4.11

PUBLIC SERVICES

This chapter evaluates the potential physical and environmental impacts on public ser-
vices, including police, fire protection and emergency services, schools, and recreation
resulting from implementation of the 2020 LRDP and development of the Tien Center.

During the scoping process for this EIR, comments were received regarding each of the
public services topics discussed herein. In general, the comments related to the ability of
service providers to meet future demand for services that could result from implementa-
tion of the 2020 LRDP. Several comments were received regarding the potential impacts
to the City of Berkeley Fire Department and impacts related to fire access to the Cam-
pus Park and Hill Campus. Comments were also received regarding the potential physi-
cal impacts of the 2020 LRDP on patks and on recreational amenities.

4.11.1 PoLICE

4.11.1.1 ANALYTICAL METHODS

This analysis was prepared based on interviews with representatives of the police de-
partments at UC Berkeley and the cities of Oakland and Emeryville, as well as a review
of the Betkeley General Plan EIR and the general plans for all cities in the cumulative
projects area. Current conditions, as described by the UC Police Department (UCPD)
and documented in general plans, were compared to future conditions anticipated under
the 2020 LRDP. The analysis considers potential impacts on police services that could result
in new or altered police facilities that may cause significant environmental impacts.

4.11.1.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

There are no federal or state police service regulations applicable to implementation of
the 2020 LRDP or development of the Tien Center.

4.11.1.3 LOCAL PLANS AND POLICIES

Although the University is constitutionally exempt from local regulations when using its
property in furtherance of its educational purposes, it is University policy to evaluate
proposed projects for consistency with local plans and policies. Therefore, this section
outlines the plans and policy goals of the cities of Berkeley and Oakland related to police
services.

BERKELEY GENERAL PLAN
The Berkeley General Plan does not contain policies that address police services.

FINDINGS OF THE BERKELEY GENERAL PLAN EIR

The Berkeley General Plan EIR! concluded that policies encouraging increased com-
mercial development and residential population in the Downtown as well as higher-
density housing and commercial development in commercial and mixed use districts and
along transit corridors and additional University housing could result in an increased
demand for police services. Mitigation for this impact was to conduct an annual review
to assess the need for additional police staffing and resources. No other impacts relative
to police services were found. Because the EIR analyzed city-wide growth projections,
no additional cumulative impacts were found.?
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OAKLAND GENERAL PLAN

The Oakland General Plan contains policies that encourage the provision of police per-
sonnel, facilities and equipment commensurate with additional development and priori-
tizes improved police services for locations where existing service is deficient.

4.11.1.4 EXISTING SETTING

CAMPUS PARK

Police services in the Campus Park are primarily provided by the University of Califor-
nia Police Department (UCPD). The UCPD is responsible for all UC properties (includ-
ing those located in Albany, Emeryville, Oakland, and Richmond as well as Berkeley)
and has jurisdiction within one mile around all UC properties. The UCPD has a staff of
65 sworn police personnel, 56 non-sworn personnel and 53 student personnel, including
48 Community Service Officers. The main UCPD office is located in Sproul Hall: its 27
vehicles are parked along Barrow Lane.* The UCPD has no plans for adding new facili-
ties at this time.”

Although UCPD has 65 sworn officers, it has a budget for 77 officer positions. This
means that in the near future UCPD could hire an additional 12 officers. The current
ratio of officers per 1,000 population is 1.2.6 The UCPD’s goal for service ratios is 1.5
officers per 1,000 campus population.”

In emergency situations that require an immediate response, the City of Berkeley Police
Department assists the UCPD as necessaty through a mutual aid agreement.® Average
response time for calls for service is less than five minutes for priority 1 crimes: calls
involving actual or threatened injury to people, violent crimes in progress, etc..”

ADJACENT BLOCKS AND SOUTHSIDE

The UCPD and the City of Berkeley Police Department (BPD) share policing responsi-
bility for the Adjacent Blocks and Southside. As part of their mutual aid agreement, two
UCPD officers and two BPD police officers patrol Telegraph Avenue on a regular basis.
The UCPD patrols the Southside on foot and bike five days each week. In addition, two
UCPD officers patrol the fraternities and sororities in the Southside.1?

The BPD has a staff of 194 sworn officers,!! or roughly 1.82 authorized officers per
1,000 residents. Standard response time for Priority 1 calls is five minutes.!> The BPD
headquarters are located in the Public Safety Building on Martin Luther King Jr Way at
Center Street, which opened in September 2000.

UCPD and BPD partner to ensure appropriate service levels in areas proximate to the
campus and coordinate at many levels. The patrol captains from each department confer
several times a week about upcoming events, coverage and other relevant issues. The
chiefs also confer regulatly. At a more operational level, the patrol supetrvisors and/or
watch commanders also meet regularly regarding particular events and coverage.!> An
existing written agreement assigns ten campus officers on a full time basis to work
jointly with the city in the areas around campus.'

HiLL CAMPUS
UCPD provides police services to the Hill Campus. Since 1987, UCPD’s patrol respon-
sibility for the Hill Campus has been supplemented by Community Service Officers,
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who patrol trails, acting as high-visibility safety monitors and first-aid providers. Typical
problems occurring along the trails in the Hill Campus include sign vandalism or theft;
prohibited mountain bike use; conflicts between cyclists, pedestrians, joggers and/or pet
owners; and illegal use of motorized vehicles.

LRDP HOUSING ZONE

The portion of the LRDP Housing Zone located in Berkeley is served by the BPD,
which is described above under “Adjacent Blocks and Southside.” The portion of the
LRDP Housing Zone located in Oakland is served by the Oakland Police Department
(OPD), in police beats 10Y, 11X, 12X and 12Y. These four beats have a total of nine
sworn officers and six vehicles. The total sworn OPD personnel is 784, or approxi-
mately 1.96 officers per 1,000 residents. Average response time in Oakland is between
five and ten minutes.!> OPD headquarters is located at 7 Street and Broadway in
downtown Oakland.

4.11.1.5 STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

The significance of the potential impacts of the 2020 LRDP and Tien Center on police
services was determined based on the following standard:

Standard:  Would the project result in the provision of new or altered police facili-
ties in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other established
performance objectives, the construction of which could cause signifi-
cant environmental impacts?

4.11.1.6 POLICIES AND PROCEDURES GUIDING FUTURE PROJECTS

2020 LRDP

Review of individual projects under the 2020 LRDP would influence public services
impacts by guiding the location, scale, form and design of new University projects. Four
of the Objectives described in Chapter 3.1 are particularly relevant to public services:

* Provide the housing, access, and services we require to support a vital intel-
lectual community and promote full engagement in campus life.

=  Stabilize enrollment at a level commensurate with our academic standards
and our land and capital resources.

* Plan every new project to respect and enhance the character, livability, and
cultural vitality of our City Environs.

®=  Maintain the Hill Campus as a natural resource for research, education, and
recreation, with focused development on suitable sites.

These 2020 LRDP objectives indirectly affect the demand for police services, but there
are no specific policies regarding these services.

CAMPUS POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

CamMpPUs PLAN ReVIEW. The plan check and design review process would continue to
minimize police service impacts of development under the 2020 LRDP. Through this
process, the UCPD completes a plan review of all proposed University buildings to
maximize public safety featutres in and around proposed buildings.!¢
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TecHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE. The UCPD also participates on the campus Technical
Review Committee (TRC). TRC meets monthly to review and coordinate administrative
unit activities around construction planning. Through participation on TRC, UCPD can
plan service levels and plan around service interruptions to maximize public safety.

4.11.1.7 2020 LRDP IMPACTS

This section describes the potential police service impacts of the 2020 LRDP based on
the Standards of Significance, whether they are significant or less than significant, and
whether any significant impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels.

LESs THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

LRDP Impact PUB-1.1: Implementation of the 2020 LRDP could increase the demand for
police services, but is not anticipated to result in construction of new or altered facilities.

The 2020 LRDP could have both direct and indirect effects on the need for police set-
vices facilities. Direct effects may occut as a result of new University facilities and the
people they accommodate. Indirect effects may occur through employment-related
growth and the resulting increase in regional population. Direct effects would be con-
tined to UC Berkeley and to the cities of Berkeley and Oakland, in which all new Uni-
versity projects under the 2020 LRDP would be located.

UCPD. As noted above, the UCPD’s goal for service ratios is 1.5 officers per 1,000
campus population. Based on the projected campus headcount of 51,260 in 2020-2021,
and assuming that the 12 existing budgeted officer positions were filled, UCPD would
meet its stated goal. The UCPD has no plans for facility expansion commensurate with
filling the budgeted sworn personnel positions,!” so no physical impacts from this staff
expansion would occur. Growth in the Southside, Adjacent Blocks and Hill Campus
under the 2020 LRDP can be accommodated by UCPD if it fills the existing budgeted
officer positions. Thus, no significant impacts to UCPD are expected.

BPD. The Berkeley General Plan EIR found the demand for police services could in-
crease as the result of higher density residential and commercial development, to be
mitigated through an annual review of staff and resource needs. Since UCPD would be
responsible for police services within the Campus Park and Hill Campus, and would continue
to partner with the city in providing services to the Adjacent Blocks and Southside, no new
BPD facilities are anticipated as a result of the 2020 LRDP. However, police setvice impacts
on the BPD would be further mitigated by the following best practice:

Continuing Best Practice PUB-1.1: UCPD would continue its partner-
ship with the City of Berkeley police department to review service levels in
the City Environs.

