the Southside 
area and vertically mixed land uses with residential uses above ground floor retail 
or parking uses. The Draft Plan also encourages the rehabilitation… 

C4-46: In response to this comment, page 82 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 Further, Berkeley General Plan policy H-9 and Draft Plan policy LU-A3 

explicitly call for require the maintenance and preservation of the existing 
housing supply, indicating that the people residing in the existing housing units, 
including affordable units, would not be displaced. Through implementation of 
the Draft Plan, it is possible, however, that minimal numbers of residents would 
be temporarily displaced as individual residential buildings are modified or 
reconstructed, consistent with the intent of the Draft Plan to provide new, upper 
floor residential units. 

 
C4-47: The EIR authors agree that identifying 

jobs-to-employed workers for the 
Southside area for the year 2035 would be 
speculative. In response to this comment, 
Table IV-B-7 on page 83 of the Draft EIR 
is revised as follows: 

 
 Text on page 83 in the second full 

paragraph is revised to remove the 
following sentence:  

 
 By 2035, 15 years after the Draft Plan is fully implemented, the Southside jobs-

to-employed residents ratio would continue to become more balanced and closer 
to the ideal ratio of 1.0, improving to 1.12. 

 
C4-48: In response to this comment, page 83 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
 By 2020, the ratio is projected to decrease to approximately 1.27, thereby 

becoming more in balance through the addition of 2,130 commercial jobs. 

C4-49: The commenter is correct that intersections evaluated along Shattuck Avenue are 
outside the defined area of the Southside Plan. The purpose of the Draft EIR is to 

Table IV.B-7:  Southside Jobs-to-Employed 
Workers Ratio  

Southside Area 
Year 
2005 

Year 
2020 

Year 
2035 

Jobs 5,014 7,144 7,582 
Employed Residents 3,690 5,644 6,740 
Housing Units 5,350 5,822 5,822  
Jobs-to-Housing  
Units Ratio  
(Ideal is 1.5) 

0.94 1.23 1.30 

Jobs-to-Employed 
Residents Ratio  
(Ideal is 1.0) 

1.36 1.27 1.12 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 2007. 
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evaluate potential impacts of the plan, including those outside and adjacent to the 
Southside area. Thus, the area of impact may be greater than the plan area itself. 

 
C4-50: Table IV.C-1 presents the transportation industry definition of Level of Service E 

which is characterized as the acceptable limit of delay, however, the City of Berkeley 
has established as part of their significance criteria that intersections operating at LOS 
E are unacceptable to the City. 

 
C4-51: In response to this comment, the Channing Way description on page 90 of the Draft 

EIR and page 13 of Appendix C is revised as follows: 
 

…, and parking on the south side north side of the street between Shattuck 
Avenue and Dana Street. 

C4-52: In response to this comment, the Dana Street description on page 91 of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 

 
…Sidewalks existing on both side of the street. A bike lane is provided on the 
east side of the street from Bancroft Way to Dwight Way. 

C4-53: In response to this comment, the Telegraph Avenue description on page 91 of the Draft 
EIR is revised by adding the following at the end of the description: 

 
That portion of Telegraph Avenue within the Southside area but south of Dwight 
Way (to Parker Street) is a four-lane, two-way roadway that includes bicycle 
lanes in each direction.  

C4-54: The descriptions of the roadways in the Southside study area on pages 90 and 91 of the 
Draft EIR are only intended to provide general characteristics of the roadway network. 
Page 97 of the Draft EIR describes how buses operate along corridors in the Southside 
area. Since buses do no pull out at bus-stops along College Avenue and Telegraph 
Avenue, unlike along Bancroft Way and Durant Avenue, the buses will block a lane of 
travel. 

 
C4-55: In response to this comment, the first sentence of the last paragraph on page 91 of the 

Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

In the Southside area sidewalks are provided on all corridors; there are pedestrian 
passageways and alleys within some of the larger blocks on an intermittent 
basis.” 

C4-56: The obstructions presented in the Draft EIR are presented as examples where 
pedestrian movements are restricted to physical obstructions that may occur in other 
locations in the Southside area. 

 
C4-57: In response to this comment, the second paragraph on page 92 of the Draft EIR is 

revised as follows: 
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Crosswalks are provided in the Southside area where pedestrian crossing is 
encouraged, and curb ramps are provided on most street corners. The signalized 
intersection of Bancroft Way/Telegraph Avenue has an all pedestrian phase to 
accommodate the high volume of pedestrians. While most of the sidewalk 
facilities are protected by parked vehicles from the general vehicle flows, 
complaints regarding the speed of traffic and its adverse effect to pedestrians 
have been noted. These complaints, voiced during the planning process, were 
oriented primarily to the one-way street segments (i.e., Bancroft Way and Durant 
Avenue) rather than the two-way roadways. The City of Berkeley Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Task Force Evaluation and Recommendations Report found that six of 
the ten highest pedestrian accident locations were in the Southside – four on 
Bancroft Way and two on Telegraph Avenue. 

C4-58: In response to this comment, the figure name of Figure IV.C-2 is updated to state the 
pedestrian volumes are peak hour volumes. 

 
C4-59: In response to this comment, the Bicycle Boulevard description on page 95 of the Draft 

EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Where there are no bicycle lanes, these facilities are identified with street logs 
pavement legends.  

C4-60: The comment is noted. 
 
C4-61: AC Transit Route 604/605 are school bus routes and run during limited times during 

the day. Table IV.C-3 presents load and load factors for AC Transit routes that run 
during the majority of the day and would carry the majority of the transit passengers 
through the Southside area. Therefore AC Transit Routes 604/605 were not included in 
Table IV.C-3. 

 
C4-62: In response to this comment, the third paragraph on page 98 of the Draft EIR is revised 

as follows: 
 

Truck deliveries were frequent on Bancroft Way during both peak hours. Most 
deliveries were made between Barrow Lane and south west of Telegraph 
Avenue... 

C4-63: In response to this comment, the last paragraph on page 99 of the Draft EIR is revised 
as follows: 

 
…Time limits and enforcement are intended to discourage all-day use of on-
street parking by commuters and employees. As a result of the RPP and the 
parking meters, there are no all-day on-street parking spaces available in the 
Southside area for commuter and visitors on most days. 

C4-64: The commenter is correct that some of the locations presented in Table IV-C.4 and 
Table IV-C.6 present intersections that operate at better than LOS C. These 
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intersections were included in Table IV-C.4 and Table IV-C.6 because they would at 
some point of the analysis (cumulative conditions) operate at LOS C or worse. 

 
C4-65: The description of the turning movements at the Ellsworth/Bancroft Way intersection 

was based on field observations. The analysis did account for vehicles that were in the 
right-lane when Ellsworth is a one-way street. 

 
C4-66: See response to comment A3-16. 
 
C4-67: Forty-three intersections were analyzed in the Draft EIR and are presented on page 86 

of the Draft EIR. The intent of the statement on page 100 is to show that the Draft EIR 
analyzed a greater number of intersections than the UC Berkeley 2020 LRDP Draft 
EIR within the Southside area.  

 
 The 43 intersections are 92 percent of the total intersections in the Berkeley Southside 

study area (bound by Dwight, Bancroft, Piedmont, and Shattuck). Intersections not 
studied that had a low side street volume were: 

• Piedmont Avenue/Piedmont Avenue  

• Dwight Way/Etna Street  

• Dwight Way/Benvenue Avenue 

•  Dwight Way/Regent Avenue 

 
C4-68: The removal of the island and westbound free-right turn at the Bancroft Way/Fulton 

Avenue intersection was assumed based on direction from the City of Berkeley under 
cumulative conditions and is not part of the project. Implementation of Policy T-C9 
would result in the Bancroft Way/Fulton Avenue intersection eliminating the free 
westbound right to provide safer pedestrian crossings of Fulton Street. The westbound 
right-turn is a high volume movement, and by eliminating the free right turn and having 
vehicles stop at a signal, the delay for this intersection would increase, resulting in 
worse intersection operations. The intersection modification would result in worse 
intersection operation which is disclosed on page 108 of the Draft EIR. 

 
C4-69: In response to this comment, Policy T-C7 on page 114 of the Draft EIR is revised as 

follows: 
 

…Encourage preservation of existing north-south midblock pedestrian 
passageways, such as passageways between Bancroft and Charming Channing, 
west of Telegraph…. 

C4-70: In response to this comment, Policy T-C9 on page 115 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows: 

 
Eliminate fast right turn at Bancroft and Oxford Fulton for automobiles. 
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C4-71: In response to this comment, page 119 of the Draft EIR and page iii of Appendix C is 
revised as follows: 

 
Alternative 6: Tests the combination of converting all four one-way streets (Dana 
Street, Ellsworth Street, Bancroft Way, and Durant Avenue) to two-way traffic 
flow with restricted vehicular traffic at the northern-most block of Telegraph 
Avenue and on Telegraph Avenue from Bancroft Way south to Haste Street and 
a short section of Bancroft Way at Telegraph Avenue. 

C4-72: In response to this comment, page 120 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

…Eastbound traffic was distributed as follows: 45 percent remained on Durant 
Avenue, 45 percent shifted to Bancroft Way and 10 percent shifted to Dwight 
Avenue Way. 

C4-73: University-created parking is not part of the Southside Plan, however, the development 
potential analyzed in the UC Berkeley 2020 LRDP Draft EIR was considered as part of 
the cumulative analysis. 

 
C4-74: The peak hour signal warrant only evaluates the amount of vehicles in a peak hour and 

if it is above the required threshold, which the Bancroft/Ellsworth intersection is not. 
The recommendation for a signal at this intersection is not based on vehicular volumes, 
rather it is recommended to facilitate pedestrian crossing. 

 
C4-75: As stated in Impact TRANS-7, this mitigation measure is applicable to only 

developments that are providing driveway or curb-cut outs. If a development is not 
providing driveways (such as potentially on Telegraph Avenue) Mitigation Measure 
TRANS-7 would not apply. 

 
C4-76: In response to this comment, Impact TRANS-10 on page 135 of the Draft EIR is 

revised as follows: 
 

The Bancroft Way and Durant Avenue corridors carry a great number of cyclists; 
however, there are no bicycle facilities which, and this can create unsafe 
conditions. 

C4-77: In response to this comment, Impact TRANS-11 on page 135 of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 

 
The conversion of Bancroft Way and Durant Avenue to two-way streets will 
result in an increased propensity for delivery vehicles to block the eastbound 
travel lane on Bancroft Way if delivery vehicles double park. to be double 
parked, thereby blocking the eastbound travel lane on Bancroft Way 

C4-78: In response to this comment, Parking Characteristics on page 137 of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 
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…As a result, the Telegraph-Channing Parking Garage has responded by 
increasing short-term parking opportunities. On evenings and weekends it is 
unlikely that University-owned parking areas can be used for public parking. 
Additional parking provisions for short-term parkers would help to minimize 
driver recirculation through the Southside area. 

C4-79: In response to this comment, page 139 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

…While the Transportation Element of the proposed Southside Plan is generally 
consistent with the policies set forth in the Berkeley General Plan, there some are 
inconsistencies between the proposed project, which includes the conversion of 
Bancroft Way and Durant Avenue to two-way traffic, and some of the Draft 
Southside Plan policies. 

C4-80: In response to this comment, Policy T-D31 page 149 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows: 

 
Install a high visibility crosswalk on the north side of the Clark Kerr Campus exit 
at the Warring Street / Parker Street intersection to permit pedestrians to alert 
drivers to pedestrian crossings. 

C4-81: In response to this comment, page 176 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Referred to as the “State Noise Insulation Standards”, they it requires buildings 
to meet performance standards through design and/or building materials that 
would offset any noise source in the vicinity of the receptor. 

C4-82: In response to this comment, page 177 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The General Plan also includes the following noise policies which are relevant 
for related to the Draft Southside Plan. 

C4-83: In response to this comment, page 182 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

All of the BART tracks near within the Southside area are below grade. 

C4-84: In response to this comment, page 185 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Roadway segments that would experience an increase under cumulative with 
project conditions include portions of Bancroft Way, Durant Avenue, Haste 
Street, Fulton Street Avenue, and Dwight Way. 

C4-85: The statement,“[a]ll the modeled roadway segments under cumulative with the project 
conditions would experience traffic noise levels less than 65 dBA Ldn,” found on page 
185 of the Draft EIR does refer to the cumulative plus project traffic noise levels at 50 
feet from the outermost travel lane shown in Table IV.E-13 on page 188. In addition, 
the distances from the roadway centerlines to the 65 dBA Ldn traffic noise contour are 
also shown in the table. As stated in the document, these modeled noise levels at the 
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indicated distances are within the conditionally acceptable range of the City’s land use 
compatibility guidelines for new residential development (i.e., between 60 dBA and 70 
dBA Ldn). Therefore, the paragraph further explains that “any new residential develop-
ment within the Southside area along roadway segments that would experience traffic 
noise levels in excess of 60 dBA Ldn would be required, as a standard condition of 
approval, to incorporate noise reduction features into the design of the project to reduce 
traffic noise impacts.” 

 
C4-86: Traffic noise levels are highest when traffic is free flowing. FHWA traffic noise 

modeling best practices were followed in this analysis. 
 
C4-87: The 75 dBA, 65 dBA, and 60 dBA Ldn traffic noise level contours shown in Tables 

IV.E-11, IV.E-12, and IV.E-13 on pages 186 to 188 of the Draft EIR are calculated 
from the centerline of the roadway. The calculated Ldn at 50 feet from the centerline of 
the outermost travel lane is also shown in these tables. 

 
C4-88: In response to this comment, page 199 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 Private secondary schools in the City of Berkeley include: the Arrowsmith 

Academy; East Bay School of the Arts; The Elmwood School; Maybeck High 
School; New Age Academy; and St. Mary’s College High School. Arrowsmith 
Academy and Maybeck High School is are both located within the Southside 
area. 

C4-89: In response to this comment, page 199 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 The American Baptist Seminary of the West is locatedNone of these schools are 

located within the Southside area;, although several others are located within one 
mile of the Southside area. 

C4-90: The comment regarding park use by Berkeley High School students is noted. During 
preparation of the EIR, the EIR preparers observed large numbers of students at both 
parks on a regular basis. 

 
C4-91: The comment regarding existing tennis courts at the University’s Ellsworth Street 

property is noted. The text to which this comment refers regards potential future open 
space and recreation uses placed above any new development that may be planned for 
or occur at the University’s Ellsworth Street property. The text does not specifically 
mention or pertain to existing uses at the property. 

 
C4-92: The comment is noted. Responses to comments from the Berkeley Architectural 

Heritage Association are provided in B-1 above.  
 
C4-93: In response to this comment, page 253 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 The goalsobjectives are restated here for reference: 
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C4-94: Section A within the Alternatives section attempts to explain what alternatives or 
portions of alternatives were considered but eventually not chosen for consideration in 
the DEIR. Since the six circulation alternatives were mentioned earlier in the document 
(pages 85 and 118-119) and evaluated in Appendix D, it is important to clarify that five 
of those options were not part of the proposed project that was finally compared against 
the alternatives listed in the Alternatives section.  

 
 To better make this distinction, the first paragraph of Section A on page 254 of the 

Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 
 
 The following discussion includes a description of alternatives considered but 

ultimately rejected for evaluation as part of this EIR. Included in this section is 
discussion of a location-based alternative as well as a description of the six five 
circulation alternatives initially evaluated by Fehr and Peers Transportation 
Consultants but rejected for inclusion as part of the proposed project for purposes 
of this EIR. 

 
 In addition, the first paragraph on page 255 of the Draft EIR has been revised as 

follows: 
 
 Of the Ssix alternative circulation scenarios to the existing circulation network in 

the Southside area were defined and evaluated as part of the Berkeley Southside 
Final Transportation Study, only one, Alternative 2, was included in the proposed 
project. The other five circulation alternatives were evaluated for impacts and 
mitigations, but were not included in the final proposed alternative. These six 
alternatives were selected to characterize several potential changes to circulation 
affecting the roadway network in the Southside area as identified in Draft 
Southside Plan policies T-C3, T-D1, and T-D2. The scope of potential circulation 
changes in the Southside area includes returning several one-way streets to two-
way traffic, as well as changes to the operations on Telegraph Avenue to reflect 
potential operations for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) through the Southside area. 
Both of these broad objectives were identified in the Draft Southside Plan for 
consideration and evaluation. 

 
C4-95: See Master Response 1 – Southside Plan Circulation 
 
 The Plan has multiple transportation options, one or more of which may be 

implemented in the future. No decision has been made at this point regarding which 
options to implement; in fact, some of the options conflict with each other. Policy T-
B3-D-3, for instance, calls for keeping the existing one-way circulation in the 
Southside – this would conflict with policies calling for streets to be converted to two-
way traffic. Therefore, it is not clear that one traffic pattern has a greater priority than 
any of the others. For the moment, all of the options will remain in the Plan. This is not 
a problem because the Southside Plan is not an implementation plan; conflicts will be 
resolved once decisions are made about particular options. 
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 For the purpose of the Draft EIR study, six circulation alternatives were selected to 
characterize several significant potential circulation choices identified in the Southside 
Plan. Each of these alternatives was evaluated by Fehr and Peers in the Traffic Study.  

 
 After Circulation Alternative #2 was chosen by the City to be included in the Project 

Description and was subsequently evaluated in Chapter IV of the EIR, the 
consultant then recommended changes to Draft Southside plan policies to reconcile 
differences between the proposed project (conversion of Bancroft Way and Durant 
Avenue but not Dana and Ellsworth) and the Draft Plan. These proposed changes start 
on page 139. Note that these are recommended changes, not “mitigation measures” as 
stated in the comment. It is common in a programmatic EIR to recommend policy 
revisions or additions to clarify inconsistencies or mitigate an impact. The City can 
then make those recommended changes or not depending on the Plan they ultimately 
adopt, as long as the policy revisions to be adopted are clearly identified in the 
Resolutions/Staff Report and adequately covered in the EIR. 

 
C4-96: The comment regarding the No Development alternative is noted. Under this 

alternative, the Southside area would remain as it was in late 2007, with no additional 
development occurring; as noted in the Draft EIR on page 257, this is not considered to 
be a real, viable alternative. Page 254 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
The No Development alternative assumes that no future development activities 
or private investment would occur within the boundaries of the Southside area, 
and that existing conditions would continue. 

