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academic and research development, which would substantially reduce future options for program
expansion and flexibility.

5.3

RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS

This section presents all written comments received on the Draft EIR and response to individual
comments. Comments received at the two Draft EIR public hearings are contained in the two Public
Hearing transcripts. Responses to the public hearing comments are presented on the pages that follow the
two transcripts. It is recommended that reviewers use the index to comments on pages 5-1 through 5-6 to
locate comments from specific agencies or persons and the responses to those comments.
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Response to Comment Letter FA-1
Response to Comment FA-1-1. The 2005 LRDP is a land use plan, which provides planning principles
and a framework for development on the campus over the next 15 years. It is not a specific development
project. The EIR makes conservative assumptions about the scale of development, traffic, water demand,
the acres of habitat removed, etc., in order to provide a reasonable worst-case scenario for analysis. These
assumptions are described in the Draft EIR (Section 3, Section 4, and in the Analytical Method
discussions in Sections 4.1 through 4.15). In particular, the impacts of the 2005 LRDP on water quality
and water supply are analyzed in Sections 4.8 and 4.15 of the Draft EIR, respectively. Each development
project proposed under the 2005 LRDP will be subject to project-level environmental analysis before it is
approved. The project-level analysis will include an evaluation of whether the proposed project is
consistent with the 2005 LRDP and whether the potential impacts of the proposed project are within the
scope of the impacts analyzed in the 2005 LRDP EIR. If they are not, additional analysis of these impacts
will be conducted.
As noted in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality (Volume II) of the Draft EIR, the water quality of
the surface runoff entering the Moore Creek and the Arboretum Pond would not change in relation to
existing conditions as a result of proposed development under the 2005 LRDP. No adverse effects to
California red-legged frogs and their habitats, either on campus or in downstream catchments, are
expected as a result of changes in water quantity and quality. As development proposed under the 2005
LRDP will not result in alterations in hydrology of off-campus drainages, no direct and/or cumulative
changes in flow and habitat availability are expected to occur.
Response to Comment FA-1-2. LRDP Impact BIO-7 acknowledges potential adverse impacts to Ohlone
tiger beetles due to increased foot and bicycle traffic. LRDP Mitigations BIO-7A and BIO-7B adequately
protect individuals from inadvertent “take” by students and other passersby during critical periods of the
year. By disallowing foot and bicycle traffic near known populations of Ohlone tiger beetle populations
the impact of increased student population will be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.
Response to Comment FA-1-3. No development is proposed on lands that are designated Campus
Resource Land. Therefore, the EIR does not understate the cumulative effect of all new development on
the campus. In the unlikely event that some project is proposed on land designated Campus Resource
Land or Site Research and Support, additional environmental review, including an evaluation of
cumulative effects, will be conducted.
Response to Comments FA-1-4. The University of California Santa Cruz has prepared a habitat
conservation plan for the Ohlone tiger beetle and California red-legged frog in conjunction with the
Ranch View Terrace project. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service certified that HCP in 2005. HCPs are
prepared to mitigate the impacts of proposed activities that might incidentally result in harm or “take” of
wildlife species that are listed as threatened or endangered, or to the habitat of these species. It is not
anticipated that the proposed 2005 LRDP would result in take of threatened or endangered species or their
habitat in other areas of the campus. If such impacts were to be identified, additional HCPs or appropriate
consultation would be undertaken as required by USFWS regulations. At this time UC Santa Cruz has no
plans to develop a Campus Wide Habitat Conservation Plan.
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Response to Comment FA-1-5. Comment noted.
Response to Comment FA-1-6. Please see Response to Comment FA-1-4 above.
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Response to Comment Letter SA-1
Response to Comment SA-1-1. Drivers, pedestrians, transit users, and bicyclists access the University
on existing public streets and rights-of-way. Where these facilities cross railroads existing traffic controls
and safety devices are provided. The Draft EIR does not identify any conditions that would require
changes to the existing railroad safety devices. The occupancy and use of the existing buildings at 2300
Delaware Avenue by the University does not require any specific safety measures at the railroad crossing
near 2300 Delaware Avenue.
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Response to Comment Letter SA-2
Response to Comment SA-2-1. Comment noted.
Response to Comment SA-2-2. Comment noted. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1 (Traffic
Standards of Significance).
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Response to Comment Letter SA-2
Response to Comment SA-2-1. Comment noted.
Response to Comment SA-2-2. Comment noted. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1 (Traffic
Standards of Significance).

2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

S A - 2

1

Comment Letter SA-3

1

Comment Letter SA-3

1

2

Comment Letter SA-3

2

Comment Letter SA-3

2

3

Comment Letter SA-3

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

Response to Comment Letter SA-3
Response to Comment SA-3-1. As part of a separate process, the Campus is discussing with the
Regional Water Quality Control Board the applicability of the SWPPP requirement to construction sites
on the campus that are less than 1 acre. The EIR’s proposed LRDP Mitigation HYD-2A, requiring
construction site controls and best management practices for sites less than 1 acre, would ensure that
adequate controls are provided for these sites. In the event that SWPPPs are required for these sites, this
mitigation would not be required because the SWPPPs would prevent significant impacts.
Response to Comment SA-3-2. The Draft EIR acknowledges that increased runoff from the addition of
impervious surfaces within certain watersheds on the campus could add to existing erosion problems that
are present in those watersheds (Draft EIR page 4.8-33). The EIR includes a suite of mitigation measures
(revised LRDP Mitigations HYD-3A through -3E), which would reduce the impact to a less-thansignificant level if it were feasible to implement them for all future development projects under all
conditions. Please refer to Master Response HYDRO-1, which explains why the Draft EIR concludes that
LRDP Impact HYD-3 would be significant and unavoidable.
The proposed infrastructure projects described in the Storm Water and Drainage Master Plan and in
Volume III of the Draft EIR are designed to repair the problems caused by previous development and to
restore the ability of the campus streams to convey existing flows. The Campus acknowledges that these
would not prevent the problem from recurring in the future if significant amounts of additional runoff
were to be added to these drainages or if additional runoff were to be added to these drainages before they
are stabilized by the infrastructure improvements. For that reason, LRDP Mitigations HYD-3A through
3E propose measures to avoid increasing both the peak flows and the volume of runoff from new
development that is discharged into the channels with the erosion problems.
All of the projects that were built after 1989 have been built in compliance with the Campus Standards
Handbook requirement that the post-development flow rate not exceed pre-development flow rate. All
projects built since 1989 have included detention facilities designed to control peak flows released from
project sites. Note that controlling peak flows was a standard practice that was commonly used in
development throughout California at the time that those development projects were constructed on the
campus. As discussed in the Storm Water and Drainage Master Plan, these measures were found not to be
completely successful in reducing or eliminating erosion in campus streams. In addition, these measures
were not required until 1989, and runoff from much of the pre-1989 development on campus has not been
detained.
For these reasons, in compliance with revised LRDP Mitigations HYD-3C and -3D, storm water drainage
systems for future developments will be designed to control not only the peak flow rate from a new
development but also the duration and volume of runoff. Revised LRDP Mitigation HYD-3D provides a
list of “low-impact development” (LID) measures that will be considered to achieve this objective. This
should reduce the likelihood of new problems occurring in streams receiving runoff from new
development. Please refer to Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1, for the full text of the
revised mitigation measures.
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Furthermore, as a Phase II MS4 non-traditional storm water operator, the Campus will implement the
Storm Water Management Program, which will prevent water quality impacts including reduction of
urban pollutant loads. The Campus has submitted a draft Storm Water Management Plan to the RWQCB.
Response to Comment SA-3-3. When specific development projects under the 2005 LRDP are proposed
that involve impacts to waters of the US or drainages under state jurisdiction, the Campus will comply
with all applicable laws and regulations. If certain drainages are determined not to be waters of the US
waters under the recent decision of the US Supreme Court, the Campus will continue to develop and
implement SWPPPs for construction projects that potentially could impact drainages on campus.
The University acknowledges that the State Water Resources Control Board (Water Board) must certify
that any permit issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
meets state water quality requirements. It is also understood that future development projects on the
campus may require Section 401 Water Quality certification. If a Water Quality Certification is required
for development under the 2005 LRDP, the Water Board’s mitigation ratios will apply.
Page 4.4-4 of the EIR has been modified to add text concerning Section 401 certification. Please refer to
Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.

2

S A - 3

U C

S a n t a

C r u z

Comment Letter SA-4

1

2

Comment Letter SA-4

2

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

Response to Comment Letter SA-4
Response to Comment SA-4-1. Please refer to Response to Comment SA-3-3, and Master Response
BIO- 2 (Wetlands). Impacts to jurisdictional wetlands are addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological
Resources.
Response to Comment SA-4-2. The comment indicates that the most recent monitoring report for the
Campus repeatedly states that mitigation measures were not implemented due to “lack of funding” and
“budget constraints.” As documented in the Campus’s mitigation monitoring reports, prepared at least
every two years since 1990, the University has implemented the great majority of the 1988 LRDP EIR
mitigations under its jurisdiction. The most recent monitoring report, dated September 2004, is posted on
the UC Santa Cruz website (http://planning.ucsc.edu/lrdp/Monitoring/).
The 1988 LRDP EIR included three different categories of mitigation measures. Measures in the first
category, “General LRDP Mitigation Measures,” are the responsibility of various Campus offices and are
implemented on a campus-wide basis. These measures are implemented on an ongoing basis and are not
linked to specific development projects. Several project-level EIRs tiered from the 1988 LRDP EIR
updated the traffic analysis for the 1988 LRDP EIR and provided additional “General LRDP Mitigation
Measures” as mitigation for impacts that had not been identified in the 1988 LRDP EIR. The
implementation status of each of the General LRDP Mitigation Measures, including those provided in the
tiered project-level EIRs, is summarized below.
The second category of mitigation measures, “Project-Specific LRDP Mitigation Measures” are
implemented and monitored as specific projects are planned, designed and constructed and are not
included in this summary, due to the sheer number and volume of measures implemented over time for
Campus projects. However, the Campus’s Project Managers for construction projects, the personnel
responsible for implementing these measures under the 1988 LRDP EIR Mitigation Monitoring Program,
have indicated in their annual monitoring reports that these measures have been appropriately
implemented. Since 1990, these reports have been included in the Campus's mitigation monitoring
reports. The most recent monitoring report, dated September 2004, is posted on the UC Santa Cruz
website identified above.
The third category of mitigation measures under the 1988 LRDP EIR is the “University Assistance
Measures.” These measures require the University to contribute a share of the cost of off-campus
mitigations that are outside the jurisdiction and control of the University. Current UC EIRs, such as the
Draft and Final EIRs for the 2005 LRDP, commit to pay a "fair share" of the cost of such mitigations, to
achieve the same end. Please see Master Response MIT-1 regarding the University’s fair share
contributions. For mitigation measures related to necessary public utility improvements, the University
would be assessed a fair share fee by the relevant public utility, under Government Code 54999, as
described in Master Response MIT-1. The implementation status of the “University Assistance Measures”
is summarized below.
The comment also indicates concern that the 2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures will not be
implemented due to lack of funding, as the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR provides no assurance that mitigation
funding will be a priority. A discussion of the feasibility of the 2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures is
also provided below.
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1988 LRDP General LRDP Mitigations
The University adopted 30 general LRDP mitigation measures from the 1988 LRDP EIR. Since then
eight additional mitigations in this category that were proposed in project-level EIRs have been added. Of
these 38 mitigation measures, 33 have been fully implemented and five have been partially implemented.
The five that have been partially implemented are the following:
•

Two mitigation measures related to storm water drainage. These two mitigations will be completely
implemented once the Infrastructure Improvements Project Phases 1 and 2 are complete. Funding
for these projects is included in the Campus’s state-funded capital improvement program. Phase 1 is
currently included in the State budget through construction, and Phase 2 through preliminary
design.

•

One mitigation measure related to seismic anchorage of non-structural elements inside pre-1988
buildings. This still awaits funding.

•

One mitigation measure related to irrigation of playing fields. The goal of reducing water use by
12.5 percent has been met or exceeded in 75 percent of the years. The average reduction was 25
percent.

•

One mitigation measure related to housing. Since 1988, the University has added approximately
2,600 student beds and has housed 48 percent of undergraduates and 26 percent of graduate
students. The 1988 LRDP adopts the 1985 City/University Housing Task Force recommended
“goal of striving to house on campus 70 percent of undergraduate students, 50 percent of graduate
students not in certificate programs, 25 percent of faculty members and 50 percent of new staff
members recruited from outside Santa Cruz County, subject to financial feasibility." Also see
Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative).

1988 LRDP Off-Campus Mitigations ("University Assistance Measures")
The 1988 LRDP EIR adopted 15 University Assistance Measures (UAMs). Since then four additional
UAMs proposed in project-level EIRs have been added. Of the 19 UAMs, eight are complete, two are in
negotiation or dispute and eight will not be triggered until the City and/or County has initiated a project.
The status of each of the UAMs is summarized below.
UAM 1. Water System Improvements (awaits City action). The City completed a Program EIR for the
Integrated Water Plan in November 2005. The University will pay its fair share of the cost of constructing
a desalination plant in compliance with its obligations under Government Code Section 54999 (see
Master Response MIT-1, Government Code Section 54999 Obligations, and University Fair Share
Contributions).
UAM 2-4. Pump Upgrades (complete). UC Santa Cruz has reimbursed the City $736,000, its agreed
upon share of the costs, for the pump upgrades. UC Santa Cruz will reimburse the City for additional
upgrades according to the terms of the existing Memorandum of Understanding regarding these upgrades.
UAM 5. Sewer Line Upgrade (awaits City action). UC Santa Cruz would contribute its share when the
sewer line upgrades have been programmed and approved by the City, consistent with its obligations
under Government Code Section 54999 (see Master Response MIT-1, Government Code Section 54999
Obligations, and University Fair Share Contributions).
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UAM 6. Wastewater Plant Upgrade (awaits City action). The wastewater plant currently has adequate
capacity. UC Santa Cruz would contribute its share when the plant upgrades have been programmed and
approved by the City, consistent with its obligations under Government Code Section 54999 (see Master
Response MIT-1, Government Code Section 54999 Obligations and University Fair Share Contributions).
UAM 7. Mission Street Widening (in dispute). The total local share of the project cost was $648,000,
which UC Santa Cruz and the City were to split 50/50. The State made a payment of $215,000 in the form
of disaster assistance thereby reducing the local share to $433,000. UC Santa Cruz paid $216,500 and
contends that it has completed its obligation to fund 50 percent of the project. The City contends that the
UC Santa Cruz share was $324,000, and that UC therefore still owes $107,500.
UAM 8. Mission Street Intersections (complete). UC Santa Cruz has reimbursed City for agreed upon
share of costs, which was included with payment for UAM 7.
UAM 9-10. Eastern Access (awaits City/County action). UC Santa Cruz would contribute its share if and
when an eastern access has been programmed and approved by the City and/or County. In 1998, the City
did not respond affirmatively to UC Santa Cruz's request to extend the easement option.
UAM 11. Coolidge-Hagar Signal (complete). UC Santa Cruz applied for and received a grant of
$245,000, which was paid to the County to reimburse their full costs for this intersection improvement.
The Campus will fully maintain the signal.
UAM 12. Heller-Empire Signal (currently warranted). UC Santa Cruz would contribute its share when
this improvement has been programmed and approved by the County. As UC Santa Cruz is likely the sole
contributor, TAPS applied for a Hazard Elimination Grant for 2006-07 but did not receive the grant. The
2005 LRDP EIR includes a fair share mitigation measure for this improvement (see LRDP Mitigation
TRA-2A and Table 4.14.18 in the Draft EIR).
UAM 13. Western-Empire / Laurel-King Signals (not currently warranted). UC Santa Cruz would
contribute its share when these improvements have been programmed and approved by the City.
UAM 14. Bay Street Resurfacing (in negotiation). As of June 2004 the cost of this improvement was
estimated at $1.2 million. The City requested UC Santa Cruz to fund 50 percent. The University has
recently received a report from the City’s consultant and is analyzing its potential contribution.
UAM 15. 1985-86 Base Year for UAM Calculations (complete). This UAM is not related to physical
impacts and mitigations. It establishes 1985-86 as the base year for purposes of calculating UC Santa
Cruz share of contributions to off-campus mitigations.
UAM 16. Storey-King/Mission-King/Mission-Chestnut Improvements (suite of intersections where
improvements are currently warranted, scope unknown). UC Santa Cruz would contribute its share when
these improvements have been programmed and approved by the City. The 2005 LRDP EIR includes a
fair share mitigation measure for improvements at these intersections (see LRDP Mitigation TRA-2A and
Table 4.14-18 in the Draft EIR).
UAM 17. Western-Empire Left Turn Pocket (complete). UC Santa Cruz reimbursed the City for its fair
share of this improvement, which was $2,250.
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UAM 18. CamFac-Coolidge Signal (complete). UC Santa Cruz applied for and received a grant of
$220,000, which was paid to the City to reimburse their full costs for this improvement. The Campus will
fully maintain the signal.
UAM 19. Escalona-Bay Signal (currently warranted). UC Santa Cruz would contribute its share when
this improvement has been programmed and approved by the City.
2005 LRDP EIR Mitigations
CEQA does not require that funding sources be identified in an EIR. The University has identified
mitigation measures for the environmental effects of the 2005 LRDP that it believes to be feasible.
“Feasible,” as defined by CEQA, means “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological
factors.” (Public Resources Code Section 21061.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15364.) As required by
CEQA, the University will monitor and report on the implementation of the adopted mitigation measures
pursuant to the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP). The MMP can be found in Volume IV, Chapter
4 of the Final EIR.
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Response to Comment Letter SA-5
Response to Comment SA-5-1. If The Regents approves the 2005 LRDP, it will adopt CEQA Findings
in connection with the approval. In accordance with Section 15126.4(a)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, these
findings will indicate that The Regents adopts and incorporates into the Project all mitigation measures
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the University as identified and described in the Final EIR.
The Regents will also adopt a Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP). Public Resources Code Section
21081.6 requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMP for the changes to the project or
conditions of project approval, which it has incorporated into project approval in order to ensure
compliance during project implementation. The implementation of LRDP mitigations will be monitored
and reported on annually.
Response to Comment SA-5-2. The Campus Natural Reserve (CNR) land use designation is intended to
protect certain of the campus’s natural features and processes for teaching and research (Draft LRDP,
page 66, Draft EIR page 3.9-20). Limited construction, as allowed in this designation, is defined as
construction required for the maintenance of the area as a teaching and research reserve and the limited
construction of roads, paths, bridges, or below-grade utility access. All other construction is prohibited in
Campus Natural Reserve lands. To the extent that any roads are built in CNR areas that are in the Coastal
Zone, the University will ensure that these roads are consistent with the provisions of the Coastal Act.
The University acknowledges that any development proposed in the Coastal Zone will be required to
comply with the Coastal Act.
Response to Comment SA-5-3. The University recognizes that northern maritime chaparral located west
of Empire Grade Road is a sensitive natural community within the Coastal Zone and thus qualifies as an
environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA). This is the only such area on campus that qualifies as
ESHA. Text has been added to page 4.4-10 to note this fact. See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3,
Changes to Draft EIR Text.
The University does not anticipate any direct impacts to the northern maritime chaparral west of Empire
Grade Road as a result of activities covered by the LRDP. Indirect effects to northern maritime chaparral
in this area are expected to consist of increased edge effects, as discussed on page 4.4-41 of the EIR. The
patch of northern maritime chaparral located west of Empire Grade Road already suffers from edge
effects due to the road, which also serves as a buffer between development and the chaparral to the west
of Empire Grade Road. Development east of the road would not change the wind and sun conditions in
this patch of chaparral, especially because a strip of chaparral would be retained east of the road. Because
the development east of Empire Grade Road is for a campus support facility, it is unlikely that the
northern maritime chaparral west of Empire Grade Road would suffer from increased human disturbance
due to this development. Increased human disturbance is more likely adjacent to housing, research and
educational facilities where more students will be present. As discussed on page 4.4-41, increased
development is unlikely to significantly decrease fire frequency in this area, as fire suppression is already
in effect on the campus, including this area.
Increased development east of Empire Grade Road may result in increases in invasive species in the
northern maritime chaparral west of the road by creating areas of disturbance that allow for invasives to
propagate in the immediate vicinity of the chaparral. The University will minimize the indirect impacts by
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striving to avoid fragmentation of existing chaparral areas, as stipulated in LRDP Mitigation BIO-1A on
Draft EIR page 4.4-38. The University will minimize the increase in noxious weeds through the
implementation of LRDP Mitigation BIO-6, as detailed on Draft EIR pages 4.4-47 and 4.4-48.
If any development were to be proposed adjacent to Empire Grade Road, project-specific analysis
pursuant to CEQA would provide further analysis of potential impacts to Coastal Zone resources.
Response to Comment SA-5-4. The 2005 LRDP would not necessarily preclude locating some
administrative or research uses associated with the Marine Science Campus at 2300 Delaware Avenue.
However, doing so may not be consistent with the planning objectives for the Marine Science Campus,
such as providing for direct access to fresh seawater and to other necessary support and interrelated
functions. Please refer to Marine Science Campus Coastal LRDP, September 2004, for additional
information about the objectives of this plan.
Response to Comment SA-5-5. The Draft EIR acknowledges the presence of migratory Monarch
butterflies on the campus (see page 4.4-33). Potential impacts to active Monarch butterfly roost sites will
be determined on a project-by-project basis depending on time of year that construction will occur and
presence of known roost sites. As no new construction is proposed at 2300 Delaware Avenue except
replacement of mechanical equipment in the existing enclosed mechanical yards, there is no alteration of
the proposed use of the site that could result in impacts to Monarch butterfly habitat.
Response to Comment SA-5-6. In determining any potential parking mitigation measure for 2300
Delaware Avenue, the Campus will take into account the public parking needs of the adjacent Natural
Bridges State Beach. The Campus will continue to work with the City of Santa Cruz regarding
designation of permit parking on adjacent streets, and other measures to mitigate potential parking
impacts at the 2300 Delaware Avenue site include providing additional incentives for staff to use
alternatives to driving alone, disincentives to driving to the site (such as charging for parking), expanding
the on-site parking supply, or a combination of these measures. Unlike the nearby Marine Science
Campus site, which includes lands that contain wetlands, the entire site at 2300 Delaware Avenue is
already developed with buildings, paving, lawns, and other landscaping, Any expansion of parking, thus,
would be located on land that is already disturbed or developed. Therefore, development of additional
parking on the 2300 Delaware Avenue property is unlikely to lead to environmental impacts resulting
from ground disturbance. Further, any future expansion of parking would be subject to future
environmental analysis under CEQA at the time it is proposed.
Response to Comment SA-5-7. The term “potential” as it relates to the Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) measures listed in Table 4.14-19 of the Draft EIR is included in the wording of the
mitigation measures to ensure flexibility in selecting the most effective measures to achieve the objective
of a 55 percent or better share of transportation by modes other than the single occupant vehicle (SOV).
The Campus is committed to identifying, implementing and/or supporting the measures listed in Table
4.14-19 that would effectively reduce campus travel demand. This includes the potential implementation
of a regular shuttle between 2300 Delaware Avenue and the main campus, or more effective measures as
they are identified.
Response to Comment SA-5-8. Potentially significant off-campus impacts, including those that may
occur in the Coastal Zone, are fully evaluated in the Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR. Traffic
impacts, on Highway 1 and Empire Grade Road are evaluated in the Draft EIR Section 4.14, Traffic,
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Circulation, and Parking (see LRDP Impacts TRA-2 and TRA-5). The potential for increased non-point
source pollution in the Coastal Zone west of Empire Grade Road is evaluated in Section 4.8, Hydrology
and Water Quality (see LRDP Impact HYD-3). Regarding widening of Empire Grade Road, please see
Master Response TRAFFIC-2. Increased demand for water from the University and other regional growth
is evaluated in Section 4.15, Utilities (see LRDP Impact UTIL-9). LRDP Impact UTIL-9 acknowledges
the need for new water supply projects, including a desalination plant, which could result in significant
environmental impacts. Please also see Master Response UTIL-1 (Section 5.2.15.3) for additional
information about this impact conclusion. Regarding specific impact areas, see Responses SA-5-9 through
-14.
Response to Comment SA-5-9. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-1 (Section 5.2.15.3) with respect
to the impact of the proposed project on available water supplies. Please also see Section 5.2.15.4 of that
master response regarding the environmental impacts of developing a desalination plant. With respect to
the phased approach to water conservation, please refer to Master Response UTIL-2, which discusses
revisions to the mitigations for LRDP Impact UTIL-9. For complete text of these revisions, see Final EIR,
Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1.
Response to Comment SA-5-10. Please refer to Response to Comment SA-5-3.
Response to Comment SA-5-11. Section 4.14, Traffic, Circulation, and Parking indicates that
improvements to Empire Grade Road would include the installation of traffic signals at the intersections
of Western Drive and Heller Drive (see Table 4.14-18, Draft EIR page 4.14-46). These improvements
would not be located on land in the Coastal Zone.
In terms of the timing of these improvements, the Under LRDP Mitigation TRA-2A, the Campus would
conduct traffic counts at the affected intersections at intervals of no more than three years or 1,000
students growth in enrollment, as well as during the environmental clearance process for specific projects
as required by CEQA, to determine if the additional traffic generated by campus growth or a given project
would trigger the need for the specific intersection improvements listed in Table 4.14-18, which includes
the Empire Grade Road traffic signals noted above. If so, the Campus would inform the City or the
County of this conclusion and contribute its “fair share” of the cost of the needed improvements, as
discussed in Master Response MIT-1. The City or the County, as relevant, would be the agency
responsible for designing, scheduling, and constructing these improvements. Therefore, the timing of
installation of these improvements is not within the control of the University. Please refer to Response to
Comment LA-6-7 for additional information regarding the scheduling of off-campus mitigation measures.
Further up Empire Grade Road, between the west entrance of the campus and the entrance to Wilder
Ranch State Park, no improvements are required to maintain acceptable levels of service. The 2005 LRDP
would not likely impact the recreational use of Empire Grade Road by bicyclists, or the access point to
Wilder Ranch State Park from Empire Grade Road, as additional traffic on Empire Grade Road north of
the west entrance of campus where the road begins to narrow, would include an additional 60 AM peak
hour and 80 PM peak hour vehicle trips (about one additional vehicle every minute). This amount of
additional traffic is not expected to affect the safe use of the road by bicycles. Therefore, additional
roadway improvements on Empire Grade Road beyond those identified in the 2005 LRDP EIR would not
be necessary to ensure the continued safe use of the road by bicycles.
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The impact of required traffic signal improvements on Empire Grade Road would not be expected to
result in the removal of sensitive habitat in the Coastal Zone. There is residential development on the west
side of Empire Grade Road at the intersection with Western Drive. Additionally, due to topography and
the orientation of the intersection, it is very unlikely that intersection improvements at Heller Drive would
occur on the west side of Empire Grade Road. Increased non-point source pollution in the Coastal Zone
west of Empire Grade Road is evaluated in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality (see LRDP Impact
HYD-3).
Response to Comment SA-5-12. The University uses lawn and turf grasses (invasive species), for very
limited purposes in ornamental landscaping and will continue to do so where non-invasive species that
will serve these purposes are not available. Some species planted by CASFS and the Arboretum also are
invasive. Grounds Service staff control the spread of these species, as part of ongoing maintenance
activities and control of invasive species, is part of the activities of the Site Stewardship Program.
Response to Comment SA-5-13. Please refer to Responses to Comments LA-6-51 and LA-9-26
(regarding the erosion in off-campus drainages as a result of runoff from the campus under existing and
LRDP conditions).
With respect to the quality of campus runoff and its potential to affect off-campus drainages and springs
that are downgradient of the campus, the Draft EIR acknowledges on page 4.8-10 that increased oncampus population and human activity could result in an increase in urban pollutants that could be
discharged into runoff on the campus. However, because the Campus would develop and implement a
Storm Water Management Program in compliance with NPDES MS4 Phase II regulations, and would
also implement LRDP Mitigation HYD-3A, water quality impacts from increased campus development
and population growth would be minimized. The “low-impact development” design features required by
revised LRDP Mitigation HYD-3D would also reduce pollutant load through infiltration of runoff through
soil. Please refer to Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1, for changes to the text of the
mitigation measure.
Draft EIR Appendix D1 presents water quality data collected since 1989 from three campus parking lots,
Moore Creek, and a campus water supply well representative of the karst aquifer. Note that the appendix
also presents data for some springs on campus but they are located upgradient of most of the existing
campus development and therefore do not reflect water quality potentially affected by campus
development. Water quality monitoring data for springs downgradient of the campus are not available as
these off-campus springs are not monitored by the Campus. However, water quality data for the oncampus water supply well (WSW-1) were examined to see if the quality of water in the karst aquifer has
been adversely affected by campus runoff. These data show that there appears to be no increasing trend in
pollutant concentrations over time in the karst aquifer.
Some of the sediment in storm water runoff is filtered out during infiltration prior to reaching the
groundwater aquifer. Once in the marble, the water flows both through porous media and in open voids
(caves and caverns). Some additional filtering of sediment occurs as the water flows through the porous
media. However except for some minor retention of sediment based on cave geometry, not much
sediment retention or filtering occurs in the open void areas. However, because groundwater generally
moves slowly compared to surface streams and the groundwater is generally quite deep, it is not likely to
carry large quantities of sediment into any off-campus watercourses it feeds. In slow-moving water,
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sediment is likely to settle out during transport. As part of its Storm Water Management Program, the
Campus will characterize and evaluate the potential for pollutants in runoff from existing development to
enter sinkholes and will develop and implement “best management practices” to ensure groundwater
quality. This will help minimize any impacts in downstream watercourses that receive seepage from the
karst groundwater.
Response to Comment SA-5-14. In developing the recommendations for the storm water drainage
improvements that are included in the proposed Infrastructure Improvements Project, the Storm Water
and Drainage Master Plan consultant team considered the use of "soft" solutions (i.e., vegetation or
biotechnical measures) at every problem site.
For biotechnical measures to be effective, the environment must be suitable for the vegetation component
(typically willows or cottonwoods) to be able to grow and thrive. The specific environmental factor or
combination of factors that would prevent the growth of suitable vegetation at a site varies from place to
place. The two most common factors are: (1) location too shady to support the growth of willows,
cottonwoods, or other desired vegetation, and/or (2) a lack of adequate soil water during the summer to
support plants. Only one of the channels has year-round flow; the others dry out quickly once the rainy
season has ended.
Shade as a limiting factor in the introduction of riparian plants is widespread on campus. All but two of
the channels on campus are situated beneath a heavy canopy of trees. The channels with a heavy canopy
include the Middle Fork of Moore Creek, the East Fork of Moore Creek, all tributaries of the East Fork of
Moore Creek, the West Fork of Jordan Gulch, the Middle Fork of Jordan Gulch, the East Fork of Jordan
Gulch, and the main stem of Jordan Gulch. The streamside environment in these channels is too heavily
shaded to support willows, cottonwoods, or other fast-growing tree species used in biotechnical erosion
control measures.
Furthermore, the natural vegetation already present in the channels has not been adequate to prevent
erosion. Even the stabilizing effects of the root networks of the coast redwood, the most common species
in the channels on campus, have not withstood the erosive energy of the altered flow rates that the Storm
Water and Drainage Master Plan is addressing. The "hard" engineered measures that are proposed will
prevent the loss of additional streamside vegetation.
The Storm Water and Drainage Master Plan maximizes the use of "soft" techniques wherever they are
appropriate. The most effective of the "soft" approaches is to keep runoff water out of channels by
spreading flows onto natural vegetation or the forest floor where it can dissipate and/or infiltrate into the
soil. A major effort was expended to identify solutions of this kind, and there are 21 improvement project
sites that propose dissipation or infiltration of runoff before it enters the stream channel. Inside the
eroding channels where no soft solutions are viable and "hard" structures are therefore needed to
accomplish project objectives, the Storm Water and Drainage Master Plan has, in each case, proposed the
least-intrusive approach that would still be effective. For example, small (less than 3 feet in height) wood
or log checkdams are frequently recommended. Checkdams were selected because of their proven
effectiveness, their minimal disturbance footprint, their suitability for installation by manual labor
techniques (thus not requiring the construction of an equipment access road), and the fact that they can be
constructed out of materials that naturally occur on campus – redwood logs and quarry rock. The
proposed use of culverts or pipelines has been limited to situations where an existing pipeline needs to be
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extended; where water needs to be conveyed underneath roads, parking lots, or landscaped areas; or
where geology and/or topography have required their use. The University is committed to the use of
“soft” techniques where they are appropriate. The design described in the EIR for each improvement
project is still in the conceptual stage and is anticipated to be refined as design and engineering proceed.
Each of the storm water drainage projects will be re-evaluated and considered for soft techniques as part
of the final design process.
The commenter also addresses LRDP Mitigation HYD-3D, which would apply to all new development
under the 2005 LRDP. The mitigation measures for LRDP Impact HYD-3 are intended to filter any
increased runoff close to the point where it is generated. LRDP Mitigation HYD-3 has been revised to
specify particular low-impact development measures. The word “preferably” was used because the
specific projects have not yet been identified or designed and it is uncertain whether or not the new runoff
can be infiltrated near the project sites. At the time that specific projects are proposed and designed, the
project-specific control measures, including the details of where the runoff will be infiltrated, will be
included in the project-specific CEQA documents. Approximately 65 percent of the proposed
development under the 2005 LRDP will be infill in already developed areas, which may limit the space
available for infiltration of runoff directly adjacent to the new development.
Response to Comment SA-5-15. The Campus is preparing the Storm Water Management Program
(SWMP) and the LRDP EIR simultaneously. The Campus submitted a revised SWMP to the RWQCB in
March 2006. While the two documents address related water quality issues, the SWMP and the 2005
LRDP EIR respond to different regulatory requirements, and it is important that the distinction between
the two processes be maintained. Therefore, the University will respond to comments regarding the 2005
LRDP EIR in the Final EIR, and comments on the SWMP in communications with the RWQCB on the
SWMP.
Response to Comment SA-5-16. The comments provided about procedural concerns are noted for the
record and do not require or warrant any changes to the Draft EIR. Please see pages 1-9 (Volume I) and
4-23 (Volume III) of the Draft EIR for additional information about Coastal Permit requirements. Please
also refer to Response to Comment LA-2-89, which indicates that the University will not seek approval of
the 2005 LRDP from the Coastal Commission.
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Response to Comment Letter SA-6
Response to Comment SA-6-1. An environmental filling fee, as required under Fish and Game Code
711.4(d), will be paid by The UC Regents when the Notice of Determination for the project is filed.
Response to Comment SA-6-2. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.1.1 in Master Response UTIL-1, which
discusses some of the factors that potentially could affect the City’s water supply at the source, including
the federal Endangered Species Act Section 10 permit process noted in the comment. Please refer to
Section 5.2.15.3.1 in Master Response UTIL-1 regarding how such factors are considered in the
University’s impact conclusions.
Response to Comment SA-6-3. Please see Master Response UTIL-1 regarding the north coast streams.
Please refer to Master Response UTIL-2, which provides additional details about the mitigation measures
included in LRDP Impact UTIL-9 to reduce water use on the campus during normal years and drought
years.
Response to Comment SA-6-4. As discussed on page 4.4-47, under LRDP Impact BIO-5, no impacts to
plant species listed under CESA are anticipated from development under the 2005 LRDP.
Response to Comment SA-6-5. No alterations of the Arboretum Pond are proposed under the 2005
LRDP. The University acknowledges the need to obtain Streambed Alteration Agreements for the
proposed Infrastructure Improvements Projects. The need for these permits is discussed under IIP-SW
Impact BIO-1 (page 2-50, Volume III). Impacts to riparian vegetation and water quality that may result
from proposed storm water drainage improvement projects are quantified and discussed under IIP-SW
Impact BIO-2 (page 2-50, Volume III). Mitigation IIP-SW Mitigation BIO-3B quantifies the area of
riparian vegetation that the University expects to restore to mitigate for these impacts. In addition, pages
4.4-46 and 4.4-47 in Volume I discuss total impacts to riparian vegetation anticipated from proposed
bridge crossings and storm water drainage improvements. LRDP Mitigations BIO-4A through -4D would
reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Response to Comment SA-6-6. The thresholds proposed as triggers for riparian mitigation were based
on site visits to each of the proposed storm water drainage improvement sites. Benefits to riparian
vegetation would be expected to result in reduced peak flows, which will reduce consequent bank
destabilization and erosion. Mitigation for impacts above these thresholds would reduce the overall
potential impact of proposed activities to a less-than-significant level. As stated on page 4.4-46, the terms
of the restoration and mitigation plans will be determined in consultation with California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG). The University welcomes CDFG’s input on the proper stewardship of riparian
corridors on campus. LRDP Mitigation BIO-9 provides a general structure for the protection of California
red-legged frog during construction activities. Consultation with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and
CDFG will occur on a project-specific basis and detailed mitigation measures will be outlined on a site or
reach specific basis.
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Response to Comment Letter SA-7
Response to Comment SA-7-1. Comment noted.
Response to Comment SA-7-2. Please refer to Responses to Comments SA-7-3 through SA-7-14 for
responses to specific comments on these topics.
Response to Comment SA-7-3. The evaluation of the direct and indirect impacts on redwood and mixed
evergreen forests (also classified as timberlands) in the Draft EIR is based on the CEQA standards of
significance, as provided in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. CEQA does not require an evaluation
of the economic value of this resource to the local economy. The CEQA standards of significance for
biological resources relate primarily to special status species, sensitive natural communities, and wildlife
movement. As stated on Draft EIR page 4.4-70, the loss of redwood and mixed evergreen forests to
development under the 2005 LRDP is not considered a significant impact in and of itself, because these
vegetation types are not considered sensitive natural communities by California Department of Fish and
Game and they are abundant in the region. However, as discussed on page 4.4-70, impacts to special
status species for whom these forests provide habitat, and to wildlife movement, water quality, aesthetics,
air quality, and noise, are analyzed in the Draft EIR, and mitigations are provided to reduce these impacts
to a less-than-significant level where feasible. For example, potential impacts to active raptor nests that
may occur in redwood or mixed evergreen forests are discussed on pages 4.4-56 and -57. Impacts to
active nests would be minimized by implementation of LRDP Mitigation BIO-11, which requires projects
constructed during the raptor breeding season to conduct preconstruction surveys for active nests and
prohibits construction activities within 200 feet of an active nest.
Additionally, the CEQA Guidelines also require a discussion of any significant irreversible environmental
changes that would be caused by the project. Section 6.2 of the Draft EIR (page 6-3 of Volume II)
acknowledges that development of the north campus forested lands would constitute an irreversible use of
these lands, and would result in the loss of approximately 50.2 acres of sensitive habitat and about 124
acres of redwood forest and mixed forest habitat. However, this section of the EIR concludes that the
Campus would implement mitigation measures provided in Section 4.4, Biological Resources to reduce
impacts to sensitive biological resources, and would preserve and enhance appropriate habitat elsewhere
on campus lands.
The aesthetic impact associated with tree removal in forested areas on campus is evaluated as part of
LRDP Impact AES-5. This analysis evaluates whether the 2005 LRDP would substantially degrade the
existing visual character of the campus and adjacent areas. While redwood trees and timberlands in
general are not identified as scenic resources on campus (see Draft EIR page 4.1-8), they are an important
constituent of the existing visual character of the central and north campus. LRDP Impact AES-5
indicates that new development could affect the visual character of the campus. However, LRDP
Mitigation AES-5A, which requires that project designs are reviewed by the UC Santa Cruz Design
Advisory Board, would ensure that the visual character and quality of the project area are not
substantially degraded as a result of development under the 2005 LRDP. LRDP Mitigation AES-5B
would ensure that new buildings do not protrude above the redwood canopy. Additionally, with the
implementation of LRDP Mitigations AES-5C and AES-5D, the Campus would only selectively remove
trees from project sites, and would continue its practice of tree plantings and maintenance.
2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

S A - 7

1

V O L U M E

V

The Draft EIR concludes that these measures would help maintain the visual continuity of forested areas
and would reduce potential impacts on the visual character of the central and north campus to less-thansignificant levels. These measures would also ensure that from off-campus locations and from vantage
points in the lower campus area, the forest areas would not appear substantially changed as a result of
development under 2005 LRDP. In the north campus area, trees would be removed to make way for the
north campus loop road and north campus development. However, under the policies of the proposed
2005 LRDP (page 72), new development north of the existing core would be sited sensitively in order to
maintain the campus pattern of clustered development surrounded by undeveloped landscape. Please also
refer to Response to Comment LA-6-15 for additional discussion of individual trees or tree groupings that
may be considered aesthetically valuable components of the landscape.
The comment indicates that the Draft EIR did not address why converting more than 75 acres of
timberland was preferred over construction in the lower campus grassland. In fact, LRDP Alternative 3,
Southerly Expansion Alternative, does evaluate the possibility of accommodating the same population
and building space as the proposed 2005 LRDP, without further developing the north campus (see Draft
EIR pages 5-23 through 5-27). The northern areas thus would remain essentially undeveloped under this
alternative and the facilities needed to serve the increased campus population would be provided by
increased infill development within the central, south central, and southeastern portions of the campus.
This alternative would convert less timberland in exchange for building in meadows.
Alternative 3 would not meet project objectives, however, especially the objective regarding maintaining
the unique character of the campus, which relates specifically to the open space and meadows of the
lower and central campus (see Draft EIR pages 5-26 through 5-27 for other objectives). Additionally, the
alternative would result in increased aesthetic and cultural resource impacts that would likely make this
alternative unacceptable to the campus community and Santa Cruz community as a whole. The increased
aesthetic impacts would be associated with more development in the lower campus grasslands that would
be visible from on- and off-campus vantage points. The increased cultural resource impacts would be
associated with more development in the lower campus grasslands that would be visible from the Cowell
Ranch Historic District, which could cumulatively diminish the integrity of the historic setting of the
resource. The district might cease to be eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources if there
were additional development within the district.
As indicated on Draft EIR page 5-24, because no development would occur on the north campus under
this alternative, all of the significant biological resource impacts on northern maritime chaparral, Santa
Cruz manzanita, jurisdictional wetlands, and certain special-status plant and wildlife species would be
avoided. The impact of campus development on nesting and roosting habitat for special-status raptors
would be reduced but not avoided as these species also occur on the central and lower campus. The
impact on Ohlone tiger beetle from trail use and on California red-legged frog would remain unchanged
under this alternative. The shift of development to the grassland and meadow areas of the lower campus
under Alternative 3, however, would increase the impact to foraging habitat of the special-status raptors
and birds of prey, habitat for the western burrowing owl, and potential breeding area for the coast horned
lizard. Additionally, development along most of the length of the East Meadow would have a potentially
significant impact on migration corridors across the campus between Wilder Ranch State Park, the Great
Meadow, and Pogonip City Park.
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It should also be noted that all north campus development, not just the athletic fields, would result in the
conversion of up to 73 acres of timberland. Of that amount, approximately 14 acres would be associated
with athletic fields. The north campus athletic fields are programmatically associated with the housing
envisioned for the north campus. Therefore, these fields were not proposed for construction in existing
campus grasslands in the 2005 LRDP.
Response to Comment SA-7-4. As discussed in Section 4.4.1.5 (Natural Communities) of the Draft
EIR, dwarf redwood stands are not considered sufficiently rare or threatened to qualify as a sensitive
natural community under CEQA (Please refer to Response to Comment SA-7-3 regarding the CEQA
standards of significance for biological resources). Dwarf redwoods are not currently tracked by the
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB 2005) or recognized as a distinct natural community or
vegetation association. While the 1988 UC Santa Cruz LRDP EIR considered them to be sufficiently rare
to be recognized as a sensitive natural community (UC Santa Cruz 1989), dwarf redwood stands are
currently known to occur throughout the range of coast redwoods where soil nutrients are lacking, or
where other extreme conditions, such as salt spray near the coast, stunt growth (McBride 2005; Borchert
et al. 1988). Buck (1986) describes other occurrences in the Santa Cruz Mountains north of the UC Santa
Cruz campus on Ben Lomond Mountain, along Empire Grade Road in the “chalks” area of northern Santa
Cruz and southern San Mateo Counties, and small patches in Henry Cowell Redwoods State Park and
elsewhere in the Ben Lomond Sand Hills of Santa Cruz County. Dwarf redwood stands are also reported
from Alameda, Marin, and Monterey counties (McBride 2005; Borchert et al. 1988).
Response to Comment SA-7-5. The maximum amount of timberland that could ultimately be converted
to non-timber uses under the 2005 LRDP would be 120 acres, as indicated in Section 4.4.2.6. This
acreage would be spread out over the campus in small clusters surrounded by remaining forest. Of the
maximum 120 acres of timberland conversion, up to 73 acres would be converted as a result of north
campus development. Up to approximately 47 acres of land that could be classified as timberland by CDF
would be converted as a result of infill development in the mostly developed central campus. The
“timberland” in the central campus includes small clusters of trees in open spaces between buildings, in
parking lots, adjacent to roadways, etc. Timberland conversions would take place incrementally on a
project-by-project basis, over the planning horizon for the 2005 LRDP. Trees would be removed
selectively only in connection with approved projects on individual project sites. Therefore, describing
the conversion as a single, 120-acre removal project is misleading.
Furthermore, it is not appropriate to compare the potential maximum size of timberland conversion for
individual projects in the county with development under the 2005 LRDP. The University, as a public
entity and as a campus, is like no other land use or agency in the County. The University’s LRDP is most
similar to a local agency general plan, such as the general plans for the City and County of Santa Cruz.
However, the University is very different from either the City or the County in that it owns and controls
all of the campus lands under its jurisdiction. This is not the case for the City and the County. While the
County, for example, would not apply for a TCP for all conversions that could result with buildout under
its general plan, the University, as a single landowner, could apply for such a TCP for its LRDP. There
does not appear to be a similar landowner, or landowners, in the County to which the University could be
compared.
Response to Comment SA-7-6. Forest health and forest pest issues will be considered during the
planning and implementation of specific development projects under the 2005 LRDP. The Campus
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Standards provide design considerations for existing trees and tree protection measures. These standards
will continue to be implemented on a project-by-project basis during design development and
construction. LRDP Mitigation BIO-6 has been revised specifically to indicate that the Campus will
amend Campus Standards to include measures to prevent the spread of Sudden Oak Death and Pine Pitch
Canker during tree removal activities for specific projects. See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3,
Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment SA-7-7. Draft EIR page 1-5 indicates that no additional environmental
documentation would be required for projects within the scope of the 2005 LRDP if: (1) no new
significant effects would result from the proposed project, (2) all significant effects have been adequately
addressed in the 2005 LRDP EIR, and (3) no new mitigation measures would be required to address the
impacts of the project. Otherwise, subsequent environmental documentation must be prepared. The
Timberland Conversion Application and Timber Harvest Plan (THP) may utilize information provided in
the 2005 LRDP EIR and/or any subsequent environmental documentation. If additional site-specific
documentation is required, this information can and will be provided in the THP.
Response to Comment SA-7-8. Comment noted.
Response to Comment SA-7-9. The current requirement for defensible space is cited on page 4.7-16 of
the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment SA-7-10. Please refer to Response to Comment SA-7-3, which indicates that the
Draft EIR did consider focusing new development in existing open areas (see LRDP Alternative 3:
Southerly Expansion Alternative, Draft EIR pages 5-23 to 5-26).
Response to Comment SA-7-11. As stated on page 4.7-16 of the Draft EIR, the UWIC is part of the
Campus’s Fire Protection Policy.
Response to Comment SA-7-12. The relevant CEQA standard of significance related to emergency
response times indicates that a project would have a significant impact if it would result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public services
(police, fire, schools, and libraries). During the preparation of the Draft EIR, the various service providers
were contacted to determine if growth and development through 2020, including that associated with the
2005 LRDP would require new or physically altered governmental facilities in order to maintain response
times among other objectives (see Section 4.12, Public Services, LRDP Impacts PUB-1, PUB-2, and
PUB-5).
As the affected police departments have determined that either they have adequate facilities or do not
have plans for expansion of facilities, there would be no environmental impacts from the provision of new
facilities, as reported in LRDP Impacts PUB-1 and PUB-5. The UC Santa Cruz Fire Department building
would need to be expanded within the planning horizon of the 2005 LRDP to accommodate new staff and
an additional fire engine. While the expansion of the station could contribute to the environmental effects
that are fully analyzed in the 2005 LRDP EIR, this expansion would not result in significant
environmental impacts with the implementation of relevant mitigation measures identified in this EIR
(see LRDP Impact PUB-2). None of the other fire service agencies that respond to the campus indicated
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that they would require new or expanded facilities to serve growth through 2020, including growth under
the 2005 LRDP (see LRDP Impacts PUB-2 and PUB-5).
While CEQA does not require analysis of response times, the Campus has considered the effect of the
2005 LRDP on emergency responses. Emergency response agencies would respond to an emergency
incident on the campus from a variety of locations. The UC Santa Cruz Police and Fire Departments
would respond from the southern and central portions of the campus, respectively, to other locations
around the campus. Response from these on-campus locations would utilize on-campus roadways and offcampus roadways immediately adjacent to the campus. According to Section 4.14, Traffic, Circulation,
and Parking (LRDP Impact TRA-1), growth under the 2005 LRDP would not result in any degradation of
the level of service at on-campus intersections during peak hour conditions with the implementation of
LRDP Mitigation TRA-1. This measure requires that the University monitor intersection levels of service
and implement identified improvements as needed to maintain service levels (See Table 4.14-14 for levels
of service at on-campus intersections with the LRDP). Moreover, off-campus intersections immediately
adjacent to the campus (i.e., Bay Street-Glenn Coolidge/High Street, Empire Grade Road/Western Drive,
and Empire Grade Road/Heller Drive) would operate with acceptable levels of service during peak hour
conditions with the implementation of LRDP Mitigations TRA-2A and TRA-2B, which require the
Campus to: (1) contribute its “fair share” of the cost of needed improvements at off-campus intersections
(as described in Master Response MIT-1), and (2) expand its existing Transportation Demand
Management programs. Overall, emergency response times on and immediately adjacent to the campus
would not likely be significantly affected with growth and development under the 2005 LRDP, given
expected traffic conditions as described above.
The City of Santa Cruz Fire Department would most likely respond to the campus from its station on
Younglove Avenue on the Westside of Santa Cruz. The City of Santa Cruz Police Department would
respond to the campus from its downtown station on Center Street. The County Sheriff’s Department
would respond from the County Building on Ocean Street in the downtown area. The California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection would most likely respond to the campus from either the
Felton Station on Highway 9, or the Bonny Doon Stations on Martin Road and Empire Grade Road.
Response from these off-campus locations could utilize the Mission Street/Highway 1 corridor, as well as
Bay Street, Laurel Street, High Street, Western Drive, and Empire Grade Road among others. According
to Section 4.14, Traffic, Circulation, and Parking (LRDP Impact TRA-2), growth under the 2005 LRDP
would result in degradation of the level of service at a number of off-campus intersections during peak
hour conditions even with the implementation of LRDP Mitigations TRA-2A and TRA-2B, and the
impact would remain significant and unavoidable. See Draft EIR page 4.14-43.
It should be noted that the 2020 with project traffic scenario analyzed in the Draft EIR was based on peak
hour traffic volumes, which are expected to be worst-case conditions. Levels of service and delay at other
times of the day and evening are expected to be less degraded and therefore would have less of an effect
on emergency response times. Regardless, it is acknowledged that off-campus traffic conditions in 2020
may affect emergency response times to the campus, or elsewhere in the community, and that campus
growth under the 2005 LRDP would likely contribute to such effects. However, there are no effective
methodologies for estimating the increase in response times associated with a particular level of service
degradation and/or increase in delay at intersections. For example, the amount of additional delay at
intersections along a given route to the campus in 2020 would not correspond to an equivalent increase in
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emergency response times. This is due to the fact that emergency vehicles can control traffic to a certain
extent through the use of sirens and/or lights and therefore can readily move around traffic. Emergency
vehicles can also select alternative routes if traffic conditions on a primary access route are severely
degraded. For these reasons, it is unclear to what extent emergency response times may be increased over
time as traffic conditions degrade.
Response to Comment SA-7-13. LRDP Mitigation HAZ-10B (page 4.7-28 of the Draft EIR) requires
that the Campus develop and implement a Fire Management Plan before construction of north campus
development begins. The Fire Management Plan will include provisions governing vegetation
management, specify pruning guidelines, and include a rigorous inspection schedule to ensure that
surrounding vegetation, including trees that may be hazardous, do not endanger buildings. As stated on
page 4.7-29 of the Draft EIR, because much of the north campus is designated State Resource Area, the
Fire Management Plan must be reviewed and approved by California Department of Forestry.
Response to Comment SA-7-14. Draft EIR Figure 5-2 illustrates the development areas under the 2005
LRDP. Draft EIR Figure 5-3 illustrates the development areas under LRDP Alternative 2, Reduced
Enrollment Growth. The Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006) revises the Draft 2005 LRDP
(January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005
LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Campus proposes to
recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006). For more
information regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2. The Final
Draft 2005 LRDP would not result in development west of Porter Meadow, which means that the
development area proposed at that location under the 2005 LRDP would be reduced in size. This
difference is reflected on Figure 5-3 in the Draft EIR and new Figure 2-1 in Volume IV of the Final EIR.
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Response to Comment Letter SA-8