OPD. The Oakland Police Department has indicated that 2020 LRDP development
would not require development of new police facilities. 18

OTHER CITIES. As explained in chapter 4.10, the projected UC Berkeley employment
related growth under the 2020 LRDP is 7,750 individuals: 2,870 employees times the
average regional household size of 2.7. Together with the projected increase in regular
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terms enrollment of 1,650 students, the 2020 LRDP could cause a net increase of up to
9,400 in the regional population. If this entire increment is assumed to represent a net
increase in population, it would account for less than 0.1 percent of additional growth
beyond the year 2020 estimate by ABAG Projections 2003 for the 9-county Bay Region.
However, this figure overstates the actual likely impact, since some percentage of this
employment related growth is likely to be absorbed within the pool of existing Bay Re-
gion residents.

Based on current residential patterns shown in table 4.10-4, roughly 25 per cent of the
employment-related increment could reside in Berkeley and another 16 percent in Oak-
land and Piedmont. Another 17 percent of this increment, or up to 1,318 individuals,
could reside in Albany, Alameda, El Cerrito, Emeryville, Kensington and Richmond,
equal to 0.5 percent of additional growth beyond year 2020 estimates. The balance of
2020 LRDP employment-related growth, up to 3,254 individuals, would be distributed
throughout the balance of the Bay Region. These increments in themselves are not an-
ticipated to result in construction of new or altered police facilities.

4.11.1.8 TIEN CENTER IMPACTS

The Tien Center project would be built within the Campus Park boundaries and would
be served by UCPD. UCPD does not anticipate any impacts to provision of police ser-
vices related to increases in campus headcount. Thus any police impacts due to the con-
struction of the Tien Center would be /ess than significant.

4.11.2 FIRE PROTECTION AND EMERGENCY SERVICES

The section describes existing conditions and potential impacts relating to the provision
of fire protection and emergency services to the 2020 LRDP area and the Tien Center.

4.11.2.1 ANALYTICAL METHOD

This analysis was prepared based on interviews with representatives of city fire depart-
ments and the Alameda County Fire Department, which provides service under contract
to LBNL, as well as a review of the Berkeley General Plan EIR and the general plans for
all cities in the cumulative projects area. Current conditions, as described by the fire de-
partments and documented in general plans and other sources, were compared to future
conditions anticipated under the 2020 LRDP.

The analysis considers potential impacts on fire and emergency services that could result
from a significant risk involving wildland fires; interference with an adopted emergency
response or evacuation plan; inadequate emergency access; or new or altered fire or
emergency medical service facilities that may cause significant environmental impacts.

4.11.2.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

There are no federal regulations regarding fire safety.

State fire regulations are set forth in Sections 13000 et seq of the California Health and
Safety Code, which include regulations concerning building standards (as also set forth

in the California Building Code), fite protection and notification systems, fire protection
devices such as extinguishers and smoke alarms, high-rise building and childcare facility
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standards, and fire suppression training. The State Fire Marshal enforces these regula-
tions and building standards in all state-owned buildings, state-occupied buildings, and
state institutions throughout California, including the University of California.

Fire fuel management in the Hill Campus must comply with environmental protection
regulations, including the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, the Endangered Species
Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and is coordinated with many agencies for the pro-
tection of Hill Campus resources and special status species. Chapter 4.3, Biological Re-
sources, contains additional information about these regulations. The Hill Campus is
also subject to Title 19 of the California Code of Regulations, which mandates fire-
breaks of up to 100 feet around buildings or structures in, upon or adjoining any moun-
tainous, forested, brush- or grass-covered lands.!?

4.11.2.3 LOCAL PLANS AND POLICIES

Although the University is constitutionally exempt from local regulations when using its
property in furtherance of its educational purposes, it is University policy to evaluate
proposed projects for consistency with local plans and policies. Therefore, this section
outlines the plans and policy goals of the cities of Berkeley and Oakland related to fire
and emergency services.

BERKELEY GENERAL PLAN

Berkeley General Plan policies require inclusion of fire prevention features in new con-
struction; suppott of existing mutual aid efforts; implementation of fire safety programs;
and reduction of fire hazard risks in existing developed areas by improving fire fighting
infrastructure and maintaining private property.?® The Plan also identifies 750 existing
hillside residences near and adjacent to wildland areas as vulnerable to wildfires. As part
of Policy S-22 to reduce fire hazards in existing developed areas, the General Plan in-
cludes a policy to build a new hill area fire station with wildland firefighting equipment
and ability. 2!

FINDINGS OF THE BERKELEY GENERAL PLAN EIR

The Berkeley General Plan EIR concluded that policies encouraging increased commer-
cial development and residential population in the Downtown as well as higher-density
housing and commercial development in commercial and mixed use districts and along
transit corridors, and additional University housing, could result in increased demand for
fire services. Approximately 708 additional emergency and non-emergency calls were
assumed based on 2020 population levels and current calls-per-resident ratios.??

Mitigation measures for this impact include Berkeley Fire Department (BFD) review of
development projects to prevent additional fire safety hazards, and an annual assessment
of service capacity to determine whether additional staffing or impact fees are required
to support fire services. 2> The Berkeley General Plan EIR found the construction of a new
hill area fire station could result in direct or indirect environmental impacts, but that any such
impacts would be evaluated in project-specific CEQA review.?* However, the EIR also
found “...The Draft General Plan does not require the expansion of police, fire, solid
waste, of health and support services to support growth projected by the Draft General
Plan.”?5
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OAKLAND GENERAL PLAN

The Oakland General Plan contains policies that encourage the provision of fire per-
sonnel, facilities and equipment commensurate with additional development; distribute
public services to meet the needs of City residents; encourage balance of needs for addi-
tional housing with impacts to emergency response capabilities; priotitize improved fire
services for locations where existing service is deficient.26

4.11.2.4 EXISTING SETTING

CAMPUS PARK, ADJACENT BLOCKS AND SOUTHSIDE
This section describes existing conditions with respect to both fire and emergency set-
vices and hazardous materials emergency response on and around the Campus Patk.

FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICE. BFD provides fire protection and emergency
medical services to the western half of the Campus Park and to the Adjacent Blocks and
Southside. Primary response to the campus area from BFD comes from Station Num-
ber 2 at 2129 Berkeley Way. Stations 3 and 5 at 2710 Russell Street and 2680 Shattuck
Avenue, respectively, offer supplemental support. The average BFD response time
throughout the city is four minutes.?’

In January 2002, the City of Berkeley completed its Final EIR for a new Hills Fire Sta-
tion, to be located at 3000 Shasta Road, to replace the existing fire station at Shasta and
Queens Roads. The new Hills Station will have the capacity for four fire response vehi-
cles, compared to the single fire response vehicle housed at the existing station.?®

The BFD services include fire fighting and rescue and emergency response services for
immediate threats to life, as well as fire prevention and training and hazardous materials
control. In 1999, the BFD had 124 full-time professional fire fighters, including 33 certi-
fied paramedics. In 1999, the BFD responded to 10,875 calls, 62 percent of which were
EMS calls (life support ambulance services provided by paramedics). Average response
time for priotity one non-EMS calls is four minutes. 2

The University and the City partner to ensure adequate fire and emergency service levels
are maintained. Since 1990, UC Berkeley has funded purchase by BFD of a hazardous
materials response vehicle, contributed funds toward purchase of a pumper truck and a
wildland fire-fighting vehicle, and paid for annual trainings for BFD staff.

Since August 2002, the Alameda County Fire Department (ACFD) has been responsible
for first response to calls on the eastern half of the Campus Park, as part of its contract
for service to LBNL.3? ACFD Station #19 at LBNL operates one fire engine, one re-
serve engine, one grass patrol vehicle, and one hazardous materials response truck. Four
ACFD personnel atre located at Station #19 (one captain, one engineer, and two fire
fighters), with at least one of the personnel being a paramedic. Average ACFD response
time to the Campus Park is approximately three to four minutes.’! ACFD and the BFD
have an automatic aid agreement, establishing the geographic area of first response for
each agency. Figure 4.11-1 shows the first response area for the ACFD unit at LBNL.
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UC Berkeley directly employs fire marshals who are responsible for fire prevention ac-
tivities, including fire and life safety inspections of campus buildings for code compli-
ance, fire and evacuation drills, and development of self-help educational materials for
use by residence halls and campus departments. Fire marshals also assist in arson inves-
tigations and also setve as liaisons between responding agencies at the local, state and
federal levels.?

HAzARDOUS MATERIALS EMERGENCY RESPONSE. The UC Berkeley Environmental Health
and Safety Department Emergency Response Team (ERT), staffed by health and safety
professionals, hazardous materials technicians, and licensed hazardous materials drivers,
responds to most hazardous materials incidents reported on campus. Currently, the
ERT is able to respond to an incident within 15 minutes. In the infrequent cases when
outside assistance is required, the ERT may request assistance from other nearby agen-
cies, including the BFD and ACFD, or from emergency response contractors.

HiLL CAMPUS

The Hill Campus is a largely unimproved wildland. Due to its fire-ecology vegetation
and topography, this urban-edge area is subject to wildfire dangers.3> UC Betkeley works
to proactively address fire fuel risk management in the Hill Campus,3* and it also par-
ticipates in the Hills Emergency Forum, a multi-agency organization which coordinates
fuel management, emergency preparedness, and evacuation planning in this portion of
the East Bay Hills. The Forum includes the California Department of Forestry, the Cit-
ies of Berkeley, Oakland and El Cerrito, East Bay Municipal Utility District, East Bay
Regional Park District, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, and UC Berkeley.

The ACFD, described above, provides emergency fire and medical protection services
for the Hill Campus. Although the cities of Oakland and Berkeley are technically re-
sponsible for that portion of the Hill Campus located in each of their jurisdictions,
ACFD Station #19 is the first responder to calls in the Hill Campus because of its prox-
imity. Current average response times for ACFD are two minutes in the Hill Campus.