 
C4-97: The Draft EIR identifies and analyzes the No Development alternative as it would 

mitigate all impacts of potential development under the Draft Southside Plan; however, 
the Draft EIR does acknowledge that this alternative is not truly realistic. The No 
Project alternative, as required by CEQA, is analyzed in the Draft EIR, and it considers 
the effects of development that is likely to occur under the existing General Plan and 
zoning designations as compared to the proposed project.   

 
C4-98: See Master Response 2 - Development Potential. 
 
C4-99: The comment regarding the UC Construction Only alternative is noted. 
 
C4-100: The comment is noted. Various changes were made between the 2001 Planning 

Commission Draft and the 2003 Draft Southside Plan that is the focus of the Draft EIR. 
The statements in question are general statements and do not specifically refer to any 
particular changes between the two documents, but only make general reference to the 
types of items included in these documents. 

 
C4-101: The Southside Plan Draft EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives from a no 

development (no change) alternative to a Planning Commission alternative that 
proposes additional student housing but less private housing potential, and the 
Southside Plan alternative. There is, in any planning project of this type, an almost 
infinite range of potential alternatives that can be considered. However, in deciding 
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which alternatives to present, the key issues are whether there is a reasonable range of 
alternatives, and whether alternatives were considered that could meet some or all of 
the goals of the project while reducing the significant impacts. The only significant and 
unavoidable impact of the project relates to air quality impacts, generally resulting 
from automobile traffic and poor regional air quality. A “downzoned” alternative 
would result in less development and therefore a reduced level of air quality impact.  

 
C4-102: See Response to C-4-101. An increase in development potential would not reduce the 

significant impacts of the project. 
 
C4-103: The EIR preparers believe this comment to be incorrect. As shown in Table V-1 on 

page 262 of the Draft EIR, non-University residential development potential at Tier 1 
opportunity sites under the 2001 Planning Commission Draft is 14,397 square feet; this 
total would increase to 20,042 square feet under the 2003 Draft Southside Plan. The 
comment that these “claims seem very questionable” is noted.  

 
C4-104: The 2001 Planning Commission Draft included the Opportunity Site along College 

Avenue between Channing Way and Haste Street in the R-S zone, rather than the R-
SMU zone where it is included in the 2003 Draft Southside Plan. The loss of this 
Opportunity Site to the R-S zone would eliminate opportunities to develop mixed 
commercial/residential projects as no additional Opportunity Sites would exist in the R-
SMU zone under the 2001 Planning Commission Draft.  

 
C4-105: The comment is noted. The University has undertaken a number of projects to improve 

existing and provide additional new student housing throughout the area, including 
redevelopment of the University Village Apartments and other properties. Additional 
information regarding these projects can be obtained from the University. 

 
C4-106: The commenter is correct that the Underhill site is not an opportunity site. The site that 

should have been mentioned is 2613 Channing Way. The development potential of 
2613 Channing Way was evaluated for the effect in the initial response, however the 
numbers are changed here to reflect the updated development figures (see Master 
Response, Development Potential). In response to this comment, page 262 of the Draft 
EIR is revised as follows: 
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Amendment 
Type 

2001 Planning 
Commission Draft 

2003 Draft 
Southside Plan Effect 

Revision to 
Boundaries 
of the 
residential 
High-
Density 
Subarea (R-
S) and the 
residential 
Mixed-Use 
Subarea (R-
SMU) 

Inclusion of 
Opportunity Site 
along College 
Avenue between 
Channing Way and 
Haste Street 2613 
Channing Way 
between Bowditch 
Street and College 
Avenue, 
(Opportunity Site 
16 per Figure III-6 
of DEIR), in the R-
S zone  

Inclusion of 
Opportunity Site 
along College 
Avenue between 
Channing Way and 
Haste Street 2613 
Channing Way 
between Bowditch 
Street and College 
Avenue, 
(Opportunity Site 
16 per Figure III-6 
of DEIR), in the R-
SMU zone  

IncreasesDecreases non-
University residential 
development potential at Tier 1 
opportunity sites by 5,645 3,292 
square feet (from 14,397 15,996 
square feet to 20,042 12,704 
square feet) 
IncreasesDecreases number of 
non-University residential units to 
be developed at Tier 1 opportunity 
sites by 7 4, from 18 20 units to 
25 16 units (assuming 800 square 
feet per unit) 
Increase non-University 
commercial development 
potential at Tier 1 opportunity 
sites by 5,088 2,614 square feet 
(from 0 square feet to 5,088 2,614 
square feet) 
Increase number of non-
University new jobs at Tier 1 
opportunity sites by 17 9, from 0 
new jobs to 17 9 new jobs 
(assuming 1 job per 300 square 
feet) 

 
C4-107: The comment regarding provision of affordable housing is noted. 
 
C4-108: In response to this comment, page 264 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 In cases like this where the No Development alternative is technically the 

environmentally superior alternative consists of maintaining existing conditions 
at the time the notice of preparation is published, CEQA requires that the EIR 
shall also identify an second most environmentally superior alternative be 
identified among the other alternatives. 

C4-109: The comment is noted. See also response to comment C4-94. 
 
C4-110: In response to this comment, page 267 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 Implementation of the Draft Plan is also anticipated to result in an increase of 

638,290 square feet of nonresidentialcommercial development, correlating to a 
net job increase of approximately 2,130 jobs throughout the Southside area. 

 
 While the estimated commercial job growth would represent a significant 

increase (42 percent) in the Southside area and 44.4 percent of the total projected 
City growth… 
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C4-111: In response to this comment, page 267 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 While the estimated commercial job growth would represent a significant 

increase (42 37 percent) in the Southside area and 44.4 28 percent of the total net 
projected City job growth by 2020, it would be consistent with growth 
anticipated by the Berkeley General Plan and evaluated in the General Plan EIR.  

C4-112: In response to this comment, the second-to-last bullet of page 270 of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 

 
Although operations would continue at LOS E during the PM peak hour for the 
signalized intersection… 

C4-113: This paragraph is only a summary of the CEQA-required assessment and a summary of 
the conclusions found in this analysis. The detailed traffic noise impact analysis is 
contained in Section IV.E Noise. The analysis contained therein compares the existing 
plus project to the existing traffic noise levels along roadway segments within the Plan 
area. The analysis further analyzes the cumulative and cumulative plus project traffic 
noise levels in the Plan area. The analysis concludes that adherence to the City’s 
standard conditions of approval and to the City’s Municipal Code standards would 
reduce project-related traffic noise impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, 
traffic noise impacts are fully analyzed in the Draft EIR. No further response is 
required. 

 
C4-114: See responses to comments B1-10 and C4-2. 
 
C4-115: The Draft EIR was not intended to facilitate nor is it linked to AC Transit’s proposed 

bus rapid-transit (BRT) proposal or potential bus re-routing. AC Transit’s BRT and 
other bus routes are independent from the Southside Plan, thus the EIR did not assume 
potential routing changes made by AC Transit. 

 
C4-116: In response to this comment, page 14 of Appendix C is revised as follows: 
 

…Bowditch Street terminates at Telegraph Avenue Dwight Way, and 
southbound vehicular traffic... 

C4-117: As stated on page 118 of the Draft EIR in Section C. Transportation and Circulation, 
traffic projections for the proposed project were estimated using a three-step process: 
(1) traffic rerouting, (2) trip generation, and (3) trip assignment. New AM and PM peak 
hour vehicle trips associated with the proposed project were based on an estimate of the 
maximum number of new parking spaces for commercial and residential development 
per an assessment of the potential development at the opportunity sites under the 
revised Draft Plan land use and zoning changes, (see page 120 in the Draft EIR). The 
information provided in Section C of the Draft EIR and Appendix C: Berkeley 
Southside Final Transportation Study is not based on a misinterpretation of the 
information contained in Appendix E: City of Berkeley Development Envelope 
Estimate Memorandum. 
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C4-118: In response to this comment, page 72 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  
 

For purposes of the Draft EIR Plan, each two four beds in a group quarter (e.g., 
dormitory), are considered one dwelling unit.11 

 
C4-119: See Master Response 2- Development Potential. 
 
C4-120: The commenter is correct that the UC–owned opportunity sites are located in the R-

SMU and R-S zones. The UC sites, however, were not used for the development 
potential calculation; therefore, correcting their proposed zoning does not create any 
CEQA impacts. 

 
C4-121: The commenter is correct that the Alzheimer’s Services property, 2320 Channing Way, 

should have been listed as an R-S site, not R-SMU. However, this site was not one of 
the Tier 1 sites, so its proposed zoning does not affect the development potential 
calculations or create other impacts. 

 
C4-122: See Master Response 2 - Development Potential. 
 
 



Letter
C5

1

4

3

2



Letter
C5

cont.

5

8

7

6



Letter
C5

cont.

8
cont.

11

10

9

12



Letter
C5

cont.

12
cont.

15

14

13

16

17



Letter
C5

cont.

17
cont.

18



Letter
C5

cont.

18
cont.

21

20

19

22

23



Letter
C5

cont.

23
cont.

26

24

25



Letter
C5

cont.

26
cont.

29

28

27

30

31



Letter
C5

cont.

31
cont.

34

33

32



Letter
C5

cont.

34
cont.

37

36

35

38



Letter
C5

cont.

39

41

40

42

43



Letter
C5

cont.

43
cont.

46

45

44

47



Letter
C5

cont.

49

48



Letter
C5

Attach.

50



Letter
C5

Attach.

51



Letter
C5

Attach.

51
cont.



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .   B E R K E L E Y  D R A F T  S O U T H S I D E  P L A N  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 1 1  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 
 

P:\CBE430-A\Products\RTC\Public Review\3-commresp.doc (1/31/2011)  PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT 139 

Letter C5 
Sharon Hudson 
June 2008 
 
 
 
 
C5-1: This comment is noted. 
 
C5-2: Page 50 of the DEIR shows the LRDP projected headcount in 2020 for UC students, 

faculty, staff, vendors and visitors. The traffic impact of those additional people was 
analyzed in the 2020 LRDP, and the Southside Plan used that figure as the base 2025 
traffic volume without the Southside project (p. 100). The Southside DEIR then added 
new traffic trips to that number based on additional parking that could be generated at 
the Tier 1 opportunity sites (p. 120). Therefore, the traffic impact of the additional 
campus daytime population was anticipated in the Southside Plan analysis. Other 
impacts of daytime users on the Southside are difficult to quantify, as there is no way to 
anticipate how often they might be in the Southside area. 

 
C5-3: As stated in the response to comment C5-2, the UC LRDP projected the number of 

students, faculty, staff, vendors and visitors in 2020. The LRDP incorporated the Haas 
Pavilion and the Underhill project, as they were existing conditions when the LRDP 
was published in April 2004. If the “UC Extension activities” referred to by the 
commenter take place in the land zones identified in the 2020 LRDP (pages 3.1-5 to 
3.1-7) then they are included in the LRDP; if they occur outside of those zones (e.g., in 
the cities of Albany or Richmond) then they are not. The LRDP figures and projections 
for growth were incorporated into the Southside Plan Draft EIR to determine the base 
traffic volumes in 2025. The Notice of Preparation for the Southside Plan Draft EIR 
was released in 2004, before the Memorial stadium project was started (the NOP was 
released in November 2005), and therefore, the proposed changes to the stadium and 
student athlete center were not included in the Southside Plan Draft EIR. However, the 
City has reviewed and commented on the Southeast Campus Integrated Projects EIR 
(published in 2006), and did not identify any significant impacts from the stadium 
improvements project that would, in tandem with implementation of the Southside 
Plan, create additional significant impacts beyond those already identified in the 
Integrated Projects EIR or this EIR. 

 
C5-4: This Program EIR identifies general levels of development for the purpose of 

evaluating the general effects of the Southside Plan. Any specific project proposed in 
the Southside is potentially subject to CEQA review. The type of review necessary 
would depend on the type of project, its scale, and how specifically the EIR refers to 
that sort of project. A project that is consistent with Berkeley’s zoning ordinance and 
General Plan could be deemed as Categorically Exempt from further CEQA analysis 
per Section 15332 of the CEQA Guidelines. Projects which are not consistent with 
Berkeley’s Zoning Ordinance and General Plan, or that could have impacts that would 
be significant, would need to have further review. This review would determine 
whether the activity is covered by the Southside EIR, or whether a separate 
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environmental review, in the form of a Negative Declaration, a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, or an EIR, would be necessary. This is explained on page 5 and page 36 of 
the Draft EIR. 

 
 The comment is noted. 
 
C5-5: CEQA Section 15064.7 states the following: 
 

(a)  Each public agency is encouraged to develop and publish thresholds of 
significance that the agency uses in the determination of the significance of 
environmental effects. A threshold of significance is an identifiable 
quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental 
effect, non-compliance with which means the effect will normally be 
determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with which 
means the effect normally will be determined to be less than significant. 

(b)  Thresholds of significance to be adopted for general use as part of the lead 
agency's environmental review process must be adopted by ordinance, 
resolution, rule, or regulation, and developed through a public review 
process and be supported by substantial evidence. 

The commenter’s note that “thresholds of significance used in the Draft EIR that were 
not obtained through a public process and which are not supported by substantial 
evidence of their rationality are illegal” is incorrect. As noted in CEQA Section 
15064.7 above, only thresholds of significance to be adopted “for general use” must be 
adopted by ordinance, resolution, rule, or regulation, and developed through a public 
review process and be supported by substantial evidence. The thresholds of signifi-
cance used for the Draft EIR were not adopted for general use, but are included 
specifically to determine potential environmental impacts that may result from 
implementation of the Draft Southside Plan. 
 

C5-6: As noted in response to comment C5-5 above, CEQA Section 15064.7 states only that 
the public agencies are encouraged to develop and publish thresholds of significance, 
not that formal approval of the thresholds of significance through a public process is 
required. (See response to comment C5-5, above.) Further, public participation in the 
CEQA process is outlined in CEQA Section 15201, which states that “each public 
agency should include provisions in its CEQA procedures for wide public involvement, 
formal and informal, consistent with its existing activities and procedures, in order to 
receive and evaluate public reactions to environmental issues related to the agency's 
activities.” In accordance with CEQA Section 15201, public input on the potential 
impacts of the project as stated in the Initial Study was solicited during the comment 
period for the Initial Study and the Notice of Preparation, published on November 5, 
2004. Comments received as part of this public input were considered prior to develop-
ment of the Draft EIR and are included as part of Appendix A to the Draft EIR.  

 
C5-7: The EIR preparers believe this comment to be incorrect. CEQA Section 15364 provides 

only a definition for the term “Feasible”; mitigation measures are not discussed or 
included in the section, nor does the section imply reference to mitigation measures. 
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Further, the definition of “feasible” in this section states that the term means “capable 
of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 
taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” 
The operative term in this definition is that something is “capable” of being accom-
plished, and does not include or consider historical attainment of objectives through 
existing laws or policies. CEQA does not comment on the history of a law’s enforce-
ment being used as an assessment of future enforcement, nor does it suggest that 
previously-enacted laws cannot serve as effective mitigations against potential future 
environmental impacts. There is significant precedent regarding the use of current laws 
and policies being used as mitigation measures. 

 
C5-8: As required under CEQA Section 15097, a mitigation monitoring and reporting 

program will be prepared and included with the Final EIR following the public review 
and comment period of the Draft EIR at which time the mitigation measures included 
in the Draft EIR, and revised according to comments received, will be finalized. The 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program will comply fully with the requirements 
stated in CEQA Section 15097. 

 
As stated in CEQA Section 15097(b), “Where the project at issue is the adoption of a 
general plan, specific plan, community plan or other plan-level document (zoning, 
ordinance, regulation, policy), the monitoring plan shall apply to policies and any other 
portion of the plan that is a mitigation measure or adopted alternative. The monitoring 
plan may consist of policies included in plan-level documents.” As a result, the pro-
posed mitigations that include enforcement of current laws, as they pertain to policies 
and other portions of the Draft Southside Plan, are included and are considered accept-
able under CEQA. The Draft EIR is not the appropriate venue for evaluating the 
effectiveness of current laws, or of policies outside those included in the Draft South-
side Plan, and instead focuses only on those policies and actions included in the Draft 
Southside Plan itself. 
 

C5-9: The City of Berkeley is the author of the Draft Southside Plan and the lead agency for 
the Draft EIR, and therefore would be the agency requiring compliance with the 
policies and mitigations contained in those documents. Contrary to the comment, the 
University of California is not the “major player” in the Draft Southside Plan, and the 
Draft EIR. Additionally, none of the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR 
relies on actions to be conducted by the University of California to mitigate potential 
impacts associated with implementation of the Draft Southside Plan. As noted by the 
commenter, the City and the University have a longstanding relationship. Additionally, 
as stated on page 35 of the Draft EIR, “In 1997, the City and University entered into a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to specify how the Draft Plan would be used 
as a long-range planning document by both parties. The MOU states that ‘the Southside 
Plan will be an amendment to the City’s General Plan. The Campus will acknowledge 
the Plan as the guide for campus developments in the Southside area.’” The City has no 
reason to believe that the University would not honor their agreement and the MOU, 
and it is not the purpose of the Draft EIR to speculate on the potential actions of the 
University and their potential effects in the future. The Draft EIR does consider known 
and potential UC projects and the University’s 2020 LRDP as part of the cumulative 
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impacts analysis. Adoption of the Draft Southside Plan would be a legislative 
amendment to the Berkeley General Plan, and the Draft Plan would become the City’s 
long-term planning policy document for the Southside area. 

 
C5-10: Table 6 in Appendix E compares the non-UC projected development with existing 

zoning. Based on staff’s revised development potential figures (See Master Response 2 
– Development Potential), Table 6 would be revised as shown below: 

 
Table 6: Non-UC Projected Development 

 

Projected development for 
Tier 1 sites, Existing 
Zoning (BASELINE) 

Projected development for 
Tier 1 sites, Draft 
Southside Plan Proposed 
Zoning Difference 

Residential Without 
State Density Bonus 

284,737 sq. ft. 
408,774 sf 

373,064 sq. ft. 
457,013 sf 

88,327 sq. ft. 
48,239 sf  

Residential with 
State Density Bonus 

384,395 sq. ft. 
551,845 sf 

503,636 sq. ft. 
616,968 sf 

119,241 sq. ft. 
65,123 sf  

Non-Residential 301,847 sq. ft. 
133,564 sf 

251,054 sq. ft 
142,795 sf 

-50,793 sq. ft. 
9,231 sf 

 
 This only takes non-UC development into account. The University is not subject to the 

City’s zoning requirements. While University representatives have agreed to abide by 
the Southside Plan development standards, should they be adopted, development under 
the current zoning code could not be anticipated. 