Response to Comment SA-8-1. Comment noted.
Response to Comment SA-8-2. Please refer to Response to Comment SA-1-1.
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Response to Comment Letter SA-9
Response to Comment SA-9-1. The Campus has no record of receiving any requests from Caltrans for
the technical analyses or modeling outputs for the additional traffic analysis that was presented in the
Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR). The RDEIR analyzes impacts on the freeway facilities affected by the
2005 LRDP and concludes that even though the Campus would implement LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B
and LRDP Mitigation TRA-6B (which is a fair share contribution to the cost of constructing
improvements to the significantly affected facilities, as described in Master Response MIT-1), the impact
would still be considered significant and unavoidable because the improvements are the responsibility of
other jurisdictions that may elect not to implement them, and because detailed planning, environmental,
and engineering standards for these improvements have not yet been completed.
Response to Comment SA-9-2. The RDEIR focused its analysis on ramp junctions (weave, merge, and
diverge areas on the highway mainline) on State Routes 1 and 17 because ramp junctions are points on the
freeway system that are capacity limitations (bottlenecks) preventing full use of the capacity of the
upstream and downstream mainline highway lanes. In addition, the traffic conditions identified at the
junction of a freeway on- or off-ramp and a mainline lane extend 1,500 feet or more upstream and
downstream of the ramp junction. These ramp junction “influence areas” frequently overlap, particularly
on State Route 1. Therefore, ramp junctions represent the worst case operating conditions on a segment of
highway and were analyzed to evaluate locations where the project would have its greatest impacts. A
basic freeway segment analysis between ramp junctions would indicate better operating conditions than
the ramp junctions. Because the ramp junctions along State Route 1 are so closely spaced, the ramp
junction level of service reasonably represents the mainline level of service. The analysis in the RDEIR
(page 2-8) supports the commenter’s statement that State Route 1 operates at LOS F through much of its
segments.
Response to Comment SA-9-3. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1 (Traffic Standards of
Significance).
Response to Comment SA-9-4. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1.
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Response to Comment Letter RA-1
Response to Comment RA-1-1. This Draft EIR is a program-level document that estimates emissions
associated with full development of the campus under the proposed 2005 LRDP. Other than the three
development projects that are evaluated at a project level in Volume III of the Draft EIR, specifics of
other future development projects are not available at this time. Without such specifics, the Campus
cannot accurately quantify the reduction in emissions that would be achieved by the implementation of
the mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR.
LRDP Impacts AIR-2 and AIR-4 are identified as significant unavoidable impacts because the
effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures cannot be quantified. As indicated in LRDP Impact AIR-2,
the major sources of VOC and NOx emissions are motor vehicles and space heating of nonresidential
facilities. To address this impact, the Campus would implement LRDP Mitigations AIR-2A through –2C.
LRDP Mitigation AIR-2A calls for design and construction features that reduce natural gas use in the
design of each new project. Without project-specific details for each project that could be constructed
under the 2005 LRDP, it is impossible to quantify the reduction in emissions that would be achieved by
the implementation of this measure.
LRDP Mitigation AIR-2B calls for the implementation of transportation demand management (TDM)
measures (LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B)1 to limit the increase in the number of vehicle trips to the campus.
LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B requires that the Campus implement TDM measures such that single occupant
vehicles (SOVs) would continue to constitute no more than 45 percent of the transportation modes to
campus. The reduction in trips associated with this measure was assumed in the estimate of new vehicle
trips that would result from growth and development under the 2005 LRDP. Therefore, motor vehicle
emissions reported in Table 4.3-16 (Draft EIR page 4.3-27) would not likely be further reduced with
implementation of this measure. LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B would ensure that the identified level of trip
reduction and associated emissions reduction are achieved with the implementation of the 2005 LRDP.
Under the 2005 LRDP the Campus may install two new gas turbines as part of its cogeneration system.
LRDP Mitigation AIR-2C calls for the Campus to install VOC and NOx controls on the new turbines to
reduce emissions by 90 percent, assuming these new turbines are installed. The effectiveness of this
measure may be quantified. Implementation of this measure would reduce VOC emissions of the turbines
to 0.6 pounds per day (down from 6 pounds per day) and NOx emissions to 3.8 pounds per day (down
from 38 pounds per day), which would further reduce emissions over those generated by the existing
cogeneration facility, as reported in Table 4.3-14, Draft EIR page 4.3-27. The implementation of LRDP
Mitigation AIR-2C would reduce VOC emissions of the 2005 LRDP to 136 pounds per day and NOx
emissions to 452 pounds per day. This is consistent with the Draft EIR conclusions, which indicate that
LRDP Mitigations AIR-2A through –2C would reduce VOC emissions to a less-than-significant level, as
VOC emissions would be reduced to below the significance standard of 137 pounds per day. NOx
emissions on the other hand would remain above the significance threshold of 137 pounds per day, and

1

In the Draft EIR, LRDP Mitigation AIR-2B refers to LRDP Mitigation TRA-1B. However, the reference should
have been to LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B. The text of LRDP Mitigation AIR-2B has been revised to make this
correction. Please refer to Volume IV, Chapter 3 for changes to the Draft EIR text.
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therefore LRDP Impact AIR-2 would be significant and unavoidable even with the implementation of
mitigation measures.
As indicated in Response to Comment LA-2-51, LRDP Impact AIR-4 is also determined to be significant
and unavoidable because even if the Campus’s growth were to be included in the regional air quality
management plan, the proposed LRDP would conflict with the plan because it would result in substantial
emissions that potentially may hinder the attainment of air quality standards, especially with respect to
NOx, as described above.
Response to Comment RA-1-2. Demolition of existing structures will be an element of Family Student
Housing Redevelopment Project. The District’s Compliance Division will be contacted when detailed
plans for demolition of the structures are developed.
Response to Comment RA-1-3. Table 4.3-16 shows emission levels before mitigation. Please see
Response to Comment RA-1-1 for an explanation of why some of the reductions that would be achieved
through mitigation cannot be quantified.
Response to Comment RA-1-4. The District’s Engineering Division will be contacted to discuss any
new permits or modifications to existing permits.
Response to Comment RA-1-5. LRDP Mitigation AIR-2A has been revised to state that the Campus
shall incorporate in each new project design and construction features that conserve natural gas and/or
minimize air pollutant emissions from space and water heating. The full text of the revised mitigation
measure is presented in Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1 of the Final EIR.
Response to Comment RA-1-6. As discussed in the Draft EIR (page 4.3-31), the purpose of LRDP
Mitigation AIR-4A is to ensure that 2005 LRDP-related population growth is incorporated into the
regional population and employment forecasts and the Regional Travel Demand Model prepared by
AMBAG.2 The Campus understands that the regional population and employment forecasts and
information from the Regional Travel Demand Model are used in developing an emissions inventory for
the air basin, and based on that emissions inventory, the Air District then prepares an air quality
management plan that includes controls/mitigation measures to reduce ozone emissions. Therefore,
inclusion of future campus population in the regional population and employment forecasts and the
Regional Travel Demand Model is an essential step in preparing an appropriate air quality management
plan for the air basin. The University does not suggest that this mitigation will in itself reduce the impact
to a less-than-significant level. Rather, the Draft EIR concludes that conflict with the air quality plan
would be a significant and unavoidable impact because the 2005 LRDP would result in substantial new
emissions that could hinder the attainment of the air quality management plan.

2

Although AMBAG is not an air quality management agency, it is responsible for several air quality planning
projects. As the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz counties,
it is responsible pursuant to the Clean Air Act, for providing population, employment, travel and congestion
projections for regional air quality planning efforts. It is required to quantify and document the demographic and
employment factors influencing expected transportation demand. AMBAG is also responsible for preparing and
approving portions of the Air Basin’s Air Quality Management Plans related to demographic projections and
integrated regional land use.
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Response to Comment RA-1-7. LRDP Mitigation AIR-6 includes a suite of measures that could be
implemented in conjunction with a construction project in order to minimize emissions of toxic air
contaminants during construction. Examples of cleaner fuels have been added to the first bullet of the
measure. The phrase “where possible” in the second bullet was used to allow construction to proceed in
situations where provision of electrical service may not be possible (see page 4.3-37; second bullet under
LRDP Mitigation AIR-6). Other mitigations in this suite would also be implemented in conjunction with
specific development projects when electricity is unavailable. The fourth bullet addressing idling has been
revised in response to this comment. Additionally, the phrase “as much as possible” has been deleted
from the last bullet. Please see Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1 of the Final EIR for the full text
of the revised mitigation measure.
Preparation of a construction logistics plan that lists the construction equipment and fuel to be used and
other construction details cannot be developed for the LRDP EIR, which provides a program level
analysis. Such a plan would require specific details about the nature and magnitude of construction
activities and any specific construction requirements for each and every possible project that may be
developed under the 2005 LRDP. Such information is not available at this time and typically would not
be available until a contractor is selected for a particular project.
Response to Comment RA-1-8. As indicated in LRDP Impact AIR-7 the human health risks associated
with regional growth, including growth under the 2005 LRDP, would not be significant under CEQA (see
Draft EIR page 4.3-40). Moreover, through CARB’s implementation of its adopted Risk Reduction Plan,
as well as future potential U.S. EPA emission standards, regional diesel emission sources including UC
Santa Cruz will likely undergo further emission reductions (Draft EIR page 4.3-41). Therefore, mitigation
measures are not required to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. LRDP Mitigation AIR-7 is
identified to acknowledge the past and continued voluntary efforts of the Campus to reduce TAC
emissions, especially those related to diesel emissions. Some of the past and continued voluntary efforts
include the following:
•

Researchers and teaching lab coordinators are continually searching for less toxic materials that can
be substituted for materials currently in use. This is driven by the desire to reduce laboratory
personnel risks and reduce hazardous waste disposal costs.

•

The Campus is exploring alternative cogeneration systems and may replace the existing DeLaval
engine with equipment emitting far fewer TACs.

•

Physical Plant continues to replace older boilers with smaller, more efficient boilers that produce
fewer TACs.

•

The Campus continues to install natural gas/propane fueled back-up emergency generators rather than
conventional diesel generators, providing a potentially significant reduction of TACs.

As this mitigation is not required under CEQA and relates to voluntary efforts on the part of the Campus,
some flexibility in the interpretation of this measure is appropriate. Further, the Campus will be subject to
mandatory control measures in the future, as noted above and in LRDP Impact AIR-7 (Draft EIR page
4.3-41).
Response to Comment RA-1-9. The widening of Highway 1 to six lanes is not a funded transportation
improvement and has not been included as an improvement to the transportation network that would be in
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place by 2010 or 2020, the years of analysis in the LRDP EIR. The only funded highway improvement
considered in the analysis is the Highway 1/17 Merge Lane project (see Recirculated Draft EIR, March
2006 in Volume VI, Appendix A).
Response to Comment RA-1-10. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-6-76.
Response to Comment RA-1-11. The methodology used in the Draft EIR to project future traffic did not
assume implementation of the proposed transit improvements.
Response to Comment RA-1-12. Several of the listed transit improvements have already been
implemented. UC Loop has been funded and implemented. Daytime Core shuttle routes have been altered
in response to changing ridership demand and on-going construction on the interior roadway network.
Bike shuttle service hours have been extended (starting with the Fall 2005 Metro bus strike).
Transportation and Parking Services (TAPS) has been able to extend service and improve service
headways using three shuttles. TAPS now also funds the shuttles with parking fees. In fall 2005, the
SCMTD reallocated underutilized transit service hours from the Route 12 bus to heavily utilized service
periods along Routes 15, 16, and 20. Although the other listed transit improvements have not yet been
implemented, the Campus is committed to working cooperatively with SCMTD, and under appropriate
contractual arrangements, will continue to pay for transit services provided by SCMTD to the campus.
TAPS is continually assessing ridership patterns for both on- and off-campus (SCMTD) transit services to
determine how capacity, frequency and convenience can be improved while operational efficiencies are
maximized. An increase in the quarterly Student Transit Fee, approved during Spring 2006, will provide
funding to relieve deficits and maintain support for the existing transit services.
Response to Comment RA-1-13. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1. The standards are those
of UC Santa Cruz’s, not Higgins Associates. The citation is a reference to a document where the
standards are cited.
Response to Comment RA-1-14. A transit study recently completed by Urbitran Associates, Bay
Corridor Preliminary Feasibility Analysis: Bus Rapid Transit (Urbitran Associates, March 2006),
evaluated the potential for implementing Bus Rapid Transit on off-campus and on-campus roadways. The
measures referenced in the Draft EIR as part of LRDP Mitigations TRA-4A and 4B (as stated on page
4.14-56), including queue jump lanes and transit signal priority systems, were identified in the study as
feasible and effective in addressing transit delays. The Campus is committed to implementing feasible
transit improvement measures on campus and working with SCMTD and the City of Santa Cruz to
implement off-campus measures, through existing contract mechanisms or similar measures. However,
more detailed conceptual design work is still needed and the Campus is collaborating with the appropriate
agencies to identify the best solutions. Please see Master Response MIT-1 with regard to the University’s
fair share contributions.
Response to Comment RA-1-15. Please refer to page 4.14-31 in the Draft EIR, which presents the
quantitative thresholds of significance used in the Draft EIR to evaluate traffic impacts.
Response to Comment RA-1-16. The Campus has developed thresholds of significance for on-campus
intersections. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1. Also see page 4.14-31 where the LOS
thresholds of significance for on-campus intersections are presented. Note that Glenn Coolidge Drive on
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the campus and Empire Grade Road, which passes through and adjacent to the western portion of the
campus, are both county-owned roadways.
Response to Comment RA-1-17. Comment noted. Note that LRDP Mitigations TRA-3A through -3C
use a variety of methods to reduce parking impacts.
Response to Comment RA-1-18. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1.
Response to Comment RA-1-19. The trip generation rate for students calculated from existing traffic
counts is 0.08 trips per student in the AM peak hour and 0.11 trips per student in the PM peak hour. For
the Draft EIR analysis, these rates were reduced by 6 percent to reflect the proposed increase in oncampus undergraduate housing under the 2005 LRDP from the current 44 percent to 50 percent. The
reduced rates of 0.075 and 0.103 in the AM and PM peak hours respectively were used to compute the
peak hour trips shown in Table 4.14-10. It is not clear how the commenter derived a 7.92 percent
reduction from the trips shown in the table. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-9-5 for a detailed
table of the derived trip generation rates showing how the reduction was applied.
Response to Comment RA-1-20. The 25 percent represents the proportion of graduate students that are
projected to reside on campus at full development under the 2005 LRDP.
Response to Comment RA-1-21. The trip distribution shown in Figure 4.14-8 reflects the year 2020
AMBAG model (February 2005) distribution of traffic among the UCSC campus traffic analysis zones
(TAZs). Trip distribution was derived from a “select zone” evaluation of the AMBAG model’s TAZs
representing the campus. This evaluation distributes only the traffic generated by the UC campus zones to
the roadway network to determine how much traffic takes specific routes between the campus and various
off-campus locations. The distribution pattern analyzed reflects future residence projections, in which
more students, faculty and staff reside further from the campus (e.g., in the south county) than today. The
model assumes that those who live further from the campus primarily use Highway 1 for longer distance
travel.
Response to Comment RA-1-22. Most of the improvements listed in Table 4.14-18 will reduce the
project’s impacts on the subject intersections to a less-than-significant level by reducing delays with the
project to a level below what would exist without the project, even if the intersection continues to operate
at LOS E or F. In other words, for intersections already operating at substandard LOS, the mitigation
measure would ensure that the LOS was not further diminished as a result of the project's traffic
contribution. Two intersections (Bay/Mission and Chestnut/Mission) nonetheless would continue to
operate at a LOS E or F with delays above those without the project. The analysis attempted to identify
feasible improvements that would improve intersections to meet City level of service standards (LOS D
or better). Intersections that continue to operate at LOS E or F are highly constrained, and improvement
would require what are considered to be infeasible solutions (e.g., extensive right-of-way acquisition and
demolition of homes and businesses to add additional through lanes in the corridor, or grade-separation of
the intersection). Grade-separation of these two intersections is physically infeasible without acquiring
many homes and businesses to accommodate ramps and bridges. This solution would cause many
significant impacts in it of itself. Another solution would be to add through lanes to Mission Street at the
Bay/Mission intersection or add through lanes to Mission Street at the Mission/Chestnut intersection. This
solution would require acquisition of about 24 to 30 feet of new right-of-way width from west of Bay
Street to east of Chestnut Street, a distance of about one mile, in order to provide a uniform six-lane
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roadway. In addition to land acquisition and construction costs, this solution would displace many homes
and businesses and would entail substantial relocation costs. The City likely would need to acquire the
land through eminent domain, and there would most likely be significant community opposition to the
widening or structures. Even with University fair share contributions, there would be substantial costs to
the City that would need to be covered either by the City's Traffic Impact Fee or through a competitive
federal and state funding process. Either way, the cost and time required to negotiate acquisition of the
right of way and to obtain the funds would be prohibitive. For these reasons, this solution can reasonably
be considered an infeasible mitigation measure. Please see Master Response MIT-1 regarding the
University’s fair share contributions to traffic mitigations.
Response to Comment RA-1-23. The text in the Draft EIR referred to by the commenter has been
deleted in light of the recent California Supreme Court decision in the City of Marina versus California
State University lawsuit.
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Response to Comment Letter RA-2
Response to Comment RA-2-1. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment Letter LA-1
Response to Comment LA-1-1. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment Letter LA-2
Response to Comment LA-2-1. Table 1-1 in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR presents data from the 1988 and
the 2005 LRDPs for purposes of demonstrating the key differences in the two plans. As far as evaluation
of environmental impacts is concerned, the Draft EIR evaluates the impacts of the 2005 LRDP relative to
a baseline of actual 2003-04 conditions, and therefore the Draft EIR reports and analyzes the impacts
from an additional 1,520 employees on the campus. The 1988 LRDP employee projection does not
constitute baseline for the project. It is true that the projected number of employees in the 1988 LRDP is
higher than the number of current UC Santa Cruz employees.
The projected increase in employees of 1,620 presented in the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) was an
earlier estimate that included employees at the Marine Science Campus. The projected increase of 1,520
used in the Draft 2005 LRDP EIR is more refined and does not include Marine Science Campus
employees because the effects of growth at the Marine Science Campus are addressed in the Coastal
LRDP (UCSC 2004). Table 1-1 in the Draft EIR shows the number of employees the 1988 LRDP EIR
projected for 2005, not the actual number of employees in 2005. The baseline for the EIR analysis
consists of the actual conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation was issued.
Note that the Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP
(September 2006), which revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment
Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative. Table 2-3 in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR (Volume IV) shows the
projected increase in employees under the Final Draft 2005 LRDP. The Final Draft LRDP (September
2006) also shows the projected increase in campus employees (1,340) based on the population associated
with the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative.
Response to Comment LA-2-2. Known Areas of Controversy on Draft EIR page 2-5 identifies the effect
of projected enrollment growth on regional housing resources. The word “regional” was used, as it
encompasses all housing resources in the region, including local housing resources. Drainage issues are
also addressed in the list of known areas of controversy, as impacts on hydrological resources and on
local public services and utilities are identified.
Response to Comment LA-2-3. Draft EIR Table 2-1, Chapter 2, Summary of Environmental Impacts
and Mitigation Measures, erroneously identifies LRDP Impact CULT-2 as significant and unavoidable
after mitigation, however, this impact is actually mitigated to a less-than-significant level. Draft EIR
Table 2-1 has been corrected, in the Final EIR, to reflect the analysis in the text. In addition, LRDP
Impact UTIL-7 related to expansion of campus cooling and heating water systems was inadvertently
omitted from the list of significant unavoidable impacts in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR. The Recirculated
Draft EIR (RDEIR) identified one additional significant unavoidable impact related to traffic. (Please see
Volume IV, Section 2.2.4 for the RDEIR). The new impact identified in the RDEIR is also included in
Revised Table 2-1. Therefore, the total number of significant and unavoidable impacts is 11. The list of
significant unavoidable impacts of development under the 2005 LRDP that is provided in Chapter 6,
Other CEQA Considerations, has been revised for consistency with Revised Table 2-1. Please see Final
EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1, and revisions to Chapter 6.
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Response to Comment LA-2-4. When the University leases space off-campus, presumably those
existing structures and facilities were constructed in conformance with the applicable General Plan and
zoning requirements. The University does not intend to use leased space for purposes inconsistent with
the General Plan. Furthermore, the University’s use of leased space is governed by the lease agreement
with the landlord and the landlord is responsible for ensuring that the proposed use of the building is in
compliance with applicable zoning and land use laws.
Response to Comment LA-2-5. The 1988 LRDP (page 46) proposed a north loop road with a connector
to Empire Grade Road and an extension of Meyer Drive to Hagar Drive. The 1988 LRDP also included a
second extension of Meyer Drive, from Hagar Drive to Coolidge Drive, if an eastern access were
constructed to the campus.
Response to Comment LA-2-6. Comment noted.
Response to Comment LA-2-7. Please see Response to Comment LA-2-1 regarding employee
information reported in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR. The employee number (4,230 employees in 2003-04)
reported on page 3-6 includes all UC Santa Cruz employees including those at the Marine Science
Campus and other off-campus locations. The Draft EIR evaluates impacts from the new employees that
would be added only to the main campus and 2300 Delaware Avenue site, as these are the areas covered
by the 2005 LRDP. The Marine Science Campus has its own Coastal LRDP that has already been
adopted. The analysis uses the 2003-04 data for main campus employees as baseline and estimates the
increment over that baseline.
Response to Comment LA-2-8. Footnote 7 on page 3-6 of the Draft EIR refers to student enrollment
and employee totals in the 1988 LRDP, which included students and employees at the Long Marine Lab,
now part of Marine Science Campus, which was called Long Marine Laboratory in 1988. The footnote
refers to the new name for the University’s coastal property at the end of Delaware Avenue.
Response to Comment LA-2-9. All public comments received on the first draft of the 2005 LRDP were
posted on the Campus’s LRDP website (http://planning.ucsc.edu/lrdp). All of these comments were
carefully considered and resulted in revisions to the first draft of the 2005 LRDP Land Use Plan, as
appropriate. Some of the revisions to the 2005 LRDP that occurred as a result of public input on the plan
are documented on the LRDP website in the November 14, 2004 meeting minutes of the Long Range
Development Committee.
Response to Comment LA-2-10. Comment noted. Please note that while a total of 892 employees
would work off-campus in 2020, of this number 317 campus employees currently work in off-campus
facilities. Therefore, the increase in off-campus employees is 575 (see Draft EIR page 3-10, Table 3-1).
Response to Comment LA-2-11. Students living in Family Student Housing complex on the campus are
included among the students shown in the Draft EIR, Volume I, Table 3-2 as living on campus. The data
under the subheading “Partners/Dependents in On-Campus Housing” was provided with the purpose of
accounting for the remainder of the on-campus population. Family Student Housing is the only oncampus development where partners and dependents of students reside.
Response to Comment LA-2-12. For the analysis in the Draft EIR, the total number of students that
would be housed on the campus in 2020 was derived based on the assumption that 50 percent of the
undergraduates in 2020 and 25 percent of the graduate students would be housed on the campus. With
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respect to the likelihood that this projected housing will be built, please refer to Master Response POP-1.
Note that the Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP
(September 2006), which revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment
Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP,
please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements.
Response to Comment LA-2-13. Colleges and University Housing Services (CUHS) may or may not
renew the leases on the two off-campus properties. Final decisions will be made as part of a due diligence
analysis. All leases are analyzed in the context of program needs and financial feasibility. Additionally,
the University will continue to consider ways to develop more housing for students both on and off
campus. A footnote has been added to Draft Table 3-2 to state that the University might lease or purchase
properties for housing in the city for this purpose in the future. Should this be proposed, the Campus will
conduct appropriate environmental review of such an action at the time that it is proposed. Please see
Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment LA-2-14. There are some mathematical and other errors in Draft EIR, Table 3-2,
Volume I. See Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, for the corrected numbers.
Also, note that Table 3-2 reports population numbers, rather than number of housing units. Note that, for
new housing, the projected populations represent about 1.1 employees per unit, which is the historic
average occupancy for University housing.
A total of 254 employees were housed by the University in 2003-04. Thus, the University housed about
6.2 percent of the campus’s 4,080 faculty and staff in 2003-04. In 2003-04, there were 241 employeehousing units on campus. Eighty-four additional units have been approved as the Ranch View Terrace
project. Construction on the first phase of this project (45 units) is planned to begin in fall 2006. The
Draft 2005 LRDP as analyzed in the Draft EIR includes development of 125 additional employee-housing
units on campus. This would increase the total number of employee housing units on campus by 209
units, for a total of 450 employee units on campus. This number of units would house 8 percent of the
5,600 total employees projected in 2020 under the Draft 2005 LRDP, assuming that each unit was
occupied by only one employee.
The 2005 LRDP includes a goal of housing 25 percent of all faculty, and 3 percent of all staff. The 5,600employee total included in the 2005 Draft LRDP (January 2005) would include about 370 additional
faculty and 1,150 additional staff. Under the LRDP housing goals, this population would require a total of
about 415 on-campus housing units, even assuming, conservatively, that each unit housed one employee.
The existing and envisioned housing, thus, would be more than sufficient to meet the housing goals set
forth in the 2005 LRDP. Furthermore, the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (which represents the project
previously analyzed in the Draft EIR as the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative projects a total
employee population of only 5,074 in 2020, yet retains the 125 new housing units previously proposed.
Thus, under the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006), 8.8 percent of all campus employees would be
housed by the University. The housing included in the LRDP would more than accommodate the LRDP’s
housing goals.
Response to Comment LA-2-15. Please refer to Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment
Growth).
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Response to Comment LA-2-16. The average number of visitors in 2003-04 presented in Draft EIR
Table 3-1 is based on information provided by the Office of Physical Education, Recreation, and Sports
and the Special Events office. The information includes estimates of the number of members of the public
participating in sports and other recreational activities on campus; the number of people attending special
events such as performances by Arts Division, Shakespeare Santa Cruz and Arts & Lectures, summer
conferences, University Center events, events at colleges (including gallery visitors), public lectures
presented by academic departments, and admission-related events; and parking permits sold by Event
Parking. As shown in Draft EIR Table 3-1, the number of visitors is projected to increase by about 25
percent under the 2005 LRDP. A lower growth rate than the projected 40 percent increase in student
population was used for visitors because low population growth rates are projected for the Santa Cruz
community.
Response to Comment LA-2-17. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-14 above.
Response to Comment LA-2-18. To conserve land resources and other environmental resources on the
campus, the 2005 LRDP proposes development of new housing at densities that are much higher than
those envisioned under the 1988 LRDP. For example, while adding only 4 acres to the 21-acre site, the
proposed Family Student Housing project will consist of twice the current number of the apartments at
the site. The Campus also plans to continue an infill strategy, adding housing adjacent to existing
residential facilities.
The commenter’s question concerning areas designated for housing under the 1988 LRDP misunderstands
the meaning of such designations. It is not intended that housing would cover every acre in a residential
designation.
Response to Comment LA-2-19. The Event Center is a facility that could be developed under the
proposed 2005 LRDP land use plan, but no specific project has yet been proposed. Therefore, it is not
appropriate to include a project-specific analysis of the impacts of this facility in the 2005 LRDP EIR.
Other than its envisioned capacity, general location and approximate dimensions, a detailed description of
this facility has not yet been developed. Based on the conceptual information that is available, the EIR
adequately evaluates the effects of this facility on scenic vistas and views (see Draft EIR, pages 4.1-10
through 4.1-16), traffic (see Draft EIR, pages 4.14-58 through 4.14-61), and air pollutant emissions from
building space heating (see Draft EIR, page 4.3-17). Similarly, the “footprint” impacts of this facility,
such as increased runoff from impervious surfaces and runoff and the impact on biological resources, are
included in the impact assessment in other sections of Chapter 4. Additional project-level environmental
review of the project will be conducted at the time that it is proposed for development.
Response to Comment LA-2-20. The 2005 LRDP land use plan does not designate Campus Resource
Land for development. It does however, identify Campus Resource Lands at locations that could be
suitable for additional housing in the event that market conditions result in a greater demand for campus
housing than can be foreseen at this time. As discussed on page 4.11-8 of the Draft EIR, decisions to
construct new housing on the campus are based on demand. The land use plan designates land for student
and employee housing that would be adequate to meet the demand that is projected based on currently
available information. According to current projections, demand during the 2005 LRDP time frame can
be met without using Campus Resource Land. As explained on page 3-21 of the Draft EIR, land
designated Campus Resource Land could not be developed without an amendment to the 2005 LRDP,
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which would require additional environmental review. As such an amendment is not currently anticipated
or foreseeable, it cannot be considered in the 2005 LRDP EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-21. The estimates in Table 3-6 of the Draft EIR of the daily and annual
volumes of wastewater that would be generated under 2020 conditions were in error. For purposes of
projecting wastewater volumes for 2020-21, total annual wastewater flow is assumed to be the same
percentage of indoor water consumption as in 2003, the baseline for the 2005 LRDP water demand
projections. Therefore, wastewater volumes would increase at the same rate as the indoor water
consumption. For the Draft 2005 LRDP, the projected volume of wastewater generated by the main
campus would be approximately 228 million gallons per year, or an average of about 625,000 gallons per
day. This correction to the total volume of annual discharge does not affect the results of the analysis in
the EIR, because the analysis of effects on the campus sewer lines and on the City’s wastewater treatment
plant in the Draft EIR is based on average and peak flow rates (rather than total daily or annual flow
volumes). The average and peak flow rates used in the Draft EIR are correct for the Draft 2005 LRDP. As
discussed on pages 4.15-21 to -22 of the Draft EIR, the expansion of on-and off-campus wastewater
conveyance facilities needed to accommodate the increased flow would not result in significant
environmental impacts. Under the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, the average and peak flow rates would be
somewhat smaller, and the impact would still be less than significant.
Response to Comment LA-2-22. Construction of the Phase 1 improvements is included in the Campus’s
State-funded Capital Improvement Program for 2006-07 but is subject to statewide voter approval of a
general obligation bond measure in November 2006. Construction of the Phase 2 improvements is
currently planned to begin in summer 2008 and continue through summer 2009, subject to approval of
bond measures in 2006 and 2008.
Response to Comment LA-2-23. Natural gas is used at the Campus Cogeneration Plant and in boilers in
individual buildings for space heating on the campus. The natural gas estimate reported on page 3-34 of
the Draft EIR is based on the additional space that would be built on the campus under the Draft 2005
LRDP (January 2005). Given the uncertainty involved in long-term energy demand projections, the
natural gas demand projections developed for the Draft 2005 LRDP conservatively assume only marginal
gains in efficiency. It is also assumed, however, that conservation efficiency will increase over time, such
that there will be an increase in savings by about 10 percent for development between 2015 and 2020,
compared to current consumption rates. The projections assumed that commonly available efficiency
measures would be aggressively pursued for all new buildings but that the Campus would not attempt to
accelerate adoption of “emerging technologies.”
Response to Comment LA-2-24. As explained on page 3-38 of the Draft EIR, the 2005 LRDP envisions
three childcare facilities: the existing facility near the main entrance (the Granary), an expansion of the
existing facility at Family Student Housing, and a third facility to be developed in conjunction with
employee or student housing on the north campus.
Response to Comment LA-2-25. The 2005 LRDP EIR is a Program EIR that evaluates at a program
level the effects of the maximum growth that could occur on the campus under the proposed LRDP. The
degree of specificity required in an EIR correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying
activity being addressed in the EIR, according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15146. As indicated in Draft
EIR Section 1.0, Introduction, the 2005 LRDP describes a program of potential development for the
entire main campus and the 2300 Delaware Avenue property through 2020-21. It describes general types
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of campus development and land uses to support projected enrollment growth. While certain individual
projects, such as the Event Center, are envisioned in the 2005 LRDP, each development proposal
undertaken during the planning horizon of the 2005 LRDP will be subject to individual approval by the
University, in compliance with CEQA. (Volume III does provide project-specific evaluation of the
Infrastructure Improvements Project, the Family Student Housing Redevelopment Project, and the 2300
Delaware Avenue Project, due to their concurrent timing with the proposed LRDP EIR.)
The assessment of impacts considers envisioned projects to the extent that information is available for
these projects. While the 2005 LRDP EIR is a Program EIR under CEQA, available information about
envisioned projects is considered in the 2005 LRDP EIR on a topic-by-topic basis. Such information
varies by project and may include approximate project location, section drawings with approximate
building heights, footprints, building massing information, rendered drawings, and roof ideas. Each
subsequent development project undertaken during the planning horizon of the 2005 LRDP will be
examined in light of the Program EIR to determine what additional environmental documentation must be
prepared.
Response to Comment LA-2-26. The effects of the direct population associated with the LRDP are
addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Population and Housing. CEQA also requires analysis of a project’s
growth-inducing impacts. This analysis, which includes an analysis of the multiplier effect, is presented in
Draft EIR Section 6.3. There are more data, and therefore, a higher level of certainty with respect to the
direct population impacts of the proposed project compared to the multiplier effects. That is because the
geographical distribution of the direct population can be predicted with some certainty, whereas the
distribution of the jobs and population associated with the multiplier effect is far more speculative.
Nevertheless, the EIR presents a reasoned estimate of the growth associated with the multiplier effect as
applied to growth under the 2005 LRDP (Draft EIR, Section 6.3). Also note that the analysis of growth
impacts is typically provided in a separate chapter of the EIR and not in the chapter that discusses the
project’s direct and indirect population or other impacts.
Response to Comment LA-2-27. Note that the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006) revises the
Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously
analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. For
more information on the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project
Refinements.
The housing target for summertime student population is the same as it is for the rest of the academic
year. For the project proposed as the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006), the increase in
summertime student population of about 5,030 students would be less than the increase in the other three
quarters (averaged at about 5,450 students). More importantly, the total number of students present on
campus during the summer months by 2020 would be a maximum of 7,530, whereas the total number of
students is projected to be 19,500 during the rest of the year. The 2005 LRDP target of housing 50 percent
of all undergraduates and 25 percent of graduate students on campus applies to the summer sessions as
well as during the school year. However, the projected on-campus housing would be adequate to house all
of the projected summer students, should they choose to reside on campus. See Final EIR, Volume IV,
Chapter 2, Project Refinements, which shows that by 2020 the University would have enough housing
resources to house 8,792 students on campus. Because adequate housing would be available on the
campus to accommodate the increased summer session students, there would be no impact on off-campus
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housing from this increase in summer session enrollment. Note also that CUHS has a policy to offer
housing to summer session students first. Only in the event that the student demand does do not fill the
on-campus housing is the housing offered to campus visitors and conference attendees.
Although it is likely that some of the summer session students would choose to live off campus, even
when on-campus housing is available, the type of housing that summer session students use is mostly
sublets or private residences, and not the hotels that typically are used by visitors and tourists.
Response to Comment LA-2-28. The cumulative impact of development proposed under the 2005
LRDP, in conjunction with other regional development, was evaluated for all impact categories, including
those topics that focus primarily on “footprint impacts,” such as Cultural Resources, Biological
Resources, and Hydrology and Water Quality. Draft EIR Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality,
evaluates the cumulative impact of development proposed under the 2005 LRDP, in conjunction with
other regional development. The analysis is conducted for watersheds as the existing conditions and
proposed on- and off-campus development are different in each watershed. These watershed impacts,
such as erosion due to increased storm water runoff, do not accumulate from watershed to watershed. In
other words, the impacts to one watershed do not make conditions in another watershed worse.
An exception is the potential for increased urbanization to increase the amount of urban pollutants that are
ultimately discharged into the Monterey Bay and the ocean. This impact is acknowledged on Draft EIR
pages 4.8-43 through 4.8-47. The LRDP EIR notes that, “efforts at the state, county and city level to
control and reduce pollutants in storm water will offset and eventually reduce the overall cumulative
contribution to water quality degradation of the ocean and Bay resulting from cumulative development in
the region.” See Draft EIR page 4.8-47 for additional information.
Response to Comment LA-2-29. The AMBAG travel demand model was used to develop growth
factors for study roadways, which were applied to existing traffic counts at study intersections to develop
cumulative traffic projections for the years 2010 and 2020 that were analyzed in the Draft EIR. For the
year 2010 traffic projections, the AMBAG model was used to derive an annual growth rate for the period
of time between 2003/04 and 2010, a seven-year period. This annual growth rate was used to adjust
existing traffic volumes at the study intersections to reflect projected non-campus related traffic growth
on City streets, and then campus-related traffic growth was incrementally added in order to assess the
impacts of 2005 LRDP projects, slated for build out by 2010, described in Volume III of the Draft EIR,
the 2300 Delaware Avenue Project and the Family Student Housing Project. This included main campus
traffic and projected traffic associated with the proposed 2300 Delaware Avenue Project. Similarly, to
project traffic volumes in the year 2020, the AMBAG model was used to derive an annual growth rate,
which was applied to existing traffic volumes, to determine future "background" traffic volumes. To
determine the LRDP impacts, traffic that would be generated at full growth of the main campus (see
Table 4.14-10) and the 2300 Delaware Avenue Project (also shown in Table 4.14-10) was added to the
future "background" volumes. Note that the AMBAG travel demand model is based on AMBAG’s 2004
forecasts of population and land use. The AMBAG 2004 Population, Housing and Employment forecasts
were also used in the Draft EIR to conduct the housing and population impact analysis.
Response to Comment LA-2-30. Please see the last paragraph on page 4.11-22 in Draft EIR Section
4.11, Population and Housing, which explains the concept of residual demand. A footnote has been added
to Draft EIR Table 4.0-2 and Table 4.0-3 explaining the term. See Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 3,
Changes to Draft EIR Text. Also see Response to Comment LA-2-107.
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Response to Comment LA-2-31. On-campus population was broken out and reported separately from
the LRDP-related persons who would live off-campus within the City of Santa Cruz in Sections 4.0 and
4.11 of the Draft EIR. This was done in order to keep the population analysis in LRDP Impact POP-1
consistent with the housing analysis that follows in LRDP Impact POP-3, and also because the Campus
provides many services to its on-campus population that are separate from City services. Footnotes have
been added to Tables 4.0-3, 4.11-7 and 4.11-9 in both sections explaining that because a substantial
portion of the campus lies within the City of Santa Cruz, the percent of the City’s 2020 population that
would be made up of campus-related population would increase as a result of campus growth under the
2005 LRDP. See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Note that Section 4.0, cited in the comment, is an introductory section that explains the broad concepts
and approach to the impact analysis that is contained in the subsequent sections of the EIR. The multiplier
effect is fully addressed in Chapter 6, Section 6.3, Growth Inducing Impacts of the 2005 LRDP and
Response to Comment LA-2-26. Please also note that while the AMBAG forecasts do not include
enrollment growth, they do account for increased employment under the 2005 LRDP.
Response to Comment LA-2-32. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-31 above, which explains
the purpose of Draft EIR Section 4.0. Overall city growth is discussed and evaluated in Section 4.11.
Response to Comment LA-2-33. The 2005 LRDP is a plan to guide future development of the entire
main campus and the 2300 Delaware Avenue property. The program-level environmental analysis of the
2005 LRDP, including development proposed for the Delaware Avenue property, is provided in Volumes
I and II of the Draft EIR to ensure a comprehensive analysis of the entire program, including the campus
population and associated population-related impacts such as traffic and water demand. The project-level
environmental analyses of the 2300 Delaware Avenue Project is provided in Volume III of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-34. Please refer to Master Response LU-1, which addresses the question
about University policy. In addition, please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9 regarding mitigation
measure feasibility.
Response to Comment LA-2-35. Under the LRDP EIR’s Standards of Significance (Section 4.1.2.1), a
scenic vista is defined as an expansive view of a valued landscape from a publicly accessible vantage
point. The designations high, medium and low on Figure 4.1-7 indicate the degree to which areas of the
campus are visible from publicly accessible vantage points. Section 4.1.2.3, Analytical Method (Draft
EIR page 4.1-9) is intended to provide the reader with an understanding of the methods used to develop
the subsequent analysis of aesthetic impacts of the 2005 LRDP. Figure 4.1-7 identifies and classifies
lands visible from off-campus locations, and also shows areas, in gray, where new development on the
campus is planned under the 2005 LRDP. Additionally, the Analytical Method section (Draft EIR page
4.1-9) specifically describes those facilities envisioned in the 2005 LRDP that would likely be visible
from on- and off-campus viewpoints and indicates that the analysis of impacts on scenic vistas focuses on
the effects of these facilities. This discussion also accounts for the likely visibility of proposed
development given the vegetation type and topography in a particular area.
The visibility categories shown on Draft EIR Figure 4.1-7 are used as a tool in the analysis of off-campus
visual impacts and are not intended to relate directly to the CEQA thresholds of significance for aesthetic
impacts. Figure 4.1-7 taken together with information provided in the Analytical Methods section helps to
focus the subsequent analysis of the effects of the 2005 LRDP on uphill scenic vistas (LRDP Impact
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AES-2). This impact analysis addresses only those portions of the campus: (1) that are visible from onand/or off-campus publicly accessible vantage points (as defined by high, medium, and low visibility
categories in Figure 4.7-1 and in text), and (2) where new development planned under the 2005 LRDP
would likely be visible from these locations (i.e., in some campus grasslands along the edge of the
forested central campus). This information is used as the basis for identifying those areas of the campus
where growth is proposed that has the potential to result in significant impacts. Impact significance in
LRDP Impact AES-2 is ultimately determined based on an assessment of the nature and magnitude of the
anticipated visual change that would likely be visible from a given public viewpoint. The visual
simulations provided in Figures 4.1-10 through 4.1-15 were utilized in this assessment.
The comment also indicates that the information on Draft EIR Figure 4.0-1 should be overlaid with
Figure 4.7-1 as the basis for identifying those areas of the campus where growth is proposed that has the
potential to result in significant impacts. Figure 4.7-1 does provide an overlay of lands visible from offsite locations (as shown in hatched areas) and development areas under the LRDP (as shown in gray
outline). This information was used in part, as noted above, to focus the subsequent analysis of effects on
scenic vistas to addressing only those areas of the campus that have the potential to result in a significant
impact. The detailed analysis provided in LRDP Impact AES-2 indicates that these impacts are not
significant based on analysis of all relevant factors and therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
Response to Comment LA-2-36. As indicated on Draft EIR page 4.1-10, the simulations are based on
general building massing and height. The Draft EIR also indicates that design details used in the
simulations could change over the course of development of each individual project, but that these
changes would not affect the conclusions concerning the project’s impact on visual quality as long as the
general height, mass and location of future development are similar to those modeled. Please also refer to
Response to Comment LA-3-10 for a discussion of environmental review requirements for future
projects.
Response to Comment LA-2-37. The visual simulations assume that the Event Center would have the
height and building footprint provided in the new Table 4.1-1 (Please see Response to Comment LA-2-36
and Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text of the Final EIR). The building space (148,000
square feet) provided for the Event Center in Table 4.3-6 (Draft EIR page 4.3-17) represents the estimated
total square footage for this building, not the building footprint, as appropriate for the estimation of
maximum heating loads for the facility.
Response to Comment LA-2-38. The off-campus vantage points used in the visual simulations were
selected to provide off-campus viewers a sense of the nature and magnitude of visual change that would
result from campus development under the 2005 LRDP. In identifying the viewpoints to be used in the
visual simulations, the Campus and consultant team conducted a thorough site tour of the City to identify
public viewpoints where: (1) campus open space lands that have scenic values are visible and expansive,
and (2) where potential 2005 LRDP development would also likely be visible. Additionally, the City of
Santa Cruz General Plan was also reviewed to identify any viewpoints identified in that document. Three
viewpoints are identified in the General Plan (Map CD-3) that provide views of the rolling hills on the
University campus and Pogonip. Two of these viewpoints, the Wharf and Highway 1 (near the Morrissey
Bridge), were used in the visual simulations included in the Draft EIR, as noted below. The third
viewpoint, located near the intersection of Chestnut and Mission, was not modeled, as this location does
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not provide views of the portion of the campus where potential 2005 LRDP development would be
located.
Ultimately, four off-campus public vantage points were selected for the visual simulations, including a
location along Empire Grade adjacent to the campus (Draft EIR, Figure 4.1.12), Highway 1 at the
Morrissey Bridge (Figure 4.1-13), the Wharf (Figure 4.1-14), and the Seymour Discovery Center at the
UC Santa Cruz Marine Science Campus (Figure 4.1-15). These public viewpoints provide both close-in
and distant views of the lower campus grasslands and forest canopy of the upper campus. While campus
lands along Glenn Coolidge Drive may be visible from other close-in public viewpoints such as the Water
Street Bridge, campus lands subject to development would generally not be visible from such locations
due to topography, vegetation, and/or existing development. Please also refer to Response to Comment
LA-9-16 regarding scenic vistas in the City.
Response to Comment LA-2-39. As discussed in Response to Comment LA-2-35, Draft EIR Figure
4.7-1 does provide an overlay of campus lands visible from off-campus locations, and areas where new
development on the campus is planned under the 2005 LRDP. However, the impact referred to in the
comment addresses campus viewpoints that look towards the Monterey Bay. Figure 4.7-1 is not relevant
to that analysis, as it identifies campus lands visible from off-campus viewpoints, the subject of LRDP
Impact AES-2. A figure such as Figure 4.7-1 was not developed for use in evaluating LRDP Impact AES1 because the view of concern from these on-campus vantage points is of the Monterey Bay, not of
campus lands. This is illustrated in Figure 4.1-8, which shows that the views from certain on-campus
vantage points are towards the Monterey Bay. The impact significance for LRDP Impact AES-1 was
determined based on evaluating: (1) the 2005 LRDP development that could result in a particular area, (2)
the likely visibility of proposed development from a given campus viewpoint given the vegetation type
and topography in a particular area, and (3) the nature and magnitude of the anticipated visual change that
would likely be visible from key viewpoints across the campus to the Monterey Bay. Visual simulations
were used in part to determine impact significance. See new Table 4.1-1 in Final EIR, Volume IV,
Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, regarding the building height and size assumptions used in the
simulations.
Response to Comment LA-2-40. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9 regarding revisions to
2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1, of the
Final EIR for the full text of revised measures.
Response to Comment LA-2-41. As shown on Draft EIR Figure 3-6, Transportation Network
Improvements, the Meyer Drive extension would generally be sited north of the existing Academic
Resource Center and within the redwood trees located in this area. As a result, the roadway extension
would not likely be visible from this or other mid-and long-range vantage points (see Figure 4.1-11). A
specific roadway design and alignment have not been developed to date, but LRDP Mitigation AES-3C
would ensure that new roadway alignments related to the Meyer Drive extension would not be visible
from Hagar Drive south of the East Collector Parking area.
Response to Comment LA-2-42. While the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) does allow for up to an 80
percent increase in new building space, approximately 65 percent (Draft 2005 LRDP, page 1) of the new
space would be located in already developed portions of the campus and sited as infill development (Draft
EIR, page 3-15). Additionally, approximately 330 acres or 73 percent of the undeveloped north campus
would be retained in open space land use categories under the 2005 LRDP. Development that would
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occur in the north campus would be clustered to retain the valuable visual and environmental features of
the surrounding undeveloped landscape. Moreover, LRDP Mitigations AES-5A through 5E would ensure
that: (1) new project designs preserve the valued visual elements of the landscape, (2) new buildings
would not protrude above the tree canopy, (3) trees around new projects would be preserved and the
wooded visual character would be maintained, and (4) development in the Campus Support area on
Empire Grade Road adjacent to Cave Gulch would include an undeveloped buffer that would screen
views from Empire Grade and the Waldorf School. Additionally, new LRDP Mitigation AES-5F would
ensure that aesthetically valuable trees removed with development are replaced.
As indicated on Draft EIR page 4.1-19, these measures would help to maintain the visual continuity of
forested areas and would ensure that forested areas would not appear substantially changed from offcampus and lower campus viewpoints. Overall, trees would continue to screen buildings from roads and
new development north of the existing campus core would be sited sensitively to maintain the campus
pattern of clustered development surrounded by undeveloped landscape. For these reasons it was
determined that the 2005 LRDP would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of the
campus and adjacent areas, with the implementation of identified mitigation measures.
Response to Comment LA-2-43. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9 regarding revisions to
2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1 of the Final EIR for
the full text of revised measures.
Response to Comment LA-2-44. While the comment specifically refers to LRDP Mitigation AES-6E,
the text of the comment appears to be related to AES-6D related to lighting of playing fields. Special
events would include outdoor sports events such as tennis or soccer games. According to the Office of
Physical Education, Recreation and Sports (OPERS), these events would likely occur up to 25 times a
year.
Response to Comment LA-2-45. Please see Section 4.9 (Land Use) in the Draft EIR (pages 4.9-6, 4.9-8
and 4.9-10) that discusses the portion of the campus that lies west of Empire Grade Road within the
coastal zone. Also see Responses to Comments LA-2-89 and SA-5-2 with respect to this issue.
Response to Comment LA-2-46. The 8-hour state standard for ozone was approved by CARB on April
2005 and went into effect in May 2006, but was not in effect when the Draft EIR was prepared. Table 4.32 accurately reflects the newly approved standard and Table 4.3-4 accurately indicates that the attainment
status for this new standard is “not applicable” as the newly approved standard was not yet in effect and
the attainment status had not yet been determined.
Response to Comment LA-2-47. The comment mentions a “5,000 square foot event center”. The Event
Center would have 5,000 seats; it would not be 5,000 square feet. The commenter correctly states that it
would involve about 3.4 acres (148,000 square feet) of indoor space.
Response to Comment LA-2-48. LRDP Impact AIR-1 presents estimates of construction emissions that
would result assuming that construction of three projects involving 6.75 acres of land area and 270,000
square feet of building space is underway on the campus at any given point in time (see Draft EIR, page
4.3-16). Of the 6.75 acres, 25 percent of the total area was treated as disturbed on the worst-case day,
based on the assumptions incorporated into the URBEMIS2002 model. This reasonable worst-case
scenario is based on recent construction projects on the campus. Further details such as whether there
would be basements associated with future projects are not available. For this reasonable worst-case
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scenario, the Draft EIR presents fugitive dust emissions (PM10) assuming a mix of projects with both
minimal and major grading. As stated in the Draft EIR (page 4.3-25), the analysis assumes that cut and
fill at the construction site would be balanced, and that there would be no off-haul or in-haul of soil. This
assumption was made as project-specific construction details for development under the 2005 LRDP are
not yet known and therefore, there is no reasonable way to estimate possible cut and fill requirements. It
should also be noted that typically, the Campus tries to balance cut and fill on construction sites.
However, this is not always possible and depends on site conditions and building design features. Given
that cut and fill is assumed to be balanced, the analysis does not account for exhaust PM10 emissions from
on-road hauling trucks moving dirt on- and off-site, which would occur if cut and fill at a given
construction site were not balanced. Under the major grading scenario, see Table 4.3-10 in the Draft EIR,
the total grading phase PM10 emissions, excluding emissions from off-site dirt hauling, would be 70
pounds per day, which is 12 pounds less than the significance threshold of 82 pounds per day. However,
on-road trucks are required to meet stricter emission standards than off-road trucks and equipment. As a
result, these hauling trucks would not likely emit more than 12 pounds per day and therefore any
additional emissions from such trucks when added to the PM10 emissions estimated reported in the Draft
EIR, would not cause an exceedance of the significance threshold of 82 pounds per day. It should also be
noted that the primary concern with PM10 from construction projects is the localized effect of dust
emissions on sensitive receptors near construction sites, and not the emissions along travel routes from
dirt hauling trucks.
As indicated on Draft EIR page 4.3-25, the analysis of construction emissions of PM10 is based on the
campus’s best estimate of future construction activities that would take place concurrently. However, a
future project involving more than 6.75 acres cannot be ruled out. Additionally, it is possible that more
than three projects could be underway at one time involving more than 6.75 acres. Therefore, in
conjunction with the environmental review of all future land disturbing construction projects, the Campus
will estimate construction emissions and will apply LRDP Mitigation AIR-1 to minimize emissions by
more than 50 percent. A project or set of projects approximately 20 percent larger than assumed in the
Draft EIR, which would involve 8.1 acres, would result in PM10 emissions exceeding 82 lb/day. However,
implementation of LRDP Mitigation AIR-1 would reduce such emissions to a less-than-significant level.
Response to Comment LA-2-49. NOx (oxides of nitrogen) and VOC (volatiles organic compounds) are
ozone precursors. Ozone is formed through a complex reaction between NOx and VOC in the presence of
sunlight. VOC is defined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as a compound of carbon
excluding carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic carbides or carbonates, and
ammonium carbonate, which participates in atmospheric photochemical reactions (U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Chapter 1, Subpart F, Section 51.100(s)). The
U.S. EPA has identified a list of chemicals that have negligible photochemical activity. ROG (reactive
organic gases) is a California Air Resources Board (CARB) term that is similar to VOC, except there are
slight differences in the list of chemicals that have negligible photochemical activity. Emission factors
presented in literature will sometimes present ROG and sometimes use VOC. For the purposes of the
Draft EIR, ROG was assumed to be the same as VOC. In fact, MBUAPCD’s definition of VOC
(MBUAPCD Rule 101) states, “When used in District permits, the terms “reactive organic gas” and
“reactive organic compound” shall be synonymous with volatile organic compound.” Draft EIR Table
4.3-16, Summary of 2020 Emissions from All New Sources, includes both VOC and ROG from Tables
4.3-11 through 4.3-15 under the VOC column. Therefore, this table accurately calculates total VOC
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emissions from all sources as exceeding the emissions threshold of 137 pounds per day by a small amount
(about 4 pounds per day). NOx emissions, however, exceed the emissions threshold by a fairly substantial
amount. Therefore, the identified mitigation measures are expected to reduce VOC emissions to less-thansignificant levels, but would not do so for NOx emissions. Also see Response to Comment RA-1-1 for
further discussion of emissions.
Response to Comment LA-2-50. Per the MBUACPD CEQA guidelines, if modeling demonstrates that
the project would not cause an exceedance of the CO ambient air quality standard the project would not
have a significant impact on local air quality. Hence, for areas where the CO standard is not already
exceeded, the threshold for CO is based on the incremental level plus the background level. In contrast,
where background levels exceed the CO standard without the project, the incremental impact is examined
to determine the project’s impact. The proposed project is in an area where CO concentrations are below
the CO standards and thus the project’s impact is based on the incremental plus background levels (see
Draft EIR page 4.3-29).
Response to Comment LA-2-51. The Draft EIR conservatively concludes that even if the campus’s
growth were to be included in the regional air quality plan, the proposed LRDP would still conflict with
that plan because it would result in substantial emissions that potentially may hinder the attainment of air
quality standards, especially with respect to NOx. Also see Response to Comment RA-1-6 regarding
AMBAG modeling.
Response to Comment LA-2-52. As discussed on Draft EIR page 4.3-19, the Campus has conducted a
feasibility study that has examined various options to expand the campus’s main cogeneration system to
handle future electrical and heating demand. The study determined that the most feasible of the available
options is to replace the existing system with two 5 MW gas turbines. It is the most feasible and is likely
to be the option that would be selected. The Draft EIR also notes that in the event that the existing
cogeneration system is maintained, it would ultimately be fitted with an emissions control system that
would reduce emissions of VOC, NOx, and PM10 by 75 percent. If neither of the two options is pursued,
the existing main cogeneration system would likely be maintained in its current condition with any
additional power needed for the campus obtained from the PG&E grid.
Should the use of the existing main cogeneration system be continued without the installation of
emissions controls, the estimated cancer and acute risks reported in the Draft EIR would increase. The
maximum cancer risk reported in Table 4.3-19 (Draft EIR page 4.3-33) is estimated to increase from 5.14
to 7.03 in one million and the highest predicted hazard index for acute exposure would increase from 1.34
to 1.41. This is due to the fact that the existing cogeneration system operates on natural gas with diesel
pilot injection (99.5% natural gas and 0.5% diesel fuel) whereas the two gas turbines would only run on
natural gas. While maintaining the system in its current state constitutes the existing condition, more
people would be exposed overall to greater emissions of toxic air contaminants with growth and
development under the 2005 LRDP. However, these increased risk levels associated with the scenario that
includes continued operation of the existing main cogeneration system would not change the overall
impact conclusion reported for LRDP Impact AIR-5 (Draft EIR pages 4.3-31 through 4.3-35). This
conclusion indicates that the total estimated cancer risk from campus operations in 2020-21 is predicted to
be below the significance threshold of 10 in one million. As noted above, the highest predicted hazard
index for acute exposure for campus operations in 2020-21 with the continued use of the existing
cogeneration systems is predicted to be above the significance threshold of 1. This hazard index is driven
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primarily by acrolein emissions from the back-up/emergency generators at the Central Heating Plant and
in the Science Hill area and from the campus main cogeneration system. To address this impact, LRDP
Mitigation AIR-5B would be implemented. This mitigation requires additional source testing to determine
the accuracy of the acrolein emission factors for the main cogeneration system and the Central Plant backup generator, and if necessary the replacement of the engine in the Central Plant generator or installation
of emission controls on that generator. For full text of LRDP Mitigation AIR-5B, see Final EIR Volume
IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1.
Response to Comment LA-2-53. The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) related to cancer risks evaluated
two different types of receptor locations. First, the location of the off-campus and on-campus maximally
exposed individual (MEI) were determined (See Draft EIR page 4.3-32 for additional information about
the MEI locations). These locations represent the highest calculated lifetime cancer risk from the total
combined academic year 2020-21 operations. As shown in Draft EIR Table 4.3-19, neither the on-campus
MEI cancer risk (2.48 in one million) nor the off-campus MEI cancer risk (5.41 in one million) would
exceed the significance level of 10 in one million. All other on- and off-campus locations would have a
lower cancer risk than the MEI locations.
The HRA modeling also included specific on- and off-campus locations for which health risks to students
and children were estimated (see Draft EIR Table 4.3-21, on page 4.3-34) including the two existing
childcare centers. The on-campus locations are representative of the various portions of the existing
developed campus, and the estimated cancer risk at all modeled locations would be less than the oncampus MEI location (2.48 in one million). A possible new childcare center in the undeveloped north
campus would also have an estimated cancer risk that would be less than the on-campus MEI location.
Response to Comment LA-2-54. PM10 emissions directly emitted from construction activities tend to be
a concern at the local level. In fact, according to the MBUAPCD CEQA guidelines, “Construction
activities (e.g., excavation, grading, on-site vehicles) which directly generate 82 pounds per day or more
of PM10 would have a significant impact on local air quality when they are located nearby and upwind of
sensitive receptors.” Construction sites on the campus would be distant from construction sites in the city;
therefore, emissions from on-campus construction activities would not combine with construction
emissions at off-campus locations to result in high concentrations of PM10. Therefore, there would not be
a cumulative impact.
Response to Comment LA-2-55. The current division of the UC Santa Cruz campus into four evaluation
units (Upper Campus, North Campus, Campus Core, and Lower Campus) is defined not just by the
geographic and ecological characteristics of each area, but also in terms of the proposed development.
The 2005 LRDP proposes to leave the Upper Campus unaltered, while a portion of new development will
occur in the north campus area, and infill will occur in both the lower campus and the campus core.
Additionally, impacts are analyzed within the larger context of the entire campus and the region.
Response to Comment LA-2-56. Development areas in the context of vegetation communities at UC
Santa Cruz are shown in Figure 4.4-5 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR also provides specific acreages of
impact for each vegetation community that could result from the proposed development under the 2005
LRDP. For instance, see page 4.4-10 for acres of northern maritime chaparral that would be removed. It
directly associates impact to each community with the special status species that could utilize that habitat,
for example coastal prairie and Ohlone tiger beetle, Draft EIR page 4.4-43. These analyses are used to
determine potential impacts to communities and to species.
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Response to Comment LA-2-57. Please refer to Master Response LU-1 regarding the applicability of
City and County policies to University lands.
Response to Comment LA-2-58. Development areas in the context of vegetation communities at UC
Santa Cruz are shown in Figure 4.4-5 of the Draft EIR. Every attempt has been made to make the graphic
as clear as possible. However it is important to recognize that vegetation communities at UC Santa Cruz
are complex and varied and that the figure has to include a substantial amount of information, which can
make interpretation difficult.
Figures showing the distribution of specific special status species and wildlife movement corridors were
only included when such a presentation provided a clear, distinct perspective to the discussion. Species
composition and range are discussed in several recent documents that are cited in the Draft EIR and
readily available to the public through UC Santa Cruz Physical Planning and Construction.
Response to Comment LA-2-59. Mitigations for the impacts to chaparral (LRDP Mitigations BIO-1A, 1B and –1C) have been revised to increase their clarity and efficacy. Please refer to Master Response
BIO-1 (Northern Maritime Chaparral and Santa Cruz Manzanita). Please see Final EIR, Volume IV,
Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1, for the full text of the revised mitigation measures.
Response to Comment LA-2-60. Please refer to Master Response BIO-4 (Coastal Prairie).
Response to Comment LA-2-61. Riparian vegetation is under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (Corps) if the riparian vegetation is below the ordinary high water mark of drainage or if in
an area that contains hydric soils and is hydraulically connected to drainage. The Draft EIR requires
mitigation for impacts to riparian vegetation above a certain size whether or not these are in areas
considered jurisdictional by the Corps. If riparian areas that are impacted are under the jurisdiction of the
Corps, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), or the Central Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board, the Campus would implement mitigations according to terms that the responsible
agency or agencies deems acceptable. See LRDP Mitigations BIO-3A, through 3D on Draft EIR pages
4.4-43 through 4.4-45.
Response to Comment LA-2-62. West Marshall Field and Marshall Field are shown in Draft EIR Figure
3-3 entitled UC Santa Cruz Campus Natural Features. The Campus will only restrict bicycle use during
the part of the year when adult beetles are active. All known populations of Ohlone tiger beetles are in the
northwest and southwest corners of the campus. Temporary closure of trails in these areas should not
significantly inhibit travel through the heart of the campus.
Response to Comment LA-2-63. The determination of no significant impact was based on professional
judgment of the magnitude of the impacts relative to available foraging habitat. This took into account the
availability of foraging habitat not only within the campus boundaries, but also within the larger
geographical area of Santa Cruz County.
Response to Comment LA-2-64. Maps are included for all known populations of federally listed species
within the proposed development area. Because the San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat is not a federally
listed species no map is provided. The 193 acres of potential woodrat habitat identified are within the
north campus; the identification is based on previous findings on woodrat habitat use (Bankie 2005).
LRDP Mitigation BIO-14 is focused on protecting nests during the breeding season and movement of
nests and/or individuals will only occur during non-breeding periods. The overall potential for impact was
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found to be less than significant due to the estimation that three quarters of all woodrat habitat at UC
Santa Cruz would be unaffected. Thus, only direct impacts to active nest sites were found to be
significant.
Response to Comment LA-2-65. Please refer to Master Response BIO-5 (Wildlife Movement).
Response to Comment LA-2-66. As discussed in the Draft EIR at page 4.4-67 and in Response to
Comments LA-2-64 and 65, mitigations will reduce impacts to burrowing owls and San Francisco dusky
footed woodrats to a less-than-significant level, sufficiently to avoid cumulative impacts.
Response to Comment LA-2-67. As stated on Draft EIR page 4.4-70, under CEQA, the loss of redwood
and mixed evergreen forest to development under the LRDP is not considered a significant impact in and
of itself, because these vegetation types are not considered sensitive communities by CDFG and they are
abundant in the region. However, as discussed on page 4.4-70, impacts to special status species for which
these forests provide habitat, and impacts to wildlife movement, water quality, aesthetics, air quality, and
noise are analyzed in the Draft EIR, and mitigations are provided to reduce these impacts to a less-thansignificant level where feasible. For example, potential impacts to active raptor nests that may occur in
redwood or mixed evergreen forests are discussed on pages 4.4-56 and 57. Impacts to active nests would
be minimized by implementation of LRDP Mitigation BIO-11, which requires projects constructed during
the raptor breeding season to conduct preconstruction surveys for active nests and prohibits construction
activities within 200 feet of an active nest.
Response to Comment LA-2-68. The programmatic assessment presented in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR
describes the universe of known cultural resources on the campus that could be affected by activities
undertaken under the 2005 LRDP. The nature of potential impacts to specific sites cannot be determined
until specific project footprints and actions are proposed. The Draft EIR includes mitigation measures to
ensure that potential cultural resources within a project development area are identified prior to
development activity, and protected and avoided if possible. In the event that impacts to a significant
cultural resource cannot be avoided through design measures, in most cases additional mitigation
measures would reduce the significance of the impact, to a less-than-significant level. This process is
conducted as part of project-level CEQA analysis. For example, a project-level cultural resources analysis
was conducted for the Infrastructure Improvements Project (Volume III, Section 2.4.5 of the Draft EIR).
This analysis assessed potential impacts to the specific identified cultural resources that are located in and
near the project footprint (see Table 2-7, page 2-59 of that section), and identified project-specific
mitigation measures (IIP-SW Mitigations CULT-1A through -1D) to avoid or minimize impacts to those
cultural resources.
Response to Comment LA-2-69. Draft EIR LRDP Mitigation CULT-1E includes measures for
avoidance or substantial preservation in place of archaeological deposits, which is the preferred mitigation
under CEQA. However, it is not always possible to avoid significant archaeological deposits. For
instance, archaeological sites may be so extensive that avoidance could completely preclude development
of a site that is otherwise environmentally preferable, or there may not be suitable alternative sites for a
particular development. Further, archaeological deposits often are not evident on the surface, and it may
not be possible for a project to avoid disturbance to a deposit that is discovered during construction. For
these reasons, although avoidance is the preferred mitigation, a suite of alternative mitigation measures
are included in the Draft EIR to ensure that the significant data represented by an archaeological site are
preserved in instances when the site itself cannot be preserved.
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Response to Comment LA-2-70. The presence of known significant cultural resources was taken into
account in the development of the 2005 LRDP. For example, the 2005 LRDP identifies the Cowell Ranch
and Lime Industry Historic District as an historic overlay, and the Draft EIR includes provisions to avoid
direct and indirect impacts to the historic district. Draft EIR LRDP Mitigation CULT-1E includes project
design and redesign measures to avoid significant cultural resources, including both previously known
resources and those that might be discovered during project-level analysis.
The presence of known, significant cultural resources is one of the factors considered in site selection for
proposed projects. Avoidance of impacts to significant sites (LRDP Mitigation CULT-1E) is the preferred
mitigation measure. Measures to avoid archaeological impacts may include alternative site selection,
placement of fill or barriers to protect the site, or design or redesign to move project components away
from the site. A blanket prohibition against development in proximity to cultural resources is not
necessary, as the potential for impacts is dependent upon the type of resource present and the type of
activity proposed. For example, the Infrastructure Improvements Project includes temporary construction
roads in the vicinity of historic features. The project includes mitigation measures to ensure that these
historic resources are protected during construction, such that no adverse impacts to these resources will
occur.
Response to Comment LA-2-71. Under CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(b)(2), in some circumstances,
documentation of a significant cultural resources (termed “historical resource” under CEQA), by way of
historic narrative, photographs or architectural drawings, will not mitigate the effects of demolition of the
resource to a point where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur. If a proposed
project were to entail the destruction or demolition of a site or building, and the significant historic value
of that resource was such that it could not be captured through documentation and data recovery, the
University would endeavor to avoid the impacts as specified in Draft EIR LRDP Mitigation CULT-1E.
Where impacts could not be avoided, the University would carry out all effective documentation
measures identified in LRDP Mitigations CULT-1 and CULT-2. LRDP Impact CULT-3 recognizes that,
in some cases, the full implementation of these documentation and data recovery measures might not
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Documentation and data recovery would be conducted,
but the residual impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Because the impact to specific sites
cannot be determined until specific projects are proposed, the Draft EIR does not identify any specific
resources to which this exception would apply. The monitoring program for cultural mitigation measures
sets forth clear procedures for compliance with these mitigation measures.
Response to Comment LA-2-72. Under LRDP Impact CULT-4 (potential disturbance of human
remains), LRDP Mitigation CULT-4A references the suite of mitigation measures CULT-1A through 1H, which are directed toward avoiding disturbance to archaeological sites, including archaeological sites
that might contain human remains. Preservation in place is identified as the preferred mitigation measure
for archaeological resources. The monitoring program for cultural mitigation measures sets forth clear
procedures for compliance with these mitigation measures.
Response to Comment LA-2-73. The erosion potential of the Nisene-Aptos complex is characterized as
High. Draft EIR Table 4.6-1 erroneously referred to the permeability of the soil instead of the erosion
potential. That table has been corrected. See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR
Text.
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As the text indicates, Draft EIR Table 4.6-1 summarizes the erosion potentials for the major soil types
within the boundary of the campus. The erosion potential of the Bonny Doon Rock Outcrop and the Ben
Lomond-Catelli-Sur complex are included in the text for the purpose of completeness because these soil
types are shown on Figure 4.6-6. However they are not major soil types found on the campus, and are
mapped only in very small areas of the southwest portion of the campus, and are therefore not listed in the
table.
Response to Comment LA-2-74. Please refer to Master Response LU-1 regarding the applicability of
City and County policies to University lands.
Response to Comment LA-2-75. A summary of the County’s seismic policies has been added under
Section 4.6.1.8 of the EIR. Please refer to Volume IV, Chapter 3 of the Final EIR, Changes to Draft EIR
Text.
Response to Comment LA-2-76. The analysis under LRDP Impact GEO-3 is focused on erosion and the
loss of topsoil due to temporary soil disturbing activities during construction of projects. With the
application of erosion-control measures included in the Campus Standards Handbook (which are based on
County standards) along with measures that will be included in the stormwater pollution prevention plans
required by federal law for every construction site over one acre, this impact will be less than significant.
It is further proposed that the Campus adopt LRDP Mitigations HYD-2A and –2B for construction sites
less than one acre and for sites on hillsides in order to reduce sediment levels in surface waters. These
measures would further reduce this less-than-significant impact. A revised discussion of this impact is
presented in Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment LA-2-77. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-76, above.
Response to Comment LA-2-78. A figure similar to Draft EIR Figure 4.7-8 was used during the
development of the 2005 LRDP to identify and avoid areas on the campus that have high geologic hazard.
The LRDP land use plan reflects this and generally does not allow development in areas with high karst
hazard. However, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.6.2.4 (LRDP Impact GEO-4 page 4.6-17), many
karst features are not visible at the surface. As a result, the degree of hazard often can only be determined
by a detailed site-specific subsurface investigation. The campus has been divided into four geologic
hazard levels based on bedrock characteristics and previous investigations as shown on Figure 4.6-8 (and
discussed in Section 4.6.1.7). Note that Figure 4.6-8 will be used as a general guide but the actual hazards
at a specific construction site will be determined based on a site-specific geotechnical investigation
conducted in compliance with LRDP Mitigation GEO-1. Based on the results of the investigation, the
feasibility of mitigating the any hazards associated with that specific building site would be determined. If
feasible engineering measures are not available to mitigate the hazard, an alternative site would be
selected.
Most of the existing campus core building are located in Karst Hazard Zones 3 and 4 and were designed
accordingly. Existing Campus practices have been successful in preventing settlement or collapse of
building structures. The potential hazards do not necessarily preclude construction in Karst Hazard Zone
4 areas.
Response to Comment LA-2-79. Controlled burns are one of the vegetation management techniques
that will be investigated during preparation of the UC Santa Cruz Fire Management Plan, which will be
developed prior to development on the north campus.
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Response to Comment LA-2-80. The statement on page 4.8-9 of the Draft EIR referred to by the
commenter describes erosion control measures included in new development since 1989. This point has
been clarified in the Final EIR. Please see Volume IV, Chapter 3 of the Final EIR, Changes to Draft EIR
Text. Please refer to Response to Comment SA-4-2 regarding the status of the 1988 LRDP EIR mitigation
measures.
Response to Comment LA-2-81. The investigation of the Highview Drive culvert failure (Singer 2001)
concluded that runoff from the Arboretum Pond spillway due to blockage of the regular discharge pipe
was a contributing factor, but the main reasons for the failure were an unusually severe 24-hour storm
event and the lower culvert on Highview Drive, which was undersized and had other design flaws. Unless
the Arboretum Pond overtops (at approximately 29 acre-feet of water), outflow is through a 12-inch
outlet. The outlet was originally 14 inches until an inner sleeve was installed in 1998, as a preventive
measure to ensure the integrity of the outlet pipe. Other sources of inflows to the Highview Drive culvert
consist of runoff from a drainage turnout on Empire Grade Road, runoff from a channel that is apparently
spring-fed that begins not far from the UC Santa Cruz Natural Reserve fence line, and possible flows
along an old roadbed that leads up to a meadow within the Campus Natural Reserve. Since the lower
culvert under Highview Drive is only 12 inches in diameter, flows draining to this culvert tend to pond
behind the road embankment until they reach the upper 18-inch culvert, located 7 feet above the lower
culvert and approximately one foot below the roadbed. Litter from the eucalyptus trees near the inlet and
sediment deposited in the ponded water contributed to clogging the lower culvert. The statement that the
12-inch culvert was undersized refers to its size in relation to the culverts upstream and downstream
(which are at least 30 inches in diameter), and in relation to the stream channel upstream, which is 24-32
inches wide. Replacement of the lower culvert with a properly designed and sized new culvert would
eliminate the risk of road overtopping, barring slope failure, road prism failure, tree failure, or other
catastrophic events.
Response to Comment LA-2-82. The water quality monitoring data in Draft EIR Tables D1-2 to D1-10
do not show an increase in pollutant concentrations over time. The error in the text on page 4.8-21 has
been corrected. Please see Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text of the Final EIR.
There is no summary statistic that can be estimated and reported in a table that would allow a reader to
determine whether there has been an increase in pollutants as the campus has continued to grow. Because
trends can be seen best in graphs, a series of graphs have been prepared using the data in Tables D1-2
through D1-10, and are presented as Figures 4.8-5a through –5e in the Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3,
Changes to Draft EIR Text. Because the data sets for several pollutants contain a large number of samples
in which these pollutants were not detected, graphs are presented for only those pollutants for which there
were adequate data to show temporal variability in concentrations. These graphs show that the
concentrations of these contaminants do not exhibit a consistent trend toward higher concentrations in
recent years. The graphs for the Moore Creek monitoring station show high levels of lead and turbidity in
2004-05. However, these were one-time peaks and the data for 2005-06 show levels that are consistent
with previous years. Furthermore, the monitoring point collects water from the campus and Empire
Grade, so it is unknown whether the source of these pollutants was the campus or not.
Response to Comment LA-2-83. The EIR includes LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B (Draft EIR page 4.14-32)
to minimize the increase in the number of cars traveling to and from the campus. Note that the Draft EIR
concludes that LRDP Impact HYD-3 would be significant and unavoidable only because at some project
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sites it may not be possible to limit runoff sufficiently to avoid an increase in erosion. Existing campus
practices in addition to measures included in the Storm Water Management Program would adequately
address pollutants that would be generated by vehicles on roadways and in parking lots.
Response to Comment LA-2-84. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-82 above.
Response to Comment LA-2-85. The addition of the projected 218 acres of impervious area would be a
90 percent increase over the existing estimated 243 acres of impervious area. The results shown in Draft
EIR Table D2-3 show an increase of about 31 percent in runoff for a two-year storm. This is a
conservative estimate because the analysis did not account for water draining through sinkholes or
captured in depressions. Table D2-4 shows that for the 25-year, 24-hour storm, the same increase in
impervious area would result in a seven percent increase in runoff. In large storms, once the ground is
saturated, water runs off pervious ground surfaces at about the same rate as from impervious surfaces.
Therefore, depending on the size of the storm, an increase in impervious surface does not necessarily
result in a proportional increase in runoff.
Response to Comment LA-2-86. The Campus has an ongoing program for inspection and preventive
maintenance of storm water drainage facilities, which will be continued as a “best management practice”
under the Storm Water Management Program. The program includes the following: (1) Physical Plant
equipment operators who work throughout the campus monitor over 400 drainage systems by reviewing
maps and maintenance logs, visual inspections, and checking flows as needed. They also replace oilabsorbent socks where these are used to filter parking-lot runoff. (2) Area gardeners and groundskeepers,
each responsible for about 10 acres of land, receive updated maps and logs of their storm drain systems.
They perform inspections of these systems weekly from October through March, and monthly or as
needed during the remainder of the year. They clean catch basin grates and outfalls, sign off that
inspections have been completed, and contact their supervisor if any problems are encountered. (3)
During storm events, gardeners and groundskeepers check their area storm drains several times a day and
equipment operators respond to area concerns as needed with specialized storm drain clearing equipment.
Although engineered drainage systems that could threaten buildings are their first priority, the crews also
inspect natural drainages and sinkholes as time permits.
The EIR follows the approach of the NPDES permit system, which requires controls to reduce the
discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. Compliance is achieved through
implementation and monitoring of BMPs, not by meeting specific water quality standards.
LRDP Mitigations HYD-3C and -3D require projects to include design measures to reduce runoff and
erosion. Drainage improvements are planned in the Campus Storm Water Management Plan. The first two
phases of the planned improvements are analyzed as the Infrastructure Improvements Project in Volume
III of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-87. The storm water control measures that the Campus routinely
implements as part of any development should minimize any increase in sediment production due to
development under the Draft 2005 LRDP. In addition, the storm water drainage improvements included in
the Infrastructure Improvements Project are designed to decrease the amount of erosion and
sedimentation in creeks on campus. Once implemented, these should reduce the rate of sedimentation
behind Arboretum dams. Please refer to Response to Comment I-74-1. Note that outflow from the
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Arboretum Dam is not the only source of inflow to the Highview Drive culvert. Also refer to Response to
Comment LA-2-81.
Any new development in the Moore Creek drainage would follow the storm drainage system standards in
the Campus Standards Handbook, which require that the post-development runoff rate not exceed the predevelopment runoff rate. Continuation of this existing standard was included in the EIR as LRDP
Mitigation HYD-3C. With the implementation of LRDP Mitigations HYD-3C and HYD-3D are fully
implemented at all new development sites, the peak flows and the volume of runoff that would reach the
Arboretum Pond would not increase substantially over current conditions and there would be no change
in the probability of the flows overtopping the dam and thereby contributing to downstream flooding. In
the event that all increased flows from new development are not detained, retained or infiltrated upstream
of the dam, additional flows would enter the reservoir and would be detained there and slowly released
downstream via the 12-inch outlet. Therefore, the reservoir would serve to dampen the downstream
effects.
Based on the storage in the reservoir and the historical record of overtopping, it appears that the reservoir
would likely control flows from smaller most storms but the flows could overtop the dam in larger storms
(greater than a 20-year event). Therefore, if under the 2005 LRDP conditions, the additional flows from
these larger events are not controlled upstream of the pond and additional runoff reaches the pond, this
additional runoff would increase the probability of the overtopping of the dam. The increase in the
probability of overtopping cannot be reasonably estimated for two reasons: first, design information for
the future projects in the Moore Creek watershed is not available that would allow for an estimation so it
is not possible to estimate of new flows and the volume of new runoff that would not be detained, retained
or infiltrated; second, a large volume of runoff in the Moore Creek drainage is lost to sinkholes and
swallow holes, and the proportion of new runoff would be absorbed by these in-stream sinkholes and
swallow holes is not known. Note also that in large storms, once the ground is saturated, water runs off
pervious ground surfaces at about the same rate as from impervious surfaces. Therefore, in large storms,
the runoff from the Moore Creek watershed under 2005 LRDP conditions would not be much greater than
the runoff from the watershed without the 2005 LRDP development, and the Arboretum Pond would not
provide protection against downstream flooding with or without the 2005 LRDP.
Note that the proposed storm drainage improvements for the Moore Creek watershed under the
Infrastructure Improvements Project would also help to reduce the risk of high flows downstream of the
campus (see Response to Comment I-74-1).
Response to Comment LA-2-88. Please refer to Response to Comment I-48-1.
Response to Comment LA-2-89. According to the Santa Cruz County GIS Interactive Map
(http://gis.co.santa-cruz.ca.us), the 1994 County of Santa Cruz General Plan and Local Coastal Program
designates campus lands outside of the City limits and west of Empire Grade Road mostly as Public
Facility, which is consistent with University uses on this site. A narrow sliver of land in the southwestern
corner of the campus is designated for Mountain Residential and Agriculture uses.
Campus lands west of Empire Grade Road are in the Coastal Zone and are identified in the 1994 Santa
Cruz County General Plan/LCP. No development is proposed under the 2005 LRDP in this area, and
Coastal Commission approval is not needed. In the future, if the University were to proceed with
development in this area, the University would comply with all requirements of the Coastal Act.
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Response to Comment LA-2-90. Please refer to Master Response LU-1, which addresses the County’s
concern regarding the range of policies reviewed in LRDP Impact LU-1 (Draft EIR page 4.9-9).
Response to Comment LA-2-91.
Resource Lands.