LRDP HoOUSING ZONE
Fire protection and emergency medical services for the portion of the LRDP Housing
Zone located in Berkeley are furnished by the BFD, as described above.

Fire protection and emergency medical services for the portion of the LRDP Housing
Zone located in Oakland are furnished by the City of Oakland Fire Department. The
fire stations that are the first responders to fire or EMS calls for the portion of the
LRDP Housing Zone located in Oakland are3>:

= Station #5, located on 34th Street between Market Street and San Pablo Avenue.
= Station #8, located at 515t Street near Telegraph Avenue.
»  Station #19, located at Miles Avenue near College Avenue.

These stations have a total of five vehicles and 17 staff, including a minimum of one
paramedic at each station.>® Response time ranges from three to five minutes per call in
the Oakland portion of the LRDP Housing Zone. The Oakland Fire Department re-
sponds to over 55,000 calls for service pet year, 75 percent of which are EMS-related.’

4.11-9



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY
2020 LRDP DRAFT EIR
4.11 PUBLIC SERVICES

4.11.2.5 STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

The significance of the potential impacts of the 2020 LRDP and Tien Center on fire
protection and emergency services was determined based on the following standards:

Standard:  Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

Standard:  Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Standard:  Would the project result in the provision of new or altered fire or emer-
gency services facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or
other established performance objectives, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts?

Standard:  Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

4.11.2.6 POLICIES AND PROCEDURES GUIDING FUTURE PROJECTS

This section describes existing policies and procedures that would help to minimize fire
and emergency services impacts of development under the 2020 LRDP. It describes
both the policies in the 2020 LRDP itself and other University agreements affecting fire
protection and emergency setvices.

2020 LRDP

Review of individual projects under the 2020 LRDP would influence public services
impacts by guiding the location, scale, form and design of new University projects. Four
of the Objectives described in Chapter 3.1 are particularly relevant to public services:

* Provide the housing, access, and services we require to support a vital intel-
lectual community and promote full engagement in campus life.

=  Stabilize enrollment at a level commensurate with our academic standards
and our land and capital resources.

* Plan every new project to respect and enhance the character, livability, and
cultural vitality of our City Environs.

®=  Maintain the Hill Campus as a natural resource for research, education, and
recreation, with focused development on suitable sites.

In addition to the above Objectives, the 2020 LRDP includes the following specific Hill
Campus policies related to fire protection that would direct project specific review:

*  Manage the Hill Campus landscape to reduce fire risk and restore native vegetation.
*  Hstablish a management authority for the Ecological Study Area in the Hill Campus.

One role of this authority, as stated in the LRDP, would be to collaborate with other

campus service units to implement management practices that both reduce fire risk and
help restore a mosaic of native vegetation.
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CAMPUS POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

PLAN REVIEW AND CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION. The Office of Environmental Health
and Safety Fire Prevention Division participates in the pre-planning of new structures to
incorporate necessary fire prevention measures and to implement fire prevention guide-
lines. The Fire Prevention Division uses trained campus fire marshals who approve
building plans and inspect construction activities on campus. Campus fire marshals also
grant final occupancy to buildings when they are substantially complete in accordance
with approved plans. Under this program, campus fire marshals work closely with cam-
pus units and outside contractors to ensure that campus construction complies with
State fire and building codes.

All projects at UC Berkeley require consultation with the Campus Fire Marshal through
the Campus Fire Prevention Division’s Project Review Process.’® In the Hill Campus,
landscaping plans are also reviewed for appropriate vegetation management and fire
buffers by the Campus Fire Marshal in accordance with Title 19 of the California Code
of Regulations.

CAMPUS WILDLAND FIRE PREVENTION PROGRAM. The Campus Wildland Fire Prevention
Program has been managed by the Physical Plant Campus Services Department since
1991. The Director of Emergency Preparedness in UCPD oversees actions prescribed
by the Hill Area Fire Fuel Management Program. The focus of this program is fire pre-
vention through fuel reduction and fire hazard minimization in the Hill Campus wild-
land area.

CaMPUs FIRE MITIGATION COMMITTEE. The mission of the campus Fire Mitigation
Committee is to coordinate the actions of campus units with regard to fire hazard man-
agement; recommend policy and strategies to reduce fire hazards in the wildland/urban
interface areas; recommend measures to reduce fire hazards in the Hill Campus; and
verify that the program is implemented and is effective in reducing fire hazard risks.?’

4.11.2.7 2020 LRDP IMPACTS

This section describes the potential fire protection and emergency services impacts of
the 2020 LRDP based on the Standards of Significance, whether they are significant or
less than significant, and whether any significant impacts can be mitigated to less than
significant levels.

LESs THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

LRDP Impact PUB-2.1: Implementation of the 2020 LRDP would result in limited
new development in the Hill Campus, but would not expose people or structures in the
Hill Campus to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires.

As shown in Table 3.1-3, over 95 percent of the projected development under the 2020
LRDP is allocated to urbanized areas not subject to wildland fires. However, develop-
ment under the 2020 LRDP could include up to 100,000 GSF and up to 100 units of
housing suitable for faculty, staff, and visiting scholars in or near wildland areas in the
Hill Campus.

4.11-11



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY
2020 LRDP DRAFT EIR
4.11 PUBLIC SERVICES

2020 LRDP development in the Hill Campus would be concentrated on sites already
served by existing roads and infrastructure, adjacent to already developed sites, in the
areas designated as ‘Research’, ‘H1” and ‘H2’ in Figure 3.1-10. Some very limited con-
struction may also occur in the Botanical Garden and Strawberry Canyon Recreation
Area to expand or replace existing facilities.

UC Berkeley has a number of ongoing activities to reduce the risk of wildfires in the Hill
Campus which are enumerated below as Continuing Best Practices.4?

Continuing Best Practice PUB-2.1-a: UC Berkeley would continue to
comply with Title 19 of the California Code of Regulations, which man-
dates firebreaks of up to 100 feet around buildings or structures in, upon
or adjoining any mountainous, forested, brush- or grass-covered lands.*!

Continuing Best Practice PUB-2.1-b: UC Berkeley would continue on-
going implementation of the Hill Area Fire Fuel Management program.

Continuing Best Practice PUB-2.1-c: UC Berkeley would continue to
plan and implement programs to reduce risk of wildland fires, including
plan review and construction inspection programs that ensure that campus
projects incorporate fire prevention measures.

Continuation of these fire prevention activities would result in a /fess than significant impact
with regard to wildland fires.

LRDP Impact PUB-2.2: Implementation of the 2020 LRDP would not impair ot in-
terfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

The campus Office of Emergency Preparedness has prepared a multi-hazard disaster
response plan and handbook, and regularly conducts trainings and updates rosters to
maintain readiness in the event of an emergency. Most of the disaster response program
is structured at a campus-wide level, and organizes people and departments to respond,
regardless of the number or location of individual buildings. As required by the Califor-
nia Building Code, new buildings would be planned to include adequate egress capabil-
ity, and evacuation areas proximate to building load for decanting. Therefore, develop-
ment under the 2020 LRDP would not impair or interfere with campus emergency re-
sponse or emergency evacuation plans.

New development under the 2020 LRDP would occur in areas which are within the
service range of the campus ERT and other emergency response agencies, and adjacent
to other developed sites. Because the nature of the on-site activities that could trigger emer-
gency response would not represent a substantial change relative to current activities, and con-
trol programs to avoid and reduce the potential for emergencies would continue, implementa-
tion of the 2020 LRDP would not exceed emergency response capabilities.*?

LRDP Impact PUB-2.3: Implementation of the 2020 LRDP could increase the de-
mand for fire and emergency services, but is not anticipated to result in construction of
new or altered facilities.
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The 2020 LRDP could have both direct and indirect effects on the need for fire and
emergency services. Direct effects may occur as a result of new University facilities and
the people they accommodate. Indirect effects may occur through employment-related
growth and the resulting increase in regional population. Direct effects would be con-

fined to the cities of Berkeley and Oakland, in which all new University projects under
the 2020 LRDP would be located.

BFD. The Berkeley General Plan EIR indicates that projected future development in the
City of Berkeley, which includes an allowance for development at UC Berkeley,** could
increase demand for fire and emergency services: it projects an increase of 708 calls, or
6.5 percent, by 2020 as a result of growth projected under the Berkeley General Plan.#
The Betkeley General Plan EIR mitigates this increased demand by requiring an annual
evaluation of BFD staffing levels and development trends to determine whether addi-
tional staffing or impact fees are needed to support fire services.*>

In January 2002, the City of Berkeley completed its Final EIR for a new Hills Fire Sta-
tion, to be located at 3000 Shasta Road, to replace the existing fire station at Shasta and
Queens Roads. The new Hills Station will have the capacity for four fire response vehi-
cles, compared to the single fire response vehicle housed at the existing station.*

The construction anticipated under the 2020 LRDP would increase both the number of
jobs in Berkeley and the number of Berkeley residents. However, in both instances the
growth is only a fraction of that anticipated by the Berkeley General Plan EIR. Com-
pared to its projected citywide increase of 10,895 jobs by 2020,*” the 2020 LRDP antici-
pates up to 2,870 new UC Berkeley jobs, or 26 percent.