 
C5-11: The commenter requests some estimate of the “carrying capacity” of Southside. The 

concept of “carrying capacity” is generally used in relation to ecology and the limits of 
a particular environment to sustainably support a specific species of plant or animal. As 
defined in Wikipedia (April 2, 2009), Carrying Capacity is defined as follows  

 
“The carrying capacity of a biological species in an environment is the popula-
tion size of the species that the environment can sustain in the long term given 
the food, habitat, water and other necessities available in the environment. For 
the human population, more complex variables such as sanitation and medical 
care are sometimes considered as part of the necessary infrastructure …” 
 

 Even in defined natural areas, it is often not possible to determine a “carrying capacity” 
due to the number of variables that must be considered. It is next to impossible to 
translate the concept of carrying capacity into urban areas where there are a range of 
variables that cannot be quantified. The commenter's belief that there is a “livability” 
carrying capacity is noted, but a response is not possible because the definition of 
“livability” is subjective based on a wide variety of indicators and values. The 
commenter's belief that there is some carrying capacity related to “emergency plan-
ning,” is noted. The analysis of public safety is found in the Public Facilities and 
Services Chapter of the DEIR (pages 191 – 207). 

 
C5-12: The commenter requests that the EIR account for what she believes will be a substan-

tial increase in the intensity of use of existing facilities. To the degree that such 
intensification is known, it is addressed in the cumulative impact assessment in the 
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DEIR. Projections of intensification beyond what is projected or reasonably foreseeable 
would be speculative. 

 
C5-13: The development potential for the Draft EIR took the maximum density bonus into 

account. Staff calculated the development potential by calculating the base area 
possible for each of the Tier 1 sites, then determining how much of that area would be 
residential, assuming 75 percent development of the site as the base residential figure, 
and then multiplying that base residential figure by 1.35 to arrive at a maximum area 
with a density bonus. According to current state law, a 35 percent density bonus is the 
maximum permitted. See also the Master Response 2 - Development Potential. 

 
 The commenter requests analysis of a range of density bonus interpretations. However, 

as noted Appendix E of the DEIR, the development potential estimated for the South-
side under the Plan is significantly greater than the level of development experienced 
recently (1995 – 2005) in the Southside. While one of the goals of the Plan is to create 
additional opportunities to meet housing demand (DEIR, page 24), the level of devel-
opment projected in the Southside Plan DEIR is considerably higher than is likely to 
occur, whether density bonus is considered or not. 

 
C5-14: See Response to C4-19, C5-13 and C 4-101. 
 
C5-15: The commenter believes that the pressure for additional housing in the Southside Plan 

areas will result in increased average household size and will result in illegal construc-
tion. Information on household size used in the Southside Plan EIR is found in Table 
IV.B-3 of the DEIR (page 72). Projections for the City of Berkeley show that the 
average household size is expected to remain fairly stable over the plan period. Any 
assumption that there will be a significant change in household size in the Southside 
would be speculative. Similarly, any assumption that the Southside will be subject to 
different development pressures in the future than in the past, resulting in a significant 
increase in illegal construction, would be speculative. 

 
C5-16: The commenter has identified what she believes are exceptions to the application of 

zoning ordinance requirements related to conversion of residential uses to other uses 
and the demolition of some houses she believes were historic resources. The EIR is 
based on the assumption that regulations will be applied in a manner to carry out the 
policies of the Plan. The houses referenced in the comment were not designated 
historic resources. Entitlement regulations generally acknowledge that there are 
occasionally unique circumstances that warrant exceptions to policies through variance 
and other procedures.  To project a significant impact on housing supply or on historic 
resources as a result of occasional exceptions would be speculative. 

 
C5-17: The commenter believes the word “unanticipated” was used in the criteria of signifi-

cance related to population growth, when it is not used in other EIRs. Specifically, as 
used in the Draft EIR, it reads: “induce unanticipated substantial population growth in 
an area ...”. She believes it is insertion of this term that allowed the Draft EIR to find 
that because growth is not unanticipated, it is therefore not a significant impact of the 
project. Although not stated, the assumed conclusion of her comments is that the plan 
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does induce significant growth (both residents and employment) and that this induced 
growth would be a significant impact of the project.  

 
As noted by the commenter, the significance criteria language used in the CEQA 
Guidelines is suggested and can be modified to suit each project circumstance.  In 
regard to “induce” substantial growth, this section of CEQA is generally applied to the 
development of infrastructure, such as the development of a sewage treatment plant or a 
freeway interchange, in a location that is not expected to otherwise grow. The devel-
opment of infrastructure in the absence of anticipated demand for that infrastructure can 
“induce” new growth by having excess capacity (sometimes available at less cost) or 
providing access to a location that would not normally otherwise have access. In that 
context, and especially in regard to the Southside, the term “unanticipated” is appropri-
ate. In analyzing the potential of the plan to induce growth, the Draft EIR considers 
what would normally occur in the absence of the plan, and then considers the impacts of 
Plan adoption. The overall levels of growth and proportion of growth in the Southside 
area (relative to other parts of the City) is found to be comparable to expected levels of 
growth projected by the Association of Bay Area Governments. Therefore, the Draft 
EIR concludes that adoption of the Plan would not, in itself, induce growth.  
 
The commenter goes on to conclude that because the Draft EIR does not conclude that 
it induces substantial growth, that it therefore does not adequately analyze the impacts 
of the growth that is projected to occur under the Plan. That is not the case. The Draft 
EIR impact analysis is based on analyzing change under the plan relative to existing 
conditions. It is not “tiered” off of the General Plan or ABAG assumptions. There is 
one exception to this: the Southside Plan assumes a certain level of University devel-
opment in its baseline assumptions. This is because this level of growth is approved 
under the University's Long Range Development Plan and its accompanying EIR, and 
the City has no jurisdiction over this growth.  
 
Even if the Draft EIR were to conclude that the plan “induced growth”, the level of 
growth would not normally be considered “substantial”. While this term is always 
subject to interpretation, a 10 percent increase in the overall level of development over 
a 15 year period (.67 percent per year) would not normally be considered “substantial” 
growth. In regard to employment growth, as noted above, the City lacks control over 
the vast majority of the growth. The growth projected in the Draft EIR was in error, 
and a revised projection is shown in Table 1 of Master Response 2 – Development 
Potential. The projected residential growth (over the residential growth without the 
Plan) is expected to be about 48,800 square feet (11.8 percent) over 15 years, or about 
3,253 square feet (.78 percent) per year. Again, this would not normally be considered 
a substantial rate of growth. These projections are highly conservative (i.e., high 
compared to past growth in the area) in order to have a “worst case” for evaluating 
potential impacts (especially traffic) that could occur under the plan.  
 
In general, modifications of land use regulations for existing urbanized area are not 
typically considered “growth inducing”. 
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C5-18: The commenter correctly notes that neighborhoods in the Southside area are impacted 
by parking from institution and commercial activities. As such, because there is limited 
supply to meet the demand, auto traffic would increase with an increase in parking 
supply. If the parking supply was not increased, patrons to the area would have a 
propensity to use other modes of travel. To project the increase in traffic, the study 
used the number of parking spaces and expect turnover to ascertain the number of auto 
trips. 

 
C5-19: The comment appears to assert there is available parking in the Southside area during 

the midday hours, which contradicts the previous comment that parking is fully 
utilized. As included on page 137 in the Draft EIR, the previous comment is correct 
that there is limited parking availability during the midday hours in the Southside area. 

 
C5-20: The Draft EIR examines potential impacts that may result from implementation of the 

Draft Southside Plan according to the criteria of significance presented on page 117 of 
the Draft EIR. 

 
C5-21: This is a comment on the Southside Plan and does not pertain to the Draft EIR analysis. 
 
C5-22: In response to this comment, the third paragraph on page 24 of the Draft EIR is revised 

as follows: 
 

… and considers a route for a dedicated BRT Rapid Bus lane on Telegraph 
Avenue… 
 

C5-23: The comment is noted. No additional studies are planned for the Draft EIR. 
 
C5-24: Cumulative conditions represents the future year 2025. 
 
C5-25: The bicycle volumes presented on page 39 of Appendix C represent peak hour bicycle 

volumes.  
 
C5-26: The Draft EIR states that there are problems with parking supply not meeting the 

demand, and that this results in vehicles having to re-circulate the area searching for a 
parking space. Objective T-F presented on page 116 presents policies to address this 
problem. The Draft EIR also recommends Mitigation Measure TRANS-14 on page 
137, which recommends upgrades to parking technology and procedures. 

 
C5-27: In an urban environment such as the Southside area it is not possible to differentiate 

between residential, commercial, and institutional parking. The Draft EIR evaluated the 
overall characteristics of the area and determined there is limited parking supply. 

 
C5-28: The environmental analysis does consider vehicles re-circulating the area searching for 

parking spaces by collecting intersection movement data that included vehicles 
traveling through, into, and circulating the Southside area. 
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C5-29: The circulation alternatives do not remove parking. The EIR does address parking 
limitations by recommending policies to manage parking. It was also assumed that the 
car-free housing would still generate some parking demand and that it would provide 
some parking supply to meet that demand. 

 
C5-30: Mitigation Measure TRANS-14 on page 137 suggests using new technologies to 

manage the parking in the Southside area that are not currently enforced. These new 
technologies, for example, can be parking zones that track vehicles similar to those 
implemented in Palo Alto, which can track vehicles that move from one short term 
space to the next or who continue to pay for additional time after the initial metered 
period has expired. 

 
C5-31: As the commenter noted, economic impacts are not considered environmental impacts 

under CEQA. 
 
C5-32: The discussion of the characteristics of sound (on pages 173 to 175 of the Draft EIR) is 

provided to give overall understanding of the principals of sound and noise propaga-
tion. It is not meant to serve as a comprehensive explanation of acoustics. While the 
commenter states that the statement made on page 174 (“Geometric spreading causes 
the sound level to attenuate or be reduced, resulting in a 6 dB reduction in the noise 
level for each doubling of distance from a single point source of noise to the noise-
sensitive receptor of concern.”) is incorrect, they concede that it is true in free-field 
conditions. No statement to the contrary is provided in the Draft EIR. A line source of 
sound does attenuate differently than a point source: for a linear sound source of 
infinite length the equivalent continuous sound level Leq decreases at a constant 3 dBA 
per doubling of distance from the infinite line source. While reflections from structures 
or terrain can result in increases in noise levels at certain receptor points, the structures 
in an urban environment also act as sound barriers blocking noise from other receptor 
points. 

 
C5-33: Section IV.E.2 of the Draft EIR (pages 182 to 189) includes analysis of stationary 

groundborne vibration and noise impacts in the Plan area, aircraft and rail noise source 
impacts, construction period activity impacts, short-term construction-related vibration 
impacts, long-term exterior noise from local traffic impacts, and exposure of sensitive 
land uses to operational noise impacts (including mechanical noise sources). The 
statement by the commenter that the only noise sources addressed in the Draft EIR are 
traffic and construction noise is clearly false.  

 
While sound reflected off of building structures can increase noise levels at some 
receptor points, these same buildings act as sound barriers for other receptor points. 
These dynamics are very site and project specific. It is therefore stated in the Draft EIR 
(page 189) that any future development projects identified for the Southside area would 
require additional environmental analysis to determine potential project-specific noise 
impacts relating to local traffic at the proposed development site; additionally imple-
mentation of the City’s standard conditions of approval where a noise impact could 
potentially occur, would reduce impacts related to traffic noise to a less-than-
significant level.  
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In a typical urban environment, noise from human activity such as talking, use of cell 
phones, or parties in public areas does not impact the overall day/night ambient noise 
level. Traffic is the primary noise source in the Southside Plan area. Conversation 
between two persons at a distance of three to five feet apart would generate a noise 
level of approximately 60 dBA Leq at 5 feet. At a distance of 50 feet, this point noise 
source level would attenuate to approximately 40 dBA Leq. This is more than 10 dBA 
below the modeled existing traffic noise levels on roadway segments in the Plan area 
shown in table IV.E-8. Because decibels are logarithmic units, sound pressure levels 
cannot be added or subtracted by ordinary arithmetic means. If two sound levels differ 
by 10 dBA or more, the combined sound pressure level (SPL) is equal to the higher 
SPL; in other words, the lower sound level does not increase the higher sound level. 
Therefore, noise from increased human activity in the Plan area including noise from 
talking on cell phones or conversing and laughing would not result in any noticeable 
increase in the existing ambient noise levels in the Plan area and would be considered a 
less-than-significant impact. 

 
The statements by the commenter that the City’s laws and practices are not enforced do 
not apply to the veracity of the Draft EIR and, therefore, no further response is 
required. 
 

C5-34: See response to comment C5-33 for a discussion of how impacts from sound reflection 
from building structures in an urban environment require site specific analysis. No 
further response is required. 

 
C5-35: The Draft EIR discusses stationary and operational noise impacts in Section IV.E.2.b(6) 

Exposure of Sensitive Land Uses to Operational Noise Impacts (pages 185 and 186). 
This discussion includes the following stationary noise sources: parking lot activity 
noises, loading and unloading operations of delivery trucks at restaurants and other 
commercial establishments, air conditioner compressors and fans, activities at People’s 
Park and other recreational use areas within the Plan area. The commenter’s statement 
that the Draft EIR does not mention such noise sources is false. See also response to 
comment C5-33 for a discussion of how noise impacts from increased human activity 
within the Plan area would result in a less-than-significant impact. No further response 
is required. 

 
C5-36: The Draft EIR uses the City’s established thresholds of significance for determining 

noise impacts. However, it should be noted that, as stated in the Draft EIR, the largest 
project-related increases in traffic noise levels would range up to 1.2 dBA along 
modeled roadway segments within the Plan area. This is clearly well below even a 3 
dBA increase. The question regarding the public process by which the threshold of 
significance was determined applies to City policies and not to the analysis required 
under CEQA addressed in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

 
C5-37: Per the statement from the Draft EIR quoted in the comment, analysis would be 

required of any future development project identified for the Southside area to 
determine potential project-specific noise impacts related to local traffic at the 
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proposed development site. The statement in the Draft EIR goes on to say that 
implementation of the City’s standard conditions of approval where a noise impact 
could potentially occur, would reduce impacts related to traffic noise to a less-than-
significant level. Thus, only projects where a noise impact could potentially occur 
would require additional environmental analysis. For example, as stated in the Draft 
EIR, “any new residential development within the Southside area along roadway 
segments that would experience traffic noise levels in excess of 60 dBA Ldn would be 
required, as a standard condition of approval, to incorporate noise reduction features 
into the design of the project to reduce traffic noise impacts.” Characteristics such as 
setback distances, surrounding building shielding, or the amount of increase in project-
related traffic noise levels on surrounding roadways are very site specific and cannot all 
be fully analyzed in a program level analysis such as is required for this Draft EIR. 

 
 The Draft EIR prepared for the Draft Southside Plan is a program EIR as defined in 

CEQA Section 15168. As noted in that section, the program EIR can, among other 
stated advantages, avoid duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations and 
ensures consideration of cumulative impacts. As stated in Section 15168(c)(1): “If a 
later activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new 
Initial Study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a Negative Declara-
tion.” Further, section 15168(d)(3) notes that the program EIR can “Focus an EIR on a 
subsequent project to permit discussion solely of new effects which had not been 
considered before.” The program EIR is not intended to fully obviate in all circum-
stances the need for additional project-level analysis. 

 In the context of the comment provided, this guidance means that any project with 
potential noise impacts determined to not be considered in the Draft EIR would be 
required to include additional discussion, and likely a separate noise analysis for the 
project, that considers the project-level noise impacts that may result. It cannot be 
determined at this time, in the absence of specific projects proposed for the Southside 
area, which future projects would require such analysis. Project-level noise analysis is 
routinely conducted in advance of building construction in accordance with industry-
accepted standards and calculations. Conducting the full range of potential noise 
impacts that could result from any number of potential future projects is beyond the 
scope of this program-level Draft EIR.  

C5-38: Police, fire, and emergency services provision across the City and within the Southside 
area are discussed in the City of Berkeley General Plan Disaster Preparedness and 
Safety element. Section 15204 of the CEQA Guidelines notes that the lead agency is 
not required to perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commenters; lead agencies need only respond to significant environ-
mental issues. As noted in the Draft EIR, the maximum estimated population increase 
within the Southside area is consistent with that estimated for the General Plan. During 
preparation of the General Plan, the City took into consideration potential future 
increases in population across the City and within specific subareas, such as the 
Southside area, in determining future police, fire, and emergency services require-
ments.  
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 Additionally, each of these public services allocate their resources according to internal 
studies and guidelines. The Draft Southside Plan and Draft EIR do not explicitly 
determine financial or enforcement implications of proposed increases in population 
because it was determined that any potential increases would be within that planned for 
by the General Plan, which underwent a separate environmental review process.  

 
C5-39: The Draft EIR examines potential impacts to police and other public services that may 

result from implementation of the Draft Southside Plan according to the criteria of 
significance included in the Initial Study. Potential impacts to these public services are 
examined at a program level to assess potential impacts that may result from imple-
mentation of the Draft Southside Plan, but are not examined at a policy-by-policy level, 
consistent with the “cumulative impact” approach discussed in Section 15168 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. As a result, no data were collected pertaining to increase nighttime 
activity and crime prevention. 

 
 Increased nighttime activity within populated or commercial areas is one tenet of the 

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design concept, which is promoted in the 
Draft Southside Plan. The theory behind increased activity is that it provides natural 
surveillance to maximize visibility and foster positive social interaction among legiti-
mate users of public spaces. Complementary theories and data abound within the public 
realm for the commenter to explore, but such data are not provided in the Draft EIR.  