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-20 regarding Campus

Response to Comment LA-2-92. The potential future replacement of the Campus Trailer Park with
permanent housing does not represent a land use conflict with “existing adjacent or planned land uses”
per the relevant CEQA standard of significance for land use, which is based on Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines. As indicated on Draft EIR page 4.9-11, the Colleges and Student Housing designation of the
site would remain the same.
Response to Comment LA-2-93. Please refer to Response to Comment ORG-4-2 for a discussion of
land use compatibility issues related to the Cave Gulch neighborhood. Please refer to Master Response
TRAFFIC-2 with respect to traffic on Empire Grade Road.
Response to Comment LA-2-94. Contrary to the comment that much of the development under the
2005 LRDP would be in undeveloped areas, note that about 65 percent of development under the Draft
2005 LRDP will be infill and only 35 percent would extend into currently undeveloped areas. Although it
is not clear to which undeveloped areas the commenter is referring, it is assumed that the reference is to
the north campus where a loop road and a connector road to Empire Grade are planned. The noise impact
from traffic on these new roads cannot be estimated at this time because the exact alignment of the
roadways is not known, so the relationship of the road to sensitive receptors, or the setbacks between
these roadways and the receptors, is unknown. Specific impacts cannot be identified without identifying
sensitive receptors. It is true that this area of the campus has low noise levels under existing and future No
Project conditions. The north loop road and the connector road would serve a limited area of the campus
and consequently would not be very heavily traveled. Therefore, a substantial increase in noise levels due
to the traffic is not anticipated. Please note that at the time that the new roadways are proposed for
construction, the University will conduct a project-specific environmental review, which will include an
evaluation of the noise impacts from the proposed roadway.
Also note that in areas where the existing ambient noise levels are below 50 dBA CNEL (that is, areas
that currently are quiet), noise levels would need to increase by more than 10 decibels to be considered a
substantial increase (see Draft EIR page 4.10-11 where a “substantial increase” is defined, based on a
sliding scale).
Lastly, noise impacts are evaluated for areas where sensitive receptors are currently present or are
anticipated to be present in the future, and are not evaluated for areas where receptors are not present.
Users of parks and other natural areas may be sensitive receptors. However, while the undeveloped north
and upper campus is used for informal recreation, the areas are not designated parkland, and therefore, if
noise levels in the north campus are elevated compared to current or future no project conditions, the
increase would not represent a significant impact on persons using the area for recreation. Environmental
impact assessment for each specific project proposed in the future under the LRDP will include an
assessment of potential noise impacts upon residential and other noise-sensitive receptors in the vicinity
of each project, and any specific impact identified will be mitigated.
Response to Comment LA-2-95. The Draft EIR (pages 4.10-15 through -17) identifies construction
noise as potentially significant because some of the construction sites associated with infill development,
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especially in the campus core, will be less than 100 feet from existing sensitive receptors. As stated in the
Draft EIR (page 4.10-16), if a construction site is less than 100 feet from a sensitive receptor, the noise
levels would likely exceed the significance criteria. Because the LRDP describes general development for
the entire campus rather than specific projects, the type of construction equipment used, the duration of
noisy activities, the type of noisy activities, and the restrictions that will be imposed on the contractors are
not known at this time. The Draft EIR (page 4.10-16) specifically states that one of the reasons that the
impact would be significant and unavoidable is that infill development could be less than 100 feet from
existing buildings. Furthermore, in the absence of site details, the effectiveness of the construction noise
mitigation measures (LRDP Mitigation NOIS-1) in particular circumstances cannot be determined. For all
of these reasons, the impact is determined to be significant and unavoidable. A figure that overlays
current development with the areas proposed for development cannot be used to determine distances
between construction sites and receptors, because the locations of specific future buildings on the campus
are not known. For each future building project, an evaluation of construction noise impacts would be
conducted as part of the environmental review of that project, and a construction noise mitigation
program would be implemented (see Draft EIR, page 4.10-15). For these reasons, the Draft EIR’s
characterization of this impact at the programmatic level only is appropriate.
Response to Comment LA-2-96. According to the standards of significance used in this EIR, a
permanent increase in noise due to project-related traffic would be considered significant if it caused the
noise thresholds of 60 dBA CNEL or 65 dBA CNEL to be exceeded at single-family and multi-family
receptors, respectively, or where the noise levels even without the project would exceed these thresholds,
and the project would cause the noise to increase by 3 decibels or more. As the analysis on pages 4.10-17
through -19 of the Draft EIR shows, the project-related traffic would not cause noise levels to exceed 60
DBA CNEL or 65 dBA CNEL, and along heavily traveled streets where the noise levels will exceed these
thresholds without the project, the project-caused increase in noise would be less than 3 decibels. For this
reason, the impact is considered less than significant. Note, however, that a new mitigation measure has
been added to the Final EIR to ensure that construction traffic associated with implementation of the 2005
LRDP is restricted to designated truck routes. See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft
EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1, for the text of the added mitigation measure.
Response to Comment LA-2-97. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-94.
Response to Comment LA-2-98. The noise analysis is based on traffic data generated for and used in
Draft EIR Section 4.14, Traffic and Circulation. Under the 2020 With Project Scenario, the traffic
analysis assumed that roadway improvements such as the Meyer Drive extension and the north campus
loop road would be in place. Therefore, the noise analysis, which is based on traffic data, takes into
account the changes in on-campus traffic as a result of the new roadways.
Response to Comment LA-2-99. Draft EIR Table 4.11-3 lists the housing design capacity of existing
housing, which does not include temporary beds. Footnote (a) of Table 4.11-3 has been revised to clarify
the difference between design capacity and maximum capacity. Please see Volume IV, Chapter 3 of the
Final EIR, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment LA-2-100. Table 3-2 in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR reports students living in UC
housing on and off campus based on three-quarter average student enrollment levels for the academic
year 2003-04, whereas Table 4.11-3 reports the occupancy levels for UC housing for one quarter – Fall
2004. Fall is the quarter with the highest enrollment level; therefore the number of students living in UC
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housing during that quarter tends to be higher than it is during other quarters. Also, the Infill Apartments
Project, which provides 652 new student bed spaces, was first occupied in Fall 2004. Also, please see
Response to Comment LA-2-103, below.
Response to Comment LA-2-101. Please refer to Master Responses POP-1 (Impact on Regional
Housing Supply) and ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative).
Response to Comment LA-2-102. About 23.3 percent of faculty and 1.5 percent of staff lived in
University housing in 2003-04. The 24 percent figure cited on page 4.11-9 in the Draft EIR was the result
of an erroneous rounding up.
Response to Comment LA-2-103. Table 4.11-4 in the Draft EIR presents the distribution of students
and employees by place of residence, based on campus surveys by zip code. The table reports the
percentage of those living in the City of Santa Cruz as distinct from on-campus residents in order to show
what proportion of the total population lives off campus but within the City of Santa Cruz. The University
acknowledges that persons who live on campus are technically within the City of Santa Cruz. The
University also notes that there are several alternate ways to express the percentages reported in Table
4.11-4, including the variations suggested by the commenter. While Table 4.11-4 was developed mainly
to provide the reader with a sense of how campus-related population currently resides within and outside
the region, these historical residence patterns were not used to determine how the 2005 LRDP-related
population would reside in the study area. That analysis was based on the projected supply and cost of
off-campus housing and is reported under LRDP Impact POP-3.
The occupancy rates in the Spring Quarter tend to be lower than Fall or Winter quarters because
enrollment is lowest in the Spring and the total demand for housing therefore tends to be lower. However,
the vacancy rates on campus fluctuate from year to year in relation to a number of factors, some of which
are discussed in detail in Master Response ALT-5. In particular, vacancy rates may increase for a period,
when the housing supply jumps up as the result of a large housing project coming on line, such that the
housing supply for a time exceeds demand. The 2004 baseline year is a case in point. In Spring 2004, the
design capacity of on- and off-campus student housing was 5,883 beds and the number of students living
on campus was 5,642, so the vacancy rate was 4.1 percent. In Fall 2004, there was a jump in the total
design capacity of on-campus housing, as the 652 Infill Apartments became available for the first time.
The design capacity of on-campus housing (i.e., not including off-campus University housing) in Fall
2004, as shown in Draft EIR Table 4.11-3, was 6,535. With 6,074 students living on campus that quarter,
the vacancy rate was seven percent. The atypical higher vacancy rate in the Fall Quarter of that year is
attributable to large increment of new housing added to the on-campus inventory that semester.
Response to Comment LA-2-104. The text on pages 4.11-12 and -13 of the Draft EIR has been revised
in response to this comment to clarify that the City, through the General Plan process, facilitates the
development of new housing but does not itself produce housing. See Final EIR, Chapter 3, Changes to
Draft EIR Text. Note that given the tight housing market in the study area, if the City allow for the
development of housing by designating additional housing sites and by allowing higher densities on sites
already designated for residential use, then the probability is fairly high that additional housing will be
developed. Therefore, if the City is committed policies that would facilitate meeting its housing goals as
stated in the City’s Housing Element, there is a very strong chance that the housing projected in the City’s
Housing Element will come on line.
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Response to Comment LA-2-105. There is no discrepancy in the on-campus student housing numbers
reported on page 4.11-15 of the Draft EIR. Under the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005), the total number
of students to be housed on campus in 2020 would be 50 percent of the projected 17,850 undergraduates
and 25 percent of the projected 3,150 graduate students, for a total of 9,713 students. To meet these
targets, 3,220 new or replacement student beds would be needed by 2020. Based on the actual land
acreage included in the 2005 LRDP for student housing, however, the Campus determined that in fact it
could build about 3,390 additional student beds. Therefore, the Draft EIR used 3,390 additional oncampus student beds to estimate housing impacts of the project. The Draft EIR noted that some new
students already live in the study area before they enroll. It is anticipated that some of these students
would choose not to relocate their residences, so would not contribute to the housing demand created by
growth under the 2005 LRDP. However, the Draft EIR did not quantify the number of students in this
category.
Note that the Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP
(September 2006), which revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment
Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP,
please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements. The Final Draft 2005 LRDP includes
the same housing goals as analyzed in the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-106. In May 2005, as part of the housing and economic impact analysis
prepared for the EIR a survey of UC Santa Cruz employees and students was conducted (Sedway Group
2003). Over 2,350 students responded to the survey. As part of this survey, students were asked to report
the number of persons living in their households. Looking at the surveys returned by students who
reported living independently of their families in non-University off-campus housing, it was determined
that there are approximately three persons per student household. The results from the survey were
independently confirmed by examining the 2000 Public Use Microdata Samples dataset from the US
Census, which also showed that the average size of a UC Santa Cruz student household is approximately
three persons (BAE 2005).
Response to Comment LA-2-107. With respect to the analysis presented in LRDP Impact POP-1, under
both scenarios, approximately 53 percent of all the off-campus population associated with the 2005 LRDP
(including LRDP-related out-of-county students and employees) would live within the city of Santa Cruz.
If the numbers for only the study area are examined, under Scenario 1 about 64 percent of the off-campus
population would live in the city of Santa Cruz; under Scenario 2 about 78 percent of the off-campus
population would live within the city of Santa Cruz.
The EIR fully discloses that a portion of the 2005 LRDP-associated population will not be able to afford
housing in the city or county and, thus, is considered the “residual demand” group. The footnote to Table
4.11-6 explains the term “residual demand.” Further information about residual demand is presented on
page 4.11-22 in the discussion of the project’s impact on housing. The information in the Draft EIR is
consistent with the information contained in the BAE report cited by the commenter. Because of the
interrelationship between population and housing, the implications of the unmet housing demand are
discussed under LRDP Impact POP-3 on page 4.11-26 of the Draft EIR.
The University recognizes that a substantial portion of the campus lies within the City limits of the city of
Santa Cruz; therefore, LRDP-related new population that would reside on the campus would constitute
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City population. However, the population that would live on campus was separated out from the overall
City of Santa Cruz population in the population analysis. This was done to ensure that the population data
are consistent with and presented in a form that would be usable for the housing analysis that follows; and
because the Campus provides many services to its on-campus population that are separate from City
services. As shown in the Draft EIR analysis under LRDP Impact POP-3, the impacts on off-campus
housing are evaluated after accounting for the on-campus housing. If the LRDP-related on- and offcampus population (that would live in the City of Santa Cruz) is compared to the City of Santa Cruz’s
2020 population, the LRDP-related population would make up about 12.6 percent of the total population,
The induced population associated with the multiplier effect is not added into the City totals because the
distribution of this population within the study area cannot be reasonably predicted, and trying to predict
how many persons out of this group would reside within the City of Santa Cruz would be speculative.
Response to Comment LA-2-108. As indicated on Draft EIR page 4.11-20, additional growth beyond
that directly associated with the proposed project can be triggered if the infrastructure to serve the
proposed project is constructed with excess capacity or, where the lack of infrastructure is an obstacle to
growth and that obstacle is removed by the project. LRDP Impact POP-2 discusses the fact that
improvements to the infrastructure on the campus, including the extension of utilities to the north campus,
would not result in induced growth in the Cave Gulch area because the Cave Gulch community is not
served by City water service or wastewater collection service. Further, proposed growth and development
under the 2005 LRDP does not call for extending services beyond the campus boundaries, nor is excess
capacity in utility extensions being contemplated under the plan.
The comment indicates that new University growth in the north campus area, combined with the new
north campus loop road, could increase housing demand in the Cave Gulch and Bonny Doon areas, which
ultimately could lead to additional growth in these areas if demand pressures stimulate changes in land
use regulations. It is assumed that the commenter is concerned that the on-campus daily population will
more likely seek out housing in these communities under the 2005 LRDP, given that the new loop road
would make these areas more accessible from some on-campus locations. The new north loop road would
in fact make some portions of the campus more accessible to the Cave Gulch and Bonny Doon
communities. However, as indicated in the impact analysis for LRDP Impact POP-2, the 2005 LRDP
would not remove or otherwise minimize obstacles to growth in the Cave Gulch and Bonny Doon areas,
as the LRDP does not propose any improvements (such as widening) to Empire Grade Road. Even after
development of the envisioned north loop road, it is anticipated that the general public would continue to
access these communities via Empire Grade Road, because it has a higher posted speed limit (40 mph)
and is more direct than the circuitous north loop road route. Moreover, campus intersections are stop- or
signal- controlled, which increases travel time through the campus, whereas Empire Grade Road north of
the main campus entrance is generally not stop-controlled.
Overall, it is unlikely that access issues on Empire Grade Road are currently limiting the campus
population from residing in these communities. Issues that are more likely to affect choice of residential
location include price and availability of housing and, given the limited parking on campus, proximity to
alternative means of transportation. Given all of these factors, it is unlikely that the construction of the
new north campus loop road would induce substantial population growth in the Cave Gulch and Bonny
Doon communities through the extension of roads and utilities.
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Please refer to LRDP Impacts POP-1 and POP-3 for a discussion of the direct effect of development
under the 2005 LRDP on population and housing growth. This analysis acknowledges that the 2005
LRDP would result in increases in population and housing demand outside of the City of Santa Cruz in
Santa Cruz County, which is where the Cave Gulch and Bonny Doon communities are located. Under the
2005 LRDP as analyzed in the Draft EIR, approximately 697, new housing units outside of the city limits,
could be needed to serve the new LRDP-related population (see Draft EIR page 4.11-23, Table 4.11-10).
Note that the Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP
(September 2006), which revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment
Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR. For more information regarding
the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements. As
described in that chapter, the demand for off-campus housing would be reduced, although there could still
be demand for housing outside the City. Some of these housing units could be located in the Cave Gulch
and Bonny Doon communities, however, it is expected that the vast majority would be located elsewhere
in the County due primarily to housing cost and availability. Given that the projected new housing supply
in the County outside of the city consists of approximately 8,147 new housing units, there would be
adequate supply to serve new growth without building additional housing or converting non-residential
land to residential uses. Therefore, it is unlikely that housing demand in the Cave Gulch and Boony Doon
areas would be such that it would result in changes to the land use regulations. Moreover, the Draft EIR
(page 4.11-21) indicates that the County’s growth management ordinance places an annual limit on the
number of residential permits for new construction that can be issued for projects in the county, including
in the Cave Gulch and Bonny Doon communities.
Response to Comment LA-2-109. The analysis of population and housing impacts in the EIR is based
on the BAE housing impact analysis, which is presented in a memorandum dated September 30, 2005.
This memorandum is included in Appendix C in Volume VI of the Final EIR.
In order to estimate future housing affordability levels, the BAE analysis utilizes 2005 data regarding the
for-sale and rental housing markets. The analysis also utilizes 2005 data regarding UC Santa Cruz
employee household income levels and actual rents paid by UC Santa Cruz students. The sources of these
data are documented in the BAE memorandum (BAE 2005). As an underlying assumption, the analysis
assumes that distribution of rents and home prices will remain constant relative to affordability levels for
students and employees. This assumption is reasonable based on the fact that it relies on relationships
between incomes (which rise over time) and housing prices (which can rise, flatten, and fall over time).
Forecasting with certainty future incomes and housing price increases, and any shifts in these
relationships, is not possible and was not undertaken by BAE.
It should be noted that the assumptions used by BAE regarding affordability, and the terms of mortgages
underlying those assumptions, are very conservative, leading to a possible over-estimation of affordability
impacts. To translate UC Santa Cruz employee household incomes into housing affordability levels, BAE
assumed a maximum down payment of five percent and maximum total housing costs, including
mortgage, tax, and insurance payments, of no more than 30 percent of income. If the analysis made more
aggressive assumptions (which more closely reflect current market trends), “affordability” levels could be
shifted upwards and the residual demand number would shift downwards. For these reasons, the housing
analysis is also very conservative.
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In addition, please note that LRDP Mitigation POP-3 has been revised as Mitigation POP-3A, and two
new mitigation measures POP-3B and -3C have been added to the Final EIR (Volume IV, Chapter 3,
Revised Table 2-1) to address issues of housing supply. However, these do not reduce the impact to lessthan-significant levels.
Response to Comment LA-2-110. The commenter is correct that based on the numbers presented in
Draft EIR Tables 4.11-10 and 4.11-11, depending on the scenario, demand associated with the Draft 2005
LRDP-related population for the Draft 2005 LRDP as analyzed in the Draft EIR, would constitute
approximately 56 to 68 percent of the new housing that would be added to the city. The number used in
these tables for new housing units (1,684) in the City of Santa Cruz is from the AMBAG 2004 forecasts.
The AMBAG planning forecast does not provide the maximum number of units that the city can
accommodate but represents a policy decision by the City to plan for fewer housing units. As discussed
on pages 4.11-12 and -13 of the Draft EIR, this number is lower than the 2,167 units that are projected in
the City’s Housing Element. Therefore, through 2020, it is considered likely that housing units in excess
of 1,684 will be added to the city’s housing stock. In this case, the LRDP-related 2020 demand would
form a smaller proportion of the additional housing stock than the percentages reported above. The Draft
EIR analyzes the impact of the LRDP-related off-campus population on traffic, recreation, public
services, and utilities. Note that the Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the
Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006), which revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect
the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and
identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information regarding the Final Draft
2005 LRDP and its environmental impacts compared to those associated with the Draft 2005 LRDP,
please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements.
Response to Comment LA-2-111. As reported on page 4.11-25 of the Draft EIR, if AMBAG projected
new jobs in the City of Santa Cruz are compared to the projected number of housing units, the ratio is
0.21 housing unit for every 1.5 new jobs (taking into account that BAE (2005) assumes 1.5 jobs per
household). If the jobs projected by the Campus are compared to the 125 housing units provided for in the
2005 LRDP, the ratio is 0.12 housing unit for every 1.5 new jobs.
All of the employment growth that is projected by the Campus under the 2005 LRDP is already included
in the City of Santa Cruz employment projections (see Response to Comment LA-3-20). According to
AMBAG, however, the 125 employee housing units under the 2005 LRDP are not included in the City’s
housing projections. Therefore, if these units were added to the projected housing units in the city, these
units would slightly improve the local jobs-housing imbalance. In the City, the units provided under the
2005 LRDP in fact would slightly improve the job-housing ratio from 0.21 housing units for every 1.5
jobs to 0.22 housing units for every 1.5 new jobs (BAE 2005).
Response to Comment LA-2-112. The traffic analysis, based on the AMBAG travel demand model for
the county, evaluates traffic impacts from employees and students commuting from communities
throughout the county as well as from out of county areas. The AMBAG model also accounts for nonLRDP-related population by distributing housing and jobs according to the projections provided by the
various cities and counties.
Response to Comment LA-2-113. Draft EIR Table 4.11-12 does not report population but the demand
for housing, expressed in terms of housing units. Because the commenter’s confusion appears to stem
from a misinterpretation of the column headings and the column numbers noted in the footnotes to this
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table, the column headings and footnotes in Table 4.11-12 have been revised for clarification. See
Changes to Draft EIR Text, Chapter 3 (Volume IV) of the Final EIR. Note that the most pertinent data in
the table are the sums reported in the last two columns, which show the cumulative demand for housing,
including the demand related to the 2005 LRDP, based on population growth and based on employment
growth. The table shows both the city-level and the county-wide impact, and the impact discussion on
Draft EIR page 4.11-26 states that the incremental demand for housing as a result of the 2005 LRDP
would further exacerbate the imbalance between demand for and supply of housing both in the city of
Santa Cruz and in the rest of the county.
Response to Comment LA-2-114. Please refer to Master Response POP-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment
Growth). Also note that LRDP Mitigation POP-3 has been revised to provide additional mechanisms to
address housing demand issues. See LRDP Mitigations POP-3A, -3B, and -3C in the Final ER, Volume
IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1.
Response to Comment LA-2-115. The Santa Cruz City Schools District does not have current plans to
close any existing schools due to declining enrollment levels, as indicated in Section 4.12, Public Services
(see Draft EIR page 4.12-6). School closures are not planned in other study area school districts. The
campus and other cumulative development would add school-age children to districts that generally have
declining enrollments; therefore, such development would support existing schools and contribute
somewhat to stabilizing enrollments. At the same time, such development and associated population
increases would likely put pressure on the existing housing market, which may ultimately cause some
families to leave the area. The ultimate product of these opposed trends cannot be determined, and it
cannot be predicted which families may have school-age children. Determining whether and where these
trends may lead to future school closures would be speculative. The increased traffic impacts associated
with possible future closures cannot be determined without knowing when and where such closures may
happen and to what extent families with school-age children would be required to increase their travel
distance. These factors, too, are entirely speculative at this time.
Response to Comment LA-2-116. The reference to footnote 1 on Draft EIR page 4.12-3 was erroneous.
Response to Comment LA-2-117. Information on existing conditions is generally based on conditions at
the time the NOP was issued, which was January 2005. The information provided in the Draft EIR was
based on information provided on the Bonny Doon Fire Department website in 2005. While the
McDermott Fire Station is now operational, it is still in the final phases of construction according to
information obtained in March 2006 from the same website.
In 2004 and 2005, CDF responded to incidents on campus three times. During the same years, the UC
Santa Cruz Fire Department responded 17 times to incidents in CDF’s jurisdiction (Hernandez 2006).
Response to Comment LA-2-118. The various service agencies were informed of the proposed 2005
LRDP when they were contacted for their input.
Response to Comment LA-2-119. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-115 for information
about impacts related to additional school closures. As indicated in Section 4.12, Public Services (Draft
EIR page 4.12-14), the increase in on-campus population associated with development under the 2005
LRDP, including that associated with the development of Family Student Housing, would result in an
additional 85 kindergarten through 12th-grade students added to the SCSD system by 2020. Of those
students approximately 55 percent (or 47 students) are expected to be elementary students that would
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likely attend the nearby Westlake Elementary School. This estimated percentage is based on the number
elementary school students in Santa Cruz County as a percentage of total students in 2002-2003 (Santa
Cruz County Educational Demographics, www.santacruz.k12.ca.us/schools/demographics.pdf). As there
is remaining capacity at this school for 63 students (see Table 4.12-1, Draft EIR page 4.12-6), the new oncampus population is not expected to result in overcrowding of the school or additional traffic impacts
related to families having to transport students to other schools that are farther away. See LRDP Impact
PUB-6 for a discussion of cumulative impacts on school facilities.
Response to Comment LA-2-120. The comment refers to the analysis of increased demand for parks
and recreational facilities provided on Draft EIR pages 4.13-9 and 4.13-10, which includes LRDP Impacts
REC-1 and REC-2. In considering recreation impacts, the EIR divides growth under the 2005 LRDP into
two categories. LRDP Impacts REC-1 through REC-3 (Draft EIR pages 4.13-9 through 4.13-13) address
growth in the on-campus daytime and residential population under the LRDP. LRDP Impacts REC-4 and
REC-5 (Draft EIR pages 4.13-14 through 4.13-17) consider the contribution to cumulative recreational
impacts associated with the LRDP-related population living off-campus. Section 4.13.2.3, Analytical
Methods, of the Draft EIR, page 4.13-9, has been revised to clarify this point. See Final EIR, Volume IV,
Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
LRDP Impact REC-1 acknowledges that the on-campus population would contribute to the demand for
parks and that this would require construction of new facilities. See Response to Comments LA-2-121
and LA-2-125.
The EIR concludes in LRDP Impacts REC-4 and REC-5 that off-campus population growth under the
2005 LRDP would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to recreation impacts, as explained
below in Response to Comment LA-2-125.
Response to Comment LA-2-121. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-120, which indicates that
LRDP Impact REC-2 addresses only the on-campus daytime and residential population. The impacts
related to deterioration of recreational facilities associated with LRDP-related population that would live
off campus are analyzed as cumulative effects of growth (LRDP Impact REC-5). Although the LRDPrelated off-campus population may use City recreation facilities, the Campus has consulted with City staff
regarding use of City parks and the Campus determined that this use will represent a small portion of park
users and is not expected to make a cumulatively considerable contribution to the deterioration of City
facilities.
Response to Comment LA-2-122. As indicated in Section 6.0, Other CEQA Considerations (pages 6-6
through 6-9), the indirect population growth associated with the 2005 LRDP is accounted for in the
cumulative analyses contained in Section 4.12, Public Services, Section 4.13, Recreation, and Section
4.15, Utilities.
Response to Comment LA-2-123. LRDP Mitigation REC-2C has been revised for increased
effectiveness, in response to this comment. Please refer to Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1, of
the Final EIR for changes to the Draft EIR text.
Response to Comment LA-2-124. Undesignated trails are not part of the designated multi-use trail
system currently on the north campus, so their removal would not result in fragmentation of the multi-use
trail system. Removing them is thus not a significant effect on the environment. Many of these
undesignated trails have been created over time by bicycles, an illegal use in the north campus, which
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have caused erosion and damage to biological resources. The Campus patrols and posts signs on many of
these undesignated trails in an attempt to minimize bicycle use, and reduce erosion and damage to
biological resources. The elimination of such trails, therefore, would provide an environmental benefit.
Designated trails that would be removed with 2005 LRDP development would be relocated such that
fragmentation of the designated multi-use trail system would not occur. Overall, removal of undesignated
trails with development under the 2005 LRDP would not result in a significant impact under CEQA
standards of significance for recreation. The removal of undesignated trails would not increase the use of
other trail facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur. In fact, the
overall maintenance requirements for the north campus trails would be minimized and consolidated with
the removal of undesignated trails. Moreover, the removal of undesignated trails would not require the
construction of new trail facilities that could have an adverse physical affect on the environment. As
noted above, 2005 LRDP development would not cause fragmentation of the designated multi-use trail
system, and therefore, new trail facilities would not be required.
Response to Comment LA-2-125. LRDP Impact REC-4 (Draft EIR page 4.13-15) acknowledges that
the City will examine the possibility of developing a park on Shaffer Road and will also make
improvements to Derby Park to increase the availability of park lands to serve population on the west
side. Additionally, as indicated in the comment, LRDP Impact REC-4 does calculate the demand for
active recreational park facilities based on the City’s park standards and indicates that the 2005 LRDP
off-campus population would result in the need for about 17 acres of parks.
The increased demand for recreational facilities alone is not considered significant under CEQA. The
relevant CEQA standard of significance (Draft EIR page 4.13-8) indicates that the impact on recreational
facilities would be considered significant if the 2005 LRDP proposes the construction of recreational
facilities or requires the expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment. LRDP mitigation for such an impact would seek to reduce the physical impacts
associated with constructing or expanding a particular park facility. The standard does not indicate that
impacts would be significant if proposed development would increase the demand for park facilities.
Therefore, mitigation that requires the University to provide land for a City park and/or funding to acquire
land and develop and maintain facilities, as requested in the comment, is not required under CEQA.
Overall, the impact of this increased demand is determined to be less than significant because: (1)
substantial recreational acreage (including both developed parkland and open space) is available in the
City; (2) There will be no significant impacts from new park construction because the City has indicated
that it does not expect to develop substantial new park acreage, due to limited appropriate land area
available in the city for this type of use; and (3) the potential development of a City park on Shaffer Road
and improvements at Derby Park would not likely result in significant environmental impacts. Moreover,
new and existing recreation facilities on campus, including 18 acres of new playing fields, would be
available for use by the off-campus population, under LRDP Mitigation REC-4, which will help meet
potential increased future demand.
Please also refer to Response to Comment LA-2-122 regarding the inclusion of population induced by
University growth in the analyses of recreational impacts.
Response to Comment LA-2-126. The Campus acknowledges that the commenter is correct regarding
errors in street descriptions on pages 4.14-5 and -6 of the Draft EIR. This information does not change
any of the conclusions in the Draft EIR, but is incorporated into Final EIR by reference.
2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