Growth in Berkeley residents due to the 2020 LRDP is harder to predict, since it de-
pends on the dynamics of the housing supply as well as demand. As explained in 4.10,
the increase in Berkeley residents due directly to University student housing constructed
under the 2020 LRDP could be as much as 2,500. With respect to job-related growth, 25
percent of UC Berkeley employees currently reside in Berkeley. Should this pattern con-
tinue, at the regional average household size of 2.7 the 2020 LRDP could result in up to
1,937 new Berkeley residents (2,870 x .25 x 2.7), for a total increase of up to 4,437, or 64
percent, of the projected citywide increase of 6,955 residents by 2020 in the Berkeley
General Plan.*8

However, these figures overstate the actual likely impact, since a substantial percentage
of job-related growth is likely to be absorbed within the pool of existing residents. They
also assume each new employee represents a potential new household: this also over-
states the actual likely impact, since it does not account for households with more than
one UC Berkeley employee.

The growth in Berkeley jobs and residents directly resulting from the 2020 LRDP, there-
fore, would account for at most only a fraction of the citywide growth in service de-
mand projected in the Berkeley General Plan EIR, and is thus not in itself likely to re-
quire the construction of new or altered fire or emergency service facilities, particularly
since a portion of the demand caused by the 2020 LRDP would be served by ACFD.
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ACFD. ACFD’s services to LBNL are provided on a contract basis. ACFD would not
add staff, expand facilities, or purchase new equipment in response to future campus
growth alone. ACFD would only provide additional services to the campus if these were
requested by LBNL. Any new staff or equipment made necessary by additional service
requests by LBNL would be addressed in the contract for services.#

Implementation of the 2020 LRDP could place additional service demands on the BFD
and/or ACFD. However, service demands ate not anticipated to require new or altered
facilities. The following Continuing Best Practice would ensure the impacts under this
Standard of Significance are /ess than significant.

Continuing Best Practice PUB-2.3: UC Berkeley would continue its
partnership with LBNL, ACFD, and the City of Berkeley to ensure ade-
quate fire and emergency service levels to the campus and UC facilities.

OFD. The fire department in the City of Oakland indicated that the development under
the 2020 LRDP would not require construction of additional fire facilities.5

OTHER CITIES. As explained in chapter 4.10, the projected UC Berkeley employment
related growth under the 2020 LRDP is 7,750 individuals: 2,870 employees times the
average regional houschold size of 2.7. Together with the projected increase in regular
terms enrollment of 1,650 students, the 2020 LRDP could cause a net increase of up to
9,400 in the regional population. If this entire increment is assumed to represent a net
increase in population, it would account for less than 0.1 percent of additional growth
beyond the year 2020 estimate by ABAG Projections 2003 for the 9-county Bay Region.
However, this figure overstates the actual likely impact, since some employment related
growth is likely to be absorbed within the pool of existing Bay Region residents.

As described above, roughly 25 per cent of the employment-related increment could
reside in Berkeley and another 16 percent in Oakland and Piedmont. Another 17 per-
cent of this increment, or up to 1,318 individuals, could reside in Albany, Alameda, El
Cerrito, Emeryville, Kensington and Richmond, equal to 0.5 percent of additional
growth beyond year 2020 estimates. The balance of 2020 LRDP employment-related
growth, up to 3,254 individuals, would be distributed throughout the balance of the Bay
Region. Except as noted above, these increments in themselves are not anticipated to
result in construction of new or altered fire or emergency services facilities.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

LRDP Impact PUB-2.4: Implementation of the 2020 LRDP could temporarily result
in emergency access constraints, but the mitigations described below would reduce this
impact to Jess than significant.

As discussed in Chapter 4.12, the increase in campus population related to the 2020
LRDP would increase roadway congestion compared to existing conditions. Without
mitigation, degraded levels of service at intersections serving the campus could result in
inadequate emergency access. Proposed mitigation measures for these impacts are de-
scribed in detail in Chapter 4.12, and include the University working with the City of
Berkeley to design and install signals and change lane configurations at the affected in-
tersections. Construction-related road closures could also influence emergency access.
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The following mitigation measures and best practice would be implemented to reduce
this impact to a /ess than significant level.

LRDP Mitigation Measure PUB-2.4-a: In order to ensure adequate ac-
cess for emergency vehicles when construction projects would result in
temporary lane or roadway closures, campus project management staff
would consult with the UCPD, campus EH&S, the BFD and ACFD to
evaluate alternative travel routes and temporary lane or roadway closures
prior to the start of construction activity. UC Berkeley will ensure the se-
lected alternative travel routes are not impeded by UC Berkeley activities.

LRDP Mitigation Measure PUB-2.4-b: To the extent feasible, the Uni-
versity would maintain at least one unobstructed lane in both directions on
campus roadways at all times, including during construction. At any time
only a single lane is available due to construction-related road closures, the
University would provide a temporary traffic signal, signal carriers (i.e.
flagpersons), or other appropriate traffic controls to allow travel in both di-
rections. If construction activities requite the complete closure of a road-
way, UC Berkeley would provide signage indicating alternative routes.

Continuing Best Practice PUB-2.4: To the extent feasible, for all pro-
jects in the City Environs, the University would include the underground-
ing of surface utilities along project street frontages, in support of Berkeley
General Plan Policy S-22.

4.12.2.8 TIEN CENTER IMPACTS

This section describes the potential fire and emergency service impacts of the Chang Lin
Tien Center for East Asian Studies based on the Standards of Significance, whether they
are significant or less than significant, and whether any significant impacts can be miti-
gated to less than significant levels. Chapter 4.0 includes further explanation about this
project-level analysis as it relates to CEQA and the 2020 LRDP.

EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

The Tien Center would be located in the Campus Park, which has minimal risk of wild-
land fire. The Initial Study®! found that no additional analysis of the Tien Center project
would be necessaty with respect to the following threshold:

Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

LESs THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Tien Center Impact PUB-2.1: As a project implementing the 2020 LRDP, the Tien
Center project would not result in the need for new or physically altered fire or emer-
gency medical services facilities.

No additional analysis of the above impact is required since the Tien Center would fall
within the overall development parameters of the 2020 LRDP.
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Tien Center Impact PUB-2.2: As a project implementing the 2020 LRDP, the Tien
Center project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

The Tien Center would not be sited in a location that would interfere with evacuation
routes from campus. The Tien Center would be required to comply with the campus
Disaster Response Plan, which includes developing a Building Emergency Plan for each
campus building.

Tien Center Impact PUB-2.3: As a project implementing the 2020 LRDP, the Tien
Center project would not result in inadequate emergency access.

The Tien Center would be constructed to meet the requirements of the California Build-
ing Code. Additionally, the Campus Fire Marshal would review the building and site
plans, in collaboration with the BFD, to ensure that adequate emergency access is pro-
vided, both to the Tien Center itself and to the interior of the Campus Park.

4.11.3 ScHooLs

The section describes existing conditions and potential impacts relating to schools in the
2020 LRDP area. The Tien Center project would not have any impacts on schools.

4.11.3.1 ANALYTICAL METHODS

Impacts on schools were determined by analyzing the projected increase in the demand
for schools as a result of development under the 2020 LRDP and comparing the pro-
jected increase with the existing capacity at local schools to determine whether new or
altered facilities would be required. On average, the Oakland Unified School District
(OUSD) estimates that each new household unit produces the need to accommodate
0.53 students. The Berkeley Unified School District (BUSD) does not have estimates of
the number of students generated by each new housing unit. BUSD suggested use of the
pupil generation rate developed for Kensington by the West Contra Costa Unified
School District as an approximation: 0.5 students per housing unit. 32

4.11.3.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

There are no federal or state regulations pertaining to schools applicable to the 2020 LRDP.

4.11.3.3 LOCAL PLANS AND POLICIES

Although the University is constitutionally exempt from local regulations when using its
property in furtherance of its educational purposes, it is University policy to evaluate
proposed projects for consistency with local plans and policies. Therefore, this section

outlines the plans and policy goals of the cities of Berkeley and Oakland related to schools.

BERKELEY GENERAL PLAN

The Berkeley General Plan contains policies that encourage joint-use agreements be-
tween the City of Berkeley and BUSD, and encourage the BUSD to maintain and im-
prove its historic properties.>
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FINDINGS OF THE BERKELEY GENERAL PLAN EIR

The Berkeley General Plan EIR concluded that policies encouraging increased residen-
tial development in the Downtown as well as higher-density housing and commercial
development in commercial and mixed use districts and along transit corridors could
result in increased demand for school facilities and educational services in some parts of
the city. Mitigation for this impact included coordination between the City of Berkeley
and the BUSD to evaluate impacts of new development on BUSD facilities. > No other
school-related impacts were identified.

OAKLAND GENERAL PLAN
The Oakland General Plan does not contain policies regarding schools.

4.11.3.4 EXISTING SETTING

CAMPUS PARK, ADJACENT BLOCKS AND SOUTHSIDE
There are no public schools located on the Campus Park, in the Adjacent Blocks or
Southside. These areas are served by the BUSD, described in more detail below.

HiLL CAMPUS

Since portions of the Hill Campus are located in both the City of Berkeley and the City
of Oakland, the Hill Campus is served by the BUSD as well as OUSD. Children living in
the portion of the Hill Campus located in the City of Oakland would attend Henry J.
Kaiser School for elementary and middle school grade levels and Oakland Technical
High School for high school.>

LRDP HOUSING ZONE

BUSD. The portion of the LRDP Housing Zone located in Berkeley is served by the
BUSD. There are 20 educational program schools in the BUSD. They consist of eleven
elementary schools (grades K-5), three middle schools (grades 6-8), one high school
(grades 9-12), four child development programs and one adult school.> Total BUSD
enrollment for 2001-2002 school year was 9,370 students,>” compared to a district-wide
capacity of 13,774.5% Berkeley also has 19 private elementary and secondary schools.
Private school enrollment varies by income level, but in general BUSD assumes that 10-
20 percent of Berkeley parents send their children to private schools.>

Surveys indicate that roughly 25 percent of UC Berkeley employees live in the City of
Berkeley.® Using the Kensington pupil generation rate, as suggested by BUSD, this im-
plies that current UC Berkeley houscholds generate demand for about 1,615 students, or
about 17 percent of current BUSD enrollment. Since the LRDP Housing Zone extends
through many portions of Berkeley, students living in new housing built in Berkeley under the
2020 LRDP might attend any of several BUSD schools. The BUSD commissioned a facili-
ties study to provide information pertaining to spatial planning and capacity in the dis-
trict. The current enrollment and classroom capacity of the BUSD is shown in Table 4.11-1a.