 
C5-40: Comments received during the scoping sessions for the Draft EIR were considered and 

included during the analysis conducted for the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR contains both 
discussion and analysis of potential increases in development on provision of fire and 
emergency services in the event of a natural disaster. The Draft EIR cannot attempt to 
determine how development would impact potential fires and injuries resulting from an 
earthquake beyond examining the potential impacts to fire and emergency services; 
when individual projects are proposed for development within the Southside area, the 
resulting environmental review process will further examine in detail, if warranted, the 
potential impacts to fire and other emergency services the project may create. No 
additional study within the Draft EIR is warranted given that the Draft EIR is a 
program-level EIR and no specific development projects are proposed through or as a 
result of the Draft Southside Plan.  

 
C5-41: The City’s Office of Emergency Services (OES) guides City policy and implements 

programs focused on disaster preparedness and response, outreach and education, and 
regional collaboration planning. OES is working to increase the city's preparedness 
through community education, by providing staff support to the Disaster and Fire 
Safety Commission, and in coordination of the city's emergency operations planning. 
OES provides disaster service worker training for all City employees, and meets 
regularly with City’s designated emergency response staff to provide training and 
coordination. OES also maintains the Berkeley Emergency Notification System to 
provide critical public safety information when needed. 

 
The City’s Fire Department maintains the publicly-available website 
www.getreadyberkeley.org to provide information to residents and visitors on personal 
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preparedness, city and community preparedness, and information concerning local, 
state, regional, and national resources available to assist residents and visitors in 
preparing for an emergency. This website also contains a link to the City’s Disaster 
Mitigation Plan, which identifies potential hazards to the City such as earthquakes and 
fires. The Disaster Mitigation Plan is updated reviewed and updated, as needed, every 
five years by the City’s Disaster Council; any new development that would occur 
within the Southside area would be taken into consideration during this review, and 
updates to the City’s disaster preparedness and response actions would be adjusted 
accordingly. According to CEQA Section 15097, the Mitigation Monitoring or 
Reporting Program should include those mitigation measures identified in the EIR that 
are the responsibility of the agency to implement. As such, Action B-1 of the Disaster 
Mitigation Plan, as cited in the comment, would be evaluated and implemented 
according to the processes provided in that document by the responsible City authority. 
 
The City’s Disaster Mitigation Plan can be found here: https://www.cityofberkeley.info/ 
uploadedFiles/Fire/Disaster%20Mitigation%20Plan%202004.pdf.  
 

C5-42: Figure 24 of the General Plan’s Urban Design and Preservation Element identifies view 
corridors as “scenic vistas” that were considered during the EIR process. The Dwight 
Way/Bancroft Way view corridor is the only view corridor within the Southside area; 
as this corridor pertains to the street-level views and no development would occur 
within the street, there would be no impact to east-west views along these streets. The 
comment’s discussion centering on the adequacy of design review is noted, but this 
discussion does not pertain to the EIR.  

 
C5-43: The “canyon effect” to which the comment refers pertains not only to shading but 

primarily to wind speeds generated by continuous buildings of the same height along 
streets. The intent of varying building heights is to reduce the potential for excessive 
wind speeds in these areas, which would reduce the canyon effect, and is the specific 
mechanism to which the commenter is referring.  

 
 The Draft Southside Plan does not propose new building heights in excess of those 

currently in existence within the Southside area. When a specific project is proposed 
for development, the resulting environmental review necessary prior to approval of the 
project will consider, where appropriate, the potential for additional shading created 
along potentially-affected streets and will include, when needed, mitigation measures to 
reduce the potential impacts on the street environment from building height, if 
necessary. 

C5-44: See response to comment C5-7. 
 
C5-45: The significance criteria pertaining to light and glare included in the Initial Study for 

the Draft EIR examines whether the creation of a new source of substantial light or 
glare would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. As noted in the Initial 
Study, the Southside area is a densely-developed urban environment with existing 
lighting throughout the area. The maximum potential development included for 
analysis in the Draft EIR would not create a new source of substantial light above what 
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currently exists as a result of the Draft Southside Plan, as discussed in the Initial Study, 
and has been excluded from further study for the Draft EIR. Any potential development 
in the Southside area would require additional environmental study which would 
include, where necessary, examination of potential sources of substantial light or glare 
and would examine and mitigate this impact where necessary.  

 
C5-46: The Draft EIR examines potential impacts that may result from implementation of the 

Draft Southside Plan. The Draft Southside Plan does not propose tree removal; 
therefore this does not require Draft EIR review. 

 
C5-47: The commenter states that policies similar to those contained in the Southside Plan for 

the protection of historical resources exist in CEQA, the Landmarks Preservation 
Ordinance (LPO), and the General Plan. The commenter goes on to state that 
“...without planning staff and ZAB support, these lofty intentions provide no protection 
for historic buildings.” This indicates that the protective adequacy of these policies is 
not in question, but rather that the commenter feels that circumstances unconnected to 
the Southside Plan (i.e., planning department staffing levels) are the source of potential 
lapses in preservation review. However, the assessment of staffing levels at the 
planning department as it pertains to the rigor with which Plan policies are imple-
mented is not within the reasonable scope of the Draft EIR’s analysis. 

The Draft EIR identifies several sources of permitting review and land use control 
mechanisms, which are either in place or proposed by the Southside Plan, to identify 
potential impacts to historical architectural resources. The authority of the Landmarks 
Preservation Commission (LPC) to approve, modify, or disapprove applications for 
exterior alterations or new construction is augmented by the ability to suspend action 
for demolition, the activity with the highest likelihood of resulting in a significant 
impact. This permit review authority is one of the most stringent local regulatory 
review processes for historical resources, and is overseen by an organization with 
technical expertise in historic preservation planning. 

As a supplement to existing City regulations, the Southside Plan contains numerous 
policies to identify, preserve, or adaptively re-use historically significant buildings and 
structures. Southside Plan policies call for: (1) completing the Southside’s historic 
resources survey and the designation of significant resources using existing LPO-
authorized procedures (CC-D1(a); CC-D1(b)); (2) relocating historical resources 
threatened by demolition (CC-D2; CC-D2(a); CC-D2(b); CC-D2(c)); (3) promoting the 
retention of historically significant buildings to meet current community housing needs 
(LU-A3(c); LU-A4; LU-A4(c); LU-F11); and (4) restoring the historical landscape 
character and setting of Piedmont Way (now Piedmont Avenue) (CC-F4; CC-F4(a); 
CC-F4(b); CC-F4(c); CC-F4(d); CC-F4(e)). These Draft Plan policies, when 
considered together with the existing system of planning review, provide an adequate 
system for preventing the unnecessary loss of historical architectural resources in 
Berkeley. As an added protection, subsequent CEQA review will occur on a project-
specific basis for development proposals forwarded under the Southside Plan. 

 
C5-48: See responses to comments C1-5 and C2-3. 
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C5-49: Open space areas within the Southside area and controlled by the University still 
function as open space regardless of public accessibility. Additionally, a large number 
of Southside area residents are University students, who do have access to those areas 
controlled by the University.  

 
C5-50: This comment is noted. The comment illustrates empty parking spaces in the Southside 

area, but contradicts previous comments on limited parking in the Southside area.  
 
C5-51: The comment regarding open space provision at the University dormitories and 

recreational facilities is noted. 
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Letter C6 
Doug Buckwald 
 
 
 
 
C6-1: The commenter believes that because of the amount of time passing between the 

development of the Southside Plan and now, conditions have changed and are not 
adequately addressed. The commenter does not note any specific conditions that have 
changed that would modify the underlying analysis in the DEIR. While there has been 
some significant growth in University housing since the EIR process began, that 
growth in housing was completed or anticipated and analyzed in the EIR. There has 
been almost no private development and no other major University projects in the 
Southside since the EIR was prepared. 

 
C6-2: The commenter believes that there is insufficient citizen participation in the current 

process. The City has followed all legally required noticing for this project. Lack of 
citizen participation is not a comment on the adequacy of the environmental analysis. 

 
C6-3: The commenter believes that due to the time that has passed after the time the plan was 

approved for environmental review, the Southside Plan can no longer be expected to 
achieve its goals. The comment is noted, but whether the plan can achieve its goals is 
not a comment on the adequacy of the environmental analysis. 

 
C6-4: The commenter believes that proceeding at this time with this plan is not sound public 

policy. The comment is noted, but it is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
C6-5: The commenter believes that the plan needs further modification.  The commenter's 

belief that more trees and public gathering spaces would be beneficial to Southside is 
noted, but these are not issues under CEQA. The EIR evaluates the impacts on 
recreational space (point 4) and impacts on parking (point 5), and did not find them 
significant. The commenter provides no specific comments on the adequacy of the 
analysis. Similarly, the commenter believes noise impacts (point 6) and aesthetic 
impacts (point 7) are inadequately evaluated. The comments are noted, but these issues 
are fully addressed in the DEIR, and no specific deficiencies are identified. The 
commenter believes that there are “social enforcement problems” caused by students 
and social problems caused by transitory residents (points 8 and 9). The impacts on 
Police and Fire services and public safety are evaluated in the DEIR. The comments are 
noted, but the commenter does not identify any impacts associated with the adoption of 
the Southside Plan that are not considered in the DEIR. Finally, the commenter 
believes that there is a need to monitor the effectiveness of mitigations promised by the 
University. The Southside Plan EIR evaluates the impacts of the adoption of the 
Southside Plan. A mitigation monitoring program is required to be adopted along with 
the Plan. The comments about the University are noted, but the commenter does not 
identify any significant impacts associated with adoption of the Southside Plan that are 
not addressed in the EIR. 
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Letter C7 
Bob Viener 
June 26, 2008 
 
 
 
 
C7-1: The commenter’s disagreement with the analyses contained in the Draft EIR is noted. 

The referenced comments received at the February 13, 2008 Planning Commission 
meeting request a reevaluation of the Plan’s zoning amendments for the area between 
Dwight Avenue and Blake Street; this is a Plan issue, not a Draft EIR issue. 

 
C7-2: See response to comment C1-2. 
 
C7-3: See responses to comments C1-2 and C1-3. 
 
C7-4: The comment is concerned with a particular Zoning Adjustments Board decision 

relating to the current zoning standards for the area, and is outside the scope of the 
Draft EIR discussion. See response to comment C1-3 for an explanation of the 
proposed zoning.  

 
C7-5: The comment is noted.  
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Letter C8 
Michael Walensky 
June 30, 2008 
 
 
 
 
C8-1: The comment is noted.  
 
C8-2: The comment is concerned with a particular Zoning Adjustment Board decision 

relating to the current zoning standards for the area, and is outside the scope of the 
Draft EIR discussion. See response to comment C1-3 for an explanation of the 
proposed zoning. 
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D. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
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D1 
April 23, 2008 Planning Commission Hearing Commenters 
 
 
 
 
John English 
 
1-1: See responses to comments C3-10, C4-94, C4-96, C4-97, C4-101, C4-102, and C4-108. 
 
1-2: See responses to comments C4-19, C4-122, and C5-13.  
 
 
Michael Katz 
 
2-3: See responses to comments A4-1, C3-2, C3-3, and C3-9. 
 
2-4: As noted throughout the Draft EIR, AC Transit’s BRT proposal is being considered by 

the City under a separate environmental review process. Proposed circulation changes 
included in the Draft EIR as Circulation Alternatives 1 through 6 are for evaluative 
purposes and are intended to provide possible solutions to transportation and traffic 
concerns within the Southside area and the City as a whole; the Planning Commission 
reserves the right to approve or reject any or all of these alternatives when the final 
Plan is approved. 

 
 
Martha Jones 
 
3-5: This comment provides discussion on the history and use of one-way and two-way 

streets in the Southside area, but does not include any question or recommendation on 
the Draft EIR itself. Therefore the comment is noted. 

 
3-6: The draft plan did not call for the conversion of Dwight Way and Haste Street from 

one-way to two-way streets. Therefore, those were not studied in the EIR. 
 
3-7: The rationale for which intersections were included in the traffic impact analysis is 

provided in Appendix C of the Draft EIR. See also response to comment D1-3-6. 
 
 
Doris Willingham 
 
4-8: The University’s LRDP was included for consideration in the Draft EIR as a relevant 

land use document for the Southside area, along with the City’s General Plan and the 
Berkeley Zoning Ordinance. This plan is essential for consideration because the 
University is a major landowner within the Southside area. 

 
4-9: The comment is noted. See also response to comment D1-3-7. 
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Sharon Hudson 
 
5-10: The public comment period for the Draft EIR was extended per the decision reached by 

the Planning Commission at the April 23, 2008 hearing. 
 
5-11: See responses to comments C4-19, C4-122, and C5-13 
 
5-12: See responses to comments C5-33 (noise), A2-1, 2, 3, and 5 (utilities) and C5-38 and 

39 (public facilities and services). 
 
5-13: The comment is noted but pertains to the Draft Plan itself, rather than on the substance 

of the Draft EIR. 
 
5-14: The comment pertaining to the quality of life in the Southside area is noted. 
 
 
Roland Peterson 
 
6-15: The comment is noted.  
 
6-16: The comment regarding the length of discussion on conversion of one-way to two-way 

streets is noted. 
 
6-17: The comment is noted.  
 
6-18: Impacts TRANS-11 through TRANS-13 identify potential impacts to transportation 

and traffic within the Southside area that could occur with implementation of the Draft 
Plan. These impacts would be mitigated, however, with Mitigation Measures TRANS-
11 through TRANS-13 to less-than-significant levels, and would eliminate any 
contradiction to the Draft Plan’s goals or objectives. 

 
6-19: The proposed changes to the Draft Plan’s policies are intended to resolve potential 

conflicts between the Draft Plan and the City’s General Plan Transportation Element. 
The amendment of Policy T-B3 obviates the need for Policy T-D2, so Policy T-D2 was 
proposed for deletion. 

 
6-20: The comment regarding “Utopia” is noted. 
 
6-21: See response to comment C4-78. 
 
6-22: The comment is noted. 
 
 
Doug Buckwald 
 
7-23: The comment is noted. 
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7-24: This comment does not pertain specifically to the Draft EIR but is noted. 
 
7-25: The comment pertaining to the quality of life in the Southside area is noted. The Draft 

EIR does address quality of life issues by identifying potential adverse effects of the 
Plan’s implementation on quality of life issues such as traffic congestion, air quality, 
and noise, and mitigating them when necessary. 

 
7-26: The impacts discussed in this comment are, according to the commenter, the result of 

University projects. This comment does not include any discussion pertaining to the 
Draft EIR.  

 
7-27: The comment concerning parking use in the Southside area is noted. However, this 

comment does not include any discussion pertaining to the Draft EIR. 
 
7-28: The comment pertaining to the quality of life in the Southside area is noted. However, 

this comment does not include any discussion pertaining to the Draft EIR. 
 
 
Janice Thomas 
 
8-29: The public comment period for the Draft EIR was extended per the decision reached by 

the Planning Commission at the April 23, 2008 hearing. 
 
8-30: The City provides free copies of the Draft EIR to those unable or wishing not to pay 

$30 for a hard copy. The Draft EIR is also available on CD from the City and is 
available on the City’s website for free. 

 
8-31: The public comment period for the Draft EIR was extended per the decision reached by 

the Planning Commission at the April 23, 2008 hearing. 
 
 
Alex Amoroso 
 
9-32: This comment includes clarification provided by the City and is included here for 

informational purposes. 
 
 
Commissioner Poschman 
 
10-33: The paragraph referenced by the commenter is quoted from the Southside Plan. 

Because of changes in the State Density Bonus law, this paragraph, along with other 
references to a Southside specific density bonus, has been removed from the Plan and 
the Draft EIR. 

 
10-34: Staff was unable to determine the particular concern expressed in this comment. 
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Commissioner Ferrazares 
 
11-35: What is disclosed in the EIR is that parking supply is not well managed and policies 

such as pricing, permits, and time limits would accommodate those needing to drive 
and park in the Southside area. Simply adding more parking would cause a shift from 
transit to auto as driving would be more convenient. This would contradict the transit 
first policies for the Berkeley General Plan and the Southside Plan. 

 
11-36: The commenter is correct that conversion of one-way streets to two-way streets could 

results in delivery vehicles double parking and blocking a travel lane. This impact was 
identified in the EIR (Impact TRANS-13, page 136 of the Draft EIR) and mitigations 
were provided to address this impact. 

 
11-37: See response to comment D1-11-36. 
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D2 
June 25, 2008 Planning Commission Hearing Commenters 
 
 
 
 
Roland Peterson 
 
1-1: The EIR authors and City staff disagree with the comment. All of the mitigation 

measures included in the Draft EIR are feasible. All six of the circulation alternative 
scenarios were evaluated for transportation and circulation effects as presented in 
Appendix C Berkeley Southside Final Transportation Study which is by definition part 
of the EIR. See also responses to comments A3-24 and A4-8 and B3-10 in regards to 
the choice of Circulation Alternative 2 and Master Response 1, Southside Plan 
Circulation. 

 
1-2: The comment is noted regarding the Environmentally Superior Alternative. See also 

responses to comments B3-9, C3-10, C4-97 and C4-108. 
 
 
Jesse Arreguin 
 
2-3: The comment is noted that changes to the State density bonus changes must be 

considered. See response to comments C4-19 for an explanation of how the 2003 
changes in the State law were integrated into the Draft EIR analysis. 

 
2-4: The comment is noted that residential parking needs to be considered. See also 

response to comment A3-13. In regards to open space requirements, nowhere on page 
200 or on any page of the Draft EIR does it say that, “the City will rely on the 
University for Open Space requirements.” The Draft EIR evaluates the provision of 
parks and open space in the Southside in Section IV.F, Public Facilities and Services. 
See also responses to comments C1-5 and C5-49 regarding Measure L and park and 
open space services. 

 
2-5: Section IV.A, Land Use and Planning Policy of the Draft EIR contains an analysis of 

land use. 
 