L A - 2

31

V O L U M E

V

Response to Comment LA-2-127. Transportation and Parking Services (TAPS) conducted gate counts
at Glenn Coolidge Drive and Heller Drive in October and November 2003. These 24-hour counts were
conducted on October 23rd, 24th, 27th, 28th, 29th, 30th, 31st, and on November 3rd and 4th. Each weekday was
counted twice. These data were averaged for Monday, Wednesday, and Friday, and also for Tuesday and
Thursday, as well as for an average weekday, for use in deriving existing campus trip generation rates.
Response to Comment LA-2-128. Transportation and Parking Services (TAPS) conducted the modal
share survey in the Spring of 2004. The data were gathered on Wednesday May 26th between the hours of
7 AM to 6 PM. Modes observed at the two campus entrances included bicycles, pedestrians, singleoccupant automobiles, multi-occupant automobiles with two, three, or four or more passengers, motor
cycles, shuttles associated with Campus Transit, and SCMTD buses with ridership estimated by quartile
of capacity. Data were compiled by observers in 15-minute increments throughout the study period.
Vehicle counts collected by the observers were compared with counts from mechanical hose counters
located at the observation points to test the reliability of the observers and to measure the number of
vehicle trips made during the 24-hour period outside the study period. An identical modal share survey
was conducted in Fall 2003 (Wednesday, October 22, 2003). The Spring 2004 study was conducted in
part to determine whether the Fall 2003 findings were representative of mode share patterns at other times
of the year. The modal share surveys indicated that 55.4 percent of all passenger trips observed were
made via an alternative transportation mode. Similar results were obtained from both fall and spring
modal share counts.
Response to Comment LA-2-129. Because downtown parking spaces do not satisfy on-campus parking
demand, an account of the number of parking spaces in the downtown would not assist in the analysis of
the impacts of development under the Draft 2005 LRDP, and therefore was not included in the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-130. The analysis of existing pedestrian crosswalk capacity (Urbitran
Associates 2004a) presented on 4.14-16 of the Draft EIR was based on Chapter 13 of the 1994 Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM). This chapter describes basic principles of pedestrian traffic flow on sidewalks,
crosswalks, and street corners. The chapter makes use of two distinct descriptive measures of pedestrian
facility performance. Chapter 13 uses pedestrians per minute per feet-width to represent pedestrian flow
rate (ped/min), and square feet per pedestrian to represent the average space available (in square feet) per
pedestrian (ft2/ped) on pedestrian facilities (such as sidewalks and crosswalks. The table below shows the
correspondence between space available and flow rate and the corresponding letter grade level of service
(LOS) (e.g., A, B, C, etc.), as presented in Table 4.14-3 in the Draft EIR.
HCM Walkway Level of Service (LOS) Criteria
LOS

Space Available
(ft2/ped)

Flow Rate
(ped/min/ft)

A

>130

<2

B

40-130

<7

C

24-40

<10

D

15-24

<15

E

6-15

15-25

F

<6

var.

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Page 13-9, Figure 13-8. TRB 1994.
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Response to Comment LA-2-131. The Campus acknowledges that a portion of the UC Santa Cruz
campus is located within unincorporated Santa Cruz County, gains access from County roads, and is
crossed or bordered by two County roads and that the County of Santa Cruz is one of the transportation
agencies relevant to transportation planning in the region.
Response to Comment LA-2-132. The intersection of Empire Grade Road and Heller Drive currently
meets one of the 11 warrants for the installation of a traffic signal (Peak Hour Warrant). The Campus
recently applied for, but did not receive, a grant for the cost of the traffic signal. Consequently, the
Campus is seeking alternative sources of funds for its installation, possibly in 2007 or 2008. This project
will be coordinated with the County.
Response to Comment LA-2-133. The Bay Street/Mission Street intersection is identified in the Draft
EIR as a significantly affected intersection. Planned improvements at the intersection of Mission Street
and Bay Street are identified in the City’s current Capital Improvement Program (CIP) as being funded
through either gas taxes, grants, or through the City’s traffic impact fee program. Because the
improvements at this intersection are identified as being funded through the City’s traffic impact fee
program it is reasonable to assume the improvements will be implemented. The University will contribute
its fair share of the cost of improvements implemented by the City to mitigate these impacts, as described
in Master Response MIT-1. CEQA does not require that an Environmental Impact Report include an
estimate of the cost of improvements, as suggested by the commenter.
The Draft EIR analysis does not assume that any planned improvements will be in place in 2010 and
2020, except for those that have been funded or identified for funding by an ongoing City funding
program, such as its traffic impact fee.
Response to Comment LA-2-134. The Recirculated Draft EIR – Additional Traffic Analysis for
Highways 1 and 17 (UC Santa Cruz March 2006) reflects that the Highway 1/17 Interchange Project has
been funded and that the improvements will be implemented.
Response to Comment LA-2-135. Because the sales tax measure was defeated by the voters in the
November 2004 election, widening of Highway 1 was not assumed as a planned or funded improvement
in the Recirculated Draft EIR – Additional Traffic Analysis for Highways 1 and 17 (UC Santa Cruz
March 2006).
Response to Comment LA-2-136. The project description (page 4.14-28 of the Draft EIR) defines the
existing and envisioned internal circulation system for analysis in the Draft EIR. The 2005 LRDP
circulation plan, as described and analyzed in the LRDP EIR, includes restricting general traffic use of
both Meyer Drive and Hagar Drive. Under this plan, Meyer Drive would be open only to transit and
emergency vehicle access from Hagar Drive, but not to general traffic. Similarly, with the provision of the
Meyer Drive bridge to the Hahn Peninsula, under the 2005 LRDP circulation plan, traffic on Hagar Drive
between the Meyer Drive extension and McLaughlin Drive would be restricted. Private vehicles would be
able to access the Hahn Peninsula but would be prohibited from traveling north on Hagar Drive. The
University may consider the use of Meyer Drive for general traffic in the preparation of a management
plan for special events. The Meyer Drive extension and the portion of Hagar Drive from the East
Collector Lot access to McLaughlin Drive were not studied in the Draft EIR because, as set forth in the
project description, these roadways would not be available to general traffic. The Draft EIR analyzed the
reasonable worst-case scenario of concentrating all traffic using the main campus entrance on the lower
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portion of Hagar Drive, the Hagar/Glenn Coolidge Drive connector, and Glenn Coolidge Drive. Please
refer to Figure 25 on page 80 in the Draft 2005 LRDP.
Response to Comment LA-2-137. Comment noted.
Response to Comment LA-2-138. In determining which intersections would be included in the traffic
study, existing intersection level of service and the project’s contribution to the total intersection volume
were considered. Intersections were selected for study by conducting a preliminary assignment of project
traffic and determining whether the project would contribute more than three percent to the existing
traffic volumes at any key intersection--thereby determining whether there was a possibility of a
significant impact. If the project would contribute more than three percent to existing volumes, it was
assumed to have the potential of contributing more than three percent under future conditions.
Intersections so affected were studied in the context of full development under the 2005 LRDP in the year
2020.
The intersection of Laurel/Front currently operates at LOS C in both the AM and PM peak hours (Fehr &
Peers, May 2004). In 2020 the 2005 LRDP project would contribute 51 trips to this intersection in the
AM peak hour and 65 trips in the PM peak hour. These project trips equate to a project contribution of 2.7
percent and 2.4 percent in the AM and PM peak hours respectively. Because the project would not
contribute greater than three percent in any of the planning horizons (i.e., 2010 or 2020) it was determined
that the project would not cause a significant impact and therefore this intersection was not studied
further.
The number of trips generated by campus population under the Final Draft LRDP would be reduced
relative to the Draft LRDP. See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements.
Response to Comment LA-2-139. As stated on Draft EIR page 4.14-22, peak-hour turning movement
counts for the study intersections were conducted in October and November of 2003 and in May 2004
(data from Fehr & Peers 2003 and 2004; Draft EIR Appendix E). All traffic counts were conducted on a
Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday during on-campus peak hours.
Response to Comment LA-2-140. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-136.
Response to Comment LA-2-141. Under the Draft 2005 LRDP, approximately 2,500 parking spaces
would be displaced as a result of the construction of new buildings on existing parking facilities. This is
an estimate, since the exact locations and footprints of the new buildings that would be built on existing
parking lots have not yet been developed. About 1,000 new parking spaces would be developed for new
on-campus housing (including about 165 new spaces for the Family Student Housing Redevelopment
Project). In addition, page 14.4-29 of the Draft EIR identifies the following potential new parking
facilities, which are also identified in Figure 20 of the 2005 LRDP:
•

The East Collector Parking Facility (currently called the East Remote parking lot) would serve as the
primary on-campus parking facility and would be expanded. Improved access via the new Glenn
Coolidge Drive/Hagar Drive connector road would serve to distribute vehicle traffic and improve
peak-hour flows, while its location on the southeast edge of the campus core would serve to "capture"
auto traffic outside the Academic Core.

•

A new parking structure, accessed from Heller or Meyer Drives, would be constructed in the vicinity
of Performing Arts.

34

L A - 2

U C

S a n t a

C r u z

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

•

A new parking facility would be located in the north campus growth area.

•

New parking spaces would be constructed in association with housing developments on the north
campus lands, with access via the extension of Heller Drive and Chinquapin Road.

•

New parking spaces would be constructed in association with the Family Student Housing
Redevelopment Project planned for the existing FSH site, to replace and augment spaces currently
available at the site.

While the precise number of spaces at each of these locations has not been determined, collectively they
would accommodate about 3,100 net new parking spaces as proposed under the Draft 2005 LRDP. The
2005 LRDP does not prescribe a ceiling for the number of parking spaces on campus. It identifies a future
parking supply based on the estimated capacity of identified parking facilities (see Figure 20 of the Draft
2005 LRDP). These facilities would meet the future parking demand, which was derived from the current
ratio of parking spaces to campus population. In fact, parking spaces will be constructed as warranted by
demand, as described in LRDP Mitigation TRA-3B.
Note that the Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP
(September 2006), which revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment
Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative. The Final Draft 2005 LRDP anticipates that full implementation of
the LRDP program would include development of up to 4,050 new parking spaces and displacement of up
to 1,950 existing parking spaces, to provide up to 2,100 net new parking spaces, for a total of about 7,300
parking spaces on Campus by 2020. Over 900 of the new spaces would be associated with on-campus
housing. For more information regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, please see Final EIR, Volume IV,
Chapter 2, Project Refinements.
Response to Comment LA-2-142. The 2005 LRDP includes the development of sufficient additional
parking to meet the projected demand associated with campus enrollment growth. As stated in the Draft
EIR “parking on campus is strictly controlled and enforced through the distribution of permits and
restrictions. Ongoing transportation demand management programs have been effective, and future
measures are expected to further reduce single occupant vehicle parking demand. Therefore, the total
parking supply under the 2005 LRDP will be adequate to meet demand in 2020 and, in fact, the number
of spaces included in the Draft 2005 LRDP may not be needed in 2020.” However, LRDP Impact TRA-3
identifies several potential parking-related impacts including the potential that the parking supply might
not keep up with parking demand (see page 4.14-51 of the Draft EIR). The Draft EIR anticipates that
demand could exceed supply at some times during the term of the 2005 LRDP, should infill development
displace parking at a faster rate than new parking is created. LRDP Mitigation TRA-3B requires that the
University monitor on-campus parking utilization rates annually and construct additional parking when
demand approaches capacity. The implementation of LRDP Mitigation TRA-3B would provide for
management of on-campus parking supply to ensure that the supply keeps pace with demand during
campus growth.
Most parking will be funded by TAPS through parking and permit fees, with debt service spread out over
time as needed. It is possible that parking fee increases could be needed to support future parking.
Nonetheless, the Campus is committed to continue to build new parking to accommodate demand, as
described in LRDP Mitigation TRA-3B.
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While some drivers may seek off-campus parking to avoid the cost of parking fees on campus, the intent
of the University’s TDM program is to increase the use of alternative transportation to the campus and,
thus decrease the overall volume of automobile traffic and, thereby, the demand for parking. This
program is presently very effective, and the Campus will continue to seek means of increasing its
effectiveness, as described in LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B.
Response to Comment LA-2-143. LRDP Mitigation TRA-3B requires annual monitoring of parking
supply and demand and allows the Campus to project the point at which parking demand could begin to
exceed supply. This annual monitoring and the requirement for the Campus to provide additional parking
when projected demand approaches capacity, functions to link enrollment growth with the provision of
adequate parking.
Response to Comment LA-2-144. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1 (Traffic Standards of
Significance).
Response to Comment LA-2-145. CEQA requires the evaluation of impacts of the project described in
the Project Description, which in this case includes a projected increase in on-campus housing for
undergraduate and graduate students. The University analyzed on-campus housing demand (Sedway
Group 2003) in the process of developing the 2005 LRDP, and has concluded that the housing goals
included in the 2005 LRDP are reasonable, as discussed in Master Response ALT-5. The trip generation
analysis is consistent with the Project Description; therefore, it is consistent with CEQA. Please also see
Master Response POP-1, as to why the Draft EIR appropriately assumes that the housing under the 2005
LRDP will be built.
Response to Comment LA-2-146. The proposed project analyzed in the Draft EIR includes the
proposed 2005 LRDP housing target, which is not a range. An increased on-campus housing scenario
alternative was considered in the Draft EIR Alternatives section (please refer to Section 5.3 of the Draft
EIR). Please also refer to Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative).
Response to Comment LA-2-147. The trip generation of the main campus is based on actual traffic
counts at the main campus’ two entrances. The counts, along with existing student, staff and faculty
population, were used to derive trip generation rates used to project future trips. The main campus trip
rates reflect the actual level of transit, carpooling, and bicycling identified in the Spring 2004 mode share
study (UCSC 2004), particularly by the student population. The 2300 Delaware Avenue site, in contrast,
would be populated entirely by administrative and research staff and few if any students. Its trip
generation characteristics are different from those of the main campus, because it would operate more like
a research and development park or light industrial facility than a university campus. Therefore, the trip
generation of the 2300 Delaware Avenue site is expected to be more intensive than the main campus. This
more intensive trip generation was taken into account in the Draft EIR in projecting traffic associated with
the 2300 Delaware Avenue Project.
The trip generation estimates in Draft EIR Table 4.14-10 represent the trip generation of both the main
campus and 2300 Delaware Avenue. Approximately 10 to 13 percent of the main campus trips are trips
going to/from 2300 Delaware Avenue, as shown in Table 4.14-10 and described in the table’s footnote
(a). The upper portion of the table derives the main campus trip generation and includes a reduction for a
small number of trips between 2300 Delaware Avenue and the main campus, to avoid double counting.

36

L A - 2

U C

S a n t a

C r u z

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

The trips between the main campus and 2300 Delaware Avenue are accounted for in the lower portion of
the table.
Response to Comment LA-2-148. The trip distribution on Draft EIR Figure 4.14-8 reflects the AMBAG
model distribution for the UC Santa Cruz campus traffic analysis zones (TAZs). This evaluation considers
only traffic from the UC campus zones to determine how much traffic takes specific routes. The
distribution pattern reflects projected future residence patterns in which more students, faculty, and staff
reside further from the campus (e.g., south county) than today. In making the model, AMBAG determined
that people who live further from the campus most likely would use Highway 1 for longer distance travel.
Response to Comment LA-2-149. The proposed Home Depot project was included in the cumulative
analysis because it was a proposed project at the time the Draft EIR was prepared. In addition, during
preliminary scoping meetings the City of Santa Cruz and members of the public requested that the Home
Depot project be included in the cumulative analysis to ensure its impacts were taken into account.
Historical annual traffic growth was not used to develop cumulative traffic volumes. Rather, projected
cumulative traffic growth (excluding the campus) was obtained from the AMBAG travel demand model
which utilizes the same data as 2004 population and employment forecasts prepared by AMBAG (2005).
AMBAG’s regional land use projections are the result of a collaborative process between AMBAG and
local jurisdictions. The land use forecasts are used in the AMBAG travel demand-forecasting model to
project traffic volumes to the years 2010 and 2020. The 2010 and 2020 model forecasts were used to
derive growth factors that were applied to existing traffic volumes to project future traffic volumes. This
method constitutes a generally accepted procedure using the best available tools.
Finally, because the LRDP would not be realized for 15 to 20 years, comparing the traffic associated with
full development under the 2005 LRDP to existing traffic conditions would not offer meaningful analysis.
Response to Comment LA-2-150. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-136.
Response to Comment LA-2-151. Comment noted.
Response to Comment LA-2-152. The status of each intersection identified in the comment under
cumulative conditions including the full implementation of the 2005 LRDP is described below.
•

High/Laurent – As an all-way stop controlled intersection, this intersection must meet warrants for the
installation of a traffic signal before traffic impacts will be considered significant. The intersection of
High/Laurent does not warrant the installation of a traffic signal.

•

Highland/High – As an all-way stop controlled intersection, this intersection must meet warrants for
the installation of a traffic signal before traffic impacts will be considered significant. The intersection
of Highland/High would not warrant the installation of a traffic signal.

•

Delaware/Swift – Because this intersection currently meets warrants for the installation of a traffic
signal, the relatively small amount of delay caused by the 2005 LRDP would constitute a significant
impact and would require mitigation. The impact would be mitigated by installation of a traffic signal.

•

Mission/King (west) – In 2020 with the project, this stop-controlled intersection would meet warrants
for installation of a traffic signal in the AM peak hour but not the PM peak hour. Thus, there would
be a significant impact in the AM peak hour but not in the PM peak hour).

2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

L A - 2

37

V O L U M E

•

V

Bay/California – This intersection would be significantly impacted in the PM peak hour; therefore,
1
mitigation is required.

Response to Comment LA-2-153. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-136.
Response to Comment LA-2-154. The effectiveness of TDM measures is dynamic and is dependent on
factors that are subject to change. TDM strategies must continue to evolve to meet the changing demands
of the traveling public, and to adapt to new technologies. Mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR
are designed to ensure that the University's TDM program will continue to have this flexibility to meet
changing conditions. Locking the University into measures that may be ineffective in 10, 15 or 20 years is
contrary to the intent of the mitigation measure, which is to identify and implement the measures that will
be most effective in reducing SOV trips at any given time. LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B commits the
Campus to maintain an effective TDM program through a combination of measures that produces the best
results cost-effectively. The key objective of the mitigation measure is to continuously improve the
program by identifying and using the most effective combinations of measures to achieve, maintain and if
possible improve a goal of 55 percent or higher non-auto mode share. The commenter is correct that
Tables 4.14-17 and 4.14-18 were incorrectly referenced in LRDP Mitigations TRA-2A and TRA-2B,
respectively. The error is corrected in the Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text,
Revised Table 2-1.
Response to Comment LA-2-155. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1 (Traffic Standards of
Significance).
Response to Comment LA-2-156. Please refer to Master Response MIT-1 (Government Code Section
54999 Obligations and University Fair Share Contributions).
Response to Comment LA-2-157. Development of the Eastern Access was not proposed as a mitigation
measure for the reasons discussed in Master Response TRAFFIC-3.
Response to Comment LA-2-158. An analysis of impacts on Highways 1 and 17 was prepared and
circulated for public and agency comment in the Recirculated Draft EIR – Additional Traffic Analysis.
That document is available for review at UC Santa Cruz Physical Planning and Construction, Barn G, UC
Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz and on the Internet at http://lrdp.ucsc.edu/recirculated-draft-eir.shtml and is
included in Appendix A in Volume VI of the Final EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-159. The intent of the special events analysis in the Draft EIR was to
evaluate a reasonable worst-case scenario consisting of simultaneous full capacity on-campus events at
existing campus venues, and at the Performing Arts Auditorium and the Event Center, two new venues
that are proposed under the 2005 LRDP. The scenario that was evaluated represents the reasonable worstcase scenario because it evaluates the impact associated with the maximum number of visitor vehicles
traveling simultaneously to and from the campus. Simultaneous full capacity evening events at all campus
venues were considered a worst-case scenario because the two new venues would likely be in
simultaneous use only in the evenings. It is unlikely that a full-capacity sporting event at the Event Center
that started in the afternoon and ended in the evening, and thus coincided with the PM peak hour traffic,
would occur in the same timeframe as a full capacity event at the Performing Arts Auditorium.
1

Bay Street/California Street intersection will not be significantly affected as the result of traffic generated by the
Final Draft LRDP (September 2006) and mitigation will not be required.
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Please note that LRDP Mitigation TRA-5D has been revised for increased effectiveness. Please see Final
EIR, Volume IV Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1.
Response to Comment LA-2-160. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-1 (Section 5.2.15.3) regarding
the need for a new desalination plant. The text on page 4.15-5 has been revised to clarify that subsequent
phases of the desalination plant would be required in order to serve likely future growth in demand
beyond 2020. Please see Final EIR Volume IV Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment LA-2-161. The University acknowledges that since the publication of the Draft
EIR, the City has approved the IWP. See also Master Response UTIL-1 for additional information about
the IWP.
Response to Comment LA-2-162. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.2 in Master Response UTIL-1, which
summarizes both the demand projections of the campus and the system-wide demand forecasts. It also
explains why it is not necessary for the University to prepare new forecasts of system-wide demand. The
effects of “no campus growth” on water supply are addressed in the Draft EIR under Alternative 4, the No
Project Alternative.
Response to Comment LA-2-163. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-1, which presents a summary
of the City’s existing and future water supply, system-wide demand projections, and the water supply
related impacts as evaluated in the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-164. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.2 in Master Response UTIL-1, which
explains why it is not necessary for the University to prepare revised system-wide demand forecasts. That
master response also presents updated forecasts of system-wide demand prepared by the City.
Response to Comment LA-2-165. As indicated in Master Response UTIL-1, more information
regarding the Soquel Creek Water District has been added to the discussion on page 4.15-7 of the Draft
EIR. See Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, in the Final EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-166. The University’s recycling goal referred to on Draft EIR page 4.1511 is from the 1988 LRDP EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.10-1, which indicates that the Campus will
implement a comprehensive campus recycling and waste reduction program for both residential and
office wastes with a goal to reduce the waste stream by 20 percent. Therefore, the statement that the
Campus had achieved approximately 26 percent diversion of its waste stream and was in compliance with
its recycling goal in 2003 is accurate.
As is indicated in footnote 3 on page 4.15-11 of the Draft EIR, the 26 percent diversion rate does not
include construction waste. The Campus, like most municipalities, cannot achieve the 50 percent
diversion rate without including construction waste recycling. In 2000 and 2001, when construction
debris recycling was included in the campus waste diversion totals, 59 and 52 percent of the campus
waste was diverted, respectively, as reported in footnote 3. However, it is unclear whether the Campus
has met this diversion rate on a consistent basis because tracking diversion of construction waste is
difficult as it is off-hauled by independent construction contractors. The Campus will explore ways to
track diversion of construction waste.
Response to Comment LA-2-167. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.3.1 in Master Response UTIL-1, which
explains why a project-only impact analysis was not developed in this EIR. That section also discusses
the evaluation of the effects of off-campus population on water demand.
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The University notes that at the time that the Draft EIR was prepared, the City had not adopted any
thresholds of significance for evaluating water impacts. The Draft EIR uses standards of significance
based on Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines. Based on these standards, the EIR concludes that campus
growth in conjunction with other growth in the City’s water service area would result in a significant
cumulative impact on water supply (see LRDP Impact UTIL-9). Please refer to Master Response UTIL-1
(Section 5.2.15.3) for additional information about this impact.
Response to Comment LA-2-168. The conclusion that impacts on biological and cultural resources
from utility development typically are less than significant is supported by the analysis in Chapter 2 of
Volume III of the Draft EIR. The basis of this argument is that utility corridors typically are narrow, so
that the impact footprint is relatively small. In addition, utility lines are most often placed in roadways or
other previously disturbed areas that do not contain sensitive biological or intact cultural resources. In
those instances where a utility improvement is proposed for construction in a previously undisturbed area,
the Campus would implement applicable LRDP mitigation measures including pre-construction surveys
for sensitive biological resources (LRDP Mitigations BIO-3, BIO-9, BIO-11, BIO-12, BIO-13, and BIO14) and crew education and monitoring for cultural resources (LRDP Mitigation CULT-1), depending on
location. There also would be a project-level environmental review of any storm drainage improvements
that may be proposed in the future to serve the growth under the 2005 LRDP. As the analysis on pages 250 through 2-56 in Volume III shows, most of the storm drainage improvements would not result in
significant or potentially significant impacts on biological resources. To the extent that there would be
some potentially significant biological resource impacts (IIP-SW BIO-1, IIP-SW BIO-2, IIP-SW BIO-5,
IIP-SW BIO-6, IIP-SW BIO-7) associated with storm water drainage improvements at some locations,
these impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through avoidance or other measures. A
similar conclusion, that any potentially significant impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant
level, is drawn with respect to cultural resources (IIP-SW CULT-1).
Response to Comment LA-2-169. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-1 (Sections 5.2.15.2 and
5.2.15.3), which discusses the effect of campus growth under the 2005 LRDP (including the LRDPrelated off-campus population) on water supply, and also why the University did not prepare revised
system-wide demand forecasts.
Response to Comment LA-2-170. The 2005 data for the campus are presented in Draft EIR Table 4.153 and in the analysis reported on pages 4.15-34 and -35 because system-wide demand estimates for the
period 2000 through 2020 are available from the City’s Integrated Water Plan in five-year increments. At
the time that the Draft EIR was prepared, actual 2004-05 water usage for the campus was not available.
Therefore, the 2005 volume was derived by interpolating between 2003 and 2020 (see footnote to Table
4.15-3 on page 4.15-34). Since publication of the Draft EIR, 2005 water usage data for the campus has
become available. The actual annual water consumption in 2005 was 189.5 million gallons, much lower
than 225 million gallons estimated by interpolation. Also refer to Master Response UTIL-1 (Impacts on
Regional Water Supply).
Response to Comment LA-2-171. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.2 in Master Response UTIL-1 for
information about whether the campus’s water demand with full development under the Draft 2005 LRDP
falls within the City’s demand projections for the campus. Please also see Section 5.2.15.3 of this
response regarding the effects of the LRDP-related off-campus population on the water supply system,
which explains why the water demand associated with the off-campus LRDP-related population should
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not be added to the City’s demand forecasts. The text on page 4.15-32 of the Draft EIR has been revised
to make clear that the LRDP-related off-campus population within the City’s service area also would
contribute to the water demand, and thus to the need for a new water supply source. See Final EIR,
Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment LA-2-172. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.3 in Master Response UTIL-1 with
respect to the need for a new water supply source to meet the projected demand in the City’s service area.
Response to Comment LA-2-173. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.4 in Master Response UTIL-1 with
respect to the environmental consequences of developing a new water supply source.
Response to Comment LA-2-174. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.2 in Master Response UTIL-1, which
explains why it is not necessary for the University to prepare revised system-wide demand forecasts.
Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the Draft EIR does not suggest that campus growth will not
contribute to the need for a new supply source. The EIR clearly acknowledges that campus growth, in
conjunction with other regional growth, would generate increased demand for water during normal and
drought years, that the development of new water supplies could result in significant impacts, and that the
contribution of the proposed project to this impact would be cumulatively considerable. On pages 4.15-36
and -37, the Draft EIR states that although the Campus will implement numerous mitigation measures to
reduce the campus’s contribution to the cumulative water supply impacts, the mitigation measures would
not eliminate the campus’s contribution to the need for a new water source. The Draft EIR concluded that
there would be a shortfall in supply sometime after 2015. However, the City’s Draft 2005 Urban Water
Management Plan, published after publication of the Draft EIR, finds that in normal water years, the
existing water supply system is capable of meeting the community’s total annual water needs through
2020, including campus growth under the 2005 LRDP. Please see Master Response UTIL-1 (Section
5.2.15.3.1) for additional information about the City’s Draft 2005 Urban Water Management Plan and the
Draft EIR impact conclusion for LRDP Impact UTIL-9.
Response to Comment LA-2-175. The Draft EIR evaluates the impacts of the proposed project based on
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. According to the Appendix G, Section XVI (d), the applicable standard
of significance is not how much of the available supply the project would use but whether the project’s
demand would necessitate the development of a new source of water, which in turn could result in
significant environmental impacts. The evaluation of the impact on water supply in the Draft EIR is
consistent with this standard of significance.
Response to Comment LA-2-176. Please see Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus Housing
Alternative). Under the Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative, the Campus would establish a goal to
house all new students under the 2005 LRDP (5,065 undergraduates and 1,885 graduate students for a
total of 6,950 students) on campus. This would translate into providing housing on campus for 64 percent
of all undergraduate students enrolled and 66 percent of all graduate students in 2020. For faculty, the
housing goals would be the same as those under the 2005 LRDP. A trip generation estimate of this
alternative showed that, should this level of on-campus housing be attained, the alternative would
generate about 42 percent less traffic than would be generated by the proposed project. The alternatives
analysis did not include a quantitative analysis of level of service impacts at off-site intersections under
this alternative, but based on the estimated fewer trips in the peak hours, the Increased On-Campus
Housing Alternative would add about the same number of trips to off-campus intersections in the
Westside as were added under the Eastern Access (see discussion on page 4.14-49 and Table 4.14-20 in
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the Draft EIR). Like the Eastern Access, traffic impacts at some of the intersections in the Westside
would be reduced under the Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative, but not all of the significant
traffic impacts of the project would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
Response to Comment LA-2-177. Please refer to Master Response ALT-5 for citations and
documentation regarding the Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative.
Response to Comment LA-2-178. Please refer to Master Response ALT-4 (Moffett Field Satellite
Campus/ Silicon Valley Center Issues) and Responses to Comments I-26-2 through -4, -7, and -8.
Response to Comment LA-2-179. The environmental impacts associated with the Fort Ord Satellite
Campus Alternative and with the Moffett Field site are discussed in Response to Comment LA-9-139 and
Master Response ALT-4, respectively. The Moffett Field site poses a number of environmental
constraints to development and development there will also result in environmental impacts. The Moffett
Field site also has less capability to house a substantial part of the proposed program than does the Fort
Ord site. Further, the NASA Ames contends the terms of development and the development entitlements
within the NASA Research Park (NRP). There are no agreements in place between the University and
NASA Ames regarding future UC development within the NRP. The University owns the Fort Ord site.
For these reasons, the Fort Ord site provides a more feasible alternative than does the Moffett Field site,
and that is why the Fort Ord Alternative was carried forward for detailed evaluation in the EIR and the
Moffett Field site was not.
Response to Comment LA-2-180. The comment appears to address Draft EIR Figure 5-1. This figure
shows land use plan options that the Campus considered during initial development of the LRDP, but did
not carry forward. This figure was not revised since it is not pertinent to the Final Draft 2005 LRDP,
which reflects the previously analyzed Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative. Minor revisions have
been made in Figure 5-3, which shows the footprint of Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative as
analyzed in the Draft EIR. This land use plan now represents the proposed project as described in the
Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006). Please refer to Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project
Refinements, Figure 2-1.
Response to Comment LA-2-181. Please refer to Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment
Growth).
Response to Comment LA-2-182. Consistent with CEQA guidance for a proposed land use plan
(Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A)), the No Project Alternative for the 2005 LRDP was defined as continued
operation under the previously-adopted 1988 LRDP. As explained in Section 5.4.4 of the Draft EIR,
under the 1988 LRDP, student population grew at about the rate anticipated in the LRDP, but
substantially less building space was constructed on campus than projected. Enrollment thus has
outstripped building space, in large part due to State budgetary constraints that limited investment in
capital projects during the 1988 LRDP planning period, despite increases in enrollment; this pattern is
atypical of University growth in the past. Under the No Project Alternative, which is analyzed in the Draft
EIR Section 5.4.4, student population growth would cease at 15,000 (the enrollment level envisioned in
the 1988 LRDP), but some growth in faculty and staff would be anticipated, particularly in relation to
new research initiatives. Up to 2.7 million gsf of building space could be developed, in addition to space
already developed or approved, which would allow development to reach the level approved under the
1988 LRDP. Development could occur as needed to relieve overcrowding and to provide space to
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accommodate new research initiatives as programmatic needs arise and funding becomes available. Based
on current trends, it is anticipated that the enrollment level analyzed in the 1988 LRDP EIR would be
reached in 2006-07, while development of all of the space envisioned in the 1988 LRDP might not occur
until 2020 or later. Faculty and staff increases could occur simultaneously with new development.
The commenter suggests an alternative under which the incremental population growth allowed under the
No Project Alternative should not occur until the facilities envisioned in the 1988 LRDP to support the
1988 LRDP student population are constructed. Because campus population is expected to reach about
15,000 in the 2006-07 school year, no further population growth would be permitted under this
alternative. The alternative would diminish near-term population-related impacts, including impacts with
respect to traffic and off-campus housing. However, the off-campus traffic impacts that did occur would
still have to be considered significant and unavoidable because it would still not be possible to guarantee
the implementation of mitigations by others. Furthermore, because new capital project funding from the
State typically is responsive to growth in student enrollment, it is unlikely that the full amount of building
space development and related infrastructure projected under the 1988 LRDP would occur in the absence
or severe limitation of enrollment growth. Similarly development of building space, under the
commenter’s proposed alternative, most likely would occur primarily in relation to research initiatives or
public/private joint ventures. This development could result in similar footprint-related impacts to those
identified in the 2005 LRDP, depending on the extent of development.
With respect to the development of additional housing space under the commenter’s proposed alternative,
since housing on UC campuses is required by the University to be self-supporting, and since current
trends indicate that on-campus housing demand at the 70 percent level projected in 1988 is unlikely to
arise (as discussed in Master Response ALT-5 regarding the Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative),
the construction of the full amount of housing projected under the 1988 LRDP would be unlikely given
the small increase in enrollment remaining.
The commenter’s proposed alternative would not meet the key central objective of the proposed project,
which is to accommodate anticipated enrollment growth and program development, nor would it support
increased breadth and depth of academic programs. These goals require continued growth in campus
enrollment.
The full implementation of the 1988 LRDP under the No Project Alternative would result in fewer
population-related impacts (traffic, housing and water demand) than the proposed 2005 LRDP, but would
have similar biological, hydrologic and other footprint-related impacts, and similar construction-related
impacts, such as construction noise, traffic and air quality. As discussed above, however, full
development of the projected building space would be unlikely given the limited amount of enrollment
growth under this alternative.
Response to Comment LA-2-183. As required by the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6), the Draft
EIR provides an analysis of each alternative and a comparison with the proposed project. Note that the
Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September
2006), which revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment Growth
Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the Environmentally
Superior Alternative. For more information regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, please see Final EIR,
Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements. Revised Table 2-1 in Chapter 3 of Volume IV in the Final
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EIR identifies the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (the
Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative).
Response to Comment LA-2-184. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-3 regarding revisions
made in the Final EIR to correct errors in the list of significant unavoidable impacts provided in Chapter
6, Other CEQA Considerations. These typographic changes do not alter the impact significance
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. See also Volume IV, Chapter 3 of the Final EIR for changes to
the Draft EIR text.
Response to Comment LA-2-185. Pursuant to the EIR’s standards of significance, which are based on
Section IV of Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines (see also Draft EIR page 4.4-36), impacts on
biological resources include impacts on sensitive natural communities. LRDP Impacts BIO-1, BIO-2, and
BIO-4 address the impacts on northern maritime chaparral, coastal prairie, and riparian woodland all of
which are considered sensitive natural communities (see Draft EIR, Section 4.4.1.6, page 4.4-9) With
implementation of the proposed mitigation, the 2005 LRDP would not have a substantial adverse effect
on these communities (see Draft EIR pages 4.4-38 to 4.4-46). Redwood forest and mixed evergreen forest
are not considered sensitive natural communities, although they are described in the EIR (see Draft EIR,
Section 4.4.1.5); therefore, the loss of these areas due to development under the LRDP would not
constitute a significant impact on biological resources. CEQA also requires an EIR to include a separate
discussion of significant irreversible environmental changes which would be caused by the proposed
project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c).) Accordingly, because the loss
of 124 acres of redwood forest and mixed evergreen forest due to development would be irreversible, this
was properly disclosed in Section 6.2 of the Draft EIR along with the impacts of the 2005 LRDP on
sensitive natural communities.
Response to Comment LA-2-186. A consultant to the University recently prepared a study of UC Santa
Cruz’s contribution to regional economy (BAE 2005). This study indicates that, of the 64,000 UC Santa
Cruz alumni since 1965, 60 percent reside in the greater San Francisco/Monterey Bay Area. About 17
percent of all UC Santa Cruz alumni (10,800 people) currently live in Santa Cruz County. While UC
Santa Cruz alumni represented about 4.3 percent of the population of the county in 2005, this fact must be
considered in the context of student residence prior to enrollment: 16.9 percent of graduates who first
enrolled at UC Santa Cruz in 2005 had hometowns in the Monterey Bay Area or Santa Clara Valley.
Furthermore, as documented in the BAE study, many of the alumni who have chosen to reside in Santa
Cruz have made substantial contributions to the community by providing jobs and services for others
(BAE 2005).
Response to Comment LA-2-187. The economic benefits provided by the University, listed on page 6-5
of the Draft EIR relate strictly to the multiplier effect and are presented to show the reader the scale of
University related income/spending that is responsible for generating income and employment in the
regional economy. Note that some of this information was used in determining which employment
multiplier would be more appropriate to use for this campus (see page 6-8 of the Draft EIR). Also see
Response to Comment LA-2-189 below. Provision of the additional information requested in the
comment would not assist the EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts.
Response to Comment LA-2-188. The University of California (2003) study is listed in the references
of Chapter 6. A copy of the report is available for review during normal office hours by appointment with
UC Santa Cruz Physical Planning and Construction.
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Response to Comment LA-2-189. The Draft EIR (page 6-8) explains that according to the 2003 study,
cited above, if it were assumed that 50 percent of the campus spending occurs within the 10-county2 study
area, the higher multiplier would apply. On the other hand, if 25 percent of the campus spending occurred
within the study area, then the lower multiplier would be more appropriate. The lower multiplier was used
because about 23 percent of the campus spending occurs within the county (see Draft EIR page 6-5).
Response to Comment LA-2-190. The jobs induced through the working of the multiplier process are
reported in the Draft EIR (page 6-8). The Draft EIR explains that this number represents the bulk of the
induced employment related to campus growth. The Draft EIR acknowledges that some additional jobs
related to the magnet and incubator effects of the campus are likely but the number of such jobs cannot be
estimated accurately. The incubator and the magnet effects cannot be predicted or quantified with any
certainty at this time. This type of spin-off growth depends on a number of factors, including the
programs, policies, reputation and academic orientation of the campus, the labor force and business
environment in the area, and national economic trends and forces affecting those industries attracted by
university research. Although there are instances of spin-off growth associated with the research programs
at Stanford, UC San Francisco, UC Berkeley, and UC Irvine, there are numerous examples of UC
campuses (UC Davis, UC Santa Cruz, UC Riverside) and CSU campuses where limited or no spin-off
growth has been observed even though some of the campuses have been actively encouraging this type of
development. Unless a specific combination of regional economic conditions exists, substantial spin-off
growth would not occur. Quantifying such growth would be speculative.
Response to Comment LA-2-191. The Draft EIR (page 6-9) presents a number of reasons why an influx
of a large number of persons into the study area in response to indirect and induced jobs would not occur.
These include the fact that not only would there be unemployed local residents who would fill some of
these jobs but also that some of these jobs would be filled by students and spouse/dependents of persons
who move to the area to fill the new jobs at the campus. Usually, the types of jobs that are created or
supported by the income multiplier process are in the retail and services sector and are not high paying
jobs. Studies of individual relocation decisions and migration show that in making decisions to relocate
from one area to another, individuals are influenced to a substantial extent by income prospects at the
destination and that higher wages (associated with well paying jobs) are a major factor in determining
relocation decisions (Bukenya, et al 2003; Keenan and Walker 2005)
Response to Comment LA-2-192. As discussed in Section 5.2.15.3 of Master Response UTIL-1, the
new residential population that would be added to a community in the future is a function of the number
of housing units that would be constructed in the community in the future. Therefore, the number of
persons who would be added to the study area between 2005 and 2020 would not exceed the projections
prepared by AMBAG, and the estimated additional population (1,322 persons reported on page 6-9) that
would be added to the study area as a result of non-University jobs that are created in response to demand
generated by 2005 LRDP growth would not be additional to the population that is projected for the study
area in the AMBAG forecasts. The analysis in the EIR, therefore, correctly assumes that these 1,322
persons are a subset of the regional population projections. The impact of these persons on the demand for
regional resources, such as housing, water, other utilities, and recreation, is addressed in the cumulative
impacts analyses in the pertinent sections of the EIR.