OUSD. The portion of the LRDP Housing Zone located in Oakland is served by the
OUSD, which has 63 elementary schools, 16 middle or junior high schools, and six high
schools. In addition, it has one alternative middle school, six alternative high schools,
eight charter schools and one special education academy. OUSD enrollment in 2003-2004
was 45,808%! students, compared to a district-wide capacity of 53,474.62
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While the district as a whole is operating at little more than 80 percent capacity, some
individual schools are operating over capacity: Chabot Elementary and Henry J. Kaiser,
both in the LRDP Housing Zone, are two such schools.®> OUSD is cutrently develop-
ing a policy of consolidation that would better utilize the District’s existing capacity and
minimize overcrowding at specific locations. Current OUSD enrollment and capacity
figures are shown in Table 4.11-1b.

The California Department of Education estimates that in the 2002-2003 school year,
Oakland also has 52 private schools with a total enrollment of 8,787 children.t Assum-
ing that this number approximates the number of Oakland students attending private
school, then about 16 percent of students residing in Oakland attend private school.

Surveys indicate roughly 16 percent of UC Berkeley employees live in the City of Oak-
land or Piedmont.®> Assuming that the vast majority of these employees reside in Oak-
land, and using OUSD’s average student generation rate of 0.53 students per household,
this implies that current campus employee households generate about 1,100 students, or
about two percent of OUSD’s current enrollment.

In Oakland, children in family-suitable units would be served by the OUSD. Children
would attend Chabot, Henry J. Kaiser, Santa Fe, Washington or Peralta Y.R. Schools for
elementary grade levels. Middle school-aged children would attend Henry J. Kaiser or
Claremont Schools. All children would attend Oakland Technical High School for high
school.

4.11.3.5 STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
The significance of the potential impacts of the 2020 LRDP and Tien Center on schools

was determined based on the following standard:

Standard:  Would the project result in the provision of new or altered school facili-
ties in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other established
performance objectives, the construction of which could cause signifi-
cant environmental impacts?
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TABLE4.11-1A
CAPACITY AND ENROLLMENT COMPARISON IN THE BUSD?¢

Enrollment

School Capacity®’ (2001-2002) Available Capacity
Cragmont Elementary 400 395 5
Emerson Elementary 370 313 57
Jefferson Elementary 340 334 6
Le Conte Elementary 415 363 52
Malcolm X Elementary 705 402 303
John Muir Elementary 265 231 34
Oxford Elementary 325 291 34
Rosa Parks Elementary 425 364 61
Thousand Oaks 450 407 43
Elementary

Washington Elementary 500 394 106
Magnet Flementary 444 390 54
Elementary Subtotal 4,639 4,077 562
All Middle S chools™ 2,733 1,964 769
Berkeley High School” 4,532 3,397 1,135
K-12 Totals 11,904 9,439 2,466
TABLE4.11-1B

CAPACITY AND ENROLLMENT COMPARISON IN THE OUSD70

Enrollment

School Capacity”! (2003-2004) Available Capacity
Chabot Elementary 418 461 (-43)

HJ Kaiser (K-8) Elementary 188 243 (-57)
Peralta Elementary 230 200 30
Santa Fe Elementary 375 283 92
Washington Elementary 311 183 128
Claremont Middle 547 506 41
Oakland Technical High 2,220 1,584 636
K-12 Totals 53,474 45,808 7,666

Schools listed individually are those most likely to be attended by new students as a result of the 2020 LRDP.

4.11.3.6 POLICIES AND PROCEDURES GUIDING FUTURE PROJECTS

Review of individual projects under the 2020 LRDP would influence public services
impacts by guiding the location, scale, form and design of new University projects. Four
of the Objectives described in Chapter 3.1 are particularly relevant to public services:

* Provide the housing, access, and services we require to support a vital intel-
lectual community and promote full engagement in campus life.

= Stabilize enrollment at a level commensurate with our academic standards
and our land and capital resources.

= Plan every new project to respect and enhance the character, livability, and
cultural vitality of our City Environs.

* Maintain the Hill Campus as a natural resource for research, education, and
recreation, with focused development on suitable sites.
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These 2020 LRDP objectives indirectly affect the University’s impacts on schools, but
there are no specific policies regarding schools.
4.11.3.7 2020 LRDP IMPACTS

This section describes the potential schools impacts of the 2020 LRDP, based on the
Standards of Significance, whether they are significant or less than significant, and
whether any significant impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels.

LESs THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

LRDP Impact PUB-3.1: Implementation of the 2020 LRDP could increase the de-
mand for schools, but is not anticipated to create a need for new or altered facilities.

The 2020 LRDP, as proposed, does not include any new University housing suitable for
student families with children. Any new University student family housing would be
constructed at University Village Albany, which is outside the scope of the 2020 LRDP
and subject to separate CEQA review. However, the 2020 LRDP could result in an in-
crease in schools demand from new University faculty-staff housing, and from other
households formed by new employees.

The 2020 LRDP proposes up to 100 new faculty-staff housing units in the Hill Campus,
on sites within the OUSD, that would create direct demand on OUSD school facilities.
The 2020 LRDP also proposes up to 100 new faculty-staff housing units in the LRDP
Housing Zone, which could be in either the OUSD or BUSD, creating additional de-
mand on these school districts. The maximum potential number of new University fac-
ulty-staff units under the 2020 LRDP, therefore, would be 200 in the OUSD and 100 in
the BUSD.

The 2020 LRDP anticipates an increase of up to 2,870 UC Berkeley employees. How-
ever, this figure overstates the actual likely impact, since a substantial percentage of this
employment related growth is likely to be absorbed within the pool of existing Bay Re-
gion residents. The analyses below assume each new employee represents a potential
new household: this also overstates the actual likely impact, since it does not account for
households with more than one UC employee.

As described in Chapter 4.10, based on current residential patterns roughly 25 per cent
of this increment, or 718 households, could reside in Berkeley, and another 16 percent,
or 460 households, in Oakland and Piedmont. Another 17 percent of this increment, or
up to 488 households, could reside in Albany, Alameda, El Cerrito, Emeryville, Ken-
sington and Richmond. The balance of 2020 LRDP employment-related growth, up to
976 houscholds, would be distributed throughout the balance of the Bay Region.

BUSD. Using the Kensington student generation rates suggested by the BUSD, devel-
opment under the 2020 LRDP would be expected to generate as many as 359 students
for the BUSD. Children would attend one of the eleven elementary schools and three
middle schools, desctibed above, as assigned by BUSD. All children would attend
Berkeley High School for high school. As noted above, BUSD currently has excess ca-
pacity for 2,466 students, so the addition of 359 students would not require new or
physically altered facilities.
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TABLE4.11-2
POTENTIAL INCREASED SCHOOLS DEMAND
Total Net New Employees  Distribution”  New HH Pet HH  New Students

Berkeley 2,870 x 25% 718 0.5 359
Oakland/Piedmont 2,870 x 16% 460 0.53 244
Other Neighboring Cities 2,870 x 17% 488 0.5 244
San Francisco 2,870 x 8% 230 0.5 115
Other 2,870 x 34% 976 0.5 488

Other neighboting cities include Albany, Alameda, El Certito, Emeryville, Kensington, and Richmond.

OUSD. Using the OUSD’s student generation rates of 0.53 students per housing unit,
the 200 units that could be built in Oakland under the 2020 LRDP would be expected
to generate 244 students for the OUSD. Children would attend one of six elementary
schools and three middle schools, as assigned by OUSD according to their home ad-
dress. All high school-age children would attend Oakland Technical High School.

As noted above, OUSD is currently operating at about 80 percent capacity in all grade
levels, and thus has adequate district-wide capacity to serve these students, although
Chabot and Kaiser Schools already are above capacity and may experience a greater im-
balance of capacity and demand due to the 2020 LRDP. This potential increased de-
mand at elementary schools already above capacity would not result in new facilities
because OUSD intends to consolidate schools to address capacity issues.

OTHER DISTRICTS. Based on current residential patterns, the balance of the potential new
schools demand generated by the 2020 LRDP would be distributed among other school
districts. Some of these districts, such as the West Contra Costa County Unified School
District, may expetience capacity problems which would be exacerbated by the 2020 LRDP.
The WCCUSD enrollment projections through 2006-2007 indicate the school district may
need to accommodate up to 35,190 students,’® compared to a current capacity of 30,873.74

However, the magnitude of additional demand generated by the 2020 LRDP is not in
itself likely to significantly affect the need for new school facilities in relation to current
projected demand. For example, even if the entire increment of the growth projected
for Albany, Alameda, El Cerrito, Emeryville, Kensington, and Richmond, 244 children,
occurs within the WCCUSD (which serves a portion of this area), this increment would
only represent an increase of 0.7 percent over its projected 2006-2007 enrollment.