 
Gene Poschman  
 
3-6: In regards to the comment concerning the density bonus, see responses to comments 

B2-2, C4-19 and Master Response 2. In regards to the comment concerning new 
vehicle trips related to parking spaces, see responses to comments C4-73 and C4-117. 
In regards to the comment concerning residential neighborhoods and parking, see 
responses to comments C5-18, C5-26, C5-27, C5-28, C5-30, and D1-10-33. 
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IV. DRAFT EIR TEXT REVISIONS 

Chapter IV presents specific changes to the text of the Draft EIR that are being made to clarify any 
errors, omissions, or misinterpretation of materials in the Draft EIR and in response to comments 
received during the public review period. In no case do these revisions result in a greater number of 
impacts or greater severity than those set forth in the Draft EIR. Where revisions to the main text are 
called for, the page and paragraph are set forth, followed by the appropriate revision. Added text is 
indicated with underlined text. Text deleted from the Draft EIR is shown in strikeout.  
 
These revisions to the Draft EIR derive from two sources: (1) comments raised in one or more of the 
comment letters received by the City of Berkeley on the Draft EIR; and (2) staff-initiated changes that 
correct minor inaccuracies or typographical errors found in the Draft EIR subsequent to its 
publication and circulation. 
 
In no case do these revisions result in a greater number of impacts, or impacts of a greater severity, 
than those set forth in the Draft EIR. 
 
Page 17 of the Draft EIR is revised to match the language in the Southside Plan as follows: 

The Southside area is generally defined as the area bounded by Dwight Way to the south, 
Bancroft Way to the north, Prospect Street to the east, and Fulton Street to the west, and 
includes the properties fronting these streets.  
 

The second paragraph on page 24 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

In early 2005 after the University certified the LRDP Final EIR and adopted the LRDP, the 
City of Berkeley entered into litigation with the University concerning the validity of the 
2020 LRDP EIR.  Because the LRDP planned for University expansion within the 
Southside area, completion of the Draft Southside Plan was suspended until the lawsuit was 
settled, which occurred in mid-2005.  The lawsuit was settled in mid-2005.  (The 
University LRDP is discussed more fully in Chapter IV.A, Land Use and Planning Policy).  
 

The third paragraph on page 24 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
… and considers a route for a dedicated BRT Rapid Bus lane on Telegraph Avenue… 

 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  B E R K E L E Y  D R A F T  S O U T H S I D E  P L A N  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 1 1  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  
 I V .  D R A F T  E I R  T E X T  R E V I S I O N S  

 
 
 
 

P:\CBE430-A\Products\RTC\Public Review\4-textrev.doc (1/31/2011)  PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT 208 

Under the Residential Medium Density Subarea on page 26 of the Draft EIR, the third sentence is 
revised as:  

 
[In the General Plan, Tthis designation allows a density range of 20 to 40 dwelling units per 
acre (du/ac), which typically correlates to 44 to 88 persons per acre (i.e., an average of 2.2 
persons per unit.)] 

 
Under the Residential High Density Subarea on page 26 of the Draft EIR, the second sentence is 
revised as:  
 

[In the General Plan, Tthis designation allows a density range of 40 to 100 dwelling units 
per acre (du/ac), which generally correlates to 88 to 220 persons per acre (i.e., an average of 
2.2 persons per unit.)] 

 
Under the Telegraph Commercial Subarea on page 28 of the Draft EIR, the first full sentence is 
revised as:  

 
The area allows a maximum FAR of 3.5 and building heights between 50 and 60 65  feet 
with 4 to 5 stories. 

 
Under the Dwight Way Commercial Subarea on page 28 of the Draft EIR, the third sentence is 
revised as:  

 
Land uses allowed in this area are include retail, other general commercial, and retail 
housing. 

 
Page 30 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
Institutional uses are found throughout the Southside area but are generally clustered along 
the Dana Street, and College Avenue, and Bowditch Street corridors. 

The first paragraph on page 33 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The final chapter of the Draft Plan provides zoning map and standard changes necessary to 
most effectively implement the Draft Plan.  The Draft Plan proposes Minor revisions are 
proposed to the Telegraph Avenue Commercial (C-T) and the Multiple-Family Residential 
(R-3) districts to allow more flexibility in building height, floors allowed, and parking to 
foster mixed use development with residential units as envisioned by the Draft Plan.  The 
Multiple-Family Residential (R-3) district has minor changes, primarily prohibiting parking 
lots, allowing existing buildings to be rebuilt to existing density following a mandatory 
retrofit or destruction following a hazard event, and permitting increased lot coverage for 
an additional dwelling on a site.  Two new, higher-density mixed-use multi-family districts 
are also proposed:  the Residential Southside (R-S) and the Residential Southside Mixed 
Use (R-SMU) districts.  The new R-S and R-SMU districts are intended to implement the 
Draft Plan’s emphasis of higher-density mixed use near the University (i.e., R-SMU) while 
transitioning to less dense residential development adjacent to the established residential 
neighborhoods (i.e., R-S). 
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The second paragraph on page 33 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

h.  Development Opportunity Sites. Appendix A of the Draft Plan provides an 
inventory of non-University-owned parcels that have been preliminarily determined to be 
areas where new development, or expansion of existing development, could be 
accommodated.  

 
The third and fourth bullets under the Development Opportunity Sites subsection on page 33 of the 
Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

• Sites that are currently vacant. With only two one vacant sites in the Southside area, 
most change will occur on sites with existing uses. 

• Sites which contain seismically hazardous buildings which are prohibitively 
expensive to retrofit. These properties could be redeveloped, with proper incentives, 
to create higher quality housing stock to improve the overall quality of the 
neighborhood. The sites with potentially hazardous buildings are of two categories: 
“unreinforced masonry buildings” (“URM”) and “soft-story buildings.” A URM 
building is typically a block or brick building that lacks adequate reinforcement in load 
bearing walls or the connections between within the walls and the floors/ceilings to 
withstand earthquake-induced ground shaking. 

 
The last paragraph on page 33 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

For the purpose of evaluating the potential environmental effects of implementing the 
goals, objectives, policies, and programs of the Draft Plan, City staff and the consultant 
team prepared projections forthe maximum number a conservative estimate of the 
reasonably foreseeable number of net new housing units, increased population, non-
residential uses, and jobs expected under proposed Draft Plan land use designations and 
zoning through 2020. 

 
The first full paragraph on page 35 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

As previously noted, City staff identified as Tier 1 opportunity sites those non-University-
owned sites throughout the Southside area which have the greatest potential for 
development and reuse. City staff and the consultant team undertook an analysis of the 
potential development on these opportunity sites under the proposed land use and zoning 
changes and identified the capacity for future development based on the following 
considerations: 

 
The second full paragraph on page 35 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Based on this analysis and for the purposes of this EIR, the Southside area was estimated to 
include future development through 2020 at an amount equal to approximately 75 percent 
of the development potential of the opportunity sites.  As shown in Table III-1, 
implementation of the Draft Plan is estimated to result in approximately 472 578 new 
dwelling units (with an assumption of 800 square feet per unit based on existing City data 
concerning the average size of units constructed in the Southside over the past 10 years) 
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and 1,038 1,272 new residents (at 2.2 residents per unit).  Approximately 638,290 557,100 
additional square feet of new “non-residential” space comprised of office, commercial, and 
University-related uses could also be developed in the Southside which would add 2,130 
1,857 jobs.  These projections reflect a conservative or “high-side” estimate that is intended 
to capture the full range of actual development potential within the Southside area for 
evaluation in this EIR. 
 
Table III-1 (and footnotes) shall be changed to read: 
 

Land Use Category Net Change (square feet)  
University Residentiala 0 
Non-University Residential 377,700  462,700 

Total Residentialb 377,700  462,700 
University Non-Residential 450,000 
Non-University Non-Residential 188,290  107,100 

Total Non-Residential 638,290  557,100 
a The University’s 2020 LRDP does not identify any new housing in the 

Southside area; the amount of University residential construction in 
2004 through 2007 further reduces the likelihood of additional 
University housing units in the Southside area. 

b Total Residential includes approximately 472 578 new housing units 
(based on an assumed 800 square feet per unit). 

c The University’s 2020 LRDP allows for a maximum of 450,000 square 
feet of academic and support space in the Southside area. 

 
Page 36 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

 
Following With adoption of the Draft Plan, other City documents applicable to the 
Southside area, such as the Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map, would subsequently be 
amended to reflect and incorporate the policy direction and development standards included 
in the Draft Plan.   

 
Page 39 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  
 

This section describes the general land uses within the Southside area, the proposed 
Southside subareas, and relevant land use designations, and the proposed opportunity sites 
for redevelopment within the Southside area. 

 
The second sentence of paragraph (3) on page 40 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

… Southside office space is primarily used by University academic and student support 
offices, religious facility offices, and a small number of general offices. 
 

The last paragraph on page 40 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
… Immediately north and east of the Southside neighborhood is the University’s main 
campus. Major University facilities abut the project area, including Memorial Stadium at 
the northeast boundary, Zellerbach Hall at the northern terminus near the intersection of 
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Telegraph Avenue Bancroft Way and Dana Street, and Edwards Field at the northwestern 
Southside area boundary. 

 
Page 43 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

While this This section contains a discussion of the consistency of the proposed project 
with these relevant land use policies, policy conflicts are not considered to constitute a 
significant environmental impact and which are differentiated from the physical impacts 
described in other topical sections of this EIR. 

Figure IV.A-2 on page 44 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 [Legend Entry] Open Space and Recreation 
 
Page 49 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

• Hillside Overlay (H). …As applied to the Southside area, average height limits for 
buildings in the R-4H and R-5H districts may not exceed 35 feet or 3 stories (unless an 
Administrative Use Permit is granted). 

• High Density Residential (R-5).  The R-5 district encourages high-density, multi-family 
residential areas close to major shopping, transportation and employment centers. It 
makes housing, such as apartments and hotels, available to persons who desire 
convenience of location and who require relatively small amounts of useable open 
space. Adequate light, air, privacy and useable open space is assured in this district to 
the residents to promote and protect their physical and mental health, and adjacent 
properties would be protected from unreasonable obstruction of light and air. The 
construction of buildings for institutional and office uses are allowed when they will 
not be detrimental to the immediate neighborhood. Lots in the R-5 may not be less than 
5,000 square feet, and main buildings generally may not exceed 40 feet and four 
stories, unless an Administrative Use permit is granted. 

 
c. University 2020 Long Range Development Plan. …The University’s defined 
Southside area as described in the LRDP, however, has slightly different boundaries than 
that described in the City’s Draft Southside Plan. ; it covers much, but not all of the City’s 
defined Southside area and also includes areas, such as the Clark Kerr campus and the 
Smyth-Fernwald complex, which are not included in the City’s Southside area boundaries. 
 

The first sentence on page 50 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

As previously described, the main University campus area abuts the Southside 
neighborhood along its entire northern boundary, and the University owns approximately 
30 percent (excluding streets) of the Southside area’s land (as defined by the City). 

 
Figure IV.A-6 on page 55 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Shading for the western Residential Mixed Use Subarea to be corrected. 
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Page 57 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (underlining in this section exists within the Draft EIR 
text and does not connote added text): 

• Action A: Vacant properties. 

• Action B: Surface parking lots and single-level parking garages on Bancroft, Durant, 
and Telegraph Avenue. 

• Action C: Underutilized lots with single-story structures that are not historically 
significant resources on Bancroft, Durant, and Telegraph. 

• Action D: Surface parking lots and single-level parking lots on all other streets. 

• Action E: Underutilized lots with single-story structures that are not historically 
significant resources on all other streets. 

 
Page 60 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

c. Opportunity Sites. The Draft Plan provides criteria for identifying potential sites for 
new development or redevelopment opportunities (i.e., “opportunity sites”) in the 
Southside area, as listed in Policy LU-C1 and as follows: … 

• Sites that are currently vacant. With only two one vacant sites in the Southside area, 
most change will occur on sites that contain existing uses. 
 

Page 61 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

e. Proposed Zoning Designations Code Revisions.  The Draft Plan includes four 
zoning districts:  two existing districts intended to implement the General Plan and two new 
districts that provide standards specifically revised or developed to implement the Draft 
Plan.  Either concurrent with and/or aAfter adoption of the Draft Plan, the Zoning 
Ordinance and Zoning Map will subsequently be amended to reflect the development 
standards and new zoning districts included in the Draft Plan.   

The Draft Plan proposes minor revisions to the Telegraph Avenue Commercial (C-T) and 
the Multiple-Family Residential (R-3) districts by allowing more flexibility in building 
height, floors allowed, and parking to foster mixed use development with residential units, 
as envisioned by the Draft Plan.  The Multiple-Family Residential (R-3) district has minor 
changes, primarily prohibiting parking lots, allowing existing buildings to be rebuilt to 
existing density following a mandatory retrofit or destruction following a hazard event, and 
permitting increased lot coverage for an additional dwelling on a site. No changes are 
proposed for the C-SA district. 
 
Two new, higher-density mixed-use multi-family districts are also proposed:  the 
Residential Southside (R-S) and the Residential Southside Mixed Use (R-SMU) districts.  
The new R-S and R-SMU districts are intended to implement the Draft Plan’s emphasis of 
higher-density mixed use near the University (i.e., R-SMU) while transitioning to less 
dense residential development adjacent to the established residential neighborhoods (i.e., 
R-S). 
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Page 65 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The Southside area is an established community, and implementation of the Draft 
Southside Plan would result in the development of approximately 472 578 dwelling units 
and approximately 638,290 557,100 square feet of new non-residential space commercial 
area (equivalent to approximately 2,130 1,857 jobs). Implementation of the Draft Southside 
Plan would not, however, result in the physical division of the Southside area either with 
installation of new roadways or alteration of the existing land parcelization pattern. The 
addition of this future development would occur on existing parcels that are currently 
underutilized, not architecturally or historically significant, structurally unsafe, or vacant, 
as described in subsection 3.c, Opportunity Sites, and as envisioned by Draft Plan policy 
LU-C1 that encourages development consistent with the Draft Plan objectives on suitable 
sites. 
 

Page 67 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The Draft Southside Plan makes recommendations to amend two three existing zoning 
districts, as well as to establish two new zoning districts, in order to most effectively 
implement the vision of the Draft Plan and General Plan. 

 
Page 69 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Also iIn the late 1870s 1876, Governor Leland Stanford Francis Kittridge Shattuck brought 
the Southern Pacific Railroad to Berkeley, connecting the community with the main 
Oakland station via tracks located along Stanford Avenue and fostering thriving growth 
through the 1880s.2 
 

The first paragraph on page 71 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

By 2020, the established plan horizon for the Draft Plan, the City estimates approximately 
2,130 1,857 jobs will be added in the Southside in association with the anticipated 638,290 
557,100 square feet of new non-residential space planned for in the Draft Plan.8  Although 
the Southside area is within the City limits, development within the area will continue to be 
a mixture of University and non-University projects.  Based on the University’s 2020 
LRDP projections for future development within the Southside area, approximately 1,500 
jobs of the total 2,130 1,857 new jobs projected in the 2020 LRDP would occur in the 
Southside area would be on University-owned sites in the Southside. Because the Draft 
Plan focuses on maximizing redevelopment of dramatically underutilized sites, (i.e., 
“opportunity sites”), anticipated job change correlating to additional non-residential 
commercial development by 2020 represents a 42 37 percent increase from that estimated 
for 2005 (5,014 total jobs), and would be 8.7 28 percent of all City jobs by 2020. By 2035, 
if the proportion of Southside jobs to City jobs remains constant at 8.7 28 percent, which is 
anticipated under the assumption that little change would occur after full implementation of 

                                                      
2 Cerny, Susan Dinkelspiel.  Berkeley Landmarks, 2001. 
8 City of Berkeley, 2010.  Responses to Comments on Draft Southside Plan EIR. 
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the Draft Southside Plan by 2020, approximately 438 420 jobs would be added between 
2020 and 2035 for a total of approximately 7,582 7,290 Southside area jobs. 

 
Page 72 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  
 

For purposes of the Draft EIR Plan, each two four beds in a group quarter (e.g., dormitory), 
are considered one dwelling unit.11 

The second paragraph on page 81 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Implementation of the Draft Plan is anticipated to add 472 578 housing units to Berkeley’s 
existing Southside housing stock, increasing the area’s population by approximately 1,038 
1,272 residents. The estimated population growth would increase total Southside popula-
tion to 12,038 12,272 persons, an 9.4 11.6 percent increase from 2005 to 2020. The 
additional housing units would represent an 8.8 10.8 percent increase, bringing the total to 
5,822 5,928 units. The proportion of Southside housing units to Citywide units in 2020 
would be 12.1 12.4 percent, similar to 2005 at 11 percent, indicating that housing growth 
would occur at a comparable rate to Citywide growth as forecast by ABAG.  Similarly, 
Southside population growth would occur at a comparable rate to Citywide growth, 
comprising 10.5 percent of all population in 2005 and estimated to comprise 10.8 11 
percent by 2020. These amounts indicate that the Southside area’s population growth rate 
will remain nearly the same as that anticipated to occur Citywide by ABAG forecasts.  
Additionally, population growth in the Southside area is not unanticipated, as General Plan 
policy H-16 encourages the construction of new medium- and high-density housing on 
major transit corridors, such as Bancroft and Telegraph Avenues in the Southside area, as 
do Draft Plan policies LU-A1, LU-F4, and LU-F5. General Plan policies H-33 and H-34, 
and Draft Plan policies LU-A1, LU-A2, and LU-F2 support and encourage the University 
to construct additional student housing as well as facility and staff housing. 
 

The fourth sentence of the third paragraph on page 81 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

As described throughout this Chapter and in Chapter IV.A, Land Use and Planning Policy, 
all planned-for change by the Draft Plan would result in infill development by building on 
vacant lots and surface parking lots, replacing existing buildings with new, multi-use 
buildings, or adding additional residential stories to existing commercial buildings. 

 
The repeated sentence at the top of page 82 of the Draft EIR is deleted as follows: 
 

…mixed land uses with residential uses above ground floor retail or parking uses. The 
Draft Plan, in response to the needs of the population residing in the Southside area, does 
encourage a variety of housing types (e.g., condominiums, houses, group facilities) 
affordable to the array of income levels in the Southside area and vertically mixed land uses 
with residential uses above ground floor retail or parking uses. The Draft Plan also 
encourages the rehabilitation… 
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Page 82, the sixth sentence in the first paragraph, of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The addition of new housing units and residents would result in a slight increase (approxi-
mately 8 10 percent) in the area’s population density, from 60 to 65 66 persons per acre 
after implementation of the Draft Plan is complete in 2020. 