2

The 10-county study area includes the nine Bay Area counties and Santa Cruz County.
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Response to Comment LA-2-193. The typographical error in IIP-All Impact NOIS-1 on page 2-7 has
been corrected by deleting the word “not.” With that correction, the statement is consistent with the
analysis on pages 2-72 and 2-73 of Volume III. See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft
EIR Text.
Response to Comment LA-2-194. The main concern with respect to these improvements is the potential
for impacts to sensitive biological and cultural resources. In order to evaluate the potential impacts of
access roads and the proposed improvements on these resources, it is important to know the approximate
alignments, length, and width of the access roads and the location and footprints of the proposed
improvements. That information is presented in Draft EIR Table 2-3 and in graphics that are included in
Appendix A, Volume III. Based on this information and large-scale maps of the campus, the biologists
and archaeologists were able to conduct surveys for the Draft EIR and determine whether the construction
of the proposed improvements and the access roads would result in a significant or potentially significant
impact on sensitive biological or cultural resources.
Most of the access routes that are constructed for the proposed IIP project would be temporary, and would
be removed and revegetated or otherwise restored once the specific storm drainage improvement is
constructed. Only those new access routes providing access to a storm drainage improvement site that
requires periodic maintenance would be retained. Where existing trails, paths or service roads provide
access to a new storm drainage improvement, those trails, paths and roads would remain in place unless
the Campus elects to remove those for other reasons.
Response to Comment LA-2-195. IIP-SW Impact AES-1 addresses the visual impacts both during the
construction of the proposed improvements and after construction is complete. Because some of the
improvement sites would not be visible from public gathering places or from roads and paths on the
campus, construction-phase disturbance or any long-term modifications to the visual landscape at these
locations would not be a concern. Table 2-2b in the Draft EIR identifies the level of visibility of the
project sites (high, moderate, low, or not visible from publicly accessible areas). This table was used to
determine which project sites would be highly to moderately visible such that a temporary or a permanent
change to visual resources at these sites could be a concern.
With respect to the comment related to the detention basin (IIP Item 60), the Campus anticipates that at
all detention basins, either natural vegetation will be allowed to grow in the detention basins, although it
could be removed if sediment accumulates and detention basin needs cleaning out; or, the basin could be
rock-filled, like the existing detention basin north of Kerr Hall above Steinhart Way. In either case, the
new detention basins would be similar in appearance to existing detention basins on campus. Note that the
detention basin (Item 60) would not be visible from Kerr Hall but it would be visible from the path
between McHenry and Kerr Hall. To the greatest extent feasible, access routes use existing or abandoned
roads, and have been carefully selected to minimize topographic and vegetation disturbance. In most
cases, the temporary routes descend into drainages, would be visible only from close range, and would be
restored to their natural conditions when construction is complete. For these reasons, the Draft EIR
concludes that the Infrastructure Improvements Project’s impact on visual resources due to
implementation of the storm drainage improvements would be less than significant.
Response to Comment LA-2-196. The reconnaissance level survey of the project sites required pursuant
to LRDP Mitigation BIO-3A was completed during the preparation of the Draft EIR and was the basis of
the initial assessment that approximately 0.85 acres of waters of the United States including jurisdictional
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wetlands would potentially be filled as a result of project implementation. The text on page 2-50 has been
revised to clarify that LRDP Mitigations BIO-3B through 3D will be implemented to reduce the IIP’s
potential impact on waters of the United States. Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to
Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment LA-2-197. A number of potentially significant historical resources have been
identified in close proximity to storm water drainage improvement sites included in the Infrastructure
Improvements Project. As identified in Table 2-7 of Volume III in the Draft EIR, the preliminary project
design options and associated access routes were assessed for their potential to result in impacts to each of
the identified features, and means of avoiding impacts to each of the resources were identified. No
impacts are anticipated.
Conditions could emerge in the process of final design or construction that would make it impossible to
completely avoid impacts to a resource. For example, if there were an obstacle along an identified access
route (such as large trees too close together to allow the necessary equipment to pass), it might be
necessary to change the access route, and the route might then pass closer to the resource and make it
vulnerable to vibration effects. In such a case, additional measures to protect the resource (such as
detailed recordation and documentation to preserve the significant information represented by the
resource, and shoring of unstable structures) would be identified and carried out. In most cases, measures
of this type would preserve the significance of the resource. There is at this time no expectation that any
significant historical resource would be destroyed or demolished through implementation of the proposed
project, even if there are small changes in project design, because there is some flexibility in how project
elements will be designed and constructed and in the access routes that can be used, and it is expected that
this will make it possible to avoid resource impacts.
LRDP Mitigations CULT-3A and -3B were included in IIP-SW Mitigation CULT-1B to provide for the
unlikely event that a significant resource cannot be avoided and will be destroyed or demolished, and the
significance of that resource cannot be fully captured through documentation and data recovery. The 2005
LRDP Draft EIR acknowledges that there might be rare instances during the planning horizon when an
unmitigable impact would occur. Because it is not anticipated that this outcome will occur during
implementation of the Infrastructure Improvements Project, the residual impact to cultural resources from
this project was assessed as less than significant.
Response to Comment LA-2-198. The potential for construction impacts from the Infrastructure
Improvements Project is discussed on page 2-67 in Volume III of the Draft EIR under IIP-All Impact
HYD-2. The contractor for each component of the project would need to implement a SWPPP, which
would identify potential sources of pollution associated with the proposed construction and describe
runoff controls to be implemented during and after construction. Also, as discussed on page 2-19 of
Volume III of the Draft EIR, in-channel work would only be conducted during the dry season when most
of the drainages are dry. If water were present, it would be temporarily diverted around the construction
site and returned to the channel downstream. The discussion of access routes under Section 2.3.3.5 states,
"The access routes proposed were designed to minimize the need for grading and vegetation removal.
Consistent with Campus standards, all roads will have drainage facilities sufficient to prevent erosion on
or adjacent to the roadway; in areas of high erosion hazard, erosion-proof surfacing would be used."
These design features would serve to limit the potential erosion impacts that could occur during
construction.
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Response to Comment LA-2-199. Currently there are 138 children living in FSH (Wolff 2006). Based
on the current ratio of children per housing unit, it is projected that there would be about 276 children
living in the redeveloped and expanded complex.
As noted in Volume III, Section 3.4.3.3 of the Draft EIR, the Family Student Housing Project is in the
schematic phase of design. However, the recreation facilities at FSH will include the playing field to the
south of the housing complex, the playground outside the Child Care Center, informal recreational spaces
with amenities such as picnic tables and shade structures, and small tot-lots. In addition to these recreation
spaces at FSH, all recreational facilities on the campus are available for use by all UC Santa Cruz
students/affiliates and the surrounding community.
Response to Comment LA-2-200. As stated on page 3-15 of the Draft EIR, the FSH Redevelopment
Project will have bicycle paths. As explained on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR Volume III, parking would be
provided in garages at the ground level for the “double corridor” prototype buildings. A “tuck-under”
parking space would be provided for each unit of town housing. Bicycle parking would be distributed
throughout the site near individual buildings. The precise location of these facilities within the
development footprint is not necessary for the analysis of project impacts.
The present level of planning for the FSH Redevelopment Project does not include detailed plans for
bicycle storage and/or racks, nor does it include detailed plans of sidewalks and other pedestrian facilities.
UC Santa Cruz has Campus Standards and Guidelines for the planning and design of campus facilities,
which include requirements for bicycle access and parking, pedestrian facilities, and compliance with
local, state, and federal requirements for accessibility. Campus Standards and Guidelines would be
applied as detailed site-specific plans are developed. The present level of detail is sufficient to evaluate
the potential transportation impacts of the project.
Response to Comment LA-2-201. Individual water meters are not planned for the FSH Redevelopment
Project at this time. However, as mentioned in the Project Description, the use of sustainable designs will
be encouraged in the construction of FSH. This will include the installation of very high efficiency
plumbing fixtures and the selection of appliances that meet Energy Star criteria. Also, please refer to
revised water conservation measures under LRDP Impact UTIL-9, in the Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter
3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1.
Response to Comment LA-2-202. As stated on page 3-20 of the Draft EIR Volume III, recycling
containers would be provided near each dumpster. Campus recycling programs are described on page
4.15-10 of the Draft EIR, Volume II.
Response to Comment LA-2-203. Colleges and University Housing Services (CUHS) has analyzed the
financial feasibility of the project and has concluded that the project is financially feasible. Phase 1 of the
FSH project is included in CUHS’s 10-year plan (UC Santa Cruz CUHS 2006).
Response to Comment LA-2-204. Draft EIR Figure 3-3 shows the proposed project superimposed on
the existing facility.
Response to Comment LA-2-205. Draft EIR, Volume III, page 3-23, has been revised to indicate that
the project-level analysis is tiered from the analysis in Volumes I and II of the Draft EIR. See Final EIR,
Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
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Response to Comment LA-2-206. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the FSH site is visible from several
locations on the campus. The visual simulation in Draft EIR Figure 4.1-12 provides the EIR reader with a
clear image of how the proposed complex would look in relationship to other development and landscape
features nearby.
Response to Comment LA-2-207. Draft EIR Figure 4.1-12 (Volume I) provides an accurate
representation of how the FSH complex will appear from Empire Grade Road. As explained in the
discussion of FSH Impact AES-3, Volume II, page 3-26, the tallest buildings will be positioned against a
dense screen of tall, compacted trees, thus diminishing the impression of height.
Response to Comment LA-2-208. Most of the mature trees that would be removed from the central
portion of the site were planted as part of the landscaping of the existing development, although some
redwood trees could also be removed. However, as directed by LRDP Mitigation AES-5C, the Campus
will direct the designers and construction contractors to minimize the removal of mature trees that are on
the perimeter of the site, especially those that are along the southern boundary of the project, so that they
would continue to screen the development as viewed from Empire Grade Road and Heller Drive.
Additional trees would be planted as part of the landscaping of the new development.
Response to Comment LA-2-209. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed redevelopment of the
FSH would not have a direct substantial adverse effect on any special-status plant species or on California
red-legged frog (CRLF). Regarding impacts to woodrats, please note that a survey of the woodlands that
would be affected by the FSH project was conducted by the project biologists during the preparation of
the Draft EIR. That survey did not reveal any woodrat nests within the woodlands. Furthermore, only one
woodrat nest has been observed outside of the north campus in the surveys that have been conducted on
the campus. Therefore, the potential for the FSH project to affect woodrats nests is considered low.
However, because woodrat nests could be established in the woodlands before commencement of
construction at the FSH site, to avoid any impacts to the species, the Campus will require the
implementation of LRDP Mitigation BIO-14, which requires preconstruction surveys of the affected area
for active woodrat nests. The text in Draft EIR Section 3.5.4.2 of Volume III has been updated to reflect
this information. For the revised text, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR
Text.
In addition, as described in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, Section 4.4.2.6, Effects of
Timberland Conversion, removal of redwood trees and mixed evergreen forest would not have a
significant adverse effect on sensitive species or sensitive natural communities. However, any tree
removal that is considered timberland conversion would be subject to the permitting and planning
requirements of the Z’berg-Njedly Forest Practice Act and its implementing regulations.
Response to Comment LA-2-210. The significance thresholds for evaluation of both construction and
operational noise are presented in Draft EIR Section 4.10, page 4.10-11. With respect to construction
noise, the significance threshold used in the Draft EIR is 80 dBA Leq daytime and evening, and 70 dBA
Leq nighttime.
Response to Comment LA-2-211. The analysis of school impacts under LRDP Impact PUB-3
adequately addresses the impact from the redevelopment of the FSH complex. As discussed on page 4.1214, the Santa Cruz School District (SCSD) uses a student generation rate of 0.261 student for every
dwelling unit on the campus. Applying that rate to the total number of additional units that would be
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constructed on campus (201 units for student families under the FSH Redevelopment Project and 125
units for faculty and staff for a total of 326 additional housing units for families on the campus), the Draft
EIR estimates that 85 school age children would be generated by this new housing (Draft EIR page 4.1214). As discussed in the Draft EIR and further explained in Response to Comment LA-2-119, the addition
of these 85 students to the SCSD schools including the nearby elementary school would not result in a
significant impact. Since the commenter is concerned about the near-term effect of FSH Redevelopment
Project only, additional information is provided below which also shows that the FSH Redevelopment
Project will not result in significant impacts on local schools.
With the redevelopment of the FSH complex, there would be 201 additional apartments for student
families on the campus. If the student generation rate is applied only to the 201 new FSH units, the
number of school-age children generated would be 52. Assuming that 55 percent of these are elementary
school students (see Response to Comment LA-2-199 as to how this percentage was derived), the total
number of additional elementary school children associated with FSH Redevelopment Project would be
about 29 students who would likely attend the nearby Westlake Elementary School. That school currently
has capacity for 63 additional students and therefore would be able to accommodate the students from the
FSH Redevelopment Project.
Response to Comment LA-2-212. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-199.
Response to Comment LA-2-213. The Draft EIR, Volume III, Table 3-8, shows a detailed year 2010
trip generation estimate of the FSH Redevelopment Project based on the project description. Table 3-9
shows the year 2010 trip generation for the level of growth of the 2005 LRDP estimated to occur in a sixyear period. The LRDP trip generation is derived from a straight-line interpolation between existing
(2004) traffic counts and 2020 trip estimates. Since the interpolation reflects six years of a 16-year
program of overall campus growth, it represents about 37 percent of the campus’ total growth. Therefore
the traffic associated with the FSH project (one of the major projects during the six year planning period)
would appear high relative to the LRDP’s growth. Also, the FSH project-level year 2010 evaluation does
not include trips generated by the 2300 Delaware Avenue site. Each project-specific evaluation is
conducted separately (see pages 3-57 and 4-47 in Volume III of the Draft EIR, but each also addresses the
cumulative impacts of the project and other campus and regional growth that are projected to occur in the
same timeframe as full development of the proposed project.
Response to Comment LA-2-214. The analysis of cumulative impacts in the Draft EIR takes into
account the traffic contributions of the FSH Redevelopment Project. There would be residual impacts
following mitigation of 2020 cumulative impacts, as noted by the commenter. These are addressed in
LRDP Impacts TRA-1 and TRA-2, Section 4.14 of Volume II of the Draft EIR. As reported in that
section, the residual cumulative traffic impact would be significant and unavoidable, even after
mitigation.
Response to Comment LA-2-215. As shown in Draft EIR Table 3-3, the proposed project would result
in an annual demand for about 16 million gallons of water. If this demand is compared to the currently
available reserve capacity 300 million gallons (as noted in the Draft EIR, Volume II, page 4.15-34), the
comparison shows that the incremental demand for water associated with the proposed project would be
easily met by the existing supplies and that the proposed FSH Redevelopment Project would not require
the development of a new water supply source.
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Regarding the discussion of cumulative impacts (LRDP Impacts UTIL-9 and UTIL-10) of campus growth
under the 2005 LRDP, the proposed FSH Redevelopment Project would contribute to the significant and
unavoidable cumulative impact on water supply but would not exceed it. For revised text, please see Final
EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text. Please note that FSH Project water demand was
included in the total projected demand from all development under 2005 LRDP.
Response to Comment LA-2-216. The Draft EIR lists the impacts of the FSH Redevelopment Project
that were found to be significant and unavoidable in two places. Table 3-1, Family Student Housing
Redevelopment Project Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, starting on page 3-1, lists all the
impacts and Mitigation Measures. They are also listed on page 3-67 of the Draft EIR, Volume III, under
Section 3.6.2, Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project.
Response to Comment LA-2-217. Please refer to Responses to Comments LA-2-193 through LA-2-236
for responses to specific concerns about the adequacy of the environmental analysis for these projects.
Response to Comment LA-2-218. The commenter is correct in that the text on Draft EIR, Volume III,
page 4-14, should have referenced the “Technology Incubator Project, described below.”
Response to Comment LA-2-219. The commenter suggests that Building C would not be able to
accommodate all the described activities. Draft EIR, Volume III, Table 4-2 on page 4-11 shows the space
that would be allocated to service and storage uses in Building C (25,000 asf). The specific service and
storage uses described on pages 4-13 to 4-14 include all the potential uses that are being considered for
accommodation in this space. Not all of these uses would actually be located at the 2300 Delaware
Avenue site.
Response to Comment LA-2-220. Unlike Building C, which would be developed for a variety of uses,
Buildings A and B are already developed to provide office space and would be used for that purpose.
Therefore, a space allocation table for Buildings A and B is not necessary.
Response to Comment LA-2-221. Page 4-17 of Chapter 4 in Volume III of the Draft EIR states that
there are 270 regular parking spaces and seven ADA-accessible parking spaces at 2300 Delaware
Avenue, for a total of 277 parking spaces at 2300 Delaware Avenue, consistent with the traffic section
(see page 4-57 in the same chapter).
Response to Comment LA-2-222. The fire station closest to 2300 Delaware Avenue is Fire Station #3 at
335 Younglove Avenue. 230 Walnut Street is the location of the Headquarters of the City of Santa Cruz
Fire Department. The correction is noted.
Response to Comment LA-2-223. A Coastal Development Permit would be required if new
development or change in the use were proposed at the 2300 Delaware Avenue site. The 2300 Delaware
Avenue Project does not require any development or alterations to the exterior of the buildings nor does it
propose any change to the overall use of the site. The University will seek a Coastal Development Permit
if required for the proposed project.
Response to Comment LA-2-224. The Draft EIR acknowledges that employees at 2300 Delaware
Avenue likely would contribute to increased use of the trails and open space areas around Antonelli Pond
and this increased use could result in substantial physical deterioration of recreational facilities (Draft EIR
Volume III, DA Impact REC-1). The Draft EIR includes DA Mitigation REC-1A, -1B and -2 to address
this impact. With respect to impacts to other City parks as a result of increased use by 2300 Delaware
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Avenue employees, it is anticipated that the residences of these employees would be rather widely
distributed, particularly since only limited new housing is expected to be developed in the City of Santa
Cruz under AMBAG forecasts. While these employees and their families would be expected to use local
parks, it would not be expected that this use would be concentrated in any one area of the City or County
(with the exception of Antonelli Pond, which is adjacent to the project site), but would, instead, be
distributed among the residence locations of these employees. For this reason, it is not anticipated that
2300 Delaware Avenue employees would make a discernable contribution to the use of any single local
park, and a significant impact is not anticipated.
Response to Comment LA-2-225. Please refer to Responses to Comments LA-2-120, -121, -122, -123, 124 and -125.
Response to Comment LA-2-226. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-9-66.
Response to Comment LA-2-227. The trip generation estimates in Draft EIR Table 4-8 are based on the
building square footage. The trip generation rates are from the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip
Generation Manual (7th Edition). Building square footage is a more reliable independent variable than the
number of employees for trip generation because building size is less subject to change and variation than
building population. It is important to note that the estimated employee “capacity” of a building is higher
than the actual occupancy of the building. This is because not all employees are present on any given day.
Typically 15 percent to 25 percent of employees representing the building’s capacity are absent. ITE’s
trip generation rates reflect typical building occupancies. Additionally, for this type of facility, employees
commute at different times of the day, so the peak hour generation does not reflect all of the site’s
employees traveling at the same time. The footnote simply states that 30 percent of the trips generated by
the 2300 Delaware Avenue site are between the site and the main campus. This information is important
to the 2005 LRDP trip generation estimates, which include the 2300 Delaware Avenue site traffic as a
separate line item. It is separately identified in both the program-level and the project-level analyses;
therefore the trips are not double counted in the 2005 LRDP trip generation estimates.
Response to Comment LA-2-228. Based on the standards of significance used in this Draft EIR, the
intersections of Mission/King-Union and Mission/Laurel are not significantly impacted, despite increases
in delay or worsening of the levels of service, because the project contributes three percent or less to the
traffic volume at either intersection. Also refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1 regarding traffic impact
significance standards.
Response to Comment LA-2-229. Based on the standards of significance adopted by the City and used
in this Draft EIR, the two identified intersections are not significantly impacted, and therefore mitigation
is not required.
Response to Comment LA-2-230. Currently, UC Santa Cruz provides all faculty and staff the
opportunity to purchase annual bus passes for $3.00 per month, which allows the staff or faculty member
to ride any SCMTD bus countywide at no extra charge. It is expected that this current service would be
continued for employees at the 2300 Delaware Avenue site. Further increasing the subsidy would not be
expected to increase ridership.
Response to Comment LA-2-231. The 2300 Delaware Avenue site is expected to generate parking
demand consistent with current campus parking characteristics for staff and faculty. The parking
requirement for Research and Development Facilities, under the City of Santa Cruz zoning code, requires
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parking to be calculated in one of two ways (whichever is greater): (1) one space for every 325 square
feet of building space, or (2) one space for every two employees. Based on building size the 2300
Delaware Avenue site would be required to provide 495 parking spaces. Based on projected employees,
the 2300 Delaware Avenue site would be required to provide between 332 and 391 spaces, depending on
how many employees would be present on a typical day. There are currently 277 parking spaces at the
site.
The City of Santa Cruz requirements result in parking ratios of 0.63 and 0.50 spaces per employee
respectively. These parking ratios are 60 percent to 100 percent higher than the documented campus-wide
parking demand among staff and faculty at the main campus (Transportation and Parking Services
(TAPS) Spring 2004 Parking Utilization Survey). Based on the TAPS data, the University does not
anticipate that faculty and staff at 2300 Delaware Avenue site would generate parking demand at the
parking ratios required by the City, although the facility may generate parking demand at higher ratios
than documented on site. The Draft EIR provides for monitoring of parking demand, and the provision of
additional parking should the demand exceed supply. DA Impact TRA-2 and LRDP Mitigation TRA-2A
remain relevant.
As a State owned property located within the Coastal Zone, 2300 Delaware Avenue site is subject to
California Coastal Act requirements, and not to the City’s local coastal program (LCP). Therefore, the
City’s parking standards are not relevant to the proposed project. The Coastal Act does not set specific
standards for parking, but does require that a development include adequate parking or a substitute means
of serving the development with public transportation (California Coastal Act Section 30252). The
University anticipates that the existing parking on the site, in conjunction with University’s TDM
measures to develop and encourage the use of alternative transportation and limit SOV traffic to the site,
will meet the Coastal Act requirement for adequate parking.
Response to Comment LA-2-232. The CEQA threshold of significance used in this analysis indicates
that a project would have a significant impact if it would: (1) require or result in the construction or
expansion of water facilities, which would cause significant environmental effects, and/or (2) result in the
need for new or expanded water supply entitlements due to insufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and resources (see Draft EIR Volume II, Section 4.15, Utilities).
Water use for the 2300 Delaware Avenue Project was compared to the existing system-wide demand in
order to demonstrate that the incremental increase in demand from this project would not be considered
significant. Comparing the project’s water demand of 3.4 million gallons per year to remaining system
capacity, as requested in the comment, would show that the 300 million gallons per year of existing
surplus water (see Draft EIR Volume II, page 4.15-4) would be adequate to serve the project during
normal years. During drought years, while supply falls severely short of demand, the 2300 Delaware
Avenue project alone would not warrant development of a new supply source to address drought supply
issues, as further discussed below.
As indicated in the Draft EIR Volume II, Section 4.15, Utilities, and elaborated on in Master Response
UTIL-1, the need for a new supply source initially to address drought conditions is due to existing
system-wide demand, as well as anticipated cumulative growth. Likewise, the need to ultimately expand
this new source to provide for adequate supplies during normal years, which is likely to occur beyond
2020, is also due to anticipated cumulative growth. The 2300 Delaware Avenue Project alone would not
warrant such a new source to address either drought or normal conditions. As the project would not
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require new or expanded entitlements, or the construction of new or expanded water supply facilities, the
project would not result in a significant water supply impact under CEQA (see Draft EIR Volume III,
page 4-60).
Response to Comment LA-2-233. Please see Response to Comment LA-2-232 for a discussion of the
2300 Delaware Avenue Project’s water supply impacts during drought conditions.
Response to Comment LA-2-234. The cumulative impacts of campus growth under the Draft 2005
LRDP, including the 2300 Delaware Avenue Project, are adequately addressed under LRDP Impacts
UTIL-9 and UTIL-10. Moreover, the project specific analysis of water supply issues for 2300 Delaware
Avenue provided in Draft EIR Volume III correctly indicates that the project’s contribution to these
impacts would be cumulatively considerable (see Draft EIR Volume III, page 4-61). This and other
cumulative impacts of the project were not acknowledged separately in Table 4-1, because they were fully
accounted for in the Draft EIR analysis of the Draft 2005 LRDP (Volumes I and II).
Response to Comment LA-2-235. Draft EIR, Volume III, Table 4-1 on pages 4-4 through 4-7, lists all
impacts of the proposed project, including those found to be significant and unavoidable.
Response to Comment LA-2-236. The Lower Density Laboratory Space Alternative differs from the
proposed project only with respect to the use of Building C, and that the use of the building under the
proposed project does not involve relocation of any employees from west side leases.
However, under the proposed 2005 Draft LRDP, a net total of 575 University employees would work at
facilities on the west side. Since under the Lower Density Lab Space Alternative, the 2300 Delaware
Avenue facility would accommodate only 423 employees (300 in Building A and B and 123 in Building
C), the University would seek to accommodate up to 152 employees in west side leases. Occupancy of
leased spaces would be subject to project-specific environmental analyses as appropriate.
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Response to Comment Letter LA-3
Response to Comment LA-3-1. The building program described in the 2005 LRDP is based on the
California Postsecondary Education Commission’s (CPEC) space standards for the state’s higher
education facilities. As the Campus does not currently meet these standards, the amount of additional
building space provided for in the 2005 LRDP is greater than what would be required based solely on the
projected enrollment growth.
Response to Comment LA-3-2. Similar to a city or county general plan, the 2005 LRDP is a policy
document that provides a planning and design framework for campus development over the next 15 years.
Please see Response to Comment FA-1-1. The language cited by the commenter from page 62 of the
Draft LRDP explains to the reader that specific development projects may involve site-specific
adjustments to the land uses identified in the LRDP, but that the overall development thresholds
established in the LRDP and analyzed in the 2005 LRDP EIR will not be exceeded.
Response to Comment LA-3-3. The use of an existing on-campus well to supplement the water supply
during drought emergencies is a mitigation measure (LRDP Mitigation UTIL-9I) identified under LRDP
Impact UTIL-9, and the impact of this mitigation measure on the groundwater aquifer and down-gradient
streams and springs is evaluated under LRDP Impact HYD-5. With respect to on- and off-campus water
supply infrastructure that would be constructed to serve the growth on the campus, the impact of these
infrastructure improvements is discussed under LRDP Impact UTIL-1. Regarding the City’s desalination
plant, please refer to Section 5.3.15.3 in Master Response UTIL-1, which explains that campus growth on
its own would not require the development of a new water supply source. This Master Response further
explains that a new supply source is needed now in order to provide for reliability in the system during
drought conditions even without campus growth. The environmental consequences of constructing and
operating a desalination plant are discussed on page 4.15-6 and pages 4.15-35 and -36 of the Draft EIR
and in Section 5.2.15.4 of Master Response UTIL-1.
Response to Comment LA-3-4. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9 regarding revisions to
2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and Volume IV, Chapter 3 of the Final EIR for the full text of
revised measures.
Response to Comment LA-3-5. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9 regarding revisions to
2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and Volume IV, Chapter 3 of the Final EIR for the full text of
revised measures. As indicated in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, the 1.5 acres of coastal prairie in
Crown Meadow are the only grasslands identified for development that contain sensitive natural
communities or special-status plant species. Grasslands may contain habitat for some special-status
wildlife species and LRDP mitigation measures identified in the Biological Resources section would be
implemented on a project-by-project basis, as warranted, to ensure that impacts to special-status wildlife
species do not occur.
Response to Comment LA-3-6. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9 regarding revisions to
2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and Volume IV, Chapter 3 of the Final EIR for the full text of
revised measures.
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Response to Comment LA-3-7. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9 regarding revisions to
2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1 of the Final EIR for
the full text of revised measures.
Response to Comment LA-3-8. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9 regarding revisions to
2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1 of the Final EIR for
the full text of revised measures.
Response to Comment LA-3-9. In response to comments, LRDP Mitigations AES-3A, AES-3B, AES5B, AES-5C, AIR-1, AIR-2A, AIR-6, HYD-3C, HYD-3D, NOIS-1, and POP-3 have been revised to
eliminate phrases that commenters have objected to as vague, such as “to the extent feasible,” “where
feasible,” “when possible,” and “as appropriate.” Please refer to Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 3,
Revised Table 2-1, for the full text of the revised mitigation measures. Some references to feasibility are
appropriate, however, and have been retained in the following circumstances:
•

For mitigation measures that will be implemented on a project-by-project basis, the feasibility may
depend on the specific site conditions and project objectives, and cannot be determined until details of
the proposed project are available. In such cases, the EIR identifies several alternative mitigation
measures or options for implementation. This group of mitigation measures includes LRDP
Mitigations AIR-2A, BIO-1A and BIO-1B, BIO-2A and BIO-2B, BIO-3A through BIO-3D, BIO-4A
through BIO 4C, BIO-12A and BIO-12B, CULT-1A through CULT-1H, CULT-2D through CULT2F, CULT-3A and CULT-3B, and CULT-4A through CULT-4D.

•

In a few instances, the EIR has identified mitigation measures for less-than-significant impacts.
Mitigation of less-than-significant impacts is not required by CEQA, however, and it is appropriate
for these voluntary measures to be worded to provide flexibility in their implementation. Mitigation
measures that fall into this group are LRDP Mitigations NOIS-3 and UTIL-5.

•

LRDP Mitigation NOIS-1 requires locating construction equipment and staging areas at least 100 feet
away from noise-sensitive land uses “as feasible” and also requires notification “whenever possible”
of academic, administrative and residential areas that will be subject to construction. The mitigation
measure has been revised to eliminate “whenever possible” from the notification requirement and to
clarify this requirement. The impact analysis acknowledges that for infill development, where new
construction may be located adjacent to existing buildings, it may not be possible to locate
construction equipment and staging areas 100 feet from buildings. The EIR therefore appropriately
concludes that the impact is significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment LA-3-10. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-36 regarding assumptions
used in the visual simulations. Also, as stated in Chapter 1, Introduction (page 1-5), the 2005 LRDP EIR
is a Program EIR that evaluates at a program level the effects of the growth that could occur on the
campus under the proposed LRDP. Therefore, approximate building height and massing information is
used as the basis for developing visual simulations for this Program EIR. As noted in Response to
Comment LA-2-36, new text has been added to the Analytical Methods section (page 4.1-10), providing
the general height and size information that was used to develop the visual simulations (See also Volume
IV, Chapter 3 of the Final EIR for changes to the Draft EIR text). Each subsequent development project
undertaken during the planning horizon of the 2005 LRDP will be examined in light of the Program EIR
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to determine whether additional environmental documentation must be prepared. This documentation
could include additional visual simulations and/or analyses and may require new mitigation measures.
Response to Comment LA-3-11. Please refer to Master Response HYDRO-1.
Response to Comment LA-3-12. Please refer to Responses to Comments I-74-1 and LA-2-81.
Response to Comment LA-3-13. The discussion provided on pages 4.8-16 to -17 and 4.8-37 to 4.8-41
supports the conclusion that the project would not result in significant impacts to groundwater supplies,
recharge, or quality. Even though the addition of impervious surfaces would prevent recharge within the
building footprint, LRDP Mitigation HYD-3D would be implemented to maximize infiltration near the
building site, and recharge would still occur downstream where runoff enters sinkholes. As explained on
pages 4.8-39 to 4.8-40 of the Draft EIR, numerous precautions are heeded during pressure grouting for
construction to avoid impacts to water flow and quality.
Based on data presented in Table 4.8-1 and on pages 4.8-40 and -41, the groundwater aquifer yield is
sufficiently large that withdrawing 3.38 acre-feet per year would have little or no effect.
Response to Comment LA-3-14. The discussion in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the
Draft EIR is consistent with the discussion and analysis in the Utilities section of the EIR. The use of an
existing on-campus well to supply water for irrigation purposes during drought years is one of several
mitigation measures (LRDP Mitigation UTIL-9I) included in the Draft EIR Section 4.15 (page 4.15-33)
to address the project’s impact on water supply during drought years. Note that groundwater extraction
from the on-campus well is not proposed for normal water years. The mitigation measure from the
Utilities section of the Draft EIR is cross-referenced on page 4.8-40 of the Hydrology and Water Quality
section, and the potential effects of pumping water from this well are evaluated on pages 4.8-40 and –41
and are found to be less than significant. There would be no other impacts from the operation of the well.
Response to Comment LA-3-15. The current City of Santa Cruz General Plan has a horizon year of
2005 and the Santa Cruz County General Plan has a horizon year of 2014. Because neither plan has a
horizon year to 2020, as does the 2005 LRDP, they would not include University growth through that
date. Additionally, as UC Santa Cruz is a state entity, these plans are not applicable on University
property. Therefore, the growth anticipated within these municipalities would not necessarily reflect the
growth of the campus. Please also refer to Master Response LU-1 for additional information regarding
consistency with the City and County general plans.
Response to Comment LA-3-16. Please refer to Master Response LU-1, which addresses the County’s
concern regarding consistency with the City and County general plans.
Response to Comment LA-3-17. The analysis of the compatibility of campus growth with existing onand off-campus land uses is evaluated in LRDP Impact LU-2 (Volume II, Draft EIR page 4.9-10).
Substantial land use incompatibilities typically relate to noise, air quality, public health, and/or traffic
impacts that can occur when siting different types of land uses in proximity to one another, such as
residential and industrial uses. The conclusion reached in LRDP Impact LU-2 related to compatibility
with existing on-campus land uses is supported by the evidence, as described below (Please refer to
Response to Comment LA-3-18 regarding the impact conclusions related to the compatibility of campus
growth with off-campus land uses).
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•

The 2005 LRDP land use designations take into consideration the compatibility between existing
adjacent and proposed campus land uses by maintaining the existing pattern of concentrating
development in the central campus core with the colleges forming an arc around it. Therefore, most
new construction would occur adjacent to existing similar uses. For example, new academic uses
would be sited mostly in the existing campus core adjacent to other academic uses, with some
expansion of these functions to the north.

•

The Cowell Ranch Historic District “overlay” proposed for the Campus Support area surrounding the
main entrance of campus would avoid visually incompatible land uses via a detailed land use
compatibility analysis as part of planning for specific projects within the overlay area. This analysis
would ultimately be conducted under the Final Cowell Ranch Historic District Management Plan,
once adopted. However, LRDP Mitigation AES-4 is intended to be an interim protective measure to
avoid visually incompatible land uses, as the visual setting of the historic district is the principal issue
for adjacent development.

•

Development under the 2005 LRDP would not conflict with on-campus land conservation efforts,
because the amount of natural and preserved habitat lands on campus would increase under the 2005
LRDP, and new buildings adjacent to natural lands would be required to use best management
practices for construction and follow LRDP guidelines for sustainability and maintenance of the
unique natural setting. Additionally, LRDP Impact BIO-1 addresses the edge effects of new
development on sensitive habitats and LRDP Mitigations BIO-1A and –1B minimize these edge
effects and other indirect impacts.

•

The possible displacement of the Campus Trailer Park would not result in a land-use conflict, as the
land use designation for the site would remain the same. Please also refer to Response to Comment
LA-2-92 for additional information about land use conflicts related to the Campus Trailer Park.

Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-20 for a discussion of Campus Resource Land. There are no
plans for amendment of the 2005 LRDP at this time; such an amendment would be necessary before any
housing could be built on lands designated Campus Resource Land.
Response to Comment LA-3-18. Incompatibilities with adjacent off-campus uses are analyzed in LRDP
Impact LU-2 on Draft EIR page 4.9-12. Text has been added to the Final EIR to provide additional
information on this issue. See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, text change to page 4.9-12. The vast
majority of campus lands that are subject to new development under the 2005 LRDP Land Use Plan
(Figure 3-5) are set back from campus boundaries and adjacent off-campus development, and therefore,
would not result in incompatibilities with adjacent off-campus uses. Setbacks from campus boundaries
and adjacent development would be provided through the Land Use Plan itself. The text on page 4.9-12
has been revised to clarify this point. There are a few exceptions with respect to setbacks from adjacent
development including the main campus entrance area and the Campus Support area off of Empire Grade
Road. The main campus entrance area is already developed in a manner that is compatible with existing
adjacent residential, school, and commercial uses. Moreover, very little new development is planned for
this area of campus under the 2005 LRDP. The other area proposed for development that is in relatively
close proximity to developed areas off-campus is the Campus Support area off of Empire Grade Road,
which is addressed in detail in LRDP Impact LU-2. LRDP Mitigations AES-5E, AES-6B, and AES-6C
would ensure that University activities at this location would not be visually obtrusive at the site’s
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boundary and therefore land uses would be compatible. Please also refer to Response to Comment ORG4-2 for additional information about the Campus Support area off of Empire Grade Road related to land
use compatibility issues.
Response to Comment LA-3-19. The Draft EIR reports all available data and forecasts of population,
including the 2000 US Census, the 2004 AMBAG forecasts, and population estimates from the
Department of Finance. As explained in the Draft EIR (page 4.11-5), AMBAG forecasts are used
throughout the analysis because they are the only source of city-level population, housing and
employment forecasts. In addition, the use of these forecasts for evaluation of population and housing
impacts is consistent with the traffic analysis contained in the Draft EIR, which uses the AMBAG Travel
Demand Model for the study area. That model is also based on the 2004 AMBAG forecasts. Development
of revised regional population, housing, and employment forecasts that incorporate the LRDP growth was
not considered necessary because AMBAG population forecasts are reliable city-level population
forecasts; all of the projected employment on the campus is already included in the AMBAG employment
forecasts (see Response to Comment LA-3-20 below); and housing forecasts in the AMBAG projections
are conservative compared to previous City housing forecasts. In addition, the impact analysis in the Draft
EIR is conservative because it assumes that none of the 2005 LRDP-related population (students and
employees) is accounted for in the AMBAG forecasts and incrementally adds that population to the
AMBAG forecasts. Also refer to Response to Comment LA-9-39.
Response to Comment LA-3-20. The Draft EIR explains on pages 4.11-5 and -6 that because AMBAG
adopted the constrained growth scenario for the Santa Cruz area, minimal increases in population and
housing are projected in the county. The low growth rates for the study area are also presented in Table
4.11-2. It is because of the low growth rates that the Draft EIR finds that Draft 2005 LRDP-related growth
will account for 31 to 38 percent of the projected population growth in the entire study area (Draft EIR
page 4.11-19) and between 100 to 118 percent of the projected growth within the city of Santa Cruz in
2020. Note that the population associated with the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, which reflects the Reduced
Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the Draft EIR, would account for a relatively
smaller portion of the population growth in the City and region.
The Draft EIR notes on page 4.11-6 that the Campus’s employment growth under the LRDP is more than
adequately addressed in the 2004 AMBAG forecasts. This is based not just on the fact that the AMBAG
forecasts include substantial employment growth within the city of Santa Cruz, but also on an
examination of the AMBAG travel demand model. That model shows that, in the Traffic Analysis Zones
34 and 35 (the zones corresponding to the Campus), AMBAG included a total of 6,175 jobs in 2020. If
the existing 4,080 jobs on the campus were added to the new 1,520 new jobs that would be created on the
campus under the Draft 2005 LRDP, the total jobs on the campus in 2020 would be 5,600. Under the
Final Draft 2005 LRDP the total number of employees in 2020 would be 5,420. Thus, AMBAG forecast
includes more employment growth on the campus than is projected under the Final Draft 2005 LRDP.
Response to Comment LA-3-21. The comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the EIR.
Therefore, no response is required.
Response to Comment LA-3-22. As the Draft EIR explains, to address the need for housing, the
University has instituted measures in the past to create additional housing capacity, including the
conversion of student lounges to bedrooms and the leasing of properties in the city. The demand for this
additional capacity has fluctuated over time, and some of the spaces converted to accommodate housing
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demand have reverted to other uses when not in demand for housing. The University would continue to
use strategies of this kind to accommodate demand that might occur in excess of available on-campus
housing in any given year.
Response to Comment LA-3-23. Please see Master Response POP-1 (Impact on Regional Housing
Supply) and Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus Housing).
Response to Comment LA-3-24. Please see Master Response POP-1 (Impact on Regional Housing
Supply). The Draft EIR analyzes the impacts of the housing proposed by the 2005 LRDP.
Response to Comment LA-3-25. The text on pages 4.11-12 and -13 of the Draft EIR has been revised to
clarify that the City, through the General Plan process, promotes the development of new housing but
does not itself produce housing (See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text).
Therefore, in addition to building on-campus housing, the University will work with the City in planning
for additional housing (see Master Response POP-1 regarding revised LRDP Mitigation POP-3).
However, the housing industry is a private sector enterprise, and new housing is constructed in areas that
have unmet housing demand. Given the tight housing market in the study area, if the City encourages the
development of housing by designating additional housing sites and by allowing higher densities on sites
already designated for residential use, then the probability is fairly high that additional housing will be
developed. The LRDP includes land use designations and goals to increase the on-campus housing supply
and will continue, as in the past, to respond to increased demand for on-campus housing by providing
additional on-campus housing. Also, please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-41 and Master Response
ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus Housing).
Response to Comment LA-3-26. Please see Response to Comment LA-3-41 regarding enrollment and
on-campus housing. Please also see Master Response ALT-5, which demonstrates why more housing
cannot be provided on the campus. The University has, however, expanded and improved the mitigation
measures to address housing impacts. Please see Master Response POP-1 with respect to improved LRDP
Mitigation POP-3.
Response to Comment LA-3-27. The Draft EIR discusses the limited growth in housing stock projected
for the City and the rest of the county in the 2004 AMBAG forecasts, and the somewhat higher number of
housing units targeted in the City’s Housing Element. Housing impacts are evaluated in the Draft EIR by
comparing the cumulative demand for housing, including the demand created by the proposed project, to
the projected supply. Because the demand would exceed the supply, on page 4.11-26 the Draft EIR states
that there could be one of two outcomes of this condition. In response to the unmet demand for housing,
the communities in the study area might decide to plan for and encourage the development of additional
housing; and if so, there would be environmental effects from the development of housing, which are
discussed in Section 6.3, Growth Inducing Impacts of the LRDP. Alternately, the communities may
decide not to allow for the provision of any additional housing, and the new population would be forced
to live at greater distances and commute to the study area. Beyond what is discussed in the Draft EIR,
further evaluation of these secondary consequences of the cumulative impact on housing, or potential
environmental effects (such as the potential for increased long distance commuter traffic) would be
speculative.
Response to Comment LA-3-28. The 1962 and 1965 Agreements referred to by the commenter commit
the City to provide water to the entire Campus, including areas that would be developed for the first time
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under the 2005 LRDP. The City agreed to extend water lines “as may be necessary to provide for campus
development” and “as…the reasonable needs of the University…may require.” (1962 Agreement, Section
6.) Under California law, the City’s promise to provide this infrastructure is a promise to provide water:
the right to connect to City water or sewer lines is equivalent to the right to use them (See also 1965
Agreement, Section A (2) (Drumm 2006). As the Draft EIR shows, the City has the capacity to provide
sufficient water for all of its users, including the Campus at the development levels envisioned in the 2005
LRDP, during normal years through 2020. The 1962 and 1965 agreements thus are not paper water,
because the water to fulfill them actually exists. The Draft EIR acknowledges, however, that the City will
need to develop new water sources for drought-year supplies. The Draft EIR at pages 4.15-35 through –37
considers the environmental impacts of developing those sources. See Master Response UTIL-1, Section
5.2.15.4. Further information concerning the environmental impacts of new water supply is available in
the City’s Integrated Water Plan and the associated EIR. The 2005 LRDP EIR thus considers the
reliability of future supplies and the consequences of developing new ones. Please see Master Response
UTIL-1 for detailed explanation of water supply and demand projections, and why the analysis in the
Draft EIR is accurate and appropriate.
Response to Comment LA-3-29. The City’s 1998 water demand estimates prepared by Maddaus and
used by the City in preparing the 2000 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) and the Integrated Water
Plan (IWP) included a separate line item for the UC Santa Cruz campus water demand, as discussed on
page 4.15-33 of the Draft EIR. The City did not contemplate the level of campus growth now being
proposed under the 2005 LRDP in its water planning efforts because the IWP predates the 2005 LRDP.
While this is the case, the City’s forecasts include more than the amount of water for the campus as is
now being projected by the Campus as needed to serve the campus growth under the 2005 LRDP. Please
see Master Response UTIL-1 (Sections 5.2.15.2 and 5.2.15.3) for information about the inclusion of the
Campus’s water demand under the 2005 LRDP in the City’s water demand forecasts. Section 5.2.15.3.2
of this response also discusses the demand for water by the LRDP-related off-campus population that
would reside within the City’s service area.
Response to Comment LA-3-30. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-1 (Section 5.2.15.3) for a
discussion of LRDP impacts related to the need for a desalination plant.
Response to Comment LA-3-31. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-1 with respect to the impact of
LRDP-related off-campus growth.
Response to Comment LA-3-32. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-2 with respect to LRDP water
supply mitigation measures, which have been revised to clarify the Campus’s commitment to reduce
campus water demand.
Response to Comment LA-3-33. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.3.1 in Master Response UTIL-1 as to
why a discussion of a “project-only” water supply impact would not accurately describe the impacts of
the 2005 LRDP on water supply.
Response to Comment LA-3-34. An analysis of Highways 1 and 17 has been prepared and circulated
for public and agency comment in the Recirculated Draft EIR – Additional Traffic Analysis. With respect
to the selection of study intersections, please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-138.
Response to Comment LA-3-35. Because full development under the 2005 LRDP will not be realized
for at least 15 years, an evaluation of the project’s impacts under an artificial existing plus project
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scenario would not be meaningful because conditions are expected to change during the course of project
development, independent of the proposed LRDP.
Response to Comment LA-3-36. The Draft EIR, as a program-level document, identified mitigation
measures for implementation of the full 2005 LRDP program. In addition, it is anticipated that projectspecific mitigation measures may need to be identified and implemented in conjunction with individual
capital projects based on project-specific environmental review as these projects are proposed.
Response to Comment LA-3-37. Please refer to Responses to Comments LA-2-133 and LA-3-36.
Response to Comment LA-3-38. With respect to the timing of growth relative to infrastructure
improvements, please see Response to Comment LA-3-41 below. The year 2020 With Project scenario
includes any programmed (i.e., funded) transportation project that is expected to be constructed before or
by 2020, based on the planning of UC Santa Cruz and of local and regional agencies.
Response to Comment LA-3-39. Traffic counts were conducted by professional data collection firms
using standard industry practices. The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) provides very limited
trip generation data for universities. The 7th Edition of ITE’s Trip Generation manual publishes trip
generation rates based on six surveys across the United States. Because of the unique nature of traffic
associated with individual universities, the limited ITE data do not provide an “accepted” rate. In fact,
ITE encourages the derivation of a local trip generation rate when the Trip Generation manual includes a
very limited number of surveys and the land use is highly unique. Accordingly, the actual trip generation
at the UC Santa Cruz campus was studied. The use of existing traffic counts provided more precise traffic
generation rates for the UC campus than could have been derived by using the ITE national rates.
Response to Comment LA-3-40. Please see Response to Comment LA-2-145.
Response to Comment LA-3-41. As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR identifies and imposes feasible
measures to mitigate environmental impacts of the proposed project. The commenter states that an
alternative should have been considered which links enrollment growth with the pace of growth of
housing, water infrastructure and supply improvements, and traffic improvements.
The 2005 LRDP, in combination with proposed mitigation and existing University policy, already
provides for phasing to link infrastructure and housing development to enrollment growth. Analysis of the
proposed alternative is thus not necessary. With respect to housing supply, because it is campus policy to
construct housing as demand warrants, since the demand for additional housing would be a result for
enrollment growth, housing effectively would be phased with the pace of enrollment growth. As
discussed in Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative), the LRDP program
goal of housing 50 percent of undergraduates (and portions of the graduate, faculty and staff populations)
is realistic. In addition, LRDP Mitigations POP-3A through 3C have been added to the Final EIR to more
effectively address housing impacts. With respect to water supply, the Draft EIR includes mitigation
measures that would be triggered by defined levels of water consumption. These have been further refined
in the Final EIR for more effective implementation, and particularly to ensure early implementation of
water-saving measures (see LRDP Mitigations UTIL-9A through 9I). With the inclusion of specifications
regarding timing of implementation, the water supply mitigation measures are appropriately designed to
ensure that their implementation would be appropriately linked with population growth and campus
development. With respect to off-campus traffic mitigations, as discussed in the Draft EIR the
implementation of off-campus traffic improvements is beyond the control of the University, irrespective
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of the timing of University development. The Campus has committed to pay its fair share of traffic
improvements that would mitigate impacts to which campus traffic contributes significantly (See Master
Response MIT-1 regarding the University’s fair share contributions). It is assumed that the appropriate
timing of those improvements will be determined by the agencies responsible for the affected
intersections. The mitigation measures proposed in the EIR are feasible and the University is committed
to implementing them.
Response to Comment LA-3-42. The Draft EIR considers a Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative
(Draft EIR, pages 5-20 to 5-23). Please refer to Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment
Growth). Note that the Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft
2005 LRDP (September 2006), which revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced
Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP,
please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements.
Response to Comment LA-3-43. Please refer to Master Response ALT-2 (Proposed Program Growth at
Another UC Campus or a New Site).
Response to Comment LA-3-44. Please refer to Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus
Housing Alternative) and Master Response UTIL-1 (Impacts on Regional Water Supply).
Response to Comment LA-3-45. The proposed Draft 2005 LRDP included provisions for 3,390 new
student beds. Note that the Campus has refined the proposed project since publication of the Draft EIR.
The Final Draft 2005 LRDP, which represents the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously
analyzed in the Draft EIR, includes enrollment of 19,500 students and construction of 2,299 student beds.
Student beds would be provided by some reconstruction of and increased density in existing housing (as
is proposed for the Family Student Housing Redevelopment Project, Draft EIR, Volume III, Chapter 3),
and by new construction and by overflow conversion as needed (conversion of common areas into beds
spaces as needed on an interim basis). The proposed project also includes 125 new units of employee
housing, but designates sufficient land area to accommodate about 250 employee-housing units, which
could be constructed if demand were identified. Under the Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative,
which was considered but rejected as infeasible (Draft EIR, Volume II, Section 5.3.3), all new
undergraduate and graduate students would be housed on campus, for a total of 6,970 new student beds,
or over twice as many beds as under the proposed project. In addition, 375 new faculty and staff units
would need to be constructed, which is three times the number proposed in the 2005 LRDP, and 50
percent more than could be accommodated on the lands designated for employee housing in the 2005
LRDP. Assuming that the land use plan would be maintained as proposed, under the Increased OnCampus Housing Alternative new housing would have to be developed at significantly higher densities
than anticipated under the 2005 LRDP, in order to fit into the areas designated for housing in the land use
plan. Increased density at these sites could be achieved through development of high-rise apartments, or
larger buildings spaced more closely together, or both. It is unlikely that the employee housing areas
could accommodate single-family homes, and it is possible that some high-rise employee housing would
be needed here as well. Such high-rise development conflicts with campus principles. Please also refer to
Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus Housing) and Master Response ALT-6 (Increased Infill
Development) for more on these topics.
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Increased housing could be accommodated on the campus without increasing the planned density by
designating additional areas for housing development. The disadvantage of this approach is that more
land would be developed, with a resulting increase in impacts with respect to storm water runoff from
impervious surfaces, loss of sensitive habitats, and potential intrusions into valued landscapes and views
(such as open meadow area), and visual impacts to the Cowell Ranch and Lime Industry Historic District.
Response to Comment LA-3-46. Please refer to Master Response ALT-5 for an in-depth discussion of
the feasibility of the Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative.
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Response to Comment Letter LA-4
Response to Comment LA-4-1. As part of LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B, the University will evaluate the
effectiveness of the Level 1 and Level 2 Transportation Demand Management measures shown in the
Draft EIR, Table 4.14-19, and will, as warranted, implement effective measures that are within the
University’s jurisdiction. This includes working with SCMTD to identify the most effective routes for
possible express service. The Campus is committed to working cooperatively with SCMTD, and under
appropriate contractual arrangements, will continue to pay for transit services provided by SCMTD and
others to the Campus.
Response to Comment LA-4-2. The University will support implementation of the Bus Rapid Transit
alternatives presented in the Bay Corridor Preliminary Feasibility Analysis: Bus Rapid Transit (Urbitran
Associates, March 2006) and related future studies. The University will collaborate with local agencies to
further evaluate and refine the alternatives such as a dedicated transitway and implement feasible
measures within the University’s jurisdiction. During the preparation of the Draft EIR, Urbitran
Associates identified the types of measures that were being studied in the feasibility analysis. These
measures were included as potential types of mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. Measures including
queue jump lanes and transit signal priority systems were found to be feasible and effective and are
therefore included in LRDP Mitigations TRA-4A and 4B as stated on page 4.14-56. The Campus is
committed to working cooperatively with SCMTD and, will negotiate, in the context of existing
contractual mechanisms, to determine the University’s appropriate contributions for transit services and
service improvements provided by SCMTD. Feasible BRT improvements have been added to the list of
measures in Draft EIR Table 4.14-19 that would implement LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B. Please see Final
EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment LA-4-3. As explained in more detailed in Response to Comment LA-2-128,
currently, about 55 percent of trips to the campus are made by transit, carpool, bike and walking. LRDP
Mitigation TRA-2B commits the University to expanding its Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program. The program will aim to at least maintain, and if possible, raise the proportion of
person-trips to and from campus that use alternate transportation modes (such as transit, multi-occupant
autos, vanpools, and bicycles) above the current 55 percent of trips made using these modes. The
particular methods to be used in meeting this goal will be determined as LRDP implementation
progresses in order to ensure that the most effective measures are put in place.
Moreover, it should be noted that the Draft EIR primarily relies on the infrastructure improvements to
mitigate traffic impacts, although these improvements are not sufficient to reduce the impacts to lessthan-significant levels. The Draft EIR thus concludes that traffic impacts are significant and unavoidable.
With the ongoing TDM program, the Campus will attempt to further reduce traffic impacts, but the Draft
EIR does not conclude that it can eliminate all significant adverse effects, as the effectiveness of the TDM
program cannot be guaranteed. The current program is already quite successful, and as the number of
single-occupancy vehicle trips shrinks, eliminating more of them will become more difficult. However,
because of its commitment to continue to seek effective up-to-date solutions, the University expects to be
successful in at least maintaining and, if possible, increasing the share of alternative transportation modes
in trips associated with the campus.
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Response to Comment LA-4-4. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-4-3. The University is
currently planning to expand and fully fund University vanpools. The University will contribute its fair
share (as defined in the Draft EIR and Master Response MIT-1) to the implementation of park and ride
facilities and multi-modal hubs utilized by University students, staff, and faculty.
Response to Comment LA-4-5. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-4-3.
Response to Comment LA-4-6. As stated in the Draft EIR, the University recognizes that students,
faculty and staff may park on the residential streets surrounding the campus, and the demand for parking
on these streets may result in inconvenience for local residents. The University also recognizes that the
demand for neighborhood parking by local residents themselves may be high, particularly because many
households have multiple cars and limited off-street parking. In response to this potential impact with
respect to parking supply, the proposed 2005 LRDP includes adequate parking supply on campus to meet
the anticipated demand from the campus and visitor population, such that the proposed project would not
increase parking demands on surrounding streets. However, even if an adequate supply of parking is
provided on the campus, there may be those who will still park on surrounding public streets to avoid
paying parking fees. The City of Santa Cruz’ Residential Parking Permit program for the neighborhoods
in the vicinity of the campus already provides an enforcement mechanism to control this effect, and this
program could be expanded if needed. The Campus will continue to support the City in its efforts related
to this program by providing campus affiliates with a range of viable options to driving to the campus and
by providing adequate parking on campus. LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B is aimed at reducing SOV use and
would also address parking storage demand associated with the campus by expanding facilities and
services that make alternatives to driving attractive and cost-effective. With these measures in place, it is
anticipated that 2005 LRDP development will not contribute significantly to non-resident parking in
neighborhoods adjacent to the campus.
Response to Comment LA-4-7. The Draft EIR uses the City of Santa Cruz’s adopted standards of
significance for traffic impacts, which are set forth on page 4.14-32 of the Draft EIR (also see Master
Response TRAFFIC-1 [Traffic Standards of Significance]). While implementation of the 2005 LRDP
would increase the delay at the unsignalized intersection of Highland Street and High Street, the
intersection still would not meet warrants for the installation of a traffic signal, and traffic related to the
2005 LRDP therefore would not cause a significant impact.
Response to Comment LA-4-8. Planned improvements at the intersections of Mission Street and Bay
Street, and Bay Street and Escalona Street are identified in the City’s current Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) as being funded either through gas taxes or grants, or through the City’s traffic impact fee
program. Because the improvements at this intersection are identified as being funded through the City’s
traffic impact fee program, it is reasonable to assume the improvements will be implemented. The
intersection of Mission/Bay Street is identified as a significantly affected intersection in the Draft EIR and
the University will contribute its fair share to mitigate these impacts as described on page 4.14-46 of the
Draft EIR and in Master Response MIT-1.
Response to Comment LA-4-9. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-158.
Response to Comment LA-4-10. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-158.
Response to Comment LA-4-11. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-4-1.
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Response to Comment LA-4-12. LRDP Mitigation TRA-4E states that the University shall implement
the bicycle circulation elements of the 2005 LRDP as needed to maintain and enhance the effectiveness of
bicycles as a transportation mode. The 2005 LRDP includes a bicycle circulation plan that includes bike
lanes on new and existing major roads throughout the campus. Where constraints such as topography
limit the ability to widen roads, bike lanes may be installed in the uphill direction, and bikes and vehicles
will share the downhill travel lane. Class III bike routes are proposed along campus service roads.
Response to Comment LA-4-13. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-4-1.
Response to Comment LA-4-14. The comment is noted.
Response to Comment LA-4-15. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-4-1.
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Response to Comment Letter LA-5
Response to Comment LA-5-1. As described in Response to Comment LA-3-28, the 1962 and 1965
agreements between the City and the University commit the City to providing water to the entire campus,
whether within the City limits or outside the City limits in the unincorporated County. The City has been
committed to providing water to the entire Campus since 1965 and has, in fact, been providing water to
the campus for all of that time. The City also has provided water to parts of campus outside the City
limits. Specifically, the Campus uses City-provided water from the storage tank outside the City limit (see
Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3 of Volume IV for the location of the storage tank) for fire protection in the mostly
undeveloped campus areas in the unincorporated County. Also, the City has provided domestic and fire
protection water to buildings in the Crown-Merrill Apartments and the College 9 Apartments, outside the
City limit (see Draft EIR, Figure 1-2, for the City limit), since at least 1986. Government Code section
53133, which requires LAFCO approval of extraterritorial water service in certain situations, therefore,
does not apply to the 2005 LRDP. Section 53133 only requires LAFCO approval of “new or extended”
water service. Because the water required for development under the 2005 LRDP is not “new or
extended” water service, LAFCO approval is not required. Moreover, Section 53133 does not apply to
service that was provided before January 1, 2001. The City began providing water to the Campus well
before that date. For a more detailed explanation of the University’s position concerning the applicability
of Section 56133, please see July 21, 2006 letter from Kelly Drumm of the University of California to
John Barisone and Richard Wilson of the City. This letter is incorporated herein by reference and is
available for review at the offices of UC Santa Cruz Physical Planning and Construction.
Response to Comment LA-5-2. The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed
project on study area services and includes numerous mitigation measures to avoid or minimize
significant environmental effects. With respect to utilities such as water and wastewater, the University
will comply with its obligation under Government Code 54999. Please refer to Master Response MIT-1
for more information on Government Code 54999. All of these actions would reduce the impacts to the
maximum extent feasible. However, LRDP Impact UTIL-9 (cumulative increase in the demand for water
supply) would remain significant and unavoidable (see Draft EIR pages 4.15-28 through 4.15-37).
Response to Comment LA-5-3. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.2.2 in Master Response UTIL-1, which
explains how the campus water demand under the 2005 LRDP was calculated. Note that the Campus
proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006).
The Final Draft 2005 LRDP revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced
Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP,
please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements. Appendix B of the Final EIR (Volume
VI) includes details of the Campus’s water demand projections for both the Draft 2005 LRDP (January
2005) analyzed in the Draft EIR and the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006). The three elements
that contribute most to the water demand estimate associated with development under the 2005 LRDP are
the increase in instructional space (about 85 percent over existing instructional space for the Draft 2005
LRDP as analyzed in the Draft EIR), the increase in on-campus housing, and the increase in summer time
enrollment. For the increase in water demand relative to existing conditions, under the Final Draft LRDP,
please refer to Chapter 2, Project Refinements, in Volume IV of the Final EIR.
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The University has revised and reorganized the water supply mitigation measures to further reduce water
usage on the campus. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-2 (Water Supply Mitigation Measures).
Please also refer to Response to Comment LA-2-21, which indicates that although the total annual
volumes of wastewater reported in the Draft EIR were in error, the peak flows used in the analysis of
impact were correct. Assuming that wastewater discharge grows in proportion to indoor water use
(including the water use by summer student residents), based on the revised annual volume, annual
wastewater discharge under the Draft 2005 LRDP would be approximately twice the existing discharge.
Note that indoor water use would increase at a greater rate than total campus water use if the entire 2005
LRDP building program were constructed. Under the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006) the
increase in annual wastewater discharge would be proportionally reduced (see Chapter 2 in Volume IV of
the Final EIR, Project Refinements).