4.11.3.8 TIEN CENTER IMPACTS

The Initial Study concluded that the Tien Center project would not result in a significant
impact to school services because it would accommodate existing UC Berkeley staff, and
it would not support and is not associated with an increase in enrollment. 7>

4.11.4 RECREATIONAL SERVICES

The section describes existing conditions and potential impacts relating to recreation in
the 2020 LRDP area. This includes a discussion of recreation facilities on the Campus
Park as well as the other 2020 LRDP land use zones. The Tien Center project would not
have impacts on recreational services beyond those expected for the LRDP as a whole.
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4.11.4.1 ANALYTICAL METHOD

To assess the impact of implementation of the 2020 LRDP and the Tien Center project
on recreation, potential demand associated with increased population under the 2020
LRDP was contrasted with existing recreation programs and facility capacity.

4.11.4.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

There ate no federal or state policies relevant to the review of recreation facilities.

4.11.4.3 LOCAL PLANS AND POLICIES

Although the University is constitutionally exempt from local regulations when using its
property in furtherance of its educational purposes, it is University policy to evaluate
proposed projects for consistency with local plans and policies. Therefore, this section
outlines the plans and policy goals of the cities of Berkeley and Oakland related to recreation.

BERKELEY GENERAL PLAN

The Berkeley General Plan contains policies to preserve existing open space; direct
maintenance and repair of recreation facilities; encourage community involvement and
volunteering; encourage coordination with other agencies for open space and recrea-
tional planning; provide guidance for serving disadvantaged groups; guides open space
access improvements; encourages development of new open space including plazas,
community gardens, waterfronts and regional open space; and encourages the City to
pursue a variety of funding sources.”6

FINDINGS OF THE BERKELEY GENERAL PLAN EIR

The Berkeley General Plan EIR found that the population increase projected in the
General Plan would increase demand for recreational and open space facilities. How-
ever, even without additions to the recreational and open space inventory contemplated
under the General Plan, the EIR found that “the parks to population ratio would not
drop below the 2.0 actes of parks per 1,000 persons” criterion established in the 1977
City of Berkeley Master Plan. 77 The General Plan EIR concluded that growth anticipated in
the General Plan would not result in a significant impact on recreation and open space.

UC Berkeley manages 28.778 acres of recreational space, not included in the inventory
prepared for the Berkeley General Plan EIR, though the General Plan EIR does ac-
knowledge that many of UC Betkeley properties serve as popular open space resources
for the Berkeley community.

OAKLAND GENERAL PLAN

The Oakland General Plan contains policies that establish park land level of service
standards; follow a systematic process for allocating funding; consider a range of factors
when siting new recreational facilities; promote joint-use of facilities; provides for ongo-
ing park maintenance; encourage public-private partnerships; pursue sites for open
space in park-deficient areas; provide a diverse set of recreational activities; continue to
implement park fees or land dedication for new development; and conserve undevel-
oped areas of high value.”
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TABLE4.11-3

CAMPUS RECREATIONAL FACILITY MEMBERSHIPS® Total Members % of Sub-Population
Students 25,239 79% all students
Faculty/Staff 1,763 14% all faculty/staff
Alumni 414 n/a

Emeriti 155 n/a
Community 1,296 n/a

Total 28,867

4.11.4.4 EXISTING SETTING

UC BERKELEY

UC Berkeley manages over 28.7 acres®? of recreational space, which translates to 0.62
acres per 1,000 campus headcount population.8! Campus recreational facilities serve
both the university and the wider community. Membership of campus recreational facili-
ties is detailed in Table 4.11-3.

CamMPUs PARK. The Campus Park includes numerous athletics and recreational facilities.
The main athletic/recreation facility complex is located on Bancroft Way near Dana Street,
and includes:82

®  Recreational Sports Facility (gymnasiums, racquetball, exercise rooms and equipment)
= Evans Diamond (baseball)

*  Edwards Stadium and Goldman Field (track and field, soccer)

*  Haas Pavilion (basketball)

»  Spieker Pool (swimming and water polo)

®=  Hellman Courts (tennis)

A second cluster of athletics and recreation facilities is accessible from Bancroft Way at
Bowditch Street, and includes:8?

*  Hearst Gymnasium and Pools
*  Hearst North Field
= Bancroft Tennis Courts

ADJACENT BLocks AND SouTHsIDE. UC Berkeley recreational facilities in the Adjacent
Blocks include:84

= TaLoma Tennis Coutts, L.a Loma and Hearst Avenues
*  Maxwell Family Field (formerly Kleeberger Field), Gayley Road at Centennial Drive
*  Memorial Stadium, Piedmont Avenue north of Bancroft Way

UC Berkeley recreational facilities located in the Southside include:3
*  Channing Tennis Courts, Ellsworth Street and Channing Way
"  Golden Bear Tennis Coutts, Clark Kerr Campus

*  Golden Bear Fields, Clark Kerr Campus
*  Golden Bear Recreation Center, Clark Kerr Campus (track, gymnasium, pool)
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Additionally, the University owns the 2.3-acre People’s Park located in the Southside.
The park, staffed by UC Berkeley's Office of Community Relations, contains open
lawns, basketball courts and community gardens.8”

HiLL Campus. UC Berkeley operates several recreation facilities in the Hill Campus, in-
cluding Strawberry Canyon Recreation Area, accessible from Centennial Drive. The
SCRA facility includes two outdoor swimming pools (one currently closed), a fitness
center and a clubhouse.8® Two additional UC Berkeley athletics facilities are located in
the Hill Campus: Levine Fricke Field and Witter Rugby Field, both accessible from Cen-
tennial Drive.

CITY OF BERKELEY

There are five City patks in or adjacent to the portion of the LRDP Housing Zone lo-
cated in the City of Berkeley. The latter three are school parks, which consist of play-
grounds, where BUSD and the City have formed joint-use agreements:”

»  Civic Center Park, 2134 Martin Luther King, Jr. Way.

*  Willard Park, Hillegass Avenue at Regent Street.

*  John Muir School, Claremont Avenue near Tunnel Road.
*  King School, Hopkins Street at Colusa Avenue.

*  Washington, Martin Luther King Jr. Way at Bancroft Way.

The City of Berkeley has a parks per population ratio of 2.24 acres of parkland per 1,000
residents.”! If University facilities were included in the calculation, including such ameni-
ties as Strawberry Canyon Recreation Area or the open spaces of the Campus Park, the
ratio of parkland to population would be higher.

CITY OF OAKLAND

Recreational services in Oakland are provided by the City of Oakland. There are more
than 130 City parks and sport fields in Oakland, ranging from undeveloped open spaces
to intensely developed plazas and urban parks. The patks per capita for North Oakland,
where the LRDP Housing Zone is located, is 1.18 acres of parkland per 1,000 population.??

Thete is only one park, Bushrod Park, on 59% Street and Shattuck Avenue, located adjacent to
the portion of the LRDP Housing Zone located in Oakland. Two other small patks, Colby and
Hardy, are located 3 to 4 blocks from portions of the LRDP Housing Zone.??

EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT

The Hill Campus is bordered by two regional open spaces, lower Claremont Canyon and
Tilden Regional Park, both managed by the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD):

*  Claremont Canyon includes 205 acres and is bordered by Clark Kerr Campus to the
west and undeveloped atreas of the Hill Campus to the north and east. Access is
from Stonewall Road and the east end of Dwight Way. The park is kept in a natural
state and contains no developed facilities.?*

* Tilden Regional Park includes 2,077 acres, and offers a wide variety of facilities and
activities. Tilden Park is accessible from Grizzly Peak Boulevard in Berkeley.?>
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4.11.4.5 STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

The significance of the potential impacts of the 2020 LRDP and Tien Center on recrea-
tional services was determined based on the following standards:

Standard:  Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and re-
gilonal parks or other public recreational facilities such that substantial physi-
cal deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

Standard:  Would the project result in the provision of new or altered parks or rec-
reational facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other
established performance objectives, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts?

Standard:  Would the project include recreational facilities or require the construc-
tion or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

4.11.4.6 POLICIES AND PROCEDURES GUIDING FUTURE PROJECTS

This section describes existing policies and procedures that would help to minimize recreational
resource impacts of development under the 2020 LRDP. It discusses both the policies in the
2020 LRDP itself and other University agreements affecting recreational resources.

2020 LRDP

Review of individual projects under the 2020 LRDP would influence public services
impacts by guiding the location, scale, form and design of new University projects. Four
of the Objectives described in Chapter 3.1 are particularly relevant to public services:

* Provide the housing, access, and services we require to support a vital intel-
lectual community and promote full engagement in campus life.

= Stabilize enrollment at a level commensurate with our academic standards
and our land and capital resources.

* Plan every new project to respect and enhance the character, livability, and
cultural vitality of our City Environs.

®* Maintain the Hill Campus as a natural resource for research, education, and
recreation, with focused development on suitable sites.

The 2020 LRDP includes two specific policies regarding recreational facilities:

"  Preserve existing recreational fields, and restore the fields lost since 1990.
®  Preserve and enhance recreational aquatics facilities.

The Campus Park Framework also contains policies that indirectly affect recreational
use of the campus, mainly through passive recreation in open space. These policies pre-
serve and protect natural areas and open spaces, and implement strategic investment
programs to restore and renew Campus Park landscape and open spaces.
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The Hill Campus Framework contained in the 2020 LRDP would guide future use of
the Hill Campus. The Framework recognizes the Hill Campus as a regional recreational
resource and prescribes the following policy to support the above objective:

*  Hstablish a management authority for the Ecological Study Area [which would]
implement strategies to improve coexistence of recreation, education and research.
4.11.4.7 2020 LRDP IMPACTS

This section describes the potential recreation impacts of the 2020 LRDP based on the
Standards of Significance, whether they are significant or less than significant, and
whether any significant impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels.

LEsSs THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

LRDP Impact PUB-4.1: Implementation of the 2020 LRDP would increase the cam-
pus population, but would not increase demand for recreation facilities to an extent that
could result in substantial physical deterioration of parks and recreational facilities or the
need for new or expanded facilities to maintain acceptable service ratios.