 
Page 82, the second paragraph, of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

(3)  Displace Substantial Numbers of Existing Housing or Residents, 
Especially Affordable Housing Necessitating the Construction of Replacement 
Housing Elsewhere. … Further, Berkeley General Plan policy H-9 and Draft Plan policy 
LU-A3 explicitly call for require the maintenance and preservation of the existing housing 
supply, indicating that the people residing in the existing housing units, including afford-
able units, would not be displaced. Through implementation of the Draft Plan, it is possible, 
however, that minimal numbers of residents would be temporarily displaced as individual 
residential buildings are modified or reconstructed, consistent with the intent of the Draft 
Plan to provide new, upper floor residential units… 

 
Page 83 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

(6)  Create a Substantial Job-to-Housing/Employed Residents Imbalance.  The 
proposed project could have effect related to employment; however, it is unlikely that 
significant environmental impacts would result.  As described in the subsection 1.d(2), the 
current jobs-to-employed residents ratio in the Southside area is approximately 1.36.  By 
2020, the ratio is projected to decrease to approximately 1.27 1.22, thereby becoming more 
in balance through the addition of 2,130 1,857 commercial jobs. The 2,130 1,857 new, 
permanent jobs created from implementation of the Draft Plan would generate approxi-
mately 1,038 1,272 new residents, of which approximately 831 1,019 persons (or 80.1 
percent) would be employed based on estimated Citywide employment rates by 2020.  As 
indicated, because implementation of the Draft Plan would result in more new jobs than 
housing units, the jobs-to-employed residents ratio would become more balanced.  By 
2035, 15 years after the Draft Plan is fully implemented, the Southside jobs-to-employed 
residents ration would continue to become more balanced and closer to the ideal ratio of 
1.0, improving to 1.12.  Table IV.B-7 indicates how the Southside area’s jobs-to-employed 
residents ratio would improve over time with implementation of the Draft Plan.  Therefore, 
the addition of residents or new jobs associated with implementation of the Draft Plan 
would not create a substantial job-to-employed residents imbalance and, as a result, would 
result in a less-than-significant impact to the jobs-to-housing/employed resident balances. 

 
Table IV.B-7: Southside Jobs-to-Employed Workers Ratio 

Southside Area Year 2005 Year 2020 Year 2035 
Jobs 5,014 7,144   6,871 7,582 
Employed Residents 3,690 5,644 6,740 
Housing Units 5,350 5,822   5,928 5,822 
Jobs-to-Housing Units Ratio 
(Ideal is 1.5) 

 
0.94 

 
1.23     1.16 

 
1.30 

Jobs-to-Employed Residents 
Ratio (Ideal is 1.0) 

 
1.36 

 
1.27     1.22 

 
1.12 

  Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 2007, City of Berkeley, 2010 
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Page 90 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

…, and parking on the south side north side of the street between Shattuck Avenue and 
Dana Street. 

 
The Dana Street description on page 91 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

 
…Sidewalks existing on both side of the street. A bike lane is provided on the east side of 
the street from Bancroft Way to Dwight Way. 

 
The Telegraph Avenue description on page 91 of the Draft EIR is revised by adding the following at 
the end of the description: 
 

That portion of Telegraph Avenue within the Southside area but south of Dwight Way (to 
Parker Street) is a four-lane, two-way roadway that includes bicycle lanes in each direction.  

 
The first sentence of the last paragraph on page 91 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

In the Southside area sidewalks are provided on all corridors; there are pedestrian 
passageways and alleys within some of the larger blocks on an intermittent basis.” 
 

The second paragraph on page 92 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Crosswalks are provided in the Southside area where pedestrian crossing is encouraged, 
and curb ramps are provided on most street corners. The signalized intersection of Bancroft 
Way/Telegraph Avenue has an all pedestrian phase to accommodate the high volume of 
pedestrians. While most of the sidewalk facilities are protected by parked vehicles from the 
general vehicle flows, complaints regarding the speed of traffic and its adverse effect to 
pedestrians have been noted. These complaints, voiced during the planning process, were 
oriented primarily to the one-way street segments (i.e., Bancroft Way and Durant Avenue) 
rather than the two-way roadways. The City of Berkeley Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force 
Evaluation and Recommendations Report found that six of the ten highest pedestrian 
accident locations were in the Southside – four on Bancroft Way and two on Telegraph 
Avenue. 
 
…These complaints, voiced during the planning process, were oriented primarily to the 
one-way street segments (i.e., Bancroft Way and Durant Avenue) rather than the two-way 
roadways. The City of Berkeley Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force Evaluation and 
Recommendations Report found that six of the ten highest pedestrian accident locations 
were in the Southside four on Bancroft Way and two on Telegraph Avenue. 

 
The fourth paragraph on page 92 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

…with about 15 6.03 percent of the City’s employed residents regularly commuting to 
work by bicycle, ... 
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The second bullet under the Existing Bicycle Facilities subsection on Page 92 of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 
 

… These facilities are typically 4 5 to 6 feet wide (or 1.5 meters). 
 
Figure IV.C-2 on page 93 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
  

Figure name to be revised to state the pedestrian volumes are peak hour volumes. 
 

The first bullet point on page 95 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

… Where there are no bicycle lanes, these facilities are identified with street logs pavement 
legends. 

 
The second paragraph on page 95 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
…are designated by the City of Berkeley as Bicycle Boulevards. The Bicycle Boulevard 
along Hillegass Avenue at Dwight Way is a contraflow bike lane that directs bicycle traffic 
westbound against eastbound Dwight Way traffic to continue on the Hillegass Avenue 
Bicycle Boulevard. Bicycle Boulevards which are roadways that have been modified to 
enhance bicycle safety and convenience. 

 
The third paragraph on page 95 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
…and Bancroft Way to Class 2.5 bikeways II with enhancements, also known as Shared 
Roadways, referred to as Class 2.5 in the City’s Bicycle Plan. 

 
The fourth paragraph on page 95 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

As of December 2007, tThe University is completing a completed the UC Berkeley Bicycle 
Plan, which includes proposed improvements to the bicycle network on campus and at the 
interface between the campus and the City’s street network. These improvements include: 

• Bancroft Way from Piedmont Avenue to Fulton – Install Class 2.5 bike Lane 

• Bancroft Way/College Avenue Intersection – Install rolled curb to allow easier and 
more direct mike passage 

• College Avenue from Bancroft Way to Channing Way – Implement bike boulevard or 
other upgrades to connect to bike boulevard on Channing Way 

• Bancroft Way/Dana Street Intersection – Dana Street becomes two way or add contra 
flow bicycle lane; install a signal or stop sign at Bancroft and Dana 

• Bancroft Way/Ellsworth Street Intersections – Install signal with bicycle loops and left-
turn bike pocket 

 
The fourth paragraph on page 97 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Cars park in bulb-outs pull-outs on Telegraph Avenue ... 
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… Therefore the stops that AC Transit Route 40/40L 1/1R makes Telegraph Avenue at 
Haste Street and... 

 
… There are bus pull-outs in the parking lane; however AC-Transit buses are typically 8.5 
feet wide. Their width combined with the fact that drivers don’t pull in results in so the 
buses partially blocking the travel lane. even when pulled into the parking lane.  

 
The footnote on page 97 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Alameda Contra Costa Transit District and the U.S. Department of Transportation/Federal 
Transit Administration, 2007. AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid Transit Project in Alameda 
County Draft Environment Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report. May. 

 
The first paragraph on page 98 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
…and parking downtown is generally metered on-street or provided in structures, and may 
be difficult to find. 

 
The third paragraph on page 98 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Bancroft Way Deliveries. Truck deliveries were frequent on Bancroft Way during 
both peak hours. Most deliveries were made between Barrow Lane and south west of 
Telegraph Avenue. 

 
Page 99 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
…Most University-operated parking facilities are open to the public for a fee during nights 
and weekends, with some facilities open during the day to the public. 
 

The fifth paragraph on page 99 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

…Time limits and enforcement are intended to discourage all-day use of on-street parking 
by commuters and employees. As a result of the RPP and the parking meters, there are no 
all-day on-street parking spaces available in the Southside area for commuter and visitors 
on most days. 

Policy T-C7 on page 114 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

…Encourage preservation of existing north-south midblock pedestrian passageways, such 
as passageways between Bancroft and Charming Channing, west of Telegraph…. 

 
Policy T-C9 on page 115 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Eliminate fast right turn at Bancroft and Oxford Fulton for automobiles. 
 
Page 117 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

• Cause, either individually or cumulatively, an exceedance of a level of service standard 
established by the ACCMA for the CMP-designated roadway system. For the purposes 
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of this EIR, an exceedance of ACCMA standards of a level of service standard is 
measured as follows: (1) on CMP designated roadway segments that are projected to 
meet the CMP level of service standard in the future without the project (2025), the 
impact would be significant if the project causes the segment to exceed the standard 
and adds at least 5 percent to the future peak hour traffic volume; or (2) on CMP-
designated roadway segments that are projected to exceed the CMP level of service 
standard in the future without the project (2025), the impact would be significant if the 
project adds at least 5 percent to the future peak hour traffic volume. 

 
Page 119 of the Draft EIR and page iii of Appendix C is revised as follows: 

 
Alternative 6: Tests the combination of converting all four one-way streets (Dana Street, 
Ellsworth Street, Bancroft Way, and Durant Avenue) to two-way traffic flow with 
restricted vehicular traffic at the northern-most block of Telegraph Avenue and on 
Telegraph Avenue from Bancroft Way south to Haste Street and a short section of Bancroft 
Way at Telegraph Avenue. 

 
Page 120 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

…Eastbound traffic was distributed as follows: 45 percent remained on Durant Avenue, 45 
percent shifted to Bancroft Way and 10 percent shifted to Dwight Avenue Way. 

 
Page 120 of the Draft EIR, the first full paragraph are revised as follows: 
 

(2) Trip Generation.  The Draft Southside Plan anticipates and encourages both 
commercial and residential infill development in the Southside area.  Since parking in the 
Southside area is generally at or near capacity, it is reasonable to assume that new vehicle 
trips would only be generated if new parking spaces are provided.  The Draft Southside 
Plan would include an estimated maximum of 66 107 new commercial parking spaces and 
169 201 residential parking spaces at the identified opportunity sites, based on an 
assessment of the potential development at the sites under the revised Draft Plan land use 
and zoning changes.  These new parking spaces were estimated to generate 145 189 new 
AM peak hour and 237 339 new PM peak hour vehicle trips. 

 
Page 134 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-7: The City shall require all new development to design the 
vehicle access points to new development sites as driveways. A 5 6-foot sidewalk width, or 
6 feet of clearance on sidewalks, shall be maintained across each new driveway that is in 
line with the primary walking corridor along the street. (LTS) 

 
Page 134 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-8: At all signalized intersections and mid-block locations 
within the Southside area the City shall install limit lines five feet in advance of the 
crosswalks and install “Turning Traffic Must Yield to Pedestrians” signage consistent with 
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the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways 
(FHWA’s MUTCD 2003 Edition, as amended for use in California). (LTS) 

 
Page 135 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Impact TRANS-10: The Bancroft Way and Durant Avenue corridors carry a great 
number of cyclists; however, there are no bicycle facilities which, and this can create 
unsafe conditions. (S) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-10: The City shall install Class II bike lanes on Bancroft 
Way between Dana Street and Fulton Street and on Durant Avenue west of College 
Avenue. The City shall install sharrows shared roadway markings on Bancroft Way 
west of Fulton Street and east of Dana Street as well as on Durant Avenue east of 
College Avenue. The sharrows shared roadway markings shall be located 11 feet 
from the face of curb to highlight the preferred bicycle travel path to avoid open 
vehicle doors. (LTS) 

 
Page 135 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Impact TRANS-11: The conversion of Bancroft Way and Durant Avenue to two-way 
streets will result in an increased propensity for delivery vehicles to block the 
eastbound travel lane on Bancroft Way if delivery vehicles double park. to be double 
parked, thereby blocking the eastbound travel lane on Bancroft Way (S) 

 
Page 137 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

g. Parking Characteristics. … As a result, the Telegraph-Channing Parking Garage 
has responded by increasing short-term parking opportunities. On evenings and weekends it 
is unlikely that University-owned parking areas can be used for public parking. Additional 
parking provisions for short-term parkers would help to minimize driver recirculation 
through the Southside area. 

Page 139 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

k.  Policy Analysis. This section reviews and evaluates the proposed project against 
policies from the Berkeley General Plan and the Draft Southside Plan. Policy conflicts in 
and of themselves do not constitute a significant environmental impact. Policy conflicts are 
only considered environmental impacts when they would result in direct physical impacts. 

 
While the Transportation Element of the proposed Southside Plan is generally consistent 
with the policies set forth in the Berkeley General Plan, there some are inconsistencies 
between the proposed project, which includes the conversion of Bancroft Way and Durant 
Avenue to two-way traffic, and some of the Draft Southside Plan policies. 
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Policy T-D31 page 149 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Install a high visibility crosswalk on the north side of the Clark Kerr Campus exit at the 
Warring Street / Parker Street intersection to permit pedestrians to alert drivers to 
pedestrian crossings. 

 
Page 162 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
(1) Local Plan Consistency. With implementation of the Draft Plan, the 

population of the Southside area is expected to grow by an additional 1,038 1,272 people 
by the year 2020.  Figure 3 on page 6 of the Bay Area 2000 CAP depicts the growth in 
population, vehicles, and VMT in the Bay Area.  This figure shows a VMT growth of 80 
percent from 1980 to 2006, or approximately 1.3 percent a year in the Bay Area.  Although 
there is no comparable figure to show such growth for the City of Berkeley, it is assumed 
the City generally falls within such growth rates. 

 
The proposed project will add up to 472 578 residential units in the City.  Based on the 2.2 
persons/household average for the City of Berkeley, the proposed project will increase the 
City’s population by approximately 1,038 1,272 people.  This represents a 1  1.2 percent 
increase in the current population.  When added to the 119,000 people projected to live in 
the City by 2030, the City is projected to grow at a rate of approximately 0.43 0.56 percent 
per year.  This growth is less than the 1.3 percent growth rate in the Bay Area as a whole. 

 
Page 165 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

(5) Global Warming. Global warming and GHGs are an emerging environmental 
concern being raised on statewide, national, and global levels. Regional, State, and federal 
agencies are developing strategies to control pollutant emissions that contribute to global 
warming, including the State’s Assembly Bills 1493 and 32, Executive Order S-3-05 and 
Executive Order S-01-07. However, neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines mention or 
provide any methodology for analysis of GHGs, including CO2, nor do they provide any 
significance thresholds. This air quality analysis follows all procedures and requirements of 
the State CEQA Guidelines and the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. In June 2010, the 
BAAQMD released revised and adopted CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Per the note on 
Table 2-1 (pages 2-2 and 2-3) in the revised BAAQMD Guidelines, “It is the Air District’s 
policy that the adopted thresholds apply to projects for which a Notice of Preparation is 
published, or environmental analysis begins, on or after the applicable effective date. The 
adopted CEQA thresholds…are effective June 2, 2010.” Therefore, the newly adopted 
BAAQMD thresholds do not apply to this analysis of the Draft Southside Plan.   
The proposed land uses changes under the Plan will generate up to approximately 59,884 
lbs/day of CO2 emissions. 
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Page 170 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Table IV.D-8: Project Regional Emissions in Pounds Per Day 
 Reactive 

Organic 
Gases 

 
Nitrogen 
Oxides 

 
 

PM10 

Regional Emissionsa 94.1 80.78 86.2 
BAAQMD  
Significance Threshold 80.0 80.0 80.0 
Exceed? Yes Yes Yes 

a  Due to the increase in units (up from 472 to 578) and decrease in jobs (down from 2,130 to 
1,857) associated with the revised projections, it is expected that the long-term project-related 
regional emissions for ozone precursors would change slightly from those shown in this Table. 
However, the emissions would still exceed the BAAQMD thresholds of significance (Impact 
AIR-2) and Mitigation Measure AIR-2 would still apply with a finding of Significant and 
Unavoidable. 

 
The last paragraph on page 176 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 … Referred to as the “State Noise Insulation Standards”, they it requires buildings to meet 

performance standards through design and/or building materials that would offset any noise 
source in the vicinity of the receptor. 

 
Page 177 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
  (3) Local Regulations. … The General Plan also includes the following noise 

policies which are relevant for related to the Draft Southside Plan. 
 
The second paragraph on page 182 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
  … All of the BART tracks near within the Southside area are below grade. 
 
The second full paragraph on page 185 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 Roadway segments that would experience an increase under cumulative with project 

conditions include portions of Bancroft Way, Durant Avenue, Haste Street, Fulton Street 
Avenue, and Dwight Way. 

 
Page 188 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The UC Berkeley LRDP monitoring program can be used as a guide by the City to develop 
its own monitoring program for traffic conditions and accident data. 

 
The third paragraph on page 199 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
Private secondary schools in the City of Berkeley include: the Arrowsmith Academy; East 
Bay School of the Arts; The Elmwood School; Maybeck High School; New Age Academy; 
and St. Mary’s College High School. Arrowsmith Academy and Maybeck High School is 
are both located within the Southside area. 
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The fifth paragraph on page 199 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

… The American Baptist Seminary of the West is locatedNone of these schools are located 
within the Southside area;, although several others are located within one mile of the 
Southside area. 

 
Page 204, the fourth sentence in the Schools paragraph of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Implementation of the Draft Southside Plan is anticipated to result in an additional 1,038 
1,272 residents within the Southside area; existing capacity at the six schools serving the 
Southside area is available to accommodate any number of students that may be added as a 
result of new population growth in the Southside area resulting from implementation of the 
proposed project. 

 
Page 204, the fifth sentence in the Parks paragraph of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

However, use of People’s Park and other local parks within one-quarter mile of the 
Southside area by the additional 1,038 1,272 residents estimated to live in the Southside 
area following implementation of the proposed project could cause physical deterioration of 
these resources. 

 
Page 205, the third sentence in the Libraries paragraph of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

By comparison, the Berkeley Public Library has 2.85 square feet of library space per 
resident and approximately 5.63 collection items per resident; an additional 1.038 1,272 
residents that could be expected to result from implementation of the draft Southside Plan 
would reduce these figures to 2.82 square feet and 5.56 items per resident. 