2

L A - 5

U C

S a n t a

C r u z

Comment Letter LA-6

Comment Letter LA-6

1

Comment Letter LA-6

1

2

3

Comment Letter LA-6

4

5

6

Comment Letter LA-6

6

7

Comment Letter LA-6

Comment Letter LA-6

8

9

Comment Letter LA-6

9

10

11

Comment Letter LA-6

11

Comment Letter LA-6

11

12

Comment Letter LA-6

13

14

15

16

Comment Letter LA-6

17

18

Comment Letter LA-6

18

Comment Letter LA-6

18

19

20

Comment Letter LA-6

21

22

23

24

Comment Letter LA-6

25

26

27

28

29

30

Comment Letter LA-6

30

31

32

33

34

Comment Letter LA-6

34

35

36

37

38

Comment Letter LA-6

38

39

40

41

42

Comment Letter LA-6

43

44

45

46

Comment Letter LA-6

46

47

48

Comment Letter LA-6

48

49

50

Comment Letter LA-6

50

51

52

53

Comment Letter LA-6

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

Comment Letter LA-6

59

60

61

62

63

Comment Letter LA-6

64

65

66

Comment Letter LA-6

66

67

68

Comment Letter LA-6

68

69

70

71

72

73

Comment Letter LA-6

74

75

76

77

78

Comment Letter LA-6

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

Comment Letter LA-6

86

87

88

89

90

91

92

Comment Letter LA-6

92

93

94

95

96

Comment Letter LA-6

96

97

98

99

100

101

102

103

Comment Letter LA-6

104

105

106

107

108

Comment Letter LA-6

108

109

110

Comment Letter LA-6

110

111

Comment Letter LA-6

111

112

Comment Letter LA-6

112

113

114

Comment Letter LA-6

115

116

Comment Letter LA-6

116

117

118

119

Comment Letter LA-6

120

121

122

123

Comment Letter LA-6

124

125

Comment Letter LA-6

125

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

Response to Comment Letter LA-6
Response to Comment LA-6-1. Please refer to Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment
Growth).
Response to Comment LA-6-2. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-1.
Response to Comment LA-6-3. The Draft EIR includes a suite of mitigation measures (LRDP
Mitigations UTIL-9A through –9I) to reduce campus water use during normal water years and develop
supplemental sources of water as the demand on the campus increases. These also include additional
measures that would be implemented during drought years, including the use of groundwater. Master
Response UTIL-2 provides additional information regarding these proposed mitigation measures. Please
also refer to Master Response UTIL-1 for additional information about the impact of UC Santa Cruz
growth under the 2005 LRDP on the City’s water supply system.
Response to Comment LA-6-4. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-158 regarding evaluation of
impacts on regional highways. The 2005 LRDP describes a broad spectrum of strategies that are expected
to limit increase in campus-related traffic. Specifically:
•

Increased on-campus housing: The 2005 LRDP includes increased undergraduate, graduate, staff, and
faculty housing on-campus relative to current conditions. (See Section D Housing and Student Life,
page 65 of the LRDP). As demonstrated in the trip generation analysis on page 4.14-32 of the Draft
EIR and in Volume IV of the Final EIR, Chapter 2 (Project Refinements) increased levels of oncampus housing would reduce the number of trips generated by the 2005 LRDP relative to the current
level.

•

Restriction of on-campus parking: As stated in the Draft EIR (page 4.14-53), parking on campus is
strictly controlled and enforced through the distribution of permits and restrictions as one means of
discouraging single occupant vehicle trips to campus.

•

Ongoing TDM programs: The existing programs have been effective, and future measures are
expected to maintain and further reduce the rate of single occupant vehicle trips. LRDP Mitigations
TRA-2B, and TRA-4A through -4E provide viable transportation options for mass transit, bicycling
and walking. These will continue to be expanded under the ongoing TDM program.

The Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP
(September 2006). The Final Draft 2005 LRDP revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the
Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified
as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP,
please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements.
Response to Comment LA-6-5. The impact of campus growth under the 2005 LRDP on regional
housing stock is evaluated in detail in LRDP Impact POP-3. The Draft EIR evaluates the impact of
cumulative demand, including the demand created as a result of the 2005 LRDP, by comparing it to the
projected housing supply. Revised mitigation measures are proposed in the Final EIR to address this
impact, although the impact remains significant and unavoidable. Three new mitigation measures have
been added to the Final EIR to address the cumulative effects of housing demand, to which the 2005
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LRDP contributes. Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised
Table 2-1, for full text of these measures.
Please refer to Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus Housing) regarding housing costs,
occupancy level, and strategies to maximize utilization of campus housing. The commenter’s contention
that campus vacancy rates are high is incorrect. As stated in the Draft EIR, the occupancy rate of oncampus housing has been high in most recent years. As with private developments, University housing is
required to “pay for itself.” For this reason, it is not feasible to offer student housing at below market
rates, as the commenter suggests. With respect to services and programs that Colleges and University
Housing Services offers to prospective residents, there is an on-going process for analyzing products and
preferences for student services as well as analyzing the best practices in the student housing industry.
Examples of such services include: meal programs, safety and security programs, residential programs,
and phone/data/cable services. The scope of the service package influences the overall total cost of
housing. Where appropriate, based on customer demand and financial feasibility, the University does and
will continue to adjust service and rate packages.
Response to Comment LA-6-6. As noted in the Draft EIR, it was not possible, nor is it required under
CEQA, to analyze all possible combinations of alternatives. Please refer to Master Response ALT-3
(Range of Feasible Alternatives). See also Master Responses ALT-1 (Appropriate Enrollment Level for
Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative), ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative), and
ALT-6 (Increased Infill Development). Also refer to Master Response ALT-4 with respect to Silicon
Valley Center issues, Response to Comment LA-3-41 with respect to phased implementation of the
proposed project and related mitigation measures, and Response to Comment LA-6-123 with respect to a
Hybrid Alternative.
The commenter suggests additional water supply and traffic mitigation measures. Each of these has been
given serious consideration by the Campus. LRDP Mitigations UTIL-9A through UTIL-9I have been
modified to improve their effectiveness and to ensure that they will be implemented in a timely manner to
conserve water and reduce water demand from the 2005 LRDP. Please see Master Response UTIL-2
regarding revisions to water mitigation measures.
Similarly, the Campus recognizes that limitations on parking are a significant element in Transportation
Demand Management (TDM). The Campus already has stringent parking controls in place, with
preferential parking locations and rates for carpools and vanpools and parking pricing designed to
discourage single occupant vehicle commuting. New parking will be developed in conjunction with
developments that displace parking, and in response to demand as evidenced by the occupancy of existing
lots. It is the intent of the Campus to centralize parking, and to develop transit hubs at the same locations.
TDM measures are an important element of the proposed project and are identified in several traffic
mitigation measures. TDM would also be part of any adopted alternative.
Response to Comment LA-6-7. Please refer to Response to Comment SA-4-2 regarding the status of
implementation of 1988 LRDP EIR mitigation measures. If the 2005 LRDP is approved by The Regents,
the 1988 LRDP EIR mitigation measures will be superseded by the adopted 2005 LRDP EIR mitigation
measures, except in cases where the University has committed by separate agreement to carry out a
mitigation measure (For example, the University has signed a Memorandum of Understanding with the
City regarding payment of a share of the costs of improvements to City water pump stations). In some
2

L A - 6

U C

S a n t a

C r u z

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

cases, moreover, the 1988 LRDP EIR mitigations are outdated. Mitigation Measure 4.12-4 adopted under
the 1988 LRDP EIR, for example, requires the University to contribute to constructing an eastern access
to the campus, but this improvement is no longer planned by the City or the County. Other 1988 LRDP
EIR mitigation measures require the Campus to implement the 1989 Campus Drainage Plan, which has
been superseded by the 2004 Storm Water and Drainage Master Plan. Where warranted based on the
analysis in the 2005 LRDP EIR, new mitigation measures similar to those included in the 1988 LRDP
EIR, but updated based on current conditions or new information, have been proposed for adoption by the
University at the time it approves the 2005 LRDP.
The Mitigation Monitoring Program (Chapter 4 in Volume IV of the Final EIR) sets forth the procedures
for implementing the mitigation measures in this EIR, including timing. It should be noted that the City or
the County, as relevant, would be the agency responsible for designing, scheduling, and constructing any
required off-campus improvements in their jurisdictions. Therefore, the timing of installation of such
improvements is not within the control of the University. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.14, Traffic,
Circulation, and Parking and Section 4.15, Utilities for a listing of the specific transportation, water, and
sewer improvements that would likely be required to serve the cumulative population in 2020. As noted
in these sections, and described in Master Response MIT-1, for improvements to public utilities that serve
the campus, the University will comply with the fair share fee obligations under Government Code
54999. For traffic improvements, the University will make fair share contributions, as discussed in Master
Response MIT-1.
While the University cannot control the timing of off-campus improvements, a number of LRDP
mitigation measures for infrastructure and service impacts have identified triggers, to help determine
when specific improvements and/or actions would be needed. For example, under revised LRDP
Mitigation TRA-2A, the Campus would conduct traffic counts every three years or at increments of 1,000
student enrollment growth, as well as in conjunction with the environmental review of proposed capital
projects as required under CEQA, to determine if the additional traffic generated by campus growth or by
a given project would trigger the need for the specific intersection improvements listed in Table 4.14-18.
If so, the Campus would inform the City of this conclusion and contribute its “fair share” of the cost of
the needed improvements, as noted above. Additionally, the Campus would implement revised LRDP
Mitigations UTIL-9A through UTIL-9I order to minimize its contribution to the regional water. Please
see Master Response UTIL-2 for a discussion of these revised mitigations.
Please refer to Responses to Comment LA-3-9 and LA-6-5 regarding revisions to 2005 LRDP EIR
mitigation measures and Volume IV, Chapter 3 of the Final EIR for the full text of revised measures.
Regarding phased growth, please see Response to Comment LA-3-4.
Response to Comment LA-6-8. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-25 for information about
project-specific environmental documentation for subsequent projects undertaken during the planning
horizon of the 2005 LRDP. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9 regarding revisions to 2005
LRDP EIR mitigation measures and Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1, of the Final EIR for the
full text of revised measures.
Response to Comment LA-6-9. The individual impact discussions in the Draft EIR, Chapter 4,
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation (Volume I), indicate why significant impacts are
considered unavoidable, or whether identified mitigation would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant
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level. For significant impacts considered unavoidable there are no other feasible mitigation measures
available that would lessen or avoid the impact. Please see Response to Comment SA-4-2 for the
definition of “feasible” under CEQA.
Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that, “where there are impacts that cannot be
alleviated without imposing an alternative design, their implications and the reasons why the project is
being proposed, notwithstanding their effect, should be described.” The Draft EIR provides the objectives
of the 2005 LRDP, identifies a reasonable range of alternatives to the project that would avoid or
substantially lessen the significant effects of the project while still achieving most of the objectives of the
project, and provides an evaluation of the comparative merits of the alternatives and the project. As the
EIR is an informational document, it does not indicate whether or how the project should be approved.
CEQA provides than an agency may approve a project despite its significant and unavoidable
environmental impacts if the agency finds the project’s benefits outweigh those impacts (Public
Resources Code Sections 21002 and 21002.1(c)).
Please note that the Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005
LRDP (September 2006). The Final Draft 2005 LRDP revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to
reflect the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and
identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information regarding the Final Draft
2005 LRDP, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements.
Response to Comment LA-6-10. Draft EIR Section 2.6, Known Areas of Controversy, addresses
environmental issues associated with the proposed project that were known to the University or were
raised by agencies or interested parties during the NOP review period. The list provided in the Draft EIR
includes potential effects of projected enrollment growth on housing resources. The other three items
listed in the comment are issues related to the characteristics of the 2005 LRDP itself or to the campus’s
history rather than issues related to environmental impacts of the proposed project. Please refer to Master
Response PD-1 for information about the proposed enrollment increases identified in the 2005 LRDP.
Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-1 for information about the proposed floor area expansion
identified in the 2005 LRDP. Please also refer to Responses to Comments SA-4-2 and LA-6-7 for
information about the previously approved 1988 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and the currently
proposed 2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures.
Response to Comment LA-6-11. Please refer to Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment
Growth).
Response to Comment LA-6-12. Please see Response to Comment LA-3-1 and Master Responses PD-1
and ALT-3 (Range of Feasible Alternatives).
Response to Comment LA-6-13. Draft EIR Chapter 4, and the Recirculated Draft EIR—Additional
Traffic Analysis (Final Draft EIR Appendix A) fully analyze all potentially significant environmental
impacts of growth proposed under the 2005 LRDP, and identify all feasible mitigation measures, in
accordance with Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines. The EIR also evaluates a reasonable range of
alternatives to the project, as required by Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines. Section 15126.6
requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the
project, which would feasibly attain most of the objectives of the project; every conceivable alternative
need not be analyzed. The alternatives include reduced population levels on the UC Santa Cruz campus
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(see Table 5-1, Draft EIR page 5-12), and the impact analysis indicates whether the alternative would
reduce each significant unavoidable impact of the project. Please also see Master Response ALT-2
(Range of Feasible Alternatives).
Response to Comment LA-6-14. The sentence referred to in the comment was intended to describe the
overall visual character of the developed portion of the campus, not the entire campus. Subsequent
subsections describe the visual character of the undeveloped north campus. In particular, the Natural
Landscapes and Vegetation subsection indicates that the north campus is undeveloped and contains
chaparral, meadows, and mixed evergreen forests. The Protected Landscape, Campus Natural Reserve,
and Campus Resource Land of the north campus and southwest campus (i.e., an area west of Empire
Grade Road) are also described in this subsection.
Response to Comment LA-6-15. The contribution of individual trees to the visual quality and character
of the campus depends on the specific landscape type. In redwood forest areas, trees are mostly valued in
the aggregate, as defining the forest context. The Draft EIR includes LRDP Mitigation AES-5C, requiring
preservation of trees around development projects, to maintain this forest context. In meadows, individual
oak trees may be visually distinctive, depending on their size or the shape and configuration of their
branches. In the mixed evergreen forest on the north campus, individual trees, for example, large oak trees
or other large unique trees, may stand out visually in their particular setting and therefore may be
considered unique due to their aesthetic value. Given the variety of trees that may be considered
aesthetically significant, and the dependence of this significance on the context, the Campus does not
consider it practicable to provide a specific definition of “heritage,” “specimen,” or “aesthetically
valuable” trees. Moreover, the loss of such trees cannot be quantified in the programmatic analysis
provided in the LRDP EIR, given that building locations, and design information is not available for
specific projects. Instead, the Draft EIR includes a mitigation measure (LRDP Mitigation AES-5A)
requiring review of project designs for consistency with the valued elements of the visual landscape
identified in the 2005 LRDP. Under the 2005 LRDP, this review would aim to preserve open space,
respect major landscape and vegetation features (e.g., aesthetically valuable trees), and maintain the
continuity of wildlife habitat. LRDP Mitigation AES-5C has been revised to ensure that construction
activities shall be undertaken in a manner that shall minimize the removal of healthy and mature trees
around new projects. Additionally, a new mitigation, LRDP Mitigation AES-5F, has been added to
address removal of individual trees that may be considered aesthetically valuable components of the
landscape. Please refer to Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1, for the full text of revised
LRDP Mitigation AES-5C and new LRDP Mitigation AES-5F.
Response to Comment LA-6-16. Please refer to Responses to Comments LA-2-36 and LA-3-10 for a
discussion of the building height and size assumptions used in the visual simulations, and the
environmental review requirements of future projects.
Response to Comment LA-6-17. Please refer to Master Response LU-1 regarding the applicability of
City and County policies to University lands.
For a discussion of wildlife movement and habitat fragmentation, please refer to Master Response BIO-5.
Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-58 for a discussion of figures and maps in the Draft EIR.
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Response to Comment LA-6-18. Please refer to Master Response BIO-6 for discussion of issues
regarding special-status species that occur in karst areas.
Response to Comment LA-6-19. Please refer to Master Response BIO-3 (Shreve Oak).
Response to Comment LA-6-20. Mitigations for LRDP Impact BIO-1 (LRDP Mitigations BIO-1A, -1B
and –1C) been revised and augmented to increase their clarity and efficacy. Please refer to Master
Response BIO-1 regarding Northern Maritime Chaparral and Santa Cruz Manzanita. Also, please see
Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1, for the full text of the revised mitigation measures.
Response to Comment LA-6-21. Please refer to Master Response BIO-4 (Coastal Prairie).
Response to Comment LA-6-22. The University acknowledges that purple needlegrass grassland is
designated as a sensitive community by California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). The presence
of purple needlegrass in some grassland areas on campus is discussed on page 4.4-6. However, campus
vegetation mapping (Jones & Stokes 2004; Ecosystems West 2004) did not identify stands where purple
needlegrass was the dominant species or a co-dominant species (defined as representing at least 20
percent of the relative cover). Stands of purple needlegrass grassland may be identified in the course of
the vegetation assessments conducted on campus by faculty and students or in the course of site-specific
surveys for project-level review. If potential impacts to purple needlegrass stands are identified during
project-level review, appropriate mitigation, including avoidance where feasible, will be developed and
implemented to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. However, currently, the LRDP EIR
analysis has not identified any such impacts.
Response to Comment LA-6-23. Mitigations for LRDP Impact BIO-1 (LRDP Mitigations BIO-1A, -1B
and –1C) been revised and augmented to increase their clarity and efficacy. Please refer to Master
Response BIO-1 regarding Northern Maritime Chaparral and Santa Cruz manzanita. Also, please see
Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1, for the full text of the revised mitigation measures.
Response to Comment LA-6-24. Because the American badger has been designated a Species of
Special Concern by CDFG and has been documented at UC Santa Cruz a discussion of the American
badger has been included in the Final EIR. Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft
EIR Text, Section 4.4.1.10, Special-Status Wildlife Species. However, the only known occurrence at UC
Santa Cruz is the discovery of a single skull and partially attached neck tissues discovered by Kim Glinka
of Ecosystems West in 2004. No living individuals have been sighted on campus. Furthermore, the only
discovered specimen is a partial corpse that may have been deposited by another animal. These facts
suggest that the badger is not a common resident or may not be a resident of the area at all. The only
documented occurrence of a living American badger in Santa Cruz County was 4 miles northwest of
Santa Cruz in 1983. Thus it seems likely that the badger is an infrequent resident of or occasional migrant
through the campus. A discussion of the movement patterns of the American badger can be found in
Master Response BIO-5 (Wildlife Movement). Because of the large home range and very infrequent
occurrence of American badger on campus, development under the 2005 LRDP will not result in a
significant impact to this species.
Grasshopper sparrows are known to occur in the grasslands of UC Santa Cruz. However, grasshopper
sparrows are not a listed species by any State or Federal agency, plan, policy, or regulation and are,
consequently, not analyzed in the Draft EIR.
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Response to Comment LA-6-25. The intent of LRDP Mitigation BIO-7A was to limit bicycle use only
between January and June. LRDP Mitigation BIO-7A has been revised for clarification. Please see Final
EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1, for text of the revised
measure.
Response to Comment LA-6-26. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality,
of the Draft EIR, no water quantity or quality impacts are anticipated downstream of the campus and thus,
potential impacts to steelhead trout, California red-legged frog, or southwestern pond turtle would not
occur downstream of UC Santa Cruz. Please also refer to Response to Comment LA-6-51.
Response to Comment LA-6-27. Draft EIR Table 4.4-1 on pages 4.4-81 through 4.4-85 evaluates
special status plant species with the potential to occur in the vicinity of the UC Santa Cruz campus. Based
on the habitats present on campus and the results of Jones & Stokes (2004) and Ecosystems West (2004)
botanical surveys, four special status plant species were identified as occurring or suspected of occurring
on campus: Santa Cruz manzanita, Point Reyes horkelia, marsh microseris, and San Francisco
popcornflower. As discussed on page 4.4-47, no impacts to Point Reyes horkelia, marsh microseris, or
San Francisco popcornflower are anticipated from development under the 2005 LRDP, because no
development is planned for the areas where these species have been documented on campus. Impacts to
Santa Cruz manzanita, a special status plant species associated with northern maritime chaparral and
present in LRDP development areas, as well as associated mitigation measures, are discussed on Draft
EIR, pages 4.4-38 to 4.4-42, and in Master Response BIO-1 (Northern Maritime Chaparral and Santa
Cruz Manzanita).
Response to Comment LA-6-28. Please refer to Master Response BIO-2 (Wetland Impacts).
Response to Comment LA-6-29. Ecotones are analyzed with respect to the sensitive communities
and/or special-status species that depend on them. If information became available showing that impacts
to ecotones may result in substantial adverse effects on sensitive communities or special status species,
these impacts would be analyzed in project-level EIRs.
Response to Comment LA-6-30. Please refer to Response to Comment FA-1-4.
Response to Comment LA-6-31. Please see Response to Comment SA-4-2 regarding the status of
implementation of mitigation measures required for projects under the 1988 LRDP. The 1988 LRDP EIR,
like the present EIR, was a programmatic document that identified mitigation measures to be
implemented in conjunction with specific development projects. If any previously adopted mitigation
measures proved unnecessary for the avoidance of a specific project’s significant impacts that mitigation
would not have been implemented in connection with that particular project.
Response to Comment LA-6-32. The University acknowledges the need for project-level environmental
impact analysis in the future. For additional information about wetland impacts, please refer to Master
Response BIO-2 (Wetland Impacts).
The conclusion that the County’s Sensitive Habitat Ordinance would protect sensitive natural
communities is based on the expectation that the ordinance will apply to almost all of northern Santa Cruz
County. The University’s exemption from this ordinance does not substantially change the ordinance’s
overall effect in protecting sensitive natural communities in northern Santa Cruz County. The ordinance
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will thus prevent impacts from other projects, which might otherwise combine with 2005 LRDP impacts
to result in cumulative effects.
Response to Comment LA-6-33. LRDP Impact CULT-2 was incorrectly identified as "significant and
unavoidable" in Table 2-1 in the Draft EIR. The impact would be less than significant after mitigation.
The error has been corrected in the Final EIR. See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft
EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1.
Response to Comment LA-6-34. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-6-44, which explains why a
comprehensive hydrogeological study as described in the comment was not found to be necessary in order
to evaluate the impacts of the proposed project related to karst hazard, hydrology or cave species. Also
refer to Response to Comment LA-2-78 regarding construction on karst.
Response to Comment LA-6-35. The characterization and mapping of soils on the campus in the Draft
EIR is based on the Soil Survey for Santa Cruz County prepared by Soil Conservation Service (SCS) in
1980. Please see Figure 4.6-6 and the SCS reference on page 4.6-20 of the Draft EIR. This is the current
soil data posted on the SCS website.
Response to Comment LA-6-36. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-76.
Response to Comment LA-6-37. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-79 regarding controlled
burns.
Response to Comment LA-6-38. The purpose of the storm water drainage improvements included in the
Infrastructure Improvements Project is to address existing erosion problems in campus drainages. The
mitigation measures identified in this EIR, including LRDP Mitigation HYD-3A to HYD-3E, and
measures in the Storm Water Management Program will address impacts of future development.
Response to Comment LA-6-39. With a few exceptions, all of the capital improvement projects
recommended in the Storm Water and Drainage Master Plan are included in the Infrastructure
Improvements Project Phase 1 and Phase 2. Three projects recommended in the Storm Water and
Drainage Master Plan are included in the McHenry Library Project, which is currently under construction.
Cleanout of the College Eight Detention Basin, also recommended, will be carried out with different
funding, and a separate approval of the project will be sought at the time it is proposed. The other projects
recommended in the Storm Water and Drainage Master Plan that are not included in the Infrastructure
Improvements Project Phase 1 and 2, including the hatch modifications, installation of trash racks and
purchase of a vacuum truck, will facilitate maintenance of storm water drainage facilities but are deferred
to a later phase because they are not considered as urgent for correction of existing erosion conditions.
Response to Comment LA-6-40. The detention basin described in the comment is included in the City’s
Pogonip erosion control project. According to the cost-sharing agreement among the City, County and the
University, the University is responsible for the full costs of constructing this improvement. The potential
for the detention basin to affect the stability of the road will be taken into account during detailed project
design. If necessary, the basin could be constructed to the west of the location indicated on Draft EIR
Figure 2-2 to avoid impacts to the road.
Response to Comment LA-6-41. Increased runoff that would result from the construction of a connector
road between Hagar and Glenn Coolidge Drives is included in the estimated runoff reported in Draft EIR
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Appendix D2 and evaluated for impacts under LRDP Impact HYD-3 in Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR.
Because the 2005 LRDP is a long-range land use plan for the entire campus, water quality impacts from
the expansion of campus facilities and increased on-campus population are evaluated at a programmatic
level under LRDP Impact HYD-3. Mitigation measures are proposed to minimize this impact. Water
quality impacts of runoff from both the new road and the parking structure will be evaluated at a project
level of detail as and when these improvement projects are proposed. As appropriate, LRDP mitigation
measures, as well as any project-specific mitigation measures, will be implemented in conjunction with
those projects in order to avoid and/or reduce water quality impacts to the maximum extent practicable.
Response to Comment LA-6-42. Highview Drive presents the primary off-campus flooding concern to
the west of campus. The SDMP discusses off-site drainage issues with respect to Highview Drive, which
but does not mention off-site drainage issues near the north campus. With respect to flooding at Highview
Drive, please refer to Response to Comments LA-2-81 and I-74-1. The Draft EIR includes LRDP
Mitigations HYD-3A through E, all of which are designed to minimize increases in peak flows as well as
increases in the volume of runoff discharged into the creeks. LRDP Mitigations HYD-3C and HYD-3D
have been revised to clarify the standards to be met. Each development project will be required to
implement these LRDP mitigation measures, and any additional project-specific measures as appropriate
to avoid increased runoff from the project site. The Draft EIR (page 4.8-34) acknowledges that there
potentially could be some project sites on the campus, including some on the north campus, where
avoiding an increase in total volume of runoff may not be possible. Therefore, the impact would be
significant and unavoidable.
Response to Comment LA-6-43. With respect to detention basin maintenance, please refer to Response
to Comment LA-6-39. No encroachment permits are needed for the detention basin maintenance because
none of the basins is located on County-owned land.
Response to Comment LA-6-44. Based on data available and the approach to evaluation of impacts
used in the LRDP EIR, the Campus determined that a separate hydro-geological study was not needed for
a program-level analysis. The Campus has conducted a number of investigations of the karst aquifer in
the past, including several dye tracing studies; a seven-day pump test; and more than 10 years of
monitoring of water quality, water levels and spring and stream flow. These previous investigations
provide baseline information sufficient to adequately characterize the karst aquifer on the campus.
Similarly, the existing surface water hydrology and runoff was characterized in the Draft EIR at a
watershed level based on acreages of each watershed, watershed properties including soil type and
vegetation cover, stream length and average slope, local rainfall data, and the area within each watershed
covered by impervious surfaces. The available data is adequate for the program-level analysis contained
in the EIR and provides adequate baseline data for evaluation of water quality and hydrological impacts.
Impacts to cave species are discussed in the Draft EIR, under LRDP Impacts HYD-6 and BIO-8. For
reasons presented in Response to Comments LA-6-51 and LA-9-26, the proposed project would not result
in significant downstream impacts on the resources present in the Wilder Creek watershed and the lower
Moore Creek watershed.
Response to Comment LA-6-45. Please see Response to Comment SA-5-13 regarding potential impacts
related to the discharge of storm water runoff to sinkholes.
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A program-level analysis was performed for each watershed on the campus. Under the 2005 LRDP, more
detailed analysis of individual drainage basins will be performed to evaluate impacts and develop
mitigation design features for specific development projects as they are proposed.
Response to Comment LA-6-46. Under the discussion of alternatives to the proposed storm drainage
improvements, Draft EIR Section 2.5.4.1 in Volume III explains that instead of constructing these storm
drainage improvements, another option for the Campus to avoid erosion could be diverting all the existing
runoff into a piped system, discontinuing the use of natural drainages, and eliminating discharge of runoff
to sinkholes. Conveyance of urban runoff in a conventional piped system is generally not recommended
because such systems divert runoff that would otherwise flow in the creeks and the reduced flow of water
in creeks can in turn lead to loss of riparian habitat. Furthermore, diversion of all runoff into a piped
system on the campus would also reduce aquifer recharge and potentially alter the cave habitat and
California red-legged frog-breeding habitat in Moore Creek. The analysis in the Draft EIR shows that
quality of discharge of runoff into the karst system under the 2005 LRDP would not degrade, and
therefore campus growth under the 2005 LRDP would not adversely affect the special status cave species
(See Master Response BIO-6). Moreover, if the erosion problems in the drainages are addressed as
proposed, the sediment load in the runoff will decrease and both surface and ground water quality will
improve. Therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately concludes that the proposed Infrastructure Improvements
Project is environmentally superior to a piped system.
The proposed hybrid system that uses the drainages for storm water conveyance but does not discharge
into the sinkholes is not feasible because all of the water conveyed in Jordan Gulch discharges into a
swallow hole in the lower campus, and similarly there are several sinkholes and swallow holes in the
Moore Creek drainage that capture a substantial amount of runoff in that watershed. Construction of
detention basins downstream of the karst, as suggested by the commenter, is not feasible because all of
the central and lower campus is underlain by karst. Moreover, large detention basins in the lower campus
would have greater visual impacts than smaller detention basins located throughout the campus near new
development when the runoff is generated.
Response to Comment LA-6-47. Many of the existing erosion control measures on the campus, such as
detention facilities, were designed to control peak flows released from project sites. Controlling peak
flows was a standard practice that was commonly used in development throughout California at the time
that those development projects were constructed on the campus. As discussed in the Storm Water and
Drainage Master Plan, these measures were found not to be completely successful in reducing or
eliminating erosion in campus streams. Furthermore, these measures were not required until 1989, and
runoff from much of the pre-1989 development on campus has not been detained. The proposed storm
drainage improvement projects described in the Storm Water and Drainage Master Plan and in Volume III
of the Draft EIR are designed to repair the problems caused by previous development and to restore the
ability of the campus streams to convey existing flows.
Control measures proposed for future developments will be designed to control not only the peak flow
rate from a new development but also the duration and volume of runoff. This should reduce the
likelihood of new problems occurring in streams receiving runoff from new development. With the
infrastructure improvements in place and the implementation of newer control measures there is no
discrepancy between the findings of the Storm Water and Drainage Master Plan and those of the EIR.
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The impact related to erosion and sedimentation as a result of new development under the 2005 LRDP is
evaluated in LRDP Impact HYD-3, and the effect of runoff from new development on caves is addressed
in LRDP Impact HYD-6. Also refer to LRDP Impact BIO-8 and Master Response BIO-6 with respect to
potential impacts on cave biota.
Response to Comment LA-6-48. As described in Volume III of the Draft EIR, the storm drainage
improvements project consists of a total of 94 separate small to medium sized improvements. These range
from a simple improvement that would direct roof runoff from an existing building to a dispersion
manifold or water spreader (a perforated pipe segment laid along the contour of a gentle slope), which
does not require a lengthy description, to larger improvements such as detention basins, which require
more explanation. As the information in Table 2-2a and 2-2b of the Draft EIR shows, most of the
improvements would be small in terms of their size and footprint. The tables include information
regarding those features of each improvement project (its location, dimensions, footprint, and visibility)
that are necessary in order for a reader to understand the specific improvement and its potential
environmental impacts. Similarly, all of the access roads and staging areas are identified and adequately
described in Table 2-2c, and are also mapped. Construction techniques, schedule, and equipment are
described in the Draft EIR in general terms because the proposed improvements do not involve unusual or
special types of construction activity; rather the proposed construction is similar to general channel
maintenance type activities, which are often treated as exempt from CEQA.
The main concern with respect to these improvements is the potential for impacts on sensitive resources
such as biological and cultural resources. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-194 regarding the
project description information that was developed to evaluate impacts on these resources.
Response to Comment LA-6-49. Applicable water quality regulations are discussed in Section 4.8.1.9
of the Draft EIR.
LRDP Mitigation HYD-3D will be implemented so that natural and engineered infiltration and storage
techniques will be used to control storm water runoff, preferably close to where it is generated. This is
one of the main components of low impact development (LID). One of the best management practices in
the Storm Water Management Program specifies that UC Santa Cruz will continue to evaluate new
products and applications for pervious paving and surfaces and, based on the results of a pilot project, will
determine how the use of pervious pavement can be incorporated into future development. In some areas,
it may not be possible to use pervious pavement due to constraints such as its ability to withstand the
expected vehicle traffic load, vegetative detritus, accessibility compliance under ADA, emergency vehicle
access, and soil permeability.
Approximately 65 percent of the proposed development under the 2005 LRDP will be infill in already
developed areas, which would intensify the clustering of development in the central campus while leaving
large areas of contiguous open space. Also, preserving open space as much as possible is one of the
planning principles of the 2005 LRDP.
While it depends on the features and location of specific projects, utilizing landscaping and stable
vegetated areas to dissipate roof runoff and allow water retention as much as possible, recycling of
accumulated runoff for irrigation, toilet flushing, etc., are some of the ways to implement LRDP
Mitigation HYD-3D. In addition, under revised LRDP Mitigation UTIL-9E the Campus will conduct a
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feasibility study and develop an implementation plan for use of recycled water. See Final EIR, Volume
IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1, for text of revised mitigation measures.
Please also refer to Master Response UTIL-2 (Water Supply Mitigation Measures).
Impacts on off-campus drainages are addressed in the Draft EIR under LRDP Impacts HYD-2, HYD-3,
and HYD-7. Please also refer to Response to Comment LA-6-51.
Please refer to Master Response HYDRO-1 as to why specific design measures to control storm water
runoff cannot be provided in this program-level EIR. Prior to construction, details of specific
development projects under the 2005 LRDP would be used to perform a hydrologic analysis in order to
determine the design measures required to mitigate the project-specific impacts. Results of this
assessment would be included in the project-level environmental document. See Final EIR, Volume IV,
Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1, for text of revised mitigation measures.
Response to Comment LA-6-50. Please refer to Master Response HYDRO-1 and Response to
Comment LA-6-49, which explains why the Draft EIR concludes that LRDP Impact HYD-3 would be
significant and unavoidable. For an explanation of why the increase in building square footage in the
2005 LRDP building program is proportionately greater than the increase in enrollment, please refer to
Response to Comment LA-3-1. Minimization of impervious area, use of pervious pavement, and other
low-impact development (LID) measures would be implemented under revised LRDP Mitigation HYD3D. However, as a conservative estimate for the program-level analysis performed in the Draft EIR, it
was assumed that all impervious areas would be directly connected, even though more LID design
features will be incorporated into future projects to ensure that pervious areas were interspersed among
impervious areas. Detailed analyses will be performed for project-level environmental documents.
The method used to estimate the increase in impervious surfaces used for the program-level Draft EIR is
described in Appendix D2 of the Draft EIR. It was assumed that areas of new development would be 70
percent impervious, due to clustering of development, and that existing development was 60 percent
impervious. The areas designated for development in the LRDP may be larger than the areas that would
actually be developed or affected by development, and the ratio of impervious area to gross square
footage therefore may be overestimated.
Response to Comment LA-6-51. All of the watersheds that drain the campus are discussed on pages
4.8-3 through 9 of the Draft EIR. As discussed there, although the vast majority of campus runoff is
captured by the Cave Gulch, Moore Creek, and Jordan Gulch drainages, there are areas along the
southwestern, southern and eastern boundaries of the campus that drain to other drainages in the city.
These include a western tributary of Moore Creek, headwaters of Arroyo Seco, hillslope drainage onto
High Street, drainage into Kalkar Quarry Pond, and the hillslope drainages within the San Lorenzo River
watershed. The San Lorenzo-Pogonip watershed is discussed in detail on page 4.8-8 and the other local
drainages listed above are also described further on pages 4.8-8 and 4.8-9.
The Draft EIR addresses impacts to downstream off-campus drainages under LRDP Impact HYD-2,
Impact HYD-3, and Impact HYD-7. With respect to impacts to surface waters from construction
activities, LRDP Impact HYD-2 explains on page 4.8-28 of the Draft EIR that construction activities
could cause increases in erosion that could release sediment, and that other pollutants could also enter the
surface waters and potentially affect not only the beneficial uses of campus creeks but also off-campus
drainages. However, with the implementation of mitigation measures included in the EIR, the impact on
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both on-campus and off-campus drainages would be less than significant. Similarly, the discussion of
LRDP Impact HYD-3 on pages 4.8-33 and -34 focuses on impacts to the San Lorenzo-Pogonip watershed
and other watersheds along the campus’s southern and western boundaries. The impact on the High Street
watershed was determined to be less than significant because minimal new impervious areas (less than 1
acre) would be added in the portion of the campus that drains to High Street or via High Street to Bay
Creek. Similarly, less-than-significant impacts are identified in the Draft EIR with respect to the Arroyo
Seco watershed, the western tributary of Moore Creek, and the Wilder Creek drainages, because limited
or no development is proposed within these watersheds under the 2005 LRDP. All of the campus runoff
within the Jordan Gulch watershed currently enters and would continue to enter the karst aquifer, and
would not affect downstream off-campus drainages. Furthermore, the Draft EIR identifies mitigation
measures to address erosion and sedimentation impacts from discharge of increased runoff into Jordan
Gulch.
As described in the Draft EIR, the Moore Creek watershed originates on the campus and extends to
Antonelli Pond near Natural Bridges State Beach. Other than limited improvements at the campus
Arboretum, no development is proposed for campus areas below the Arboretum Dam. For new
development within the Moore Creek watershed above the Arboretum Dam, the EIR includes a suite of
mitigation measures to control erosion and sedimentation from discharge of additional runoff into Moore
Creek. For any new development, the Campus would implement LRDP Mitigation HYD-3C, which
would maintain flows from the campus to County roads and off-campus reaches of Moore Creek at predevelopment rates. Through maximization of infiltration, flow dispersion measures, measures to minimize
the volume of runoff, and runoff detention measures, peak flow rates from 2-, 5-, and 10-year storms
would not exceed the 2-, 5-, and 10-year pre-development peak flow rates, and the peak flow rate from a
25-year storm would not exceed the pre-development peak flow rate from a 10-year storm. The control
measures would still continue to prevent post-development peak flows from exceeding pre-project peak
flows for storms larger than the 25-year event, although the flow would no longer be limited to the preproject 10-year flow. The Campus would also implement revised LRDP Mitigation HYD-3D, which
would require that projects include design features to minimize the increase in the volume of runoff to the
maximum extent practicable. The EIR concludes, however, that impacts to campus drainages could be
significant because it may not be possible at all project sites to limit increases in runoff volume to the
extent needed to avoid exacerbating existing erosion conditions. However, the Arboretum Pond and other
impoundments in the lower portion of Moore Creek on the campus would continue to attenuate flows and,
in conjunction with LRDP Mitigations HYD-3C and HYD-3D, would minimize the potential for impacts
downstream of the campus.
As discussed in Chapter 2 of Volume III of the Draft EIR, the proposed storm drainage improvements
included in the Infrastructure Improvements Project Phase 1 and 2 include cleaning of clogged sinkholes
in order to restore their infiltration capacity. Once the capacity is restored and other improvements and
LRDP mitigations also have been implemented to avoid or reduce erosion in the drainages, the
sedimentation of sinkholes should be slowed down, and the potential for the additional campus runoff
generated as a result of LRDP-related development to continue downstream into off-campus drainages
would be further reduced. For all of these reasons, impacts to off-campus drainages are not expected to be
significant.
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Please note that LRDP Mitigations HYD-3C, -3D and -3E have been revised to increase their
effectiveness. Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table
2-1.
Response to Comment LA-6-52. LRDP Mitigation HYD-2B calls for both erosion control measures and
sediment control measures, described as "…controls that prevent sediment from leaving the site…" The
Campus Erosion Control Standards cited under LRDP Mitigation HYD-2A require that, "Prior to
beginning grading or site clearing operations, an erosion control plan indicating proposed methods for the
control of runoff, erosion, and sediment movement shall be submitted by the Contractor and accepted by
the University." The Storm Water Management Program also includes measures to address potential
impacts of all construction site pollutants on storm water runoff.
Response to Comment LA-6-53. The Infrastructure Improvements Project involves five individual
storm drainage improvement projects that would divert runoff from the Moore Creek watershed into
Jordan Gulch watershed and Cave Gulch. Project Nos. 69, 72, 73, and 93 involve transfer of runoff from
roofs, small parking lots, buildings and service roads from Moore Creek watershed into the Jordan Gulch
watershed. Project No. 102 would divert the roof runoff from the Porter College academic buildings and
transfer it to Cave Gulch watershed. None of the projects would release the diverted flows directly into a
channel. All projects would either spread the water on upland vegetated areas where it can infiltrate or
convey the water into a detention basin. Therefore, these diversions would not cause an increase in peak
discharges in the receiving channels or channel erosion. In the case of Project No. 102, the water would
be spread onto the grassland area to the southwest of the Porter College buildings. From this point the
water would travel at least 300 feet before entering a swale. It would flow for several hundred feet in that
swale and discharge into a sinkhole near Family Student Housing. Given the amount of water that would
be diverted and the long distance it would travel before reaching the sinkhole, it is not anticipated that any
water would spill out of the sinkhole and actually reach Cave Gulch. Note also that there is no evidence of
flooding at this sinkhole in the past. As described on page 2-14 of Volume III of the Draft EIR, the project
designs would be adjusted as needed to respond to field conditions at the time the projects are
implemented.
At this time, no additional diversions (other than those described above) are proposed, although the
Campus may construct other such diversions in conjunction with future development under the 2005
LRDP. Note that at the time that any new diversion is proposed a detailed project-level evaluation will be
completed of the ability of the receiving drainage to handle diverted flows. Based on the current state of
the campus drainages, it is considered unlikely that flows from other drainages would be diverted to
Moore Creek, Cave Gulch or the Pogonip drainages. To the extent that such diversions are implemented,
they would likely involve transfer of runoff from these drainages into Jordan Gulch.
Response to Comment LA-6-54. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-6-52, above. LRDP
Mitigation HYD-3D is included to minimize increases in the volume of runoff. The goal is that the
volume of runoff from a project area should not exceed pre-project conditions. Since actual projects have
not yet been designed, however, it is not certain that achieving this performance standard will be possible
everywhere. Therefore, as explained in Master Response HYDRO-1, the impact is considered significant
and unavoidable. However, to the extent possible the mitigation measures will limit both the flow rate and
volume to pre-project conditions.
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Response to Comment LA-6-55. Revised LRDP Mitigation HYD-3D calls for project designs to
incorporate measures to maximize infiltration near the area where the new runoff is generated. Please
refer to Master Response HYDRO-1 (LRDP Impact HYD-3) regarding issues related to Impact HYD-3.
See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1, for revisions to
mitigation measures.
Response to Comment LA-6-56. Opportunities for infiltration of runoff may be limited by specific site
constraints such as limited space, relatively steep slopes, impermeable soils, and depth to groundwater.
For these reasons, it is possible that on some project sites it may not be possible to limit the increase in
the volume of runoff to the extent necessary to avoid a significant impact on a drainage, particularly if
there are existing erosion conditions in that drainage. Please see Master Response HYDRO-1 and
Response to Comment LA-6-54.
Response to Comment LA-6-57. Any new development would follow the storm drainage system
standards in the Campus Standards Handbook, which require that the post-development runoff rate not
exceed the pre-development runoff rate. This standard was included in the Draft EIR as LRDP Mitigation
HYD-3C. Please refer to discussion of LRDP Impact HYD-4 in Responses to Comments I-74-1 and I-8812. Regarding the substantial evidence supporting the conclusion that the impact related to groundwater
extraction would be less than significant, please refer to Response to Comment I-48-1.
With respect to LRDP Impact HYD-7, the Draft EIR concludes that the cumulative impact from increased
impervious surfaces and increased urban runoff would be less than significant. The Draft EIR includes a
separate analysis for each study area watershed, and examines whether or not there would be significant
new development or population growth in the watershed, and determines whether there would be a
potential for a significant cumulative impact. In all the watersheds (Wilder Creek, Jordan Gulch, Moore
Creek, and San Lorenzo River), limited or no new off-campus development is proposed; therefore,
significant cumulative impacts from increased runoff due to increased impervious surfaces would not
occur. Cumulative impacts in these watersheds would be related mostly to water quality impacts from
increased urban activities. However, the Statewide General Permit for Phase II municipalities requires the
City of Santa Cruz to implement a storm water management program to address urban runoff pollutants as
well as erosion and sedimentation from any infill development. Similarly, the Campus will implement its
Storm Water Management Program as well as mitigation measures contained in this EIR to avoid or
reduce water quality impacts related to erosion, sedimentation, and urban activities. As a result of these
programs, which address water quality impacts not only from the new growth but also from existing
development, the quality of runoff should improve over existing conditions and therefore the cumulative
impact would be less than significant. Please also refer to Response to Comment LA-6-51 above, which
explains why erosion and sedimentation impacts in the Moore Creek watershed would be localized and
contained within the portion of the watershed that is on the campus and would not affect downstream
portions of the watershed.
The cumulative impact related to extraction of groundwater (LRDP Impact HYD-8) was determined to be
less than significant because the well from which the Campus could extract groundwater if it implements
LRDP Mitigation UTIL-9I, draws water from the karst aquifer that underlies the campus. This aquifer is
not used by other local water purveyors and it is not hydrologically connected to the Purisima formation,
which is the source of groundwater for the City of Santa Cruz and Soquel Creek Water District, or to the
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weathered granitic rock in the Cave Gulch area in which some domestic wells are located. Therefore,
there is no potential for a cumulative impact on groundwater levels in any of the local aquifers.
Response to Comment LA-6-58. The Campus’s Storm Water Management Program also will require
design and operational measures to be included in new projects to avoid polluting runoff and to provide
treatment of runoff from certain types of facilities such as large parking lots. In addition, as explained on
pages 4.8-41 to -42, the mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR (LRDP Mitigations HYD-3C and
3D) would require that increased storm water runoff be infiltrated near where it was generated to the
maximum extent practicable. Even with implementation of the measures required by the Storm Water
Management Program, there could be some increase in urban pollutants in the infiltrated water. However,
the soils and underlying materials would filter additional pollutants near the source and the impacts to
water quality would decrease rapidly with distance from the source.
Response to Comment LA-6-59. Please refer to Master Response LU-1, which addresses the County’s
concern regarding consistency with the City and County general plans.
Response to Comment LA-6-60. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-20 for a discussion of
Campus Resource Land. Ultimately the decision about which land use categories apply to which lands is
up to the discretion of The Regents, based on the analysis of impacts in the EIR.
Response to Comment LA-6-61. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-89 for a discussion of the
University’s obligations under the Coastal Act. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-20 for a
discussion of Campus Resource Land.
Response to Comment LA-6-62. As shown on Draft EIR Table 3-2 in Section 3, Project Description,
the 2005 LRDP does not propose to use existing UC-sponsored off-campus housing in the city to house
students. However, UC Santa Cruz Colleges and University Housing Services (CUHS) has indicated that,
if needed and as appropriate, it would secure housing in the city under lease agreements or by purchasing
available properties. See new footnote to Table 3-2 in Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft
EIR Text. At the time that such an action was proposed, the University would conduct an environmental
review of the proposed action, including the effect of the action on the community’s housing resources.
Any impacts on transient occupancy tax revenues of the City would be economic, and not physical effects
on the environment. In addition, please refer to Response to Comment I-84-20.
Response to Comment LA-6-63. UC housing and residence patterns of students and employees are
described on pages 4.11-7 through 4.11-11 of the Draft EIR. That section also discusses the fact that
occupancy levels of student housing fluctuate from year to year in response to availability of housing on
campus as well as the availability and cost of housing in Santa Cruz and other nearby communities. Also,
refer to Master Response POP-1 (Impact on Regional Housing).
There is some evidence that on-campus housing costs are somewhat higher than costs of comparable
housing in Santa Cruz. However, the cost of University housing includes utilities and services such as
security, computer rooms, counseling services, and other types of student support. In a study conducted
for the campus, about 57 percent of students reported that they would live on campus if all other factors,
including cost, were equal. However, the same study shows that 20 percent of students paid higher rents
off campus. There appear to be a wide range of reasons why a higher percentage of students do not
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choose to reside on campus (Sedway Group 2003). This is discussed in more detail in Master Response
ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative).
Response to Comment LA-6-64. The 1988 LRDP goal of providing housing for 70 percent of
undergraduates and 50 percent of graduate students was explicitly subject to financial feasibility. As
explained in the 1988 Draft EIR, “These ancillary facilities are user-funded and/or gift-funded and thus
subject to economic constraints that cannot be forecasted. Therefore, the feasibility of meeting the
housing goals in the 1988 LRDP cannot be determined with certainty at this time. Accordingly, where the
development of such facilities is of environmental significance, this EIR evaluates the effects of the
project both with and without such facilities.” The constraints on construction of student housing
identified in the 1988 LRDP EIR are still applicable. The Campus has met the housing goal for faculty
identified in the 1988 LRDP in every year except 2002-03, but has not met the housing goals for students
or staff. In part this is because, between 1990 and 1996, enrollment leveled off and declined, and vacancy
rates both in the city and on campus were relatively high. During those years, the University determined
that it would not be prudent to proceed with the development of additional housing. The Campus began
aggressively to pursue the construction of on-campus housing after enrollment began to increase in 1997.
Based on its experience under the 1988 LRDP, the Campus has concluded that the goals established in
that LRDP were unrealistic and could not be financially sustained by the self-supporting housing
program; therefore, a mitigation measure requiring the Campus to meet similar goals in the future would
not be feasible.
For additional discussion of the reasons that the Campus considers housing more than 50 percent of
undergraduates and 25 percent of graduate students to be infeasible, please refer to Master Response
ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative), and Response to Comment LA-3-41.
Response to Comment LA-6-65. Data gathered by UC Santa Cruz Colleges and University Housing
Services (CUHS) were reviewed during the preparation of the Draft EIR to characterize historic residence
patterns and occupancy levels. Those data show that the occupancy levels have ranged from a low of 91
percent of design capacity (and 93 percent if only the on-campus housing is considered) in 2003-04 to
106 percent in 2001-02. The Draft EIR assumes 100 percent occupancy of the on-campus housing in
2020, because, historically, the campus has experienced high occupancy levels, and because limited
housing growth in the study area is projected by the City of Santa Cruz, other incorporated cities, and the
County. Therefore, the demand for on-campus housing would be expected to increase because of limited
availability elsewhere. Due to a shortage of academic space, a few apartments have been used for offices
on a temporary basis until the Humanities and Social Sciences Building project is completed. These will
be available for conversion back to apartments in the future. Conversely, spaces (such as student lounges)
have at some times been converted temporarily into bed spaces in order to meet high housing demand—
thus, resulting in occupancy rates of over 100 percent of design capacity. Flexible strategies in the use of
space ensure that residential spaces do not stand vacant and contribute to higher housing costs for
residents during periods of lower demand, and also allow CUHS to meet short-term demand in excess of
the immediate housing supply.
Response to Comment LA-6-66. Please see Master Responses POP-1 and ALT-5 with respect to factors
that influence the demand for on-campus housing.
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Response to Comment LA-6-67. As discussed above, the University continually analyzes services to
ensure that on-campus housing remains attractive to the students and to achieve occupancy goals. Oncampus student housing occupancy rates have averaged over 90 percent for the past five years during a
time of tremendous new housing construction. Since 2001, 1,742 new beds have been built, increasing
housing capacity at a greater rate than enrollment growth. Costs incurred for new construction and
operations such as dining are shared among all residents and across all types of housing accommodations.
Student housing goals and alternatives that would set higher housing goals are discussed in Master
Response ALT-5. Students who live in University-sponsored housing are not all required to have a meal
plan. For students who do not want to participate in the meal plan, there are several housing options
available to them including the Village, the Campus Trailer Park, and the University Town Center.
Students who choose to live in apartments in the colleges are choosing a housing option that is integrated
with the overarching academic goals for the respective residential community in which they reside. The
meal program is directly tied to the goal of enhancing student engagement with the broader college
community, which includes the dining experience, college nights, and other sponsored co-curricular
programming events. The Campus is considering the possible development of mixed-use apartment
housing for upper division students in the next set of housing expansion projects. Such housing may not
include a required meal plan if the units are not constructed as part of the college program.
Response to Comment LA-6-68. The Draft EIR analyzes the impact of all the new students (6,950
additional students) and new employees (1,520 additional faculty and staff) on the demand for housing in
the study area under the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005). As stated on page 4.11-16 of the Draft EIR,
the residences of those students who would live off-campus within the county were distributed in the
study area based on the September 2005 BAE study cited by the commenter. Similarly, as stated on page
4.11-17 of the Draft EIR, the distribution of new employees who would live off-campus within the county
was also based on the September 2005 analysis conducted by BAE. All of the population and housing
analyses in the EIR and the conclusions are consistent with the results of the BAE report. Please see
Response to Comment LA-2-111 regarding the jobs-housing imbalance. Note that the Campus proposes
to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006). The Final
Draft 2005 LRDP revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment Growth
Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the Environmentally
Superior Alternative. The population and housing demand of the project as now proposed thus will be less
than under the Draft 2005 LRDP as analyzed in the Draft EIR. For more information regarding the Final
Draft 2005 LRDP, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements.
Response to Comment LA-6-69. Please refer to Master Response POP-1 regarding proposed mitigation
measures for the cumulative impact on housing resources. Note that three new mitigation measures,
LRDP Mitigations POP-3A, -3B and -3C, have been added to the Final EIR to reduce this impact. Please
see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Table 2-1, for text of revised mitigation
measures. With respect to a timeline for implementation of mitigation measures, please see Final EIR,
Chapter 4, Mitigation Monitoring Program, in Volume IV.
Response to Comment LA-6-70. The University will continue to seek feasible means of providing more
affordable on-campus housing for employees. At this time, the University expects to be able to construct
about 125 additional units of housing for employees on campus through 2020. Eighty-four employee18
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housing units under the Ranch View Terrace project have been approved but not yet constructed. Please
see Response to Comment LA-2-111 regarding jobs-housing imbalance in the city of Santa Cruz. Also
see Master Response ALT-5 as to why additional housing cannot be provided on the campus, and refer to
Master Response POP-1 regarding revised LRDP Mitigation POP-3. Revised mitigation measures are
presented in the Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1.
Response to Comment LA-6-71. The Draft EIR concludes that the impact of the project related to
population would be significant and unavoidable, and no mitigation is feasible. The Draft EIR, in addition
to assessing a No Project Alternative, analyzes the impacts of two alternatives (Reduced Enrollment
Growth and Satellite Campus at Fort Ord) that would reduce the increase in enrollment at the main
campus. Note that the Campus is recommending adoption of a Final 2005 LRDP EIR that represents the
Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative analyzed in the Draft EIR. This project was identified as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative to the Draft 2005 LRDP EIR.
Response to Comment LA-6-72. For reasons presented in Master Response ALT-5 and Response to
Comment LA-6-64, the University has determined that it cannot establish higher on-campus housing
targets for students than those provided under the 2005 LRDP because the student demand for on-campus
student housing will not support higher targets.
Response to Comment LA-6-73. The impacts of growth under the 2005 LRDP on the Santa Cruz
County Sheriff-Coroner’s Office were evaluated in LRDP Impact PUB-5, which evaluates cumulative
growth, including the 2005 LRDP-related off-campus population. The impacts of the 2005 LRDP-related
on-campus population were evaluated in LRDP Impact PUB-1. As the County Sheriff’s Office generally
only helps with occasional criminal investigations or coroner duties on-campus, growth in on-campus
population is unlikely to affect the County Sheriff’s Office significantly. Furthermore, as noted in LRDP
Impact PUB-5 there are no plans to expand the County Sheriff’s Office facilities. Therefore, there would
be no environmental impacts from provision of new Sheriff’s Office facilities to serve LRDP-related
population growth and other regional growth.
Response to Comment LA-6-74. Please refer to Responses to Comments LA-2-120, LA-2-121, LA-2122, and LA-2-125 for additional discussion of the impacts related to increased demand for recreational
facilities. LRDP Impacts REC-2 and REC-5 evaluate the impact of the 2005 LRDP population on
beaches, which includes surfing areas. LRDP Impact REC-2 (Draft EIR page 4.13-11) indicates that the
beaches would experience increased use by LRDP-related population. However, the Draft EIR indicates
that because non-local visitors and tourists also extensively use the beaches, the effect of the 2005 LRDPrelated population cannot be easily isolated. However, as the LRDP daytime and residential campus
population would represent a small portion of the overall population expected to use the beaches, the
project’s impact on these facilities is considered less than significant.
LRPD Impact REC-5 (Draft EIR page 4.13-16) indicates that the 2005 LRDP-related off-campus
population, in conjunction with other study area population, would use state beaches and parks in the
study area, and some of these facilities could experience deterioration related to overuse. However, as
these facilities serve much wider areas and not just Santa Cruz County, and are used extensively by
visitors and tourists, the effect of the 2005 LRDP-related population cannot be easily isolated. The Draft
EIR indicates that because the 2005 LRDP-related population would represent a very small portion of the
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overall population expected to use the state parks and beaches, the contribution of the project to the
cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable.
Response to Comment LA-6-75. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-158.
Response to Comment LA-6-76. Existing parking ratios on campus are already quite low (about 0.297
spaces per person in the campus population), in part because campus parking has been managed
deliberately to encourage the use of alternative transportation—that is, the cost of parking is a deliberate
disincentive to drive a single-occupant vehicle to the campus. Further reductions in parking ratios could
result in inadequate parking supply for the proposed population and development on campus and could
create more on and off-campus parking impacts. Under the 2005 LRDP, it is projected that parking would
be provided at a ratio of 0.301 parking spaces per person in the campus population. This ratio is very
slightly higher than the current ratio of parking on campus, but substantially lower than the 0.56 ratio
projected in the 1988 LRDP. TAPS monitoring of on-campus parking demand has shown that past and
current demand is well below the 1988 LRDP ratios and there is no reason to believe that the rate of
parking demand would increase as long as current TDM programs are maintained.
In comparison, the City of Santa Cruz Zoning Code would require one parking space for each employee
and one space for every three students (Section 24.12.240.ac. Colleges and Universities). At full
development under the 2005 LRDP, this translates to 4,702 parking spaces for employees (faculty and
staff) and 7,000 spaces for students, resulting in a total of 11,702 parking spaces - a ratio of about 0.46
spaces per person. This is substantially higher than both the 2005 LRDP parking ratio and the current
parking ratio on campus, and higher than the present rate of demand as demonstrated by TAPS surveys.
Response to Comments LA-6-77 and 78. The 2005 LRDP Draft EIR is a program level EIR. Impacts
related to the construction of the North Loop Road and other new proposed roads will be addressed in the
project-level assessment of the roadway at the time that the project is proposed. The North Loop Road is
only a conceptual plan at this stage, and the design information necessary to determine construction
impacts has not been developed. During the preparation of the LRDP, campus planners and the
consultants reviewed alternatives to the North Loop Road and the new connection to Empire Grade Road.
Alternatives to the North Loop Road included slightly different alignments or short extensions of
Chinquapin Road and Heller Drive. In developing the proposed 2005 LRDP land use map (including the
circulation plan), alternative plans were considered that did not include the new connection to Empire
Grade Road. Considerations in selecting the roadways and alignments in the 2005 LRDP included:
•