LRDP Impact PUB-4.2: Implementation of the 2020 LRDP is not anticipated to cre-
ate a need for new or altered parks and recreational facilities.

UC BEerkeLEY. New UC Berkeley students and employees would have access to UC
Berkeley recreational facilities and services. Although no specific new recreational facili-
ties are identified in the 2020 LRDP, the 2020 LRDP does propose the restoration of
Hearst Field West to recreational use once the current temporary buildings are removed,
and also proposes improvements to campus aquatics facilities. Moreover, the replace-
ment of the Underhill parking structure, analyzed in the 2000 Underhill Area Projects
EIR, is planned to include recreational facilities on its top deck.

The increase of the campus headcount from 45,940 to 51,260 by 2020, as anticipated in
the 2020 LRDP, would reduce the current service ratio of UC Berkeley facilities from
the 0.62 acres per 1,000 campus headcount cited above to 0.56 acres per 1,000, a de-
crease of roughly 10 percent. However, the restoration of Hearst West Field, as pro-
posed in the 2020 LRDP, plus the provision of new recreational facilities to replace the
demolished Underhill Field, as proposed in the Underhill Area Projects EIR, would in-
crease the UC Berkeley acreage from 28.7 to roughly 32.1 acres.” This would raise the
service ratio back up to its current level of 0.62 acres per 1,000. Thus, no increased
physical deterioration of UC Berkeley facilities due to increased use is anticipated, and as
a result this impact is less than significant for UC Berkeley facilities.

CiTY AND REGIONAL FAcILITIES. Since the 2020 LRDP, as proposed, would accommo-
date the increase in campus headcount at roughly the same level of recreational facilities
as current levels, no substantial increase in student use of non-University facilities is an-
ticipated. However, the employment-related growth anticipated under the 2020 LRDP could
result in an increase in recreational demands due to an increase in regional population.
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As explained in chapter 4.10, the projected UC Berkeley employment-related growth
under the 2020 LRDP is 7,750 individuals: 2,870 employees times the average regional
household size of 2.7. If this entire increment is assumed to represent a net increase in
population, it would account for less than 0.1 percent of additional growth beyond the
year 2020 estimate by ABAG Projections 2003 for the 9-county Bay Region. Note this
figure overstates the actual likely impact, since some petcentage of this employment-
related growth is likely to be absorbed within the pool of current Bay Region residents.

As described in 4.10, based on current residential patterns roughly 25 per cent of this
increment, or up to 1,937 individuals, could reside in Berkeley and another 16 percent,
or up to 1,240 individuals, in Oakland and Piedmont. These are respectively equal to 1.7
percent and 0.3 percent of additional growth beyond year 2020 estimates. Another 17
percent of this increment, or up to 1,318 individuals, could reside in Albany, Alameda,
El Cerrito, Emeryville, Kensington and Richmond, equal to 0.5 percent of additional
growth beyond combined year 2020 estimates. The balance of 2020 LRDP employ-
ment-related growth, up to 3,254 individuals, would be distributed throughout the bal-
ance of the Bay Region.

These increments, in themselves, are not anticipated to create a need for new recrea-
tional facilities, nor significantly increase the use of existing facilities to an extent that
results in substantial deterioration. The only city in which the increment of growth due
to the 2020 LRDP is likely to be greater than one percent above year 2020 projections is
Berkeley. However, any impact of the 2020 LRDP on City of Berkeley recreational fa-
cilities would be mitigated by the fact UC Berkeley personnel would be eligible to use
campus facilities, which is expected to absorb a substantial amount of the new recrea-
tional demand due to proximity and convenience. As explained above, under the 2020
LRDP campus facilities would be adequate to accommodate new students and employ-
ees at cutrrent levels of service.

Moreover, the Berkeley General Plan EIR found the projected citywide growth assumed
for the Berkeley General Plan would not result in any significant open space and recrea-
tion impacts.”” As explained in 4.11.2.7, the growth in Berkeley jobs and residents di-
rectly resulting from the 2020 LRDP would account for at most only a fraction of the
citywide growth projected in the Berkeley General Plan EIR.

LRDP Impact PUB-4.3: Implementation of the 2020 LRDP could include construc-
tion or expansion of recreational facilities, but continuing best practices would ensure
this impact is /fess than significant.

Although no specific new recreational facilities are identified in the 2020 LRDP, UC
Berkeley may propose new recreational facilities during the timeframe of the 2020
LRDP. The 2020 LRDP does, however, propose the restoration of Hearst Field West to
recreational use once the current temporary buildings are removed, and also proposes
improvements to the pool complex at Strawberry Canyon to restore or replace the
closed east pool. Moreover, the replacement of the Underhill parking structure, analyzed
in the 2000 Underhill Area Projects EIR, is planned to include recreational facilities on
its top deck. Continuing Best Practices described below would mitigate potential im-
pacts from these new facilities.
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Continuing Best Practice PUB-4.3: Any new UC Berkeley recreation fa-
cilities would be developed in accordance with design principles and guide-
lines established in the 2020 LRDP. All relevant 2020 LRDP mitigation
measures and continuing best practices would be incorporated into the de-
sign and construction of new facilities. For each individual project, the
University would evaluate potential environmental impacts and prepare all
required documents in full accordance with CEQA.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

LRDP Impact PUB-4.4: Implementation of the 2020 LRDP could result in the unan-
ticipated loss of some University owned recreational facilities, which could result in in-
creased use leading to the physical deterioration of remaining facilities, but the mitiga-
tion measures described below would reduce this impact to less than significant.

Since 1990, UC Berkeley has lost or changed a number of its recreational facilities. Table
4.11-4 and 4.11-5 provide an overview of these changes since 1990. Five facilities have
been lost with no plans for replacement. Two other facilities, representing a combined
total of 3.6 acres of sport field space, have been temporarily lost: one, Underhill Field,
due to the demolition of the underlying parking structure to reduce seismic hazard, and
the other, Hearst Field West, due to placement of temporary buildings to support the
campus seismic improvement program.

The 2020 LRDP does not specifically propose the demolition of any recreational facili-
ties. On the contrary, as mentioned above it includes policies to preserve existing recrea-
tional fields and aquatics facilities, and restore those lost since 1990. However, imple-
mentation of the 2020 LRDP could result in some as yet unanticipated temporary ot
permanent changes in University owned recreational facilities. The following Mitigation
Measure would reduce this impact to less than significant levels:

LRDP Mitigation Measure PUB-4.4: Before implementing any change
to the use of any existing recreational facility, UC Berkeley will conduct a
study to ensure that the loss of recreational use would not result in in-
creased use at other facilities to the extent it would result in the physical
deterioration of those facilities. If such deterioration is found to have the
potential to occur, then the University will build replacement recreation fa-
cilities or take other measures to minimize overuse and deterioration of ex-
isting facilities in connection with removal of or reduction in use at the rec-
reation facility in question.

4.11.4.8 TIEN CENTER IMPACTS

The Initial Study concluded the Tien Center project would not result in significant im-
pacts to recreation because the facility would house primarily existing UC Berkeley staff
and would entail a net increase of only five new employees.?
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TABLE4.11-4 Approximate Date
FACILITIES LOST SINCE 1990 Squate Feet Type of Loss Removed
Bancroft Courts (basketball, volleyball, tennis) 48,389 Permanent 1990
Underhill Field 85,000 Temporary 1993
Strawberry Canyon Tennis Courts 45,000 Permanent 1994
Street Hockey/Basketball Court 7,750 Permanent 1995
Hearst Athletic Field West 72,000 Temporary 1998
Scenic Tennis Court 33,200 Permanent 2003
Skateboard Park 10,000 Permanent 2003
Total Square Feet 366,139

Prior to temporary closure, Hearst Field West was only used two percent of the time for recreational pro-
grams. The remaining 98 percent of the time, it was used by PE and Intercollegiate Athletics.

TABLE 4.11-5 Approx Previous % Rec %Rec  Date of
Use CHANGES SINCE 1990 100 Square Feet Facility/Field Current  Previous  Change
Golden Bear Soccer Field 72,000 Same 7% 100% 1993
Witter Rugby Field 128,000 Strawbetry Field 5% 60% 1994
Levine-Fricke Softball Field 38,000 Tennis Courts 12% 100% 1994
Haas Pavilion Arena 15,073 Harmon Gym 6% 5% 2000

4.11.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

This section evaluates whether the 2020 LRDP, in combination with other University
and non-University projects which are reasonably foreseeable, would result in significant
cumulative impacts on public services.

This analysis considers cumulative growth as represented by the implementation of mu-
nicipal general plans, implementation of the proposed Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory 2004 LRDP, the proposed redevelopment of University Village Albany, and
implementation of the 2020 LRDP, as described in 4.0.5. The analysis also includes
growth anticipated by the City of Berkeley General Plan EIR and by previously certified
UC Berkeley EIRs, including the Northeast Quadrant Science and Safety Projects (SCH
2001022038), Seismic Replacement Building 1 (SCH 99122065), and the Underhill Area
Projects (SCH 99042051).

The geographic context for this analysis of cumulative public services impacts includes
the City of Berkeley and the areas of the City of Oakland within the scope of the 2020
LRDP, plus other jurisdictions that provide services that may be affected by the 2020
LRDP and other projects, as described below.