 
Page 226, the first sentence in the first paragraph in the Wastewater section of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 
 

(2) Wastewater.  Implementation of the Draft Plan would increase demand for 
sanitary sewer services through the potential development of an additional 472 578 housing 
units and 638,290 557,100 square feet of commercial space. 

 
Page 226, the third paragraph in the Wastewater section of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The Draft Southside Plan is projected to increase water demand in the Southside area by 
180,000 gpd. 53  Due to the increase in units (up from 472 to 578) and decrease in jobs 
(down from 2,130 to 1,857) associated with the revised projections, it is expected that the 
water demand for the Southside growth projections would continue to be 180,000 gpd. 

 
Page 226, the first sentence in the fourth paragraph in the Wastewater section of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 
 

The anticipated 638,290 557,100 square feet of commercial space that would be developed 
under the proposed project includes 450,000 square feet of space owned by the University. 
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Page 227, the second sentence of the fifth paragraph of the Wastewater section of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 
 

The existing sewer mains have the capacity to serve the anticipated increase of 472 578 
housing units and 638,290 557,100 square feet of commercial space (i.e., office and retail 
space) in the Southside area.54 

 
Footnote 54 on page 227 is revised as follows to add: 
 

54  Jeff Egeberg.  Manager of Engineering.  City of Berkeley Public Works 
Department.  Personal communications with City Planning staff.  March 2009.  

 
Page 227, the first sentence of the Solid Waste section of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

(4) Solid Waste.  Implementation of the Draft Plan is anticipated to add 472 578 
housing units and 638,290 557,100 square feet of commercial space. 

 
Page 227, third sentence of the Solid Waste section (which carries over to page 228) of the Draft EIR 
is revised as follows: 
 

Applying these waste generation factors to anticipated future development would generate 
approximately 7,889 8,313 pounds of trash per day, or 1,440 1,517 tons per year. 

 
Page 235 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

 Historic Period. In 1820, Luis Maria Peralta was granted Rancho San Antonio for 
his service to the Spanish government. His 43,000-acre rancho was comprised of the area 
that was to become the Cities of Berkeley, Albany, Oakland, Alameda, and a part of San 
Leandro and Piedmont. The Peralta land grant was confirmed after Mexico’s independence 
from Spain in 1822, and honored by the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848 when 
California became part of the United States. Peralta’s son Jose Domingo received the 
northern portion of the rancho lands, which included lands that became Berkeley and 
Albany. Peralta’s cattle and under-developed lands were a prime target for squatters. His 
cattle were poached and slaughtered, and trees were removed by squatters and by people 
traveling to and from the gold fields. Domingo sold off small parcels of land that were used 
for farming and homesteads.1 

The second paragraph on page 236 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Early Rresidential development occurred in Ocean View, which was the name of the 
western portion of the town that would eventually be named, as a whole, Berkeley, after the 
noted Anglo-Irish philosopher. The name was chosen by the College of California’s Board 
of Trustees, Residential areas continued to expand, and new technologies spread through 
the burgeoning town, as indicated by after the installation of the installation of telegraph 

                                                      
1 Hoover, Mildred B., Hero E. Rensch, Ethel G. Rensch and William N. Abeloe, 1990, pp. 21-22. Historic Spots in 

California. Stanford University Press, Stanford, California. Revised by Douglas E. Kyle. 
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lines along Telegraph and Claremont Avenues in 1861.2 By 1860, the aforementioned 
College of California had begun to purchase what is now the University’s central campus. 
University of California lands were purchased in the early 1860s. The institution that would 
become the University in 1878 was founded in 1855 as the College of California, was 
located in and held classed in Oakland until 1866 until 1873.3 The town was known as 
Ocean View until local members of the community chose the name of an English 
philosopher for the new college town. The western section of Berkeley continued to be 
called Ocean View even after until 1878, when the city incorporated. 

 
The third paragraph on page 236 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

In the late 1870s, businesses in Berkeley included mills, plants, and retail businesses. 
Farming continued in outlying areas. Retail businesses were concentrated on San Pablo 
Avenue and lower University Avenue, although notable retail operations were also located 
on Shattuck and Telegraph avenues. Students, professors, and professional workers lived in 
the community that developed around the campus.4  

 
The fourth paragraph on page 236 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Train service led to additional development, as the Southern Pacific Railroad mainline was 
extended along San Francisco Bay through western Berkeley in 1877. The railroad 
provided the means for the transport of industrial and agricultural goods, but regular 
passenger service was not available until decades later. Local businessmen gave Southern 
Pacific a right of way, land for a rail yard and station, and $20,000 to provide local service. 
A branch line began service to downtown Berkeley along Shattuck Avenue in 1876, and 
extended north of downtown Bby 1878. the line ran from Oakland along Shattuck Avenue 
to north Berkeley. Shattuck Avenue between University Avenue and Dwight Way became 
the center of Berkeley’s downtown and commercial district, as commercial enterprises 
initially clustered around the branch line’s stations. The downtown was not the only area of 
commerce, however; commercial locales existed in other parts of the city, as well. Farms 
that formerly marked the land alongside the rail line gave way to residences and 
businesses.5 

 
The first full paragraph on page 237 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Berkeley’s population changed little during the 1930s, but increased from 85,000 to 
115,000 during the 1940s. Much of the population increase was due to military personnel 
stationed in and around Berkeley during World War II. Navy and Army officers were 
trained on the University campus, while military barracks housing for war workers was 
built on a portion of the Gill Tract owned by the University, were built on campus grounds 
and several fraternity houses housed naval trainees. World War II also drew shipyard 

                                                      
2 Ibid, pp. 18-19.  
3 UC Regents, 2004. Brief History of the University. Website: www.berkeley.edu/about/history. 
4 Wollenberg, Charles, 2002. Berkeley, A City in History, p. 5. Website: www.berkeleypubliclibrary.org/ 

bpl/system/Chapter2.html.  
5 Ibid, pp. 4-5.  
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workers by the thousands in search of available wartime jobs. Large firms such as Kaiser 
recruited workers to move to the Bay Area.6 

 
The third paragraph on page 237 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Southside Area Specific History. In the mid-1860s, what is now the Southside plan 
area was roughly coincided with the College Homestead Tract and part of the Berkeley 
Property Tract and the College Homestead Tract owned by the College of California. Each 
tract is briefly described below.  

 
The fourth paragraph on page 237 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The Berkeley Property Tract College Homestead Tract is bounded by College and Prospect 
Avenues, Gayley Road, and Dwight Way. Subdivided in 1866 as a mixed-use residential 
and commercial area, the Berkeley Property Tract College Homestead Tract was laid out in 
a grid plan to generate income from the sale of lots. Haste Street and Durant Avenue were 
not cut until after the 1860s, resulting in lots larger than today’s lots. By 1873, campus 
buildings were built and occupied. A neighborhood developed north of Bancroft Way in an 
area that today contains the Student Union, Sproul Hall, Zellerbach Hall, and the Sports 
Complex. A commercial cluster developed hotel, with a restaurant and small store, and 
several houses were located at and near the intersection of Bancroft Way and Telegraph 
Avenue. By 1910, the College Homestead Tract Berkeley Property Tract was a fully 
developed neighborhood with a few stores on Telegraph Avenue.7 

 
The fifth paragraph on page 237 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The College Homestead Tract Berkeley Property Tract is bounded by College and Shattuck 
Avenues, and Allston and Dwight ways. Subdivided in 1865 as a residential neighborhood, 
the College Homestead Tract Berkeley Property Tract contained large homes on large lots. 
Frederick Law Olmsted, who designed Central Park in New York City, was commissioned 
by the College to design the campus and the neighborhood southeast of the campus. By 
1910, the neighborhood was fully developed. From the 1920s to 1940s, new construction, 
which included the International House, changed the character of the neighborhood. 
Piedmont Avenue became known as “Fraternity Row.”8   
 

The first full paragraph on page 238 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Housing demands increased after World War II with the increase in student population. 
Single-family dwellings adjacent to the campus were either divided into multi-family units 
or replaced with poorly constructed apartment buildings. Telegraph Avenue, previously a 
neighborhood shopping district, began to more actively cater began catering to students and 
professors as University enrollment increased. 
 

                                                      
6 Ibid., pp. 3-4.  
7 Ibid, pp. 165-167.  
8 Cerny, Susan Dinkelspiel, op. cit., pp. 165-170.  
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The second paragraph on page 238 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
In the 1950s, U.C. Berkeley began a program to acquire the majority of purchased 
approximately 10 square blocks north of Dwight Way to Bancroft. Existing buildings were 
replaced with three residence hall complexes, parking lots, pre-fabricated buildings, and the 
Berkeley Art Museum. A lively social atmosphere, characterized by cafés, bookstores, and 
theaters, developed in the area in the 1960s. In the early 1970s, the widening of Telegraph 
Avenue sidewalks brought street artists to the area, and Southside traffic on major streets 
increased after street barriers were placed in surrounding areas to control circulation. Since 
the 1970s, development within the Southside area has been mostly limited to individual 
projects and seismic upgrades.9 

 
The fourth paragraph on page 238 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Shattuck Avenue between University Avenue and Dwight Way became Berkeley’s 
downtown and commercial district in the late 1800s. The Southern Pacific Railroad ran 
along Shattuck from Oakland to north Berkeley. In the 1920s, 1923, the railroad terminal 
was converted into a commercial area, known as Shattuck Square, was developed on an 
area that previously contained a small park or plaza. A station associated with the railroad 
stood between Center and Addison streets until the late 1930s, when it was demolished for 
commercial development. From 1966 to 1971, BART was constructed below Shattuck 
Avenue, and two early 1900 skyscrapers were demolished. Despite these episodes of 
redevelopment, Shattuck Avenue has retained many of its turn-of-the-century and 1920-era 
buildings.10 

 
Page 239 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Architectural Cultural Resources. Known cultural resources in the Southside area consist of 
101 historical architectural resources. Of the 101 architectural resources, 41 are designated 
by the City as landmarks, six are designated as structures of merit, and four are listed in the 
California Inventory of Historic Resources Historic Resources Inventory (California 
Inventory). Of the 41 landmarks, seven are also listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places (National Register) and the California Register of Historical Resources, and five are 
listed in the California Inventory. Of the six National Register properties, two are Cali-
fornia Historical Landmarks, and one is a National Historic Landmark. The remaining 
properties not listed in other inventories are included in the state Historic Resource 
Inventory. Table 1 in Appendix H of this EIR provides the location, year built, local and 
state designation status, National Register status11, and referral source of each resource. 

                                                      
9 City of Berkeley, op. cit., pp. 113-115.  
10 City of Berkeley, 1994, pp. 14-15. Downtown Berkeley Design Guidelines. Adopted by the Planning Commission 

as Amendments to the Design Review Guidelines October 26, 1994, Berkeley, California. 
11 The table provides the National Register status code, which is an alpha-numeric code assigned by the California 

Office of Historic Preservation (OHP). The codes indicate eligibility or potential eligibility of the resource for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places. A detailed description of these codes is available in the OHP publication How to Read 
an Historical Resources Directory, Technical Assistance Series #8. California Department of Parks and Recreation, 
Sacramento, 1997. Although OHP has recently issued new California Historical Resource Status Codes to be used in 
assigning new status codes, the old National Register codes have not yet been converted to the new system.  
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Table 2 in Appendix H provides the meaning of the status codes used in Table 1.  It should 
be noted that this summary reflects known cultural resources as of 2008 that were identified 
through a review of existing documentation. It is likely that additional cultural resources 
will be identified as historical resource surveys are undertaken in previously un-surveyed 
portions of the Southside area. 

 
Page 247 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
 (1) Demolition or Substantial Alteration. The Draft Plan contains 83 opportunity 
sites that could potentially support more intensive uses to achieve the Draft Plan’s 
objectives. If development envisioned by the Draft Plan involves buildings or structures 
that meet, or have the potential to meet, criteria for consideration as historical resources 
(i.e., City of Berkeley Landmark status; eligibility for listing in the California or National 
registers), the Draft Plan may result in a significant impact to cultural resources.  

 
The first paragraph on page 248 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

… If the LPC elects to suspend action on a permitting decision (alteration, new 
construction or demolition), involving a demolition, the suspension may not exceed one 
year for projects involving listed Landmarks and historic districts, and 180 days for 
Structures of Merit. If the LPC elects to suspend action on a permitting decision involving 
exterior alterations or new construction, the suspension may not exceed 180 days for 
projects involving listed Landmarks and historic districts, and 90 days for Structures of 
Merit. 

 
Page 248 of the Draft EIR is revised to add the following paragraph as the third full paragraph on the 
page: 
 

To reduce a significant cumulative impact at the intersection of Durant Avenue/Piedmont 
Avenue (Impact TRANS-4), this Draft EIR recommends Mitigation Measure TRANS-4 to 
re-stripe the existing cross section of this intersection for north and south bound traffic on 
Piedmont Avenue to accommodate two lanes of traffic in each direction. To accommodate 
two lanes of traffic during the PM peak period, parking also would have to be prohibited 
along Piedmont Avenue between Bancroft Way and 100 feet south of Durant Avenue. 
Piedmont Avenue is a California Historical Landmark (see Table 1 in Appendix H of the 
Draft EIR) between Gayley Road and Dwight Way. While the restriping and removal of 
parking for 100 feet for the PM peak hour would result in some changes to the pavement, 
traffic patterns, signage and curb at the Durant Avenue/Piedmont Avenue intersection, 
these changes would be minor and would not diminish the character-defining features that 
convey and justify the significance of Piedmont Avenue and adjacent resources. 
Implementation of the proposed mitigation measure would result in a less-than-significant 
impact.  

 
The fourth paragraph on page 248 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The Design Review Committee (DRC) membership includes one of the Landmarks 
Preservation Commissioners. , so that for properties listed in the State Historic Resources 
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Inventory (HRI), t The LPC member, as a full voting member of sitting on the DRC, 
provides guidance and expertise acts as a liaison to make advisory comments to the DRC 
regarding historic resource implications of project design. 

 
The first line on page 249 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

For properties over 40 years of age that are not initiated for designation, or and not listed in 
the HRI, the LPC provides advisory comments… 

 
The first full paragraph on page 249 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The Draft Plan contains policies that actively promote new construction and alteration of 
existing buildings in a manner that respects historically and architecturally sensitive 
properties and their surroundings. Draft Plan policies call for: (1) adopting and applying 
design guidelines to retain and enhance architectural character and ensure that alterations 
are historically sensitive (CC-A1; CC-B1; CC-C1; CC-D3; CC-D3(a)); (2) ensuring high 
quality architectural design for new construction (LU-F6; LU-F6(a); LU-F6(b)); (3) 
specifically addressing potential impacts from new construction to nearby landmarks and 
historically significant buildings (LU-F12; LU-F12(a); LU-F14; LU-F16); (4) reducing the 
potential for abrupt transitions in building heights between high density areas and outlying 
neighborhoods (ED-E2(b)); and (5) discouraging paint schemes that are inappropriate to 
historical buildings and similar surrounding buildings (CC-D3(c)). In addition to matters of 
design, the Draft Plan contains educational policies to encourage public recognition and 
enjoyment of historical architectural resources, and to foster an appreciation of their 
delicate and nonrenewable nature (CC-D3(a); CC-D3(b); ED-A1(a)(8); ED-A1(a)(9); ED-
A3; ED-C2; ED-C2(c)). These Draft Plan policies contain a basic framework of design 
guidance and public education that, when combined with the City’s thorough planning 
review, provide a satisfactory system for avoiding or minimizing inappropriate or 
insensitive in-fill development. In addition to the policies described above, subsequent 
CEQA review will be conducted for those projects proposed under the Draft Plan. 

 
The second paragraph, subsection (3), on page 249 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

… The Draft Plan also contains Policy LU-F7 (Anna Head) that encourages suggests office 
use may continue as a retaining the use of the Anna Head Complex as office space, which 
is consistent with its recent use.  

 
The third paragraph on page 253 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
The goals objectives are restated here for reference: 

 
Page 254 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The No Development alternative assumes that no future development activities or private 
investment would occur within the boundaries of the Southside area, and that existing 
conditions would continue. 
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The first paragraph under subsection A. on page 254 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The following discussion includes a description of alternatives considered but ultimately 
rejected for evaluation as part of this EIR. Included in this section is discussion of a 
location-based alternative as well as a description of the six five circulation alternatives 
initially evaluated by Fehr and Peers Transportation Consultants but rejected for inclusion 
as part of the proposed project for purposes of this EIR. 

 
Page 255 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 
 

Of the Ssix alternative circulation scenarios to the existing circulation network in the 
Southside area were defined and evaluated as part of the Berkeley Southside Final 
Transportation Study, only one, Alternative 2, was included in the proposed project. The 
other five circulation alternatives were evaluated for impacts and mitigations, but were not 
included in the final proposed alternative. These six alternatives were selected to 
characterize several potential changes to circulation affecting the roadway network in the 
Southside area as identified in Draft Southside Plan policies T-C3, T-D1, and T-D2. The 
scope of potential circulation changes in the Southside area includes returning several one-
way streets to two-way traffic, as well as changes to the operations on Telegraph Avenue to 
reflect potential operations for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) through the Southside area. Both 
of these broad objectives were identified in the Draft Southside Plan for consideration and 
evaluation. 

 
Page 259, the second paragraph in Section E.1 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Specific differences between this alternative and the Draft Southside Plan are described in 
Table V-1.  Under the 2001 Planning Commission Draft alternative, the difference in 
residential development potential at Tier 1 opportunity sites is an increase of 3,292 14,937 
square feet (approximately 18 4 units); the difference in no non-University commercial 
development is anticipated to occur under this alternative is a decrease of 2,614 square feet 
(approximately 9 jobs).  