Impacts to topography, trails, wildlife crossings, and flora;

•

Accessibility to developable land in the north campus area;

•

Emergency access;

•

Accessibility to the proposed Campus Support area and/or potential employee housing; and

•

Potential impacts of the bridge spanning Cave Gulch.

The evaluation of LRDP options including the North Loop Road went beyond simply assessing traffic
and circulation, and included assessment of the effects of increased traffic volumes on McLaughlin Drive,
increases in pedestrian conflicts, design issues related to the new Empire Grade Road intersections (e.g.,
sight distance), increased traffic on Empire Grade Road, and routing of heavy vehicles.
20

L A - 6

U C

S a n t a

C r u z

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

Response to Comment LA-6-79. Potential internal and external hazards that might result from
circulation changes were taken into consideration during the development of the circulation plan for the
proposed 2005 LRDP. The proposed circulation plan was selected, in part, because the North Loop Road
and Hagar/Glenn Coolidge connector permitted several internal roadways (including McLaughlin, Hagar,
Meyer, and Steinhart) to emphasize pedestrian, bicycle and transit travel, and reduce vehicle/pedestrian
conflicts on campus core roadways. Please see Master Response TRAFFIC-2 with respect to hazards
associated with the new intersection on Empire Grade Road.
Response to Comment LA-6-80. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-2 (Impacts on Empire
Grade Road).
Response to Comment LA-6-81. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-2.
Response to Comment LA-6-82. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-2.
Response to Comment LA-6-83. The Draft EIR (page 4.14-3) identifies that Glenn Coolidge Drive is
County owned. The Campus acknowledges that Glenn Coolidge Drive is a county-maintained roadway
and any encroachments are subject to approval from the County.
Response to Comments LA-6-84. The Draft EIR traffic operations analysis used the 2000 Highway
Capacity Manual methods to estimate the levels of service at relevant intersections on county roadways
including the proposed Empire Grade Road access, Empire Grade Road at Heller Drive, and the
intersections on Glenn Coolidge Drive at Campus Facilities, Hagar Drive, and the proposed Hagar/Glenn
Coolidge connector. These analyses are presented in the Draft EIR in Table 4.14-14 on page 4.14-39.
Response to Comment LA-6-85. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-6-84 above. Draft EIR Table
4.14-14 shows the levels of service for the on-campus study intersections. At full development under the
2005 LRDP, these intersections (with the roadway network proposed in the LRDP and type of
intersection control specified in the table) would operate at LOS B or better. Draft EIR Appendix E
contains the detailed LOS calculations.
Response to Comment LA-6-86. The proposed 2005 LRDP would not affect existing conditions
associated with nighttime security checks by personnel at campus entrances.
Response to Comment LA-6-87. Comment noted.
Response to Comment LA-6-88. The Draft EIR used the AMBAG model to develop traffic growth
rates, and the existing street network to analyze existing and future conditions. The use of the AMBAG
model is consistent with recommendation in the scoping comments received from the City of Santa Cruz
and members of the public. The AMBAG model is based on population and employment forecasts
developed in a collaborative process with local agencies. It is the only model available that produces
forecasts to the year 2020. The City’s local area model produces traffic projections only for a near-term
scenario (through about year 2010) reflecting planned and approved development projects. The AMBAG
model is better suited for the planning horizon of the Draft EIR and its predictive abilities related to traffic
distribution and the influences of growth in the south county on traffic distribution patterns in Santa Cruz.
Response to Comment LA-6-89. To avoid redundancy, Draft EIR Section 4.14, Traffic, Circulation and
Parking, provides references to the AMBAG documentation, which summarizes the population and
employment forecasts on which the travel demand forecasting model is based.
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Response to Comment LA-6-90. Comment noted. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1 (Traffic
Standards of Significance).
Response to Comment LA-6-91. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-131.
Response to Comment LA-6-92. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-2 (Impacts on Empire
Grade Road).
Response to Comment LA-6-93. Comment noted. The intersection level of service for Empire Grade
Road at Cave Gulch Road is correctly portrayed in Draft EIR Table 4.14-15, and is LOS B in both peak
hours as a side-street stop controlled intersection. The Campus recognizes that this new access road would
require an encroachment permit from the County. At the time the road project is proposed, the Campus
will consult with the County, and will provide all necessary information to the County.
Response to Comments LA-6-94. The conclusion that off-campus traffic impacts would be significant
and unavoidable refers to all 11 impacted intersections. The impact is significant and unavoidable because
the University cannot guarantee implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, since the
affected intersections are located outside of the University’s’ jurisdiction. However, the University will
pay its fair share towards implementation of the identified mitigation measures, as discussed in Master
Response MIT-1.
The intersection of Empire Grade Road and Heller Drive meets one of the 11 warrants for installation of a
traffic signal (Peak Hour Warrant). The Campus recently applied for, but did not receive, a grant for the
cost of the traffic signal and is seeking alternative sources of funds for its installation. This project will be
coordinated with the County.
Response to Comment LA-6-95.
Existing traffic volumes at the intersections of Glenn
Coolidge/Campus Facilities, Glenn Coolidge/Hagar, and Empire Grade Road/Heller are shown in Draft
EIR Figures 4.14-7a, b, and c in the Draft EIR. Existing level of service calculation worksheets are
included in Appendix E of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment LA-6-96. Please refer to Response to Comment OPA-1-5.
Response to Comment LA-6-97. At the time traffic data were collected for the intersection of Glenn
Coolidge Drive/Hagar Drive, the intersection was still stop-controlled. The traffic signal was added
subsequent to data collection (as indicated in the footnote on Draft EIR Table 4.14-8). The existing
conditions geometry showing the intersection as stop-controlled was retained in the analysis for
consistency with the data collection.
Response to Comment LA-6-98. Comment noted.
Response to Comment LA-6-99. The traffic consultant preparing the traffic study contacted AMBAG
staff to discuss the proposed traffic projection methodology. AMBAG staff indicated that the proposed
method was consistent with their use of the model.
Response to Comment LA-6-100. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-3 (Eastern Access).
Response to Comment LA-6-101. A people mover system between downtown Santa Cruz, the Harvey
West area and the campus was evaluated in the City of Santa Cruz’s Master Transportation Study (City of
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Santa Cruz 2004) and was determined not to be a feasible system for accessing the campus at this time.
Therefore, it was not addressed in the Draft EIR as a potential access alternative.
Response to Comment LA-6-102. A number of alternative transportation programs are already available
to UC Santa Cruz faculty and staff. These include the Santa Cruz Area Transportation Management
Association’s Zero Percent Interest Bike Loan Program, Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commission’s (SCCRTC) E-bike rebate program (administered through Ecology Action, a non-profit
environmental consultancy), campus bicycle shuttles, van pools and carpools, and transit subsidies.
Response to Comment LA-6-103. During the development of the LRDP the potential for locating a
market in the academic core area to provide a local source for food and sundries was considered. The
2005 LRDP allows retail uses within developed areas, particularly to serve the increase in on-campus
residents. It is possible that retail development of this kind could be proposed in the future, if there is
evidence of demand. The Campus has contract mechanisms in place that would accommodate
establishment of a third-party retail outlet, such as a small supermarket. The benefits or impacts of such a
facility with respect to traffic cannot be assessed in the absence of a specific proposal but would be
assessed at the project-specific level should a facility be proposed in future.
Response to Comment LA-6-104. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-6-94. On-campus housing
levels are part of the proposed LRDP program and are not a mitigation measure. It is a goal of the
Campus to achieve the stated levels of on-campus student residents by the horizon year of the 2005
LRDP, and campus data indicate that this goal is feasible (see Master Response ALT-5). The Campus will
implement the potential Transportation Demand Management measures in LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B, or
alternatives, as necessary to achieve the objective of maintaining or improving the share of sustainable
non-single occupant vehicle modes of travel at 55 percent or better.
Response to Comment LA-6-105. The Draft EIR presents a suite of mitigation measures to reduce both
the indoor and outdoor water use rates on the campus in existing and new facilities. An additional effect
of several of these mitigation measures will be to also reduce the volume of wastewater that is discharged
to the wastewater treatment plant, which is proportional to indoor water use in most cases. All of the
mitigation measures listed under LRDP Mitigation UTIL-9 are focused on conservation and
sustainability. In particular, revised LRDP Mitigation UTIL-9F requires the Campus to prepare a study to
look into the feasibility of using reclaimed water (including rainwater, grey water and/or recycled water)
in new development, especially for irrigation, cooling, and toilet flushing, and recommend a plan for
reclaimed water use. Please also refer to Master Response UTIL-2, which provides more information
regarding mitigation measures to reduce water use on the campus under the 2005 LRDP and describes the
proposed revisions to these measures, which would further reduce campus water use and associated
wastewater generation. The text of revised measures is presented in the Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3,
Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1.
Response to Comment LA-6-106. Please see Response to Comments LA-3-28 and LA-5-1 regarding
the evaluation of water supply impacts of the 2005 LRDP and the service agreements made between the
University and the City of Santa Cruz. See also Section 5.2.15.3 in Master Response UTIL-1 regarding
the adequacy of existing supplies to serve growth through 2020 and Section 5.2.15.4 regarding the
environmental impacts of a desalination plant as a new source of water supply.
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Response to Comment LA-6-107. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-1, which discusses the
interrelationship between the City’s water supply and that of adjacent water districts, and also the
potential impact of the proposed project on other study area water districts.
Response to Comment LA-6-108. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.1 in Master Response UTIL-1 with
respect to current and future water supplies of the City of Santa Cruz and other study area water districts,
and Section 5.2.15.4 regarding environmental impacts of constructing and operating a desalination plant.
Response to Comment LA-6-109. The County’s comments with respect to conservation, recycled water
and storm water are noted. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-2, which describes in further detail the
LRDP mitigation measures to reduce the project’s impact on water supply.
Response to Comment LA-6-110. The 2005 LRDP is a long-range development plan, the main element
of which is the land use plan that identifies areas on the campus where new facilities could be built in
order to accommodate the increase in enrollment and research activities. The LRDP also identifies the
amount of additional building space that would be built on the campus between 2005 and 2020. The
analysis of storm water runoff in the Draft EIR is based on the area of land (in acres) within each campus
watershed where new building space would be constructed. A further breakdown of the types of
impervious surfaces that would be developed, such as rooftops, roads, and paths will not be available until
specific development projects under the 2005 LRDP are proposed. For the programmatic analysis, a
conservative estimate was made of total impervious surface that could be developed under the 2005
LRDP, based on the coverage of impervious surfaces associated with existing development. For the
methodology and assumptions used to estimate the total impervious surfaces that would be added to each
watershed and the resultant additional runoff, please refer to Section 4.8.2.3 in Draft EIR Section 4.8,
Hydrology and Water Quality and Appendix D2.
Response to Comment LA-6-111. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-2, which describes in further
detail the LRDP mitigation measures to reduce the project’s impact on water supply, including the use of
recycled water and captured rainwater.
Response to Comment LA-6-112. Please see Master Responses UTIL-1 and UTIL-2 regarding impacts
on regional water supply and water supply mitigation measures. The Draft EIR contains an analysis of the
cumulative impact of the proposed project in conjunction with other growth within the City’s service area
(LRDP Impact UTIL-9) on water supply in normal water years. The analysis is done at the service area
level; an analysis at a census tract or traffic analysis zone level would not be meaningful since a single
supply and distribution system serves the entire service area. The analysis is based on demand projections
for the service area prepared by the City. Master Response UTIL-1 explains why it is not necessary for
the University to prepare revised demand projections for the impact analysis. The Draft EIR also
evaluates the cumulative impact of the proposed project in conjunction with other growth on water supply
during drought conditions. Measures identified by the County in its scoping letter are included in the
Draft EIR as mitigation measures for the proposed project.
The Draft EIR evaluates the effect of pumping of groundwater for non-potable use from the karst aquifer
under LRDP Impact HYD-5. That analysis, which is based on pump tests conducted at the campus, found
that groundwater pumping would not have a discernible impact on nearby wells on the campus or on the
discharge at springs downgradient of the well site. Given the distance between the well site and the San
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Lorenzo River, and between the well site and the North Coast streams from which the City draws water, it
is unlikely that these sources could be affected by the pumping on campus.
The 2005 LRDP does not say that University Assistance Measures implemented under the 1988 LRDP
have been used to increase supply. Rather it describes a two-pronged approach to water issues –
conservation and UAMs to improve the water infrastructure. UAMs 1, 3, and 4 address water distribution
infrastructure, specifically City pump stations that serve the campus. The University has implemented
these measures by entering into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the City to share the costs
of necessary improvements. Some of these improvements have been completed, and the University has
paid its share of the costs. The remaining improvements anticipated under the MOU are not yet needed,
according to the City. The 1988 LRDP EIR also included a UAM stating that the University would
negotiate with the City to determine the share of the cost of developing new sources of water or of
improvements to the delivery system. However, this UAM was to be implemented “upon the City’s final
approval of the development of … new sources of water or of improvements to the delivery system….”
This condition has not occurred; therefore, it has not been necessary to implement the UAM. The existing
water supply has been sufficient to serve the campus.
Response to Comment LA-6-113. Sewer service to the campus is provided by the City of Santa Cruz.
The City indicated that the existing wastewater treatment plant would be able to handle the increased
flows from the campus that would result from the growth under the 2005 LRDP as well as other growth
projected within the service area (see Draft EIR page 4.15-23). As shown in the Draft EIR, the City’s
wastewater treatment plant currently is operating at about 60 percent of its design capacity (Draft EIR
page 4.15-8). Additionally, wastewater flows projected under the 2005 LRDP would account for less than
6 percent of average daily flow at the plant (Draft EIR page 4.15-22). Under the Final Draft 2005 LRDP,
the wastewater generated by the campus would be somewhat smaller, and the impact would still be less
than significant.
Response to Comment LA-6-114. There are only two improvements that are proposed for the campus
cooling water system. The first is a new cooling tower, which is described in the Draft EIR on page 2-24,
including the differences in the cooling tower design depending on the site that is selected. The second
improvement is the installation of approximately 1,100 feet of pipeline to convey chilled water from the
existing chiller plant clusters to a number of existing buildings in the Science Hill area (page 2-25). Two
new graphics (Figures 2-9 and 2-10) showing the general location of both cooling tower options, and the
site plan for the proposed cooling tower near the Earth and Marine Sciences Building, has been added to
the Final EIR (see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text). With respect to the two
alternate sites for the cooling tower, except for the operation noise impact, the environmental impacts at
both sites are similar. Because at one of the sites, the cooling tower would be adjacent to the Earth and
Marine Sciences Building, the operation of the cooling tower near would result in a significant noise
impact, which would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation. At the time that the
University considers the approval of the proposed cooling tower project, it will take environmental
impacts and other factors into consideration in selecting one of the two options.
Response to Comment LA-6-115. The University consulted with PG&E during the preparation of the
Draft EIR about whether new off-campus facilities would be needed to meet the projected increase in
campus demand for electricity. PG&E has indicated that existing facilities have adequate capacity to meet
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the projected growth in campus demand under the 2005 LRDP. PG&E indicated that the existing grid
capacity and distribution system are adequate to meet the projected campus demand through 2020. The
upgraded PG&E service discussed on page 4.15-26 of the Draft EIR is not necessary to meet the projected
demand but would be desirable from the University’s point of view to provide back-up capacity. Also,
please see Response to Comment I-2-6.
Response to Comment LA-6-116. Please see Master Response PD-1 regarding the magnitude of
enrollment growth analyzed in the Draft EIR, and Response to Comment LA-3-1 as to why the amount of
additional building space provided for in the 2005 LRDP is greater than what would be required based
solely on the projected enrollment growth.
Response to Comment LA-6-117. Please refer to Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment
Growth) and Master Response ALT-6 (Increased Infill Development). Also see Response to Comment
LA-6-116. If the level of development were decreased as suggested, it likely would be possible to
accommodate much of the increased development as infill in developed areas of the campus. However, it
would be difficult to accommodate the required housing in this manner, and the amount of open space
available for storm water infiltration would be limited. Infill development on the campus was also
considered under the southerly expansion option during the development of the LRDP. In the Draft EIR,
it was determined that the Southerly Expansion Alternative would result in increased significant
environmental impacts relative to the proposed project, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.4.3. Note that
the Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP
(September 2006). The Final Draft 2005 LRDP revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the
Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified
as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP,
please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements.
Response to Comment LA-6-118. Please refer to Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment
Growth), Master Response ALT-2 (Accommodating Growth at Another Site), and Master Response
ALT-4, which discusses growth at the Silicon Valley Center.
Response to Comment LA-6-119. The commenter suggests an alternative that emphasized alternative
transportation and included no new parking. The Campus recognizes that transportation and parking are
critical issues for campus development. Strategies to monitor and reduce traffic congestion are included
both as elements of the 2005 LRDP, and as traffic impact mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. Please
also refer to Response to Comment I-45-30.
As described in the Draft EIR and incorporated in the proposed project through the suites of mitigation
measures proposed for LRDP Impacts TRA-2, -3 and -4, the Campus will continue to refine and enhance
campus TDM measures, including continuing development of effective transportation alternatives, with
the goal of reducing single-occupant vehicle traffic. Implementation of these measures also will provide
benefits with respect to transit efficiency, intersection operations, and reduction of the parking demand
rate. The Campus will continue to implement and refine these measures in conjunction with any on-going
operations on campus, irrespective of the alternative adopted. However, the Campus has not been able to
identify any feasible means of limiting parking demand to the point that no new parking would be needed
on the campus.
Response to Comment LA-6-120. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-41.
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Response to Comment LA-6-121. Please refer to Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus
Housing Alternative).
Response to Comment LA-6-122. Please refer to Master Response Alt-4 (Moffett Field Satellite
Campus/ Silicon Valley Center Issues).
Response to Comments LA-6-123 and LA-6-124. The commenter suggests that a hybrid alternative
would reduce the identified environmental impacts of the proposed 2005 LRDP and that such an
alternative should be analyzed. Project elements suggested by the commenter are addressed below.
•

The commenter suggested that the enrollment increase should represent the campus' "fair share" of
the system-wide increase. Please refer to Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment Growth)
regarding enrollment growth.

•

Under the suggested hybrid alternative, 70 percent of undergraduate students and 50 percent of
graduate student would be housed on campus. At an enrollment level of 16,850, this would require a
total of approximately 10,660 beds under the hybrid alternative, as compared with a total of about
9,715 beds under the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005). Thus, the suggested hybrid alternative would
require construction of 4,335 new bed spaces in addition to the 6,325 existing bed spaces, an increase
of beds relative to development at full implementation of the Draft 2005 LRDP. Please refer to
Master Response ALT- 5 (Increased On-Campus Housing), which explains why provision of more
on-campus housing is not feasible.

•

The commenter suggests that, under a hybrid alternative, the increase in building space should be
proportional to enrollment growth, for a growth of no more than 20 to 25 percent gsf above the
current baseline. A 25 percent increase above current development would result in construction of a
total of about 1,264,000 new gsf under the commenter's proposed hybrid alternative. At
approximately 340 gsf per bed space, construction of 4,335 new bed spaces would require 1.48
million gsf, more than the total new building space under the commenter’s suggested hybrid
alternative. This alternative clearly is not feasible. Also, please refer to Response to Comment LA-6116.

•

Under the hybrid alternative, development would consist primarily of infill in currently developed
areas of the campus--the southern and central campus. Issues regarding adoption of a Southerly
Expansion Alternative are addressed in Draft EIR Section 5.4.3. Development through infill is
addressed in Master Response ALT- 6. See also Response to Comment LA-6-117.

•

The hybrid alternative, as proposed, includes very limited new parking and emphasizes increased
alternative transportation measures. Please refer to Response to Comments LA-6-119 and I-45-30.

•

The hybrid alternative would include maximization of water conservation, use of groundwater
sources on campus, and use of reclaimed water as means of reducing the campus's demand on the
regional water supply. All of these measures are included as mitigation measures for the proposed
project. Please see the revised mitigation measures LRDP UTIL 9A-9I in the Final EIR. Also, see
Master Response UTIL-2 and Response to Comment LA-6-6.
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Under the hybrid alternative, enrollment increases would be tied to implementation of specific
measures to mitigate the impacts of growth and development as they occurred. Please see Response to
Comment LA-3-41.

Note that the Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP
(September 2006). The Final Draft 2005 LRDP revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the
Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified
as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP,
please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements.
Response to Comment LA-6-125. Please refer to Response to Comment SA-4-2 regarding the status of
implementation of 1988 LRDP EIR mitigation measures. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9
regarding revisions to 2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and Volume IV, Section 3 of the Final EIR
for the full text of revised measures. Please also see Response to Comment LA-6-7 regarding the timing
of implementation of proposed 2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures.
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Response to Comment Letter LA-7
Response to Comment LA-7-1. The cumulative traffic projections used in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR
analysis are based on growth factors derived from the AMBAG regional travel demand forecasting model
and assignment of traffic from proposed and approved development projects (i.e., Marine Science
Campus and Home Depot). The regional traffic projections are based on forecasts of employment and
population growth, which have been reviewed by local agencies and adopted by AMBAG. The AMBAG
model is the most reasonable and best source of cumulative traffic conditions that was available at the
time the Draft EIR was prepared.
The Draft EIR projects increases in delay at individual intersections on and off campus, which would
translate to increased travel time for METRO bus routes. Significant impacts have been identified at
intersections where increases in delay would meet the significance criteria. Feasible mitigation measures
have been identified to address these impacts and many of the measures will reduce the University’s
traffic contributions to a less-than-significant level. However, substantial background traffic growth is
anticipated in the region and in the City of Santa Cruz, irrespective of University growth. Due to this
traffic growth, many of the affected intersections would operate at LOS E or F; even after all feasible
mitigations have been implemented. Intersections so affected have been identified as having significant
and unavoidable impacts because there are no feasible mitigation measures (e.g., due to right-of-way
constraints and existing land uses/buildings) to mitigate traffic impacts to LOS D or better, as explained
in Response to Comment RA-1-22. These significant unavoidable impacts would be expected to occur
even if there were no campus growth. The University has coordinated with METRO to prepare a
feasibility study of off-campus transit operational improvements (Bay Corridor Preliminary Feasibility
Analysis: Bus Rapid Transit, Urbitran Associates, March 2006), and proposes to provide effective transit
operational improvements within its jurisdiction.
Response to Comment LA-7-2. The 2005 LRDP fully supports transit improvements on and offcampus. Specifically, the LRDP provides for a major transit hub located in the East Collector Facility
where METRO buses would interconnect with campus shuttles and provide an opportunity for timed
transfers. The LRDP also supports the expansion and reconfiguration of the transit system and facilities
on-campus, but is intentionally general as to the exact types of improvements, leaving the design to
subsequent technical studies and advances. Two such studies have been completed to date: (1) The UCSC
Comprehensive Transit Study (Urbitran Associates, February 2004), and (2) The Bay Corridor
Preliminary Feasibility Analysis: Bus Rapid Transit (Urbitran Associates, March 2006). The first study
provides detailed operational and capital recommendations for the on and off-campus transit system, and
includes discussion of articulated (60-foot) buses as an option for improving capacity. The second study
discusses the preliminary feasibility of a detailed menu of on and off-campus options for improving
transit operations leading to the campus entrances. The Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that
affirm the University’s commitment to improving transit operations and facilities. The University will
continue to work closely with METRO to implement the most effective improvements recommended in
the Urbitran studies. The University is committed to working cooperatively with SCMTD and will, under
appropriate contractual arrangements, continue to pay for transit services provided to the campus by
SCMTD.
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Response to Comment LA-7-3. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-7-2 above. The Campus has
committed to a wide range of traffic impact mitigation measures in the LRDP EIR, many of which are
directed toward reducing transit delays and maintaining and improving transit service. A range of specific
measures to speed boarding and thus reduce delays would be considered, such as improved passenger
queuing systems to improve loading/unloading; or the use of higher technology mechanisms for counting
passenger trips (such as “swipe” cards). Other measures that could reduce bus travel times include
increased use of “limited” express service off- and on-campus (i.e., certain buses stop at only a limited
number of stops, rather than every stop) and, ultimately, conversion of much of SCMTD’s campus transit
service to express service to the new Transit Hub at the East Collector Facility, where passengers could
transfer to Campus Transit for the remainder of their trip. The University will continue to work with
SCMTD to identify mechanisms to ensure that the SCMTD is appropriately compensated for service
provided to the University.
Response to Comment LA-7-4. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-7-2.

2

L A - 7

U C

S a n t a

C r u z

Comment Letter LA-8

1

2

3

Comment Letter LA-8

3

4

5

6

7

8

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

Response to Comment Letter LA-8
Response to Comment LA-8-1. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-133 for a discussion of the
Bay Street/Mission Street intersection. Similarly, planned improvements at the intersection of Bay
Street/Escalona Street are identified in the City’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) as being funded
through either gas taxes, grants, or through the City’s traffic impact fee program. Because the
improvements at this intersection are identified as being funded through the City’s traffic impact fee
program it is reasonable to assume the improvements will be implemented. The City’s CIP identifies the
expenditure as occurring in 2008. While the funding source could be grants or gas taxes (if these funds
can be acquired), most likely the Bay/Escalona intersection improvements will be funded through the
city’s traffic impact fee program. Please refer to Master Response MIT-1 regarding fair share
contributions.
Response to Comment LA-8-2. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-4-12. The University will
fund improvements including bicycle lanes on existing and new campus roads within its jurisdiction.
Response to Comment LA-8-3. LRDP Mitigation TRA-4E (Draft EIR page 4.14-54) states that the
Campus shall implement the bicycle circulation elements of the 2005 LRDP as needed to maintain and
enhance the effectiveness of bicycles as a transportation mode, referring to on-campus bicycle
improvements. For off-campus bicycle improvements, the Draft EIR includes bicycle related measures in
Table 4.14-19 including:
•

Expand Bike Shuttle hours of operation and increase frequency of service, as needed.

•

Work with local agencies to implement a series of off-campus bike circulation improvements (bike
boulevards, secure bike parking at major transit stops, etc.).

•

Work with local agencies to provide additional secure bike parking and/or “bike stations” at or near
off-campus transit stops.

•

Work with appropriate agencies to identify and develop a Westside Santa Cruz multi-modal hub, to
connect Westside shuttle service with expanded automobile and bike parking and (ultimately)
regional access via the adjoining rail right-of-way.