The potential impacts of the planned expansion of University facilities at University
Village Albany and other projects are addressed in a Draft EIR published in January
2004. The UVA EIR found the potential impacts of this planned expansion would have
no significant impacts on police, fire and emergency setrvices, schools, or recreation
within the City of Albany or Albany Unified School District at either the project or cu-
mulative level.101
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PoLicg, FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES

For police, fire and emergency services, the context includes the cities of Berkeley and
Oakland. For fire and emergency services, this analysis also considers impacts on the
Alameda County Fire District, which serves Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory.
Under the 2020 LRDP and the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 2004 LRDP,
new projects may be constructed in these jurisdictions which are exempt from local land
use controls and exactions.

Employment growth caused by the 2020 LRDP and other reasonably foreseeable pro-
jects may also increase residential population, and thus the demand for police, fire and
emergency services, in these and other jurisdictions. However, this analysis has assumed
any such increase, above and beyond the University housing constructed under the 2020
LRDP, would be accommodated in private sector housing built under the auspices of
the relevant city or county as CEQA lead agency, and in conformance with the city or
county general plan and other relevant plans and policies. As such, any potential impacts
of employment-driven private sector housing are assumed to already be anticipated in
those plans and policies, and would be evaluated and, as necessary, mitigated through
CEQA project review.

The Berkeley General Plan EIR includes evaluation of a new fire station to be located
on a site not identified in the Berkeley Hills. The EIR states, “Completion of this pro-
ject would result in a net benefit to community services by providing faster response
times to fires and emergencies in the hills. Construction of the fire station could have
direct environmental impacts, which would be evaluated according to the appropriate
level of environmental review as patt of the city’s review and approval procedutes for
any new plans for public buildings constructed in Berkeley.”’%2 The city has since com-
pleted an EIR for a proposed Hills Fire Station in 2002.103

SCHOOLS AND RECREATION

For schools and recreation, the context includes the cities of Berkeley and Oakland,
which are coterminus with the Betkeley and Oakland Unified School Districts. Under
the 2020 LRDP and the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 2004 LRDP, new pro-
jects could be constructed in these jurisdictions which are exempt from local land use
controls and exactions.

Employment growth caused by the 2020 LRDP and other reasonably foreseeable pro-
jects may also increase residential population, and thus schools demand, in these and
other jurisdictions. However, this analysis has assumed any such increase, above and
beyond the University housing constructed under the 2020 LRDP, would be accommo-
dated in private sector housing built under the auspices of the relevant city or county as
CEQA lead agency, and in conformance with the city or county general plan and other
relevant plans and policies. Under the provisions of California Government Code Sec-
tion 65996, new private sector housing development may be required to pay impact fees
to the school districts that serve it. These provisions establish a base amount of allow-
able developer fees and, under CEQA, payment of these impact fees is deemed to pro-
vide full and complete school facilities mitigation.!04
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The same potential employment-driven increase in residential population may also result
in increased recreation demands in those jurisdictions. As with schools, this analysis has
assumed any such increase, above and beyond the University housing constructed under
the 2020 LRDP, would be accommodated in private sector housing built under the aus-
pices of the relevant city or county as CEQA lead agency, and in conformance with the
city or county general plan and other relevant plans and policies. Under the provisions
of California Government Code Section 66477, the Quimby Act, California municipali-
ties may require developers of new residential subdivisions to dedicate parkland or to
pay fees in lieu of parkland dedication.’®> While the Quimby Act itself only applies to
residential projects involving land subdivision, many jurisdictions also charge in-lieu
park fees for multifamily rental projects.!00

As stipulated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, an EIR may determine that a project's
contribution to a significant cumulative impact would be rendered less than cumulatively
considerable and thus would not be significant. A project's contribution is less than cu-
mulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of
mitigation measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.!7 Since all projects
outside the cities of Berkeley and Oakland are presumed to be subject to the aforemen-
tioned local plans and exactions, their contribution to schools and recreation impacts
would not be cumulatively considerable.

The significance of potential cumulative public service impacts was determined based on
the following standards:

Standard:  Would the project result in the provision of new or altered facilities for
schools, for parks and recreation, or for police, fire, or emergency ser-
vices, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other established
performance objectives, the construction of which could cause signifi-
cant environmental impacts?

Standard:  Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and re-
Zlonal parks or other public recreational facilities such that substantial physi-

cal deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

Standard:  Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

Standard:  Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emetgency evacuation plan?

Standard:  Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
The question posed in this section is twofold:
* s the potential cumulative impact of the 2020 LRDP and other reasonably foresee-

able projects below these standards significant?
= Is the contribution of the 2020 LRDP to these impacts cumulatively considerable?
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Cumulative Impact PUB-1: The 2020 LRDP, in combination with other reasonably
foreseeable projects, may result in construction of new public service facilities, but these
facilities are not anticipated to have significant environmental impacts.

Cumulative Impact PUB-2: The 2020 LRDP, in combination with other reasonably
foreseeable projects, is not anticipated to increase the use of recreation facilities to an
extent that could result in their substantial physical deterioration.

For police services, the analysis in section 4.11.1.7 found the 2020 LRDP itself would
require no new facilities within the cities of Oakland and Berkeley, and therefore its con-
tribution to cumulative impacts in those cities would not be cumulatively considerable.
Growth at Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory under its 2004 LRDP could increase
the need for on-site police services. These police services are provided by a combination
of an interagency service agreement with UCPD and a private security company.!08
LBNL and UCPD have indicated they can accommodate the amount of growth antici-
pated, so the contribution to cumulative impacts would also not be cumulatively considerable.

For fire and emergency setrvices, the analysis in section 4.11.2.7 found the 2020 LRDP
would contribute to fire and emergency services demands within the city of Berkeley;
but is not anticipated to require new or altered facilities. While the 2020 LRDP itself
would not requite new facilities in Oakland,!?” the Oakland General Plan does indicate
the need to expand and retrofit existing facilities,!'% to which the 2020 LRDP and other
reasonably foreseeable projects may contribute. However, construction or expansion of
new fire or emergency services facilities would be unlikely to result in significant envi-
ronmental impacts, given the existing urbanized environment. Moreover, any new or
altered facility would receive its own environmental review by the relevant service pro-

vider as CEQA lead agency.

For schools, the analysis in section 4.11.3.7 found the 2020 LRDP itself would require
no new or altered facilities within the geographic context. The 2020 LRDP, in combina-
tion with other reasonably foreseeable projects, may cause an increase in residential
population, and thus in potential schools demand, in Berkeley, Oakland or elsewhere,
but CEQA project review and the existing funding mechanisms described above in
Geographic Context would serve to mitigate any such impacts.

For recreation, the analysis in section 4.11.4.7 found the 2020 LRDP itself would require
no new or altered facilities within the geographic context, and would not result in the
physical deterioration of park and recreational existing facilities. The 2020 LRDP, in
combination with other cumulative projects, may cause an increase in residential popula-
tion, and thus in potential recreation demands, in Berkeley or Oakland, but CEQA pro-
ject review and the existing funding mechanisms described above in Geographic Con-
text would setve to mitigate any such impacts.

Cumulative Impact PUB-3: The 2020 LRDP, in combination with other reasonably
foreseeable projects, could expose people or structures in the East Bay Hills to a risk of
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, but the current plans and practices of UC
Berkeley and other jurisdictions would ensure this risk is /ess zhan significant.
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The analysis in section 4.11.2.7 found the impact of the 2020 LRDP itself would not
cause a significant impact with regard to wildland fires. Cumulative development in the
East Bay Hills, including projects implemented under the Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory 2004 LRDP as well as other private or public sector projects, however,
could result in a cumulative wildland fire hazard.

The NOP for the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 2004 LRDP proposes a con-
siderably larger development program in the East Bay Hills than the 2020 LRDP: a net
increase of 800,000 gsf. However, in addition to ongoing fire risk management pro-
grams within the developed portion of its site, the NOP also proposes a “vegetation
management area” which “...would be located entirely along the perimeter of the site
and would provide an open space buffer to neighboring land uses ... vegetation in these
areas would continue to be managed to reduce wildland fire risk.”1!1

The general plans and land use controls of the cities of Oakland, and Berkeley limit de-
velopment in hill areas at risk for wildland fires, and include various policies to reduce
fire hazards. Moreovet, individual projects in such areas would be subject to review by
the relevant city as lead agency, to ensure they comply with the cities’ general plans and
land use regulations and are adequately served by fire and emergency services.

Potential cumulative impacts are further managed through the Hills Emergency Forum,
described above. The Forum’s mission is
and sharing of information on the East Bay Hills fire hazards and, further, to provide a

forum for building interagency consensus on the development of fire safety standards

...to coordinate the collection, assessment,

and codes, incident response and management protocols, public education programs,
multi-jurisdictional training, and fuel reduction strategies.”!1? This ongoing collaboration
among regulators and fire and emergency service providers, in terms of both land use
regulations and emergency response logistics, should ensure the impact on future wild-
land fire risk by future cumulative development is /ess than significant.

Cumulative Impact PUB-4: The 2020 LRDP, in combination with other reasonably
foreseeable projects, would not impair nor interfere with an adopted emergency re-
sponse plan or emergency evacuation plan.

The analysis in 4.11.2.7 found the 2020 LRDP itself would not impair nor interfere with such
plans, and thus its contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.

Cumulative Impact PUB-5: The 2020 LRDP, in combination with other reasonably
foreseeable projects, could temporarily result in emergency access constraints, but the
ongoing implementation of mitigations described above, as well as of policies in the
Berkeley General Plan, would ensute such constraints are /ess than significant.

The analysis in 4.11.2.7 found the 2020 LRDP itself could result in temporary emet-
gency access constraints, mitigated by construction management techniques and capital
improvements to intersections to ensure continuing safe access. The specific measures
regarding roadway circulation are described in Chapter 4.12. For all projects in the City
Environs, the University will, to the extent feasible, include the undergrounding of sur-
face utilities along project frontages, in support of Berkeley General Plan Policy S-22.
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