 
Page 262 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Table V-1, the “Effect” evaluation column for the row titled “Revision to Boundaries of the 
Residential High-Density Subarea (R-S) and the Residential Mixed Use Subarea (R-SMU): 

 
Increases Decreases non-University residential development potential at Tier 1 
opportunity sites by 5,645 3,292 square feet (from 14,397 15,996 square feet to 
20,042 12,703 square feet) 
 
Increases Decreases number of non-University residential units to be developed at 
Tier 1 opportunity sites by 7 4, from 18 20 units to 25 16 units (assuming 800 square 
feet per unit) 
 
Increase non-University commercial development potential at Tier 1 opportunity sites 
by 5,088 2,614 square feet (from 0 square feet to 5,088 2,614 square feet) 
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Increases number of non-University new jobs at Tier 1 opportunity sites by 17 9, 
from 0 new jobs to 17 9 new jobs (assuming 1 job per 300 square feet) 

 
Pages 262-263 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Table V-1, the row titled “Revision to proposed zoning designations” should be deleted and 
not replaced, as the only difference in development potential between the R-SMU 
properties adjacent to Bancroft and those not adjacent to Bancroft is a reduction in street 
side yard that was not a “by-right” standard: 

 
Revision to 
proposed 
zoning 
designations 

 Revision to the 
proposed R-
SMU zoning 
designation 

Increases non-University residential floor area 
potential at Tier 1 opportunity sites in the R-SMU 
zone by 1,467 square feet (from 27,288 square feet 
to 28,755 square feet) 
Increases number of non-University residential 
units to be developed at Tier 1 opportunity sites in 
the R-SMU zone by 2 (from 34 to 336 (sic), 
assuming 800 square feet per unit) 
Increases commercial floor floor area for Tier 1 
opportunity sites in the R-SMU zones by 234 
square feet (from 7,066 square feet to 7,300 square 
feet) 

 
The fourth paragraph on page 264 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
… In cases like this where the No Development alternative is technically the 
environmentally superior alternative consists of maintaining existing conditions at the time 
the notice of preparation is published, CEQA requires that the EIR shall also identify an 
second most environmentally superior alternative be identified among the other 
alternatives. 

 
The fourth and fifth paragraphs on page 267 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows: 
 

Based on the build-out assumption discussed in Chapter III, Project Description, of this 
EIR, it is estimated that implementation of the Draft Southside Plan would result in 
approximately 472 578 new housing units, based on an average unit size of 800 square feet, 
and 1,038 1,272 new residents based on the City’s average household size of 2.2 persons 
per unit.  Implementation of the Draft Plan is also anticipated to result in an increase of 
638,290 557,100 square feet of non-residential commercial development, correlating to a 
net job increase of approximately 2,130 1,857 jobs throughout the Southside area. 

 
While the estimated commercial job growth would represent a significant increase (42 37 
percent) in the Southside area and 44.4 28 percent of the total net projected City job growth 
by 2020, it would be consistent with growth anticipated by the Berkeley General Plan and 
evaluated in the General Plan EIR.  The anticipated increase of approximately 1,038 1,272 
Southside residents is also within the ABAG projections for the City.  Further, the 
development that could occur from implementation of the Southside Plan would constitute 
infill development, as the existing Southside area is highly urbanized and surrounded 
predominantly by existing urban development. 
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Page 268, the first sentence of the second full paragraph of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Although the Southside area is currently developed with urban uses, implementation of the 
Draft Southside Plan would result in the addition of 472 578 housing units, 1,038 1,272 
residents, and 2,130 1,857 new jobs over the 13-year period of plan implementation 
through 2020. 

 
Page 269, the fourth full paragraph of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Because the amount of growth that is anticipated to occur within the Southside area through 
2020 is relatively small (472 578 housing units and 2,130 1,857 jobs) and would be subject 
to all of the mitigatory policies and actions of the Draft Southside Plan and the Berkeley 
General Plan, the proposed project would not result in the inefficient use of non-renewable 
energy resources. 

 
Page 270, the first sentence of the Population, Employment and Housing Section of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 
 

b. Population, Employment and Housing.  Implementation of the proposed project 
would result in an increase in the Southside area residential population by 1,038 1,272 
persons and 2,130 1,857 total jobs. 

 
Page 270, under the Transportation and Circulation Section of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

o Although operations would continue at LOS E during the PM peak hour for the 
signalized intersection… 

 
Page 14 of Appendix C of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

…Bowditch Street terminates at Telegraph Avenue Dwight Way, and southbound vehicular 
traffic... 

 
Table 6 in Appendix E of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Table 6: Non-UC Projected Development 

 

Projected development for 
Tier 1 sites, Existing 
Zoning (BASELINE) 

Projected development for 
Tier 1 sites, Draft Southside 
Plan Proposed Zoning Difference 

Residential Without 
State Density Bonus 

284,737 sq. ft. 
408,774 sf 

373,064 sq. ft. 
457,013 sf 

88,327 sq. ft. 
48,239 sf  

Residential with 
State Density Bonus 

384,395 sq. ft. 
551,845 sf 

503,636 sq. ft. 
616,968 sf 

119,241 sq. ft. 
65,123 sf  

Non-Residential 301,847 sq. ft. 
133,564 sf 

251,054 sq. ft 
142,795 sf 

-50,793 sq. ft. 
9,231 sf 

 
Table 2 of Appendix H of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Include “California Historic Resources Inventory” along with “California Inventory of 
Historic Resources.”   
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APPENDIX H

CULTURAL RESOURCES TABLE



Table 1
Identified Architectural Cultural Resources as of 2008 in the Southside Plan Area

Date Description Designation NR Code    Source 
2300 Bancroft Way 1901 St. Mark's Episcopal Church CIHR 2S2 CIHR; NWIC
2346 Bancroft Way 1902 Gray Gables; Canterbury Foundation 3S NWIC
2362 Bancroft Way Trinity United Methodist Church original sanctuary 2S2
2400 Bancroft Way 1949 Stiles Hall; University YMCA 7N NWIC
2401 Bancroft Way 1898 First Unitarian Church; UC Dance Studio COBL #47, CIHR, NR 1S CIHR; COB; NWIC
2434 Bancroft Way 1925 Campus Theater, Fox Campus Theater 7N NWIC
2546 Bancroft Way 1940 Fred Turner Building COBL #49 COB; BAHA
2626 Bancroft Way 1968 University Art Museum 3S NWIC
2680 Bancroft Way 1928 The College Women's Club COBL #33, NR 1S COB; NWIC
2700 Bancroft Way 1926 Westminster House; Unitas-W House COBL #226 3S COB; NWIC
2833 Bancroft Way 1913 Richard A. Clark House; Davis House 3S NWIC

Bancroft Way Hearst Gymnasium for Women COBL
Bancroft Way Edwards Stadium COBL
Bancroft Way Harmon Gymnasium/Hass Pavilion COBL
Bancroft Way Sproul Plaza

2315 Bowditch St 1933 Christian Science Student Organization 3S NWIC
2323 Bowditch St*** 1893 B. Carrington House SOM 3S NWIC
2350 Bowditch St** 1930 Rose Berteaux Cottage COBL #212 COB
2515 Channing Way 1921 The Robcliff Apartment House SOM COB
2328 Channing Way 1889 J.F. and C.M. Luttrell House 3S NWIC
2521 Channing Way 1927 Epworth Hall COBL #219 COB
2538 Channing Way 1892 Anna Head School for Girls COBL #218, CIHR, NR 1S CIHR; NWIC
2547 Channing Way 1899 Samuel G. Davis House COBL #81 3S COB; NWIC
2612 Channing Way** 1930 Rose and William Berteaux House 3S NWIC
2721 Channing Way 1890 Channing House 3S NWIC
2725 Channing Way 1908 Dr. John Knox and Sarah Matilda Hawley House 3S NWIC
2728 Channing Way 1911 Dr. Sherrel W. Hall House 7N NWIC
2732 Channing Way 1899 Original Site of Hearst Hall; Gamma Phi Beta 7N NWIC
2901 Channing Way 1905 Colby House; Blossom House COBL #96 3S COB; NWIC
2300 College Ave 1969 Yummers; Espresso Experience 3S NWIC

Street Address

* = destroyed ** = moved *** = moved out of plan area



Table 1
Identified Architectural Cultural Resources as of 2008 in the Southside Plan Area

Date Description Designation NR Code    Source Street Address
2310 College Ave 1905 Alma A. Smith House 3S NWIC
2409 College Ave 1913 Channing Apartments 3S NWIC
2400 Dana St 1892 James A. Squire House 2S2 NWIC
2446 Dana St 1895 Seneca Gale House 3S NWIC
2222 Durant Ave 1891 Mary A. Helphinstine House 3S NWIC
2236 Durant Ave 1914 H.J. Merritt Apartments 3S NWIC
2308 Durant Ave 1891 Marsh House COBL #107 2S2 COB; NWIC
2315 Durant Ave 1929 Berkeley Women's City Club COBL #2; CHL #908, NR 1S COB; NWIC
2318 Durant Ave 1904 McCreary House COBL #109 3S COB; NWIC
2500 Durant Ave 1914 Cambridge Apartments COBL 3S COB; NWIC
2520 Durant Ave 1911 Hotel for William K. Cashin; The Brasfield COBL #215 3S COB; NWIC
2526 Durant Ave 1891 Ellen Blood House SOM 3S NWIC
2530 Durant Ave 1921 The Albra SOM COB
2600 Durant Ave 1928 Durant Hotel SOM 3S COB; NWIC
2639 Durant Ave 1895 Dr. Cornelius Beach Bradley House COBL #200 3S COB; NWIC
2650 Durant Ave 1957 Unit 1 Residence Hall, U.C. Berkeley Campus   SOM COB
2732 Durant Ave 1905 Parsons House; Student Residence 7N NWIC
2735 Durant Ave 1908 P.H. Atkinson House 3S NWIC

Dwight Way 1969 People's Park (2526 Haste Street) COBL #86 3S COB; NWIC
2126 Dwight Way 1902 Williams Building COBL #144 COB
2132 Dwight Way 1922 6Y2 NWIC
2140 Dwight Way 1895 Davis-Byrne Building COBL #145 2S2 COB; NWIC
2150 Dwight Way 1948 6Y2 NWIC
2239 Dwight Way 1892 Nelson S. Trowbridge House 3S NWIC
2244 Dwight Way 1885 Hutton House; Woolsey House 3S NWIC
2247 Dwight Way 1895 James L. Barker House 3S NWIC
2314 Dwight Way 1880 Alta Bates Hospital; Benjamin Ferris COBL #116 3S COB; NWIC
2401 Dwight Way 1899 Town and Gown Club COBL #3, CIHR COB; CIHR
2419 Dwight Way 1900 McKinley Elms 3S NWIC
2437 Dwight Way 1869 James Edgar House SOM COB
2441 Dwight Way 1880 3S NWIC
2524 Dwight Way 1891 Alex C. Sturart House COBL #220 3S COB; NWIC
2530 Dwight Way 1886 George Edwards House COBL #204 COB
2606 Dwight Way 1918 Hobart Hall; Baptist Divinity School COBL #203 3S COB; NWIC
2619 Dwight Way 1910 First Church of Christ Scientist COBL #5, NR, NHL, CIHR 1S COB; CIHR; NWIC
2709 Dwight Way 1928 Bishop Berkeley Apartments CIHR 3S CIHR; NWIC
2727 Dwight Way 1891 Paget-Gorrill House CIHR 3S CIHR; NWIC

* = destroyed ** = moved *** = moved out of plan area



Table 1
Identified Architectural Cultural Resources as of 2008 in the Southside Plan Area

Date Description Designation NR Code    Source Street Address
2730 Dwight Way 1876 Charles Wilkinson House COBL #186 3S COB; NWIC
2733 Dwight Way 1876 Keeler Residence CIHR CIHR 
2424 Fulton St 1884 Northern Bertha Bosse Cottage COBL #259 3S COB; NWIC
2426 Fulton St 1884 Southern Bertha Bosse Cottage COBL #260 3S COB; NWIC
2430 Fulton St 1891 Kueffer House COBL #255 COB
2419 Haste St 1906 Haste Street Building; McKinley School SOM 3S COB; NWIC
2436 Haste St 1904 George D.Hutchison Apartments 3S NWIC
2441 Haste St/2432 Tele. 1916 Sequoia Apartment; Studio/Guild theater 3S NWIC
2500 Haste St People's Bicentennial Mural COBL #122 COB
2501 Haste St* 1911 Berkeley Inn COBL #118 7 COB
2509 Haste St 1879 Woolley House COBL #127 3S COB; NWIC
2605 Haste St 1928 Casa Bonita 3S NWIC
2650 Haste St 1957 Unit 2 Residence Hall, U.C. Berkeley Campus SOM COB
2501 Hillegass Ave ABSW Campus COBL #211 COB

Piedmont Ave 1928 International House 3S NWIC
Piedmont Ave 1865 Piedmont between Gayley Rd & Dwight Way  COBL, CHL #986  7L NWIC

2307 Piedmont Ave 1908 William R. Thorsen House; Sigma Phi Place COBL #4, CIHR, NR 1S COB; CIHR; NWIC
2311 Piedmont Ave 1906 Lewis Hicks House; Beta Theta Pi 3S NWIC
2336 Piedmont Ave 1914 George Tasheira House; Fuente House 3S NWIC
2395 Piedmont Ave 1928 Phi Gamma Delta House COBL #136 COB
2328 Piedmont Ave 1905 Gayley House 3S NWIC
2422 Prospect St 1893 John F. Sims House; Alpha Delta Phi 3S NWIC
2301 Telegraph Ave 1905 El Granada; Granada Apartments 2S2 NWIC
2369 Telegraph Ave 1932 Public Food Store; The Berkeley Market 3S NWIC
2411 Telegraph Ave 1941 Sprouse-Reitz Store; Sunset Theater 7N NWIC
2455 Telegraph Ave 1933 Berkeley Food Center 3S NWIC
2501 Telegraph Ave 1901 Mrs. E.P. King House 3S NWIC
2328 Telegraph Ave 1906 Hotel Carlton 2S2 NWIC
2509 Telegraph Ave 1888 Soda Works Building COBL COB
2539 Telegraph Ave 1950 British Motor Car Sales & Service 2S2 NWIC
2599 Telegraph Ave 1880 Gorman's Furniture Store COB #234 3S COB
2307 Warring St 1911 Charles Washington Merrill House 3S NWIC
2434 Warring St 1911 Thomas Olney House; Sigma Pi House 3S NWIC

* = destroyed ** = moved *** = moved out of plan area



 1 

 

Table 2:  Keys to Codes for the Cultural Resource Table and National Register of Historic 
Places Status  
TABLE  
CODE MEANING 

CHL California Historical Landmark 
CIHR California Inventory of Historic Resources AKA California Historic Resources Inventory 
COB City of Berkeley Landmarks Preservation Commission 
COBL City of Berkeley Landmark and Designation Number  
NHL National Historic Landmark 
NWIC Files of the Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, 

California.  This includes the  Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File, 
California Office of Historic Preservation, August 3, 2004.  The Directory of Properties 
includes listings of the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of 
Historical Resources, California Historical Landmarks, and California Points of Historical 
Interest.   

SOM City of Berkeley Structure of Merit 
NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES STATUS CODES 

1 Listed in NR. 
1S Listed in NR as an individual property. 
2S2 Determined eligible for separate NR listing by consensus. 

3S Appears eligible for listing in NR as a separate property by the person completing or 
reviewing the form. 

4S May become eligible for NR as a separate property. 

6Y2 Determined ineligible for listing in NR, no potential NR eligibility, not evaluated for local 
listing.  

7 Not evaluated. 
        7L Evaluated for register other that NR  
Source:  California Office of Historic Preservation, Instructions for Recording Historical Resources, 1995, and How to Read 

an Historical Resources Directory, 1997. 



a



P:\CBE430-A\Products\RTC\Public Review\5-reportprep.doc (2/1/2011) PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT 253 

V. REPORT PREPARATION 

A. REPORT PREPARERS 
LSA Associates, Inc., Prime Consultant: Project Management and Report Production; Land Use 
and Planning Policy; Population, Employment, and Housing; Air Quality; Noise, Public Facilities 
and Services; Utilities and Infrastructure; Alternatives; Cumulative Impacts; and CEQA Required 
Assessment Conclusions. Response to Comments Document. 
 2215 Fifth Street 
 Berkeley, CA 94710 
 Judith H. Malamut, AICP, Principal-in-Charge and Project Manager 
 Amy Paulsen, Senior Planner 
 Patty Linder, Graphics Manager 
 Charis Cronan, Word Processing 
 
LSA Associates, Inc.: Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
 157 Park Place 
 Point Richmond, CA 94801 
 Christian Gerike, Principal 
 Andrew Pulcheon, Associate, Cultural Resources Manager 
 Randy Groza, Archaeologist 
 
Fehr and Peers: Transportation and Circulation 
 One Walnut Creek Center 
 100 Pringle Ave., Suite 600 
 Walnut Creek, CA 94596 
 Robert Rees, P.E., Principal 
 Michael Beattie, P.E., Senior Transportation Engineer 
 
 
B. CITY CONTACTS 

City of Berkeley 
Planning and Development Department 
2118 Milvia Street, 3rd Floor 
Berkeley, CA 94704 

Dan Marks, Planning and Development Director  
Debra Sanderson, Planning Manager 
Elizabeth Greene, AICP, Senior Planner, Project Manager 
Alex Amoroso, Principal Planner  
Peter Eakland, Transportation Engineer  
 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  B E R K E L E Y  D R A F T  S O U T H S I D E  P L A N  E I R  
F E B R U A R Y  2 0 1 1  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  
 V .  R E P O R T  P R E P A R A T I O N  

 
 

P:\CBE430-A\Products\RTC\Public Review\5-reportprep.doc (2/1/2011) PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT 254 

C. REFERENCES 
Cerny, Susan Dinkelspiel.  Berkeley Landmarks, 2001. 

City of Berkeley, 1994, pp. 14-15. Downtown Berkeley Design Guidelines. Adopted by the Planning 
Commission as Amendments to the Design Review Guidelines October 26, 1994, Berkeley, 
California. 

Hoover, Mildred B., Hero E. Rensch, Ethel G. Rensch and William N. Abeloe, 1990, pp. 21-22. 
Historic Spots in California. Stanford University Press, Stanford, California. Revised by 
Douglas E. Kyle. 

UC Regents, 2004. Brief History of the University. Website: www.berkeley.edu/about/history. 

Wollenberg, Charles, 2002. Berkeley, A City in History, p. 5. Website: 
www.berkeleypubliclibrary.org/ bpl/system/Chapter2.html.  

 