The University will collaborate with the local and/or regional agencies that are responsible for
implementing the types of measures listed above. This may include contributions to funding the
improvements through agreements established between the agencies and the University.
Response to Comment LA-8-4. Comment noted. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-3 (Eastern
Access).
Response to Comment LA-8-5. Parking in the neighborhoods around the campus tends to be congested,
as discussed in Response to Comment LA-4-6. The City of Santa Cruz has instituted a Residential
Parking Permit program in order to limit parking in surrounding residential neighborhoods to
neighborhood residents, and the University is supportive of the City’s program and the concerns of
residents in these neighborhoods, and does not propose measures that would encourage students to park
there. However, the Draft EIR identifies a suite of measures to encourage and facilitate the use of
alternative transportation modes such as bicycles and transit for access to campus, and is exploring the
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establishment of multi-modal transit hubs both on and off campus that would further facilitate the use and
efficiency of these modes. Please refer to LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B and its implementing measures (in
Table 4.14.19 of the Draft EIR), and to LRDP Mitigations TRA-4A through -4F. These measures are
designed to maintain and increase the use of non-SOV modes, including bicycles, and to maintain and
improve transit efficiency.
Response to Comment LA-8-6. The Campus guidelines for the planning and design of campus facilities
include requirements for bicycles and pedestrian facilities, and compliance with local, state, and federal
requirements. These guidelines would be applied in subsequent levels of planning and site and building
design. The Campus has prepared a Draft Bike Plan, which describes policies, programs and proposed
bike facilities. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-4-12 and Response to Comment ORG-5-6.
Response to Comment LA-8-7. High Street already has bicycle lanes along its length connecting to
bicycle lanes on Storey Street. Glenn Coolidge Drive also has bicycle lanes along its entire length. Spring
Street is a residential collector street and is not identified as a Class II bike route on the City’s bicycle
network. Local residents may not support formal designation of this street as a bike route, because of
potential hazards associated with the slope of the road (i.e., slow uphill speeds, combined with high
downhill speeds), and issues related to vehicle conflicts (bikes encountering cars exiting driveways or onstreet parking). Without local support, the City of Santa Cruz is not likely to make such a designation.
Spring Street provides indirect access to the campus (via on-street paths) and bicycle access to High
Street. Based on its classification and relatively low traffic speed and volume, Spring Street should
adequately serve bicyclists without additional markings or improvements beyond typical roadway
maintenance.
Response to Comment LA-8-8. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-2 (Impacts on Empire Grade
Road).
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Response to Comment Letter LA-9
Response to Comment LA-9-1. See Response to Comment LA-2-1.
Response to Comment LA-9-2. Section 3.5 in the Draft EIR lists the programmatic objectives of the
2005 LRDP. Campus enrollment and population projections for students and employees are included in
the subsequent section, Section 3.7. Also, please see Master Response PD-1 regarding the projected
magnitude of system-wide and campus growth.
Response to Comment LA-9-3. Please refer to Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment
Growth).
Response to Comment LA-9-4. Currently, approximately 5,000 people participate in conferences at UC
Santa Cruz each year. The extent to which the number of conferences would be reduced to accommodate
increases in summer enrollment is not yet known; therefore, the EIR analysis does not assume any
reduction in the existing summer population.
Response to Comment LA-9-5. Three-quarter average on-campus headcount enrollment for 2005-06
was 14,522. Please refer to http://planning.ucsc.edu/irps/historicalData/HistoricalEnrollment2005_06.pdf.
Response to Comment LA-9-6. The environmental effects of increased summer enrollment are analyzed
in Section 4.14, Transportation and Circulation, and Section 4.15, Utilities. See Draft EIR page 4-3 for
additional information about the environmental impacts from the proposed increased enrollment during
summer sessions.
Response to Comment LA-9-7. The Campus has no plans under the 2005 LRDP to develop Campus
Resource Land (CRL). This designation identifies land reserved for future unidentified use. Should the
demand for employee housing exceed the capacity of the land areas designated for Employee Housing
during the term of the 2005 LRDP, it is possible that use of areas presently designated CRL could be
proposed. Any such proposal would require an amendment of the 2005 LRDP, and also would be subject
to project-specific environmental review.
Response to Comment LA-9-8. The 787 new graduate student beds were included in the total of 3,390
student beds included in the analysis of the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) in the Draft EIR. Note that
the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006) revises the Draft 2005 LRDP to reflect the Reduced
Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the Draft EIR, Volume II, Chapter 5. As detailed
in the Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, under the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, enrollment could grow to
19,500 students and a total of about 2,300 student beds would be provided. These beds, with existing
campus beds, would meet the housing goals of providing housing on campus for 50 percent of
undergraduates and 25 percent of graduate students.
Response to Comment LA-9-9. The University’s Housing Access Policy requires that 80 percent of all
employee housing units built after 2003 be offered to faculty.
Response to Comment LA-9-10. Existing housing for students and employees is discussed in detail in
the Draft EIR Section 4.11, pages 4.11-7 through 4.11-9. Projected housing for students is reported on
page 4.11-15 and for employees on page 4.11-16. Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project
Refinements, for detailed population and housing information for the Final Draft 2005 LRDP.
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Response to Comment LA-9-11. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-10-4 for a discussion of the
baseline condition for evaluating traffic impacts.
Response to Comment LA-9-12. The list of pending or approved projects provided in Table 4.0-1 was
used to evaluate any localized and/or regional cumulative impacts that may occur in the vicinity of the
Campus and 2300 Delaware Avenue (see Table 4.0-1, Draft EIR page 4.5). For example, this list was
used to evaluate cumulative construction PM10 impacts associated with 2005 LRDP development (see
Section 4.3, Air Quality, Draft EIR page 4.3-39). The list was also used to evaluate localized cumulative
“footprint” impacts, such as were addressed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources (Draft EIR page 4.4-65)
and in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality (Draft EIR page 4.8-43). As the additional projects
listed in the comment would not be located in the vicinity of the main campus or 2300 Delaware Avenue,
Table 4.0-1 does not include them. It should be noted that Home Depot will be opening a new store at the
old K-Mart site on 41st Avenue in Capitola.
University projects, such as the Ranch View Terrace project, approved under the 1988 LRDP but not yet
constructed, are considered in the analysis of 2005 LRDP impacts. The on- and off-campus populations
associated with these projects are included in the estimate of new population associated with the 2005
LRDP. Other environmental impacts of such projects were considered in the 1988 LRDP and form part of
the baseline for the present project. For this reason, these University projects are not listed in Draft EIR
Table 4.0-1.
The Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR fully evaluate the cumulative impacts of development under
the 2005 LRDP, in accordance with CEQA. Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that
cumulative analyses can be based on a list of past, present, and probable future projects, or on projections
contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document. As described in detail in Section 4,
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation (Draft EIR Volume I, page 4-3 through 4-8), the
cumulative impact analyses for population-related topics (i.e., air quality, noise, population and housing,
public services, recreation, transportation, utilities) is based on the potential direct and indirect growth
that would occur under the 2005 LRDP and on the 2004 AMBAG Population, Housing Unit &
Employment Forecasts. The forecasts provide projections of population, housing, employment, and traffic
growth that is expected to occur in Santa Cruz County through 2030. Additionally, the potential direct
and indirect growth that would occur under the 2005 LRDP is based on maximum projections about the
growth in enrollment, faculty and staff that could occur by 2020.
Response to Comment LA-9-13. The 125 on-campus employee housing units would accommodate an
average of 2.44 people per unit. It is assumed that at least some UC Santa Cruz employees that would be
living in these units would have spouses that would also be UC Santa Cruz employees. This “double-up”
rate (historically about 1.1 UC Santa Cruz employees/unit) is the basis for the 138 on-campus employee
residents identified in Draft EIR Table 4.0-2.
Response to Comment LA-9-14. Please refer to the Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality (Subsection
4.3.2.4); Section 4.10, Noise (Subsection 4.10.2.5); Section 4.11, Population and Housing (LRDP Impact
POP-3); Section 4.12, Public Services (Impacts PUB-5 through PUB-7); Section 4.13, Recreation (LRDP
Impacts REC-4 and REC-5); Section 4.14, Transportation, Circulation, and Parking (LRDP Impact
TRA-2); and Section 4.15, Utilities (LRDP Impacts UTIL-9 and UTIL-10) for the cumulative impact
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evaluations for these population-related topics. Quantification is provided for these evaluations as
appropriate for the particular topic. Each of the cited cumulative impact analyses considers the LRDP’s
contribution to the extent possible without speculation.
Response to Comment LA-9-15. Draft EIR Figure 4.1-7 identifies both lands visible from off-site
locations and areas proposed for development under the 2005 LRDP. This figure has been revised to
show the anticipated development projects and/or areas that would be visible from the simulated vantage
points. Please see Volume IV, Chapter 3 of the Final EIR, Changes to Draft EIR Text. Please also refer to
Response to Comment LA-2-35 for a discussion of the analytical methods used in the evaluation of
aesthetic impacts.
Response to Comment LA-9-16. Text on Draft EIR pages 4.1-8 and 4.1-9 has been revised to clarify the
scenic vistas standard of significance and method of analysis. Please see Volume IV, Chapter 3 of the
Final EIR for changes to the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment LA-9-17. In the view from Highway 1 (Figure 4.1-13), only the Event Center
and the East Collector parking Facility would be visible, not the Digital Arts Facility. This impact was
determined to be less than significant in the Draft 2005 LRDP EIR because: (1) neither building would
extend above the existing tree line, (2) the buildings would not dominate the distant view from this
location, and (3) only intermittent and momentary views of the campus are available while driving along
Highway 1 (see Draft EIR page 4.1-14). The distant view from this vantage point would continue to be
dominated by open meadow with a forest backdrop. Overall, the visual change from this vantage point
that would result from development under the 2005 LRDP was not considered to have a substantial
adverse effect on views of the rolling hills of the University, which would continue to provide a distant
scenic backdrop to the more urban views available from some off-campus locations.
From the Wharf vantage point (Figure 4.1-14) the proposed Auditorium and Events Center would be
visible. This impact was determined to be less than significant, because: (1) the Auditorium would occur
in an area with existing visible development in the Arts area, (2) the Event Center would not obscure the
panoramic views of the hillside from the wharf, (3) most of the distant hillside would remain undeveloped
under the 2005 LRDP, and (4) from the Wharf the hillside represents a distant backdrop to a developed
visually stimulating scene (see Draft EIR page 4.1-14). As with the view from Highway 1, neither the
auditorium nor the Event Center would extend above the existing tree line, nor would the buildings
dominate the distant view from this location.
Additionally, as stated on Draft EIR page 4.1-10, the colors on the simulations were specifically selected
to provide high contrast with the existing setting to allow readers to see the change in the views readily.
The color palette that would actually be used would be consistent with the campus’s grassland/forest
setting or with the colors of existing buildings in the area and would be subject to Design Advisory Board
review as part of the planning process. Moreover, the photographs on which the simulations are based
represent only a limited portion of the views available from these vantage points, centered on the
proposed buildings. As a result of both of these factors, the simulations likely overestimate the ultimate
visibility and prominence of proposed development.
Response to Comment LA-9-18. The City of Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz County and the University have
agreed to share the costs of the improvements needed to repair erosion conditions in the Pogonip. The
University agreed to pay the full cost of improvements identified in the 1995 Bowman Williams report for
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Gully G, specifically, developing a detention basin and installing rip-rap for energy dissipation at the end
of the pipe. These improvements are included as Item No. 114 of the Infrastructure Improvements Project
(see Table 2-2a). The University will reimburse the City for the costs of the other improvements
according to the existing cost-sharing agreement. Please see Response to Comment SA-4-2 regarding the
status of 1988 University Assistance Measures, and Master Response MIT-1 regarding the University’s
fair share contributions.
Response to Comment LA-9-19. If the Pogonip watershed (including the area draining to Pogonip,
Redwood, and Arroyo de San Pedro Regaldo creeks) is broken out from the rest of the San Lorenzo River
watershed, the total area of the Pogonip watershed is estimated to be 1,050 acres, with 184 acres (18
percent of total) on the campus. Of the on-campus acreage, 57 acres drain to the subsurface and 127 acres
discharge to surface drainages.
Response to Comment LA-9-20. Pursuant to an agreement, the County has accepted responsibility for
erosion conditions in the Pogonip resulting from runoff from Coolidge Drive and has agreed to pay its
share of the cost of improvements needed to address these conditions.
Response to Comment LA-9-21. Draft EIR Figure 4.8-3 has been revised to show sinkholes as well as
fractures. Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment LA-9-22. LRDP Mitigation HYD-3C and –3D have been revised to improve
their effectiveness. Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised
Table 2-1. The goal of LRDP Mitigations HYD-3, especially HYD-3C and -3D, is to maintain runoff at
pre-project conditions for volume, peak flow rate, and duration. To the extent that the mitigation measures
are successfully implemented, they will adequately minimize any offsite impacts of new development
within the Pogonip watershed, as well as the on-campus impacts of new development within the Moore
Creek watershed. For reasons presented in the Draft EIR and further explained in Response to Comment
LA-6-51, no significant impacts to Moore Creek downstream of the campus (including the Moore Creek
Preserve) are anticipated. As described in the Draft EIR, to avoid and minimize water quality impacts on
the Pogonip drainages, the Campus would implement LRDP Mitigations HYD-3C and -3D. Nonetheless,
the impact could nonetheless be significant and unavoidable for reasons presented in the Draft EIR and in
Response to Comment LA-9-23 below.
Response to Comment LA-9-23. Mitigation measures to limit runoff from new development are
intended to reduce the impacts of new development on erosion and sedimentation to a less-thansignificant level. Even so, the impact on the Pogonip drainages was conservatively described as
significant and unavoidable, because the feasibility of implementing the mitigation measures for every
potential project is not known at this time. It is anticipated that mitigation measures for those projects, as
revised in the Final EIR, will reduce erosion and sedimentation impacts to less-than-significant levels. See
Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1. However, this cannot
be confirmed without knowing the details of all the future projects. Regarding potential impacts on the
Moore Creek Preserve, please see Response to Comment LA-6-51. Also, please see Master Response
HYDRO-1 regarding LRDP Impact HYD-3.
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Response to Comment LA-9-24. LRDP Mitigations HYD-3C and -3D are designed to limit runoff to
pre-project conditions. This would include projects that drain to Coolidge Drive and the Pogonip. Also
see Response to Comment LA-9-23 above.
Response to Comment LA-9-25. For reasons presented in Response to Comment LA-6-51, with the
implementation of the mitigation measures included in the EIR, it is anticipated that there would be no
significant increase above existing conditions in discharges in Moore Creek downstream of the campus.
Furthermore, the sediment and erosion control mitigation measures in conjunction with detention
provided by the Arboretum Pond would help control discharge of sediment to Moore Creek downstream
of the campus. Because no significant impacts from new development are indicated, the University does
not need to further characterize the downstream drainages in Moore Creek watershed at this time, and no
mitigation is required.
Response to Comment LA-9-26. With respect to the east branch of Moore Creek downstream of the
campus, please refer to Response to Comment LA-6-51. As discussed in the Draft EIR (page 4.8-34), no
development is proposed for the campus lands west of Empire Grade Road that drain to the Moore Creek
western tributary, and therefore there would be no increase in runoff into that tributary as a result of the
2005 LRDP. Because the proposed 2005 LRDP would not result in any significant hydrologic changes to
the Moore Creek drainages downstream of the campus, it also would not result in any significant impacts
to California red-legged frog habitat within the Moore Creek Preserve, impacts related to erosion and
bank stability, or effects on private property adjacent to the drainages. No changes to the analysis or the
conclusions in the Draft EIR are required. Also refer to Response to Comment LA-9-25.
Response to Comment LA-9-27. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-9-24.
Response to Comment LA-9-28. No increase in flooding is expected since peak flows would not be
increased. Although there could be a small increase in the duration of flows, LRDP Mitigation HYD-3D,
as revised in the Final EIR (Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1) is intended to maintain the volume
of runoff at pre-project levels so the increase in the duration of flows should not be substantial.
Maintaining infiltration rates is also expected to maintain spring and seep flows at pre-project levels.
In the event that the current infiltration rates are not maintained, the water that would have infiltrated
would instead drain to surface creeks and then enter the karst system via sinkholes and swallow holes. It
is possible that in some areas, this may reduce the time required for water to reach the springs and seeps.
However, for most areas the karst aquifer would serve as a detention basin and dampen the effect of this
runoff on downstream springs and seeps.
Please also refer to Response to Comment I-34-47 which explains why under large storm event conditions
(which are more likely to produce flows that could result in flooding in drainages), the volume of runoff
that would drain into the karst system under the 2005 LRDP conditions would be similar to the volume of
runoff under current conditions, and therefore spring discharge rates following large storms would not be
significantly different under 2005 LRDP conditions from the rates under current conditions.
Response to Comment LA-9-29. Please refer to Response to Comment I-74-1.
Response to Comment LA-9-30. Under existing conditions, some sinkholes have filled with sediment
and some have been clogged temporarily before opening back up as a result of natural processes. Some of
the storm drainage improvements included in the Infrastructure Improvements Project would address
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existing sinkhole capacity problems and include diverting runoff for surface dispersion and cleaning out
sediment.
With respect to sinkholes in the Moore Creek drainage, on page 4.8-39 the Draft EIR notes that some
sinkholes could potentially fill with sediment and that in that case the increased runoff would leave the
campus as surface discharge. However, the Draft EIR explains further in the same paragraph that all new
capital projects would be required to comply with the mitigation measures under LRDP Mitigation HYD3 (as revised in the Final EIR, see Volume IV, Chapter 3), which are intended to minimize the generation
of additional runoff. As explained in Master Response HYDRO-1, the Draft EIR states that this impact
could be significant because it may not be feasible at some project sites to design measures that would
decrease the volume of flow to the extent needed to prevent an increase in erosion compared to existing
conditions. However, in the case of Moore Creek, should there be an increase in runoff that reached the
Main Stem, or the West Entrance Fork, these flows would be detained by the Arboretum Pond and other
impoundments. In other words, it is anticipated that any impacts of campus development on Moore Creek
would occur above the Arboretum Dam. Downstream of the Arboretum Dam, the storage capacity behind
the dam will dampen any effects of campus development.
Response to Comment LA-9-31. Please refer to Responses to Comments LA-6-51, LA-9-26, and LA-930 above.
Response to Comment LA-9-32. Draft EIR Table 4.0-1 includes pending projects within the vicinity of
UC Santa Cruz. See Response to Comment LA-9-12. The sentence referenced, on Draft EIR page 4.9-5,
indicated that development plans or proposals within the City limits in the vicinity of UC Santa Cruz
consist primarily of infill development.
Response to Comment LA-9-33. Comment noted. Draft EIR Figure 3-1 does not show City and County
boundaries. Portions of the UC Santa Cruz campus west of Empire Grade Road and the north and upper
campus are within the unincorporated Santa Cruz County.
Response to Comment LA-9-34. Please refer to Master Response LU-1, which addresses the County’s
concern regarding consistency with the City and County general plans.
Response to Comment LA-9-35. The issues referenced are addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.11
(Population and Housing), and Section 6.3 (Growth Inducing Impacts).
Response to Comment LA-9-36. The environmental impacts of population growth are evaluated in
several sections of the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR. Direct impacts are evaluated under Public Services,
Recreation, Utilities, and Traffic sections. Indirect impacts associated with population growth are also
addressed in analyses of air quality and noise.
Response to Comment LA-9-37. The data reported in Draft EIR Table 4.11-2 are based on the
constrained forecasts. According to AMBAG, only the constrained forecasts are available, and there are
no published unconstrained forecasts (Muck 2005).
Response to Comment LA-9-38. Please see pages 2, 10, and 55 of the AMBAG forecasts (AMBAG
2004), which state that constrained forecasts of population and housing growth were adopted for Santa
Cruz County.
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Response to Comment LA-9-39. The Draft EIR explains on pages 4-4 and 4.11-6 that AMBAG
forecasts include substantial employment growth within the city of Santa Cruz, and the AMBAG travel
demand model shows employment growth on campus in excess of the growth envisioned under the 2005
LRDP. Therefore, the regional employment forecasts include all of the new employees who would be
added to the campus under the 2005 LRDP. Also, please see Responses to Comments LA-3-19, LA-3-20
and LA-2-110.
The Draft EIR acknowledges that not all of the growth in student population under the 2005 LRDP is
accounted for in the AMBAG forecasts. Therefore, to fully account for and analyze the impact of the
proposed project, all of the LRDP–related population (both new students and new employees) is
conservatively presented as being incremental to the population projected in the AMBAG forecasts (see
Draft EIR, Section 4.11).
Response to Comment LA-9-40. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-99.
Response to Comment LA-9-41. Both enrollment and on-campus housing occupancy levels vary from
year to year and from quarter to quarter. Draft EIR Table 4.11-4 presents data from Spring 2004, because
that is when the study of residence patterns was conducted. Table 4.11-3 presents data for Fall 2004.
Please note that in Table 4.11-3, 6,535 is the design capacity of on-campus student housing, not the
number housed. At all UC campuses, Fall is the quarter with the highest enrollment level; therefore, the
number of students living in UC housing during that quarter tends to be higher than it is during other
quarters. Fall population was used as the baseline for the EIR because it is assumed that enrollment will
continue to peak in the Fall Quarter and population-related impacts would therefore be greatest at that
time. Typically, however, the Campus uses a 3-quarter average enrollment for planning purposes. In
Spring 2003, the number of students housed on campus (i.e., not including off-campus Universitysponsored housing) was 5,554. The number of students enrolled on campus that quarter was 13,556 so 41
percent of students were housed on campus, consistent with Draft EIR Table 4.11-4.
Response to Comment LA-9-42. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-25.
Response to Comment LA-9-43. The commenter is correct that the clause is not relevant in determining
the household size or population. It should be noted that in estimating household incomes of student
households, BAE did not take the income of student dependents into account.
Response to Comment LA-9-44. Since the publication of the Draft 2005 LRDP, the Campus has refined
the proposed project as the Final Draft 2005 LRDP. The proposed project now reflects the Reduced
Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the Draft EIR. The Final Draft 2005 LRDP
(September 2006) includes the same housing percentage goals originally proposed for a total student
population in 2020 (sufficient to accommodate 50 percent of undergraduates and 25 percent of graduate
students) and includes a total of about 2,300 student beds in addition to existing campus bed spaces.
Response to Comment LA-9-45.
Housing Alternative).

Please refer to Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus

Response to Comment LA-9-46. Please refer to LRDP Impact POP-1, which presents the distribution of
the LRDP-related population under two scenarios. Under both scenarios, approximately 32 percent of the
total new students would live in the City of Santa Cruz. By comparison, based on the data contained in
Draft EIR Table 4.11-4, historically between 38 to 43 percent of the students have lived in the City of
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Santa Cruz. There are at least three reasons why a lower percentage of new student population is
estimated for the City. First, the lower percentage reflects the projected lack of availability and cost of
housing in the City of Santa Cruz, which are expected to result in a shift towards student residence in the
central and southern portion of the county where cheaper housing is expected to be available. Second, the
analysis applies this distribution only to the 6,950 additional students, and assumes the existing
distribution for the baseline student population. The percentage of all students living in the city would be
more than 32 percent but less than it has been historically. Finally, the analysis assumes that all 6,950
students who would be added to the campus by 2020 under the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) would
be “new” to the study area; that number is not discounted for students would be already be living in the
study area at the time of enrollment.1 If those students are accounted for, the percentage of newly-enrolled
students living in the City would be slightly higher.
With respect to employees, historically 48 to 52 percent have lived in the City of Santa Cruz (BAE 2005).
However under the first scenario, about 29 percent of the new LRDP-related employees would live in the
City of Santa Cruz whereas under the second scenario this percentage would be 14 percent. The high
historic percentages reflect long-term employees who moved into the City during the early years of the
campus, are still employed at the campus, and continue to live in the City. The low percentage of new
employees who would live in the City of Santa Cruz again reflects the low availability and high cost of
housing in the City of Santa Cruz and a shift towards the central and southern portion of the county and
outside the county, where cheaper housing is expected to be available. Employee survey data (Table 4.114) show that between 1998 and 2002, there was a large increase in the percent of employees commuting
to the campus from homes outside the county. This can possibly be attributed to the lack of affordable
housing in the city, as well as to the greater range of housing choices outside of Santa Cruz. Furthermore,
this low percentage does not account for employees that would be hired from within the study area.
Note that the proposed project has been refined as the Final Draft LRDP (September 2006), which reflects
the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in Section 5.4.2 of the Draft EIR. As
described in the Draft EIR, Volume II, Chapter 5, and in more detail in the Final EIR, Volume IV,
Chapter 2, enrollment growth and employee growth would be reduced, and the magnitude of the housing
impact would also be reduced under the Final Draft 2005 LRDP.
Response to Comment LA-9-47. Under both scenarios reported under LRDP Impact POP-1, the term
“employees” encompasses both faculty and staff. Also refer to Master Response POP-1 (Impact on
Regional Housing).
Response to Comment LA-9-48. Please see Master Response POP-1.
Response to Comment LA-9-49. It is assumed that the 125 new housing units that are planned under the
2005 LRDP would house 138 employees based on 1.1 employees per housing unit. This rate is based on a
survey of housing patterns among existing campus employees. No changes to the analysis are necessary.

1

Note that the Campus has refined the project, and now projects a total student population in 2020 of 19,500, or
5,400 additional students.

8

L A - 9

U C

S a n t a

C r u z

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

Response to Comment LA-9-50. Comment noted. Please refer to Master Response PD-1 regarding the
magnitude of enrollment growth. Also, please note that the Final EIR includes revised LRDP Mitigations
POP-3A, -3B and –3C to more effectively address housing issues. See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3,
Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1 for the full text of these measures.
Response to Comment LA-9-51. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-9-50.
Response to Comment LA-9-52. The text on Draft EIR page 3-38 acknowledges that the proposed 2005
LRDP would increase operations and population that could contribute to an increased demand for police
protection services. The impact of proposed growth under the 2005 LRDP on the provision of police
protection services is evaluated in Section 4.12, Public Services (see LRDP Impact PUB-1 and PUB-5).
The CEQA standard of significance used in this analysis looks at whether a project would “result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provisions of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts...” An
increase in demand for services or programs alone does not constitute a significant impact under CEQA.
As the affected police departments have determined that either they have adequate facilities or do not
have plans for expansion of facilities, there would be no environmental impacts from the provision of new
facilities (see Draft EIR page 4.12-11).
Response to Comment LA-9-53. On page 4.12-3, the Draft EIR indicates that the UC Santa Cruz Fire
Department provides sufficient staff and equipment to fulfill its role as a first response unit and to respond
to more than one life safety emergency at a time. (A “life safety emergency” is defined as a non-fire
emergency, such as a health emergency). This information is based on the 2004 Annual Mitigation
Monitoring Report prepared by the Campus, which is based on consultation with the UC Santa Cruz Fire
Department. The Campus monitors the UC Santa Cruz Fire Department in the Annual Mitigation
Monitoring Program Reports for the 1988 LRDP EIR, based on criteria established in the that EIR. The
criteria indicate that in order to permit the campus fire station to fulfill its role as a first response unit and
to respond to more than one life safety emergency at a time, the following will be required:
1. All new non-type I structures will be provided with supervised automatic fire sprinklers and
supervised early warning alarms. New type I structures will be provided with automatic fire
sprinklers as required by State codes.
2. Adequate UC Santa Cruz Fire Department staffing will be provided to allow three fire fighters to
be on duty at all times.
3. The need for additional staff, beyond that described above, and equipment to effect compliance
with the mitigation measure is not currently anticipated. However, it is possible that such
additional staff and equipment may be required in the future. They will be provided if it can be
clearly demonstrated that they are required in order to comply with the provisions of the
mitigation measure.
According to the 2004 Annual Mitigation Monitoring Report, the Campus meets the above criteria and
fulfills its role as a first response unit and can respond to more than one life safety emergency at a time.
Response to Comment LA-9-54. It is acknowledged that the SCFD also assists with emergency
management services, hazardous materials-related responses, and other responses to related lifethreatening emergencies.
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Response to Comment LA-9-55. It is acknowledged that the 51 staff members include 19 paramedics.
Response to Comment LA-9-56. The information related to the expected SCFD’s emergency call
volume associated with the proposed campus-related population is noted for the record. The impact of
proposed growth under the 2005 LRDP on the provision of fire protection services is evaluated in Section
4.12, Public Services (see LRDP Impact PUB-1 and PUB-5). The CEQA standard of significance used in
this analysis looks at whether a project would “result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provisions of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts…”. An increase in demand for services alone does not constitute
a significant impact under CEQA.
The UC Santa Cruz Fire Department building would need to be expanded within the planning horizon of
the 2005 LRDP to accommodate new staff and an additional fire engine. The expansion of the station
could contribute to the environmental effects that are fully analyzed in the 2005 LRDP EIR. Additionally,
as the Santa Cruz Fire Department has determined that they have adequate facilities to serve the City,
there would be no environmental impacts from the provision of new or expanded facilities.
Response to Comment LA-9-57. The discussion on Draft EIR page 4.13-5 is consistent with the
information provided in City General Plan Table L-7, as it does distinguish between those areas
considered to be “Parks” and those areas considered to be “Natural Areas.” For example, Antonelli Pond
is described as a natural area, whereas Harvey West Park is described as a community park. Therefore, no
changes to the text on Draft EIR page 4.13-5 are warranted.
Response to Comment LA-9-58. LRDP Impact REC-1 (Draft EIR page 4.13-10) evaluates the impacts
of the 2005 LRDP on-campus daily and residential population related to the need for new recreational
facilities off-campus. The on-campus population is not expected to contribute to the need for new
recreational facilities in the City, as this population would generally not use off-campus recreational
facilities. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-120, which indicates that the recreational impacts
associated with the LRDP-related population that would live off campus are analyzed under cumulative
impacts (LRDP Impacts REC-4 and REC-5). In particular, LRDP Impact REC-4 calculates the demand
for active recreational and park facilities, based on the City’s park standards and indicates that the 2005
LRDP off-campus population would result in the need for about 17 acres of parks. Please refer to
Response to Comment LA-2-125 for additional information about the EIR’s conclusion regarding LRDP
Impact REC-4.
Response to Comment LA-9-59. LRDP Mitigations REC-2C has been revised to improve its efficacy.
Please refer to Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1, of the Final EIR for changes to the Draft EIR
text.
Response to Comment LA-9-60. LRDP Mitigation REC-2C has been revised to improve its efficacy.
Please refer to Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1 for the text of revised mitigation
measures. LRDP Mitigation REC-2D has been retained as is, to augment the measures described in LRDP
Mitigation REC-2C.
Response to Comment LA-9-61. The relocation of the Cowell Wilder Regional Trail on the UC Santa
Cruz campus would not impinge on, impact, or otherwise require realignment of the trail within the
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Pogonip. The affected section of the trail would not include the segment that crosses the boundary
between the campus and the Pogonip. Therefore, the requested revisions and additional mitigation have
not been included in the EIR.
Response to Comment LA-9-62. The increased use of Antonelli Pond trails would be related to campus
employees working at the 2300 Delaware Avenue facility who may take a short walk at lunch or after
work, as described on Draft EIR page 4.13-12 (Volume II) and Draft EIR page 4-46 (Volume III).
Antonelli Pond could potentially be subject to substantial physical deterioration from UC Santa Cruz
employees because it is immediately adjacent to the Delaware Avenue facilities. There also may be some
additional use of the Moore Creek Preserve from UC Santa Cruz employees at this facility and could be a
focus of increased use before and after work and during the lunch hour. However, due to the distance of
the Moore Creek Preserve from the 2300 Delaware Avenue property (approximately 1 mile), the lack of
visible trailheads along Highway 1, and the lack of on-site parking, it is unlikely that the 2300 Delaware
Avenue project would lead to substantial physical deterioration of the trail system from increased use.
Moreover, there would be no student or residential population at 2300 Delaware Avenue that might use
the Preserve for longer hikes during the day or the weekends.
Response to Comment LA-9-63. Increased demand for recreational facilities is not in itself an
environmental impact. Please see Responses to Comments LA-2-125 and LA-9-58 for additional
information about LRDP Impact REC-4.
Response to Comment LA-9-64. Please see Responses to Comments LA-2-125 and LA-9-58 for
additional information about LRDP Impact REC-4.
Response to Comment LA-9-65. Please see Response to Comment LA-2-125 regarding the CEQA
standard of significance for recreational resources and related mitigation requirements. It should be noted
that owners of housing occupied by off-campus LRDP-related population that would contribute to
impacts on City parks do pay City taxes.
Response to Comment LA-9-66. The tennis courts at 2300 Delaware Avenue will be available for
public use, as are all other UC Santa Cruz recreational facilities under LRDP Mitigation REC-4. The
proposed development at 2300 Delaware Avenue would not affect the existing public use of the tennis
courts. LRDP Mitigation REC-4 is provided even though the impact of cumulative growth on off-campus
recreation facilities under LRDP Impact REC-4 is less than significant. Therefore, additional mitigation,
including a commitment to maintain the tennis courts at a specific level, is not required to mitigate an
impact.
Response to Comment LA-9-67. LRDP Impact REC-4 (Draft EIR page 4.13-15) acknowledges that
there is a deficit in park acreage on the west side of the city and that the City will examine the possibility
of developing a new neighborhood park on Shaffer Road and will also make improvements to Derby
Park, to increase the availability of park lands to serve population on the west side. Please also see
Responses to Comments LA-2-125 and LA-9-58 for additional information about, the CEQA standard of
significance used in this analysis, LRDP Impact REC-4, and mitigation requirements.
LRDP Impact REC-5 (Draft EIR page 4.13-15), the 2005 LRDP contribution to deterioration of
recreational facilities, was determined to be less than significant because: (1) substantial recreational
acreage (including both developed parkland and open space) is available in and near the city and on the
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campus; (2) the availability of a wide variety of facilities and a large amount of recreational land in the
region likely would minimize potential effects of overuse within the city because the new users would be
distributed among a large number of park facilities; and (3) the 2005 LRDP-related population would
represent a small portion of the overall population expected to use city parks. Overall, the contribution of
the 2005 LRDP to substantial physical deterioration of park and recreation facilities would not be
cumulatively considerable.
Response to Comment LA-9-68. Quantification of vehicles parked within neighborhoods under the
West Side Residential Parking Permit Program (RPP) would be problematic because it would be difficult
to distinguish between parked vehicles related to UC Santa Cruz and those not related to UC Santa Cruz.
Without distinguishing the source of parked vehicles, a benchmark for measuring an increase in demand
from UC Santa Cruz-related vehicles is not possible. Also, please refer to Response to Comment LA-4-6.
Response to Comment LA-9-69. The City of Santa Cruz provided the EIR traffic consultant with a table
titled “Five Year Capital Improvement Program” (City of Santa Cruz 2005b) which included a list of
planned and proposed transportation improvements and the proposed funding mechanism. This list was
provided to the consultant in response to a request for a list of planned transportation improvements. Only
transportation projects which were identified to be funded through the City’s Traffic Impact Fee program
(a current program) were included in the list of planned transportation improvements presented on page
4.14-19 of the Draft EIR and used in the analysis. The comment regarding planned regional transportation
improvements is noted. The timelines for the Highway 1/17 merge lane project and the Highway 1 HOV
project are further described in the Recirculated Draft EIR--Additional Traffic Analysis (Final EIR
Appendix A in Volume VI).
Response to Comment LA-9-70. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1 (Traffic Standards of
Significance).
Response to Comment LA-9-71. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1.
Response to Comment LA-9-72. Trip generation rates used in the Draft EIR were derived from campus
traffic counts conducted in the fall of 2003 and winter of 2004. Trip generation rates are developed by
dividing actual traffic volumes by an independent variable. The independent variable must be some value
that is both known in existing conditions and that can be projected into the future. For the 2005 LRDP,
the independent variable selected was campus population, which includes students, faculty and staff. This
variable was used to develop a generation rate of trips per campus capita. In order to account for a
projected reduction in traffic due to an increase in on-campus student housing, it was necessary to
separate the trips into those made by students and those made by faculty and staff. Table 1 below shows
the derivation of trip generation rates by students and faculty/staff, based on the following procedure:
Trips per capita (trip rates) were computed by dividing traffic counts by the total campus population
(students + faculty + staff). The separation of students from faculty/staff was computed by weighting the
trip rates by the proportion of students and faculty/staff on campus in 2003/2004. The student trip rate
was weighted by 80 percent and the faculty/staff rate was weighted by 20 percent.
Existing trip generation rates reflect that approximately 44 percent of undergraduate students currently
live on-campus.
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Table 1
Trip Generation Rates
Existing
(2003-04)

Student

Faculty/Staff

14,600

3,658

0.0796

0.0794

0.1118

0.1115

1.3638

1.3608

Future Trip Generation Rates
0.0752

0.0794

2004 Campus Population
AM Peak Traffic Volume
AM Peak Trips/Capita

18,258
1,452
0.0795

PM Peak Traffic Volumes
PM Peak Trips/Capita

2,040
0.1117

Daily Traffic Volumes

24,890

Daily Trips/Capita

1.3632

AM Peak Trips/Capita
PM Peak Trips/Capita

0.1034

0.1115

Daily Trips/Capita

1.2784

1.3608

Source of data: UCSC Transportation and Parking Services (TAPS), 2004. Weighting of trip rates reflects the 2004
proportion of students and faculty/staff (80%/20%).

The derivation of future trip generation rates includes a 6 percent reduction in the student component of
the trip generation rate to reflect the proposed increase in on-campus housing to the level necessary to
house 50 percent of undergraduates and 25 percent of graduate students. These reductions are considered
appropriate to reflect the fact that the project includes an increase in on-campus housing and an increase
in the number of students residing on-campus, about half of which are freshmen and sophomores who are
not permitted to park vehicles on campus, and thus would not be expected to generate vehicle trips.
Response to Comment LA-9-73. As described in Response to Comment LA-9-72, the trip generation
rates for the Draft 2005 LRDP analyzed in the Draft EIR were derived using an independent variable of
total campus population, not just students. Note that the Campus has refined the proposed project, as the
Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006), which represents the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative
previously analyzed in the Draft EIR. The project as currently proposed includes a reduced population
and would generate a smaller number of new trips than analyzed for the Draft EIR.
The trip generation rates were derived using a 2003-04-student population of 14,600, which was the
average winter/fall quarter enrollment level (not 14,050 as indicated in the comment; this was the threequarter average for 2003-04) and a faculty and staff population of about 3,660. Additionally, off-campus
impacts were measured during the AM and PM peak hours. As these are the hours when the "reasonable
worst case" congestion occurs, it is therefore appropriate for use in deriving trip generation rates. Table 2
below compares the trip generation used in the Draft EIR (using rates derived from total campus
population) to the trip generation determined using students as the independent variable. Deriving rates
from a student independent variable does not distinguish trips generated by students from those generated
by non-students, UC employees, non-UC employees, construction workers, and visitors so the rate cannot
be adjusted to reflect an increase in student housing. Additionally, using rates that distinguish between
students and non-students allows for a more detailed trip generation estimate as shown in the table below.
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Table 2
Traffic Generation Based on Rates Derived from Total Campus Population
(see Draft EIR Table 4.14-10)
Total
Population
Students
UC employees
Non-UC Employees
Construction Workers
Visitors
Total

21,000
4,702
250
200
250

AM
Peak
1,579
376
20
16
19
2,010

PM
Peak
2,172
517
28
22
26
2,765

Traffic Generation Based on Rates Derived from Student Population
(Without Reduction for Increase in On-Campus Housing)
Students

21,000

AM Peak
2,100

PM Peak
2,940

Difference Between Methods

26,402

4%

6%

The difference in peak hour trips using the two different independent variables is an average of five
percent, not 33 percent as indicated in the comment. If the rates derived using students as the independent
variable could be adjusted to reflect the increase in on-campus housing, the resulting traffic generation
between the two methods would be almost identical. The derivation of existing trip generation rates
reflects that 44 percent of the University’s students reside on campus, and the baseline traffic counts (and
derived trip generation rates) capture the trips these students make for work, recreation, and shopping
trips off-campus. The derivation of future rates, even with a reduction for increased on-campus housing,
also reflects that students residing on-campus would make these same trips off-campus.
Response to Comment LA-9-74. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-158.
Response to Comment LA-9-75. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-10-4 and LA-9-11.
Response to Comment LA-9-76. Please refer to Response to Comments LA-6-88 and LA-2-149.
Response to Comment LA-9-77. Table 4.14-16 shows the project’s contribution to “total intersection
traffic volumes” for the purpose of identifying significant impacts consistent with the City of Santa Cruz’
adopted significance criteria and as identified by the City’s consultant (City of Santa Cruz undated).
Please refer to Master Response MIT-1 with respect to the University’s fair share contributions.
Response to Comment LA-9-78. The University will contribute its fair share to the cost of traffic
improvements that mitigate impacts to which University traffic contributes, as defined on page 4.14-46 of
the Draft EIR and as described in Master Response MIT-1. Also see that Master Response in regard to the
University’s fair share payments and the City’s Traffic Impact Fee. Regarding trip generation rates, please
refer to Response to Comments LA-9-72 and LA-9-73.
Response to Comment LA-9-79. Despite challenges in improving its current level of Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) success, the University will continue to attempt to increase the
effectiveness of its programs and has identified a number of new programs that it will consider. Because
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the effectiveness of these new programs is unknown, the Draft EIR does not assume, for purposes of the
EIR analysis, that the effectiveness of TDM programs will be increased.
Response to Comment LA-9-80. Please refer to Response to Comment RA-1-22. All potential
operational improvements that could be made at the affected off-campus intersections (signal timing,
phasing, re-allocation of existing lanes, and new signals) were evaluated as potential mitigation measures.
In some cases, residual impacts would remain even after the implementation of the proposed mitigation
measures. It is possible that the remaining impacts at some of the affected intersections could be reduced
to a less-than-significant level if additional land could be acquired and lanes added to the roadway to
provide additional capacity. Mitigation measures that would involve acquisition of additional right-ofway in order to add new lanes were not proposed in the Draft EIR because it would be difficult even for
the City to implement such improvements, as discussed in Response to Comment RA-1-22. However, the
University would pay its fair share of the cost of these more effective improvements should the City of
Santa Cruz elect to acquire the right of way and undertake the improvements in the future. Please see
Master Response MIT-1 regarding fair share contributions.
Response to Comment LA-9-81. As discussed in Response to Comment LA-4-6, the 2005 LRDP would
provide sufficient parking to meet on-campus demand. This would be true throughout the year. The
University continues to support the City’s Residential Parking Permit program and potential expansion
thereof.
Response to Comment LA-9-82. The Draft EIR used the AMBAG travel demand model for
development of both the 2010 and 2020 traffic projections for consistency. The traffic consultant
preparing the Draft EIR used the City’s Traffic Model to ensure internal consistency of intersection
analyses. The consultant did not use the traffic projections generated by the City’s Traffic Model.
Response to Comment LA-9-83. Please refer to Response to Comment ORG-5-5.
Response to Comment LA-9-84. Please see Response to Comments LA-2-149, LA-6-88, which explain
why the 2020 AMBAG model is the appropriate traffic model for projecting future traffic in the study
area. Even if the background 2020 traffic volumes were high, it would not affect the noise analysis and its
conclusions. This is because of the methodology/approach used to estimate the noise impacts. To evaluate
noise impacts, the Draft EIR first established existing noise levels by conducting measurements at a
number of representative locations. These measurements were also used to calibrate the noise model.
Next, using the 2020 Without Project traffic volumes, noise levels in 2020 without the project were
estimated. Lastly, using 2020 With Project traffic volumes, the noise levels in 2020 with the project were
estimated. The results for off-campus locations that were modeled are presented in Table 4.10-5. As
shown in this table, at LT-3 on High Street (one of the modeled locations), the total increase in noise
levels between 2005 and 2020 would be 1 dBA. Of this increase, LRDP-related traffic would be
responsible for 0.8 dBA and non-campus related traffic would be responsible for 0.2 dBA. This shows
that the traffic model used to develop 2020 traffic volumes does not load High Street with a lot of noncampus related traffic, and also by that token does not dilute the noise impacts of the proposed LRDP.
Response to Comment LA-9-85. The noise analysis conducted for the Draft EIR shows that the increase
in traffic along High Street and other residential streets south of the campus related to campus growth
under the 2005 LRDP would not result in a significant increase in the noise levels compared to existing
noise levels and compared to noise levels that would exist in 2020 without the proposed project. The
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traffic volumes used to model noise impacts included a vehicle mix of cars, construction trucks, delivery
trucks, and buses. Because no significant traffic noise impacts would result, no mitigation is required.
Nonetheless, the Campus has included a new mitigation measure in the Final EIR under LRDP Impact
NOIS-2, Mitigation NOIS-2, to add to both Campus Standards and Campus contract specifications that
contractors will be required to use only designated truck routes to access the campus. Bay Street and
Empire Grade Road are truck routes designated by the City and the County. Please refer to Final EIR,
Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1.
In addition, note that, consistent with the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR standards of significance, the projectlevel analysis for each proposed project will include an evaluation of construction impacts, including
construction traffic and noise. For the FSH project, as identified in FSH Mitigation TRA-3, the Campus
will develop a construction traffic management plan to delineate and monitor construction routes and
schedule, and monitor construction traffic into and through the FSH complex, in order to prevent conflicts
between construction traffic, other vehicles, and pedestrians and bicycles. Project-level analyses of future
development projects will also assess these potential impacts and would implement similar mitigation
measures as appropriate.
Response to Comment LA-9-86. Ordinary wear and tear on city streets due to construction and traffic is
not a significant environmental impact under CEQA. Paving deterioration is not identified as a significant
environmental impact in the 2005 LRDP EIR; therefore, no mitigation is required. The University’s 1988
LRDP EIR also did not identify deterioration of Bay Street paving from construction truck traffic as an
environmental impact. However, under a University Assistance Measure generated in response to
comments on the 1988 LRDP EIR, the University committed to make a fair share contribution toward the
cost of repairs of Bay Street pavement. In 1992, the City resurfaced Bay Street between Escalona and
Mission Street. Subsequent to the repaving of this segment, the City did not carry out any further the
paving repairs during the term of the 1988 LRDP, so the University did not make its fair share
contribution during that time. In 2002 and 2003 the City completed reevaluations of Bay Street and
determined expected costs for paving repairs. Since publication of the Draft EIR, the City of Santa Cruz
has conducted a study of Bay Street traffic entitled “The Refuse and Construction Vehicle Street
Maintenance Cost Analysis—Final Report” (December 23, 2005), which includes truck counts. The City
is considering implementing a fee to collect equitable contributions from developers whose construction
traffic contributes to paving deterioration. When the City proposes to conduct paving repairs, the
University will negotiate with the City of Santa Cruz to determine the University’s fair share contribution
for Bay Street paving repairs. Please see Master Response MIT-I, which describes the University’s fair
share mitigation contributions.
Response to Comment LA-9-87. The Draft EIR evaluates the combined impacts of the main campus,
the Marine Science Campus, and the proposed 2300 Delaware Avenue site. Traffic from the Marine
Science Campus is included in the 2010 and 2020 traffic projections. The traffic between the main
campus and the 2300 Delaware Avenue site is specifically identified in the trip calculations (Table 4.1.410 in Volume II and Table 4-8 in Volume III of the Draft EIR). Western Drive is analyzed in both the
LRDP and 2300 Delaware Avenue Project analyses.
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Response to Comment LA-9-88. The Campus has reviewed Figure 4.14-4 in the Draft EIR and
determined it to be consistent with the bicycle facility graphic on the city’s website and the Master
Transportation Study. The figure shows both existing and planned facilities.
Response to Comment LA-9-89. The City of Santa Cruz’ currently adopted thresholds of significance
do not vary with the seasons. Therefore, the thresholds of significance were applied to summer conditions
in the same manner they were applied to fall and spring conditions.
Response to Comment LA-9-90. The University acknowledges that the City of Santa Cruz has adopted
a new traffic impact fee ordinance since publication of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment LA-9-91. The Draft EIR identified mitigation measures for the intersections of
Bay Street/Mission Street and King-Union/Mission Street. The mitigation measures are identified as
conceptual only. The design of the improvements might identify further requirements such as the removal
of parking and roadway widening. Also, please refer to Response to Comment RA-1-22.
Response to Comment LA-9-92. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-9-81.
Response to Comment LA-9-93. Please see Response to Comment LA-6-112 and Master Response
UTIL-1. Regarding specific infrastructure that would be needed to serve campus growth, including the
northward expansion of the campus’s developed areas, the Campus discussed the need for additional
improvements with City staff during preparation of the 2005 LRDP EIR. Other than expansion of the
pumping capacity of Pump Stations 2 and 6, the City did not identify the need for new facilities. Based on
that information, the Draft EIR (page 4.15-20) analyzed the potentially significant environmental effects
from improvements to the off-campus water infrastructure, under LRDP Impact UTIL-1. The same
impact discussion also discloses the on-campus water distribution system improvements that would be
necessary to serve campus growth. Also see Response to Comment LA-9-106. Regarding the need for
LAFCO approval to expand the on-campus water distribution system, please also see Response to
Comment LA-5-1.
The Draft EIR includes an evaluation of the proposed project’s impact on water supply in both normal
water years and during drought conditions and finds the impact to be significant. In Chapter 5,
Alternatives, the Draft EIR evaluates the impact on water supply for alternate growth scenarios, including
three lower growth scenarios (Reduced Enrollment Growth, Satellite Campus at Fort Ord, and No Project
alternatives).
The City’s scoping comment with respect to a comprehensive engineering audit of water management
practices and equipment at the campus concerns existing development and is not relevant to the EIR’s
analysis of the impacts of growth under the 2005 LRDP. However, see Master Response UTIL-2 with
respect to LRDP mitigation measures to reduce water demand on the campus. A new mitigation (UTIL9D) has been added, requiring the Campus to conduct an engineering water audit within one year
following approval of the 2005 LRDP. Please refer to Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft
EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1, for the full text of this measure.
The 1988 LRDP EIR concluded that by 2005, cumulative growth, including that of the campus, would
result in water shortages under drought conditions (in about 10 percent of years). The 2005 LRDP EIR
draws a similar conclusion. The City’s water supply planning documents also indicate that, with the
current water demand for the system, severe shortage would result in about 10 percent of years. The City
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is planning a desalination plant to supplement the City’s water supply during drought conditions. As
discussed in Master Response MIT-1, the University will comply with Government Code 54999
requirements and will pay its fair share of the cost of all public utility improvements that are needed to
serve the campus. With respect to UAM measures, also see Response to Comment SA-4-2.
With regard to the appropriate baselines for determining the significant effect on the environment of the
proposed 2006 LRDP, under CEQA the baseline for environmental impact analysis consists of the
physical environmental conditions that exist at the time that the NOP was issued. The NOP for this EIR
was issued in January 2005. Accordingly, 2004 (or 2003 where 2004 data are not available) is the
baseline from which the impacts of implementation of the 2005 LRDP have been determined.
Response to Comment LA-9-94. Please see Response to Comment LA-3-28.
Response to Comment LA-9-95. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-5-1.
Response to Comment LA-9-96. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-28.
Response to Comment LA-9-97. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-6-112 and Master Response
UTIL-2 regarding the mitigation measures in the 1988 LRDP EIR and the new mitigation measures
identified in the 2005 LRDP EIR, respectively. Response to Comment SA-4-2 provides a detailed
description of the status of implementation of the prior 1988 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and
associated University Assistance Measures (UAMs). The University will comply with Government Code
54999 requirements with regard to paying its fair share of the cost of water supply improvements that
serve the campus, as described in Master Response MIT-1.
Response to Comment LA-9-98. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-2, which provides more
information on the water supply mitigation measures included in this EIR. Please also refer to Response
to Comment SA-4-2, which indicates that the 2005 LRDP EIR includes only those mitigation measures
that are feasible.
Response to Comment LA-9-99. Please see Master Response UTIL-2 regarding the status of retrofitting
existing building fixtures.
Response to Comment LA-9-100. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-2, which provides more
information on the water supply mitigation measures included in this EIR.
Response to Comment LA-9-101. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.3 in Master Response UTIL-1 for
information that demonstrates that the campus’s growth under the 2005 LRDP falls within the City’s
water demand projections for the campus.
Response to Comment LA-9-102. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-1 (Section 5.2.15.3), which
discusses the effect of campus growth under the 2005 LRDP (including the off-campus population) on
water supply.
Response to Comment LA-9-103. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.3.1 in Master Response UTIL-1 as to
why a discussion of a “project-only” water supply analysis would not accurately describe the impacts of
the 2005 LRDP on water supply.
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Response to Comment LA-9-104. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.2 in Master Response UTIL-1, which
provides more information on how the campus’s water demand estimate was developed. It also explains
why estimates of water demand in five-year increments would not provide useful information. Please also
see Section 5.2.15.2 in Master Response UTIL-1 regarding the inclusion of summer water usage in the
campus’s water demand estimate. Draft EIR page 4.15-36 describes the seasonal demand peaks that occur
on campus during the summer (May and June) and the fall (October and November), as part of the
analysis of the impact associated with campus water demand during summer sessions (LRDP Impact
UTIL-9). The analysis indicates that the incremental increase in water demand on the campus during the
months of June through August would not be large enough to require the development of a new water
source, although some improvements to the City’s distribution system may become necessary. These
improvements are described under LRDP Impact UTIL-1. Please also see Master Response UTIL-1
(Section 5.2.15.3.1) for additional information about distribution system improvements that may be
required to serve expanded summer programs.
Response to Comment LA-9-105. Comment noted.
Response to Comment LA-9-106. The Draft EIR analyzed the effect of an increase in summer session
enrollment on the annual water demand. With respect to impact on water system operations, especially
modifications to the Bay Street Reservoir Transmission main (now under construction) that could be
required if the City’s planned design could not fully accommodate peak campus demand in 2020, the
Campus consulted with City staff during the preparation of the Final EIR. In these communications with
the Campus, City staff indicated that the design for the 24-inch Bay Street Reservoir transmission main
now being installed between the Graham Hill Water Treatment Plant and Bay Street Reservoir is based on
computer modeling. Design criteria for that model included the ability to accommodate pumping at the
University Pump Station 2 at the rate indicated in the City of Santa Cruz/UCSC Water System Master
Plan (Carollo 1996; Almond 2006). The Campus estimated a peak day demand for 2020, assuming a
three academic quarter average enrollment of 21,000 FTE, and 4,000 students living on campus during a
10-week summer session (as analyzed in the Draft EIR). The Campus's estimated peak day demand of
1,901 gpm for the second half of June (the period with the highest average gallons per day) would not
exceed the maximum day demand of 2,020 gpm, which was assumed for the design of the University
Pump Station 2 upgrades. Note that, as described in the Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2 (Project
Refinements), the Campus plans to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005
LRDP (September 2006), which reflects the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed
in Section 5.4.2 of the Draft EIR. Under this plan the peak day demand would be less than calculated.
Response to Comments LA-9-107 through 114. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-2 regarding
water supply mitigation measures.
Response to Comment LA-9-115. Please see Response to Comment LA-3-29 and Master Response
UTIL-1 (Section 5.2.15.2.1) for information about the inclusion of the campus’s water demand under the
2005 LRDP in the City’s water demand forecasts.
Response to Comment LA-9-116. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-28 and Master Response
UTIL-1 regarding impacts to regional water supply.
Response to Comment LA-9-117. The commenter states that because the Draft EIR estimates the
increase in campus water demand over 2005 base water demand, it understates the increase in demand,
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and that the Draft EIR should have used 2003 (the year closest to the issuance of the NOP) as the baseline
for estimating the increment of water that would be needed. The Draft EIR does, in fact, report the
campus 2003 water usage and the increase in annual demand between 2003 and 2020. See pages 4.15-32
and 4.15-33. The reason that 2005 data for the campus are used in Table 4.15-3 and in the analysis
reported on pages 4.15-43 and -35 is that system-wide demand estimates for the period 2000 through
2020 are available from the City’s Integrated Water Plan (IWP) in five-year increments. In addition, the
estimate of water conservation savings that would be achieved in the future was available from the City
for the period beginning 2005 and not 2003. The use of 2005 water demand data for the campus has no
effect on the analysis of impacts, because the impact on water supply is evaluated by comparing the 2020
demand projections (that is, the demand for water in 2020) from the IWP to the available reserve capacity
presently in the system. Impacts are then determined by considering whether the 2020 demand will
require new supplies and whether acquiring those supplies will have significant environmental impacts.
With respect to the specific portion of the 2020 demand associated with LRDP-related off-campus
population, please refer to Section 5.2.15.3.2 in Master Response UTIL-1.
Response to Comment LA-9-118. Please refer to Master Responses UTIL-1 and UTIL-2 related to
water supply and responses to the City’s comments above. These responses clearly show that the Draft
EIR adequately addresses the impact of the proposed project on the City’s water supply, including all the
issues raised in the City’s comments.
Response to Comment LA-9-119. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-1 related to the project’s
impact on water supply. Please also see Responses to Comments LA-6-7 and SA-4-2 for information
about the implementation of the 1988 LRDP EIR mitigation measures once the 2005 LRDP and EIR have
been approved and certified. In addition, please see Master Response MIT-1 with respect to the
University’s obligation, under Government Code 54999, to pay its fair share of the cost of improvements
necessary to secure a new water supply source.
Response to Comment LA-9-120. There is no conflict between the numbers reported on pages 4.15-33
through –35 of the Draft EIR. The number 174 million gallons per year reported on page 4.15-33 is the
increase in annual usage by 2020, over 2003 levels. The Draft EIR also reports the increase over 2005
levels. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-9-117 above, which explains why interpolated 2005 data
were used in Table 4.15-3. Response to Comment LA-2-170 reports on actual 2005 water usage data that
is now available. The current annual water usage at the Marine Science Campus is about 9 million gallons
per year. It is projected to increase to 19.8 million gallons by 2020, a net increase of about 10.8 million
gallons. For a discussion of the increased water demand under the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (the Reduced
Enrollment Growth Alternative), please refer to Chapter 2, Project Refinements, in Volume IV of the
Final EIR.
Response to Comment LA-9-121. Please see Master Response UTIL-1 (Section 5.2.15.2) and Response
to Comment LA-2-170, which discuss the campus water demand estimates provided in the Draft EIR.
Note, however, that the Campus has revised the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced
Enrollment Growth Alternative analyzed in the Draft EIR. The Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006)
includes enrollment growth to 19,500 students, rather than the 21,000 students originally proposed. The
water demand under the Final Draft 2005 LRDP would be reduced relative to the original analysis. Please
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refer to Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements, for annual water demand under the Final
Draft 2005 LRDP. The revised projections, which are lower than the previous estimate, will not result in
any new or increased impacts with respect to water supply.
Response to Comment LA-9-122. The cumulative impact of the project in conjunction with other
growth within the City’s water service area is evaluated based on projections of water demand, which are
in turn based on projected increases in population, housing and employment in the water service area. It is
appropriate to use projections in conducting a cumulative impact analysis. The University does not need
to add the demand from the cumulative City projects to the cumulative demand projections because the
increased water demand associated with these projects is accounted for in water demand forecasts. As
discussed in the Draft EIR and in Master Response UTIL-1, the City’s water demand forecasts for
cumulative water demand in the service area were used in the EIR. These forecasts are conservative
because they are based on AMBAG 1997 population forecasts, which are higher than current forecasts for
the service area by about 4,462 persons. As explained on Draft EIR page 4.15-32, in order to avoid double
counting, the LRDP-related off-campus population was not added to the service area population. Please
see Master Response UTIL-1 (Section 5.2.15.3.2) for additional information about the off-campus water
demand forecasts.
Response to Comment LA-9-123. Table 2-1 is a summary table, which lists the significant impacts of
the proposed 2005 LRDP and any mitigation measures proposed to address these impacts. The full
discussion of each impact and associated mitigation is presented in the various sections of Chapter 4 of
the Draft EIR. Please see the discussion of LRDP Impact UTIL-2 on Draft EIR page 4.15-24, regarding
improvements to the off-campus wastewater system that are necessitated by the campus growth under the
2005 LRDP. The University’s fair share fee obligations under Government Code 54999 with respect to
public utility improvements are discussed under Master Response MIT-1.
Response to Comment LA-9-124. Estimates for the 2020 peak wastewater flows for the main campus
under the Draft 2005 LRDP, including the methodology and assumptions used to develop these estimates
are provided in Final EIR Appendix B in Volume VI. As discussed in the Draft EIR (pages 4.15-21 to 22), the environmental impacts of expanding on-and off-campus wastewater conveyance facilities to
handle the increased flows would be less than significant. Note that the Campus proposes to recommend
to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006). The Final Draft 2005
LRDP revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment Growth
Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the Environmentally
Superior Alternative. For more information regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, please see Final EIR,
Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements. Development and peak flows would be reduced under the
revised project, as described in that chapter, and the impact would still be less than significant.
Response to Comment LA-9-125. Comment noted.
Response to Comment LA-9-126. The University will comply with its fair share fee obligation under
Government Code 54999 with regard to paying its fair share of the actual cost of necessary upgrades to
public utilities that serve the campus. See Master Response MIT-1 for more detail on the University’s
Government Code 54999 obligations.
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Response to Comment LA-9-127. The statement of LRDP Impact POP-1 on page 6-2 is revised by
reference to conform to the impact statement on page 4.11-18 and in Draft EIR Table 2-1. Please refer to
Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1 for the correct version of Impact POP-1.
Response to Comment LA-9-128. LRDP Impact POP-1 adequately addressed the effect of the LRDPrelated population on the City of Santa Cruz. That information is summarized in Section 6.3.2.1. Data on
comparative growth rates at UC Santa Cruz and in the city would not provide any additional information
that would alter the conclusions of LRDP Impact POP-1 or the analysis in Draft EIR Section 6.3.2.1, and,
therefore, has not been added to the EIR.
Response to Comment LA-9-129. The Recirculated Draft EIR—Additional Traffic Analysis (provided
as Appendix A of Volume VI of this Final EIR) identified a new significant unavoidable impact of the
proposed Draft 2005 LRDP, LRDP TRA-6, which affects five freeway locations. This impact has been
added to the last bullet point on page 5-4 and to Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR
Text, Revised Table 2-1.
Additional analyses conducted during review and in response to comment on the Draft EIR, and
subsequent analysis of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, did not result in the identification of any new
significant impacts of the proposed project.
Response to Comment LA-9-130. The Draft EIR analyzes the impacts of the 2005 LRDP on regional
public services (police, fire, emergency services, etc.) and concludes that the impact will be less than
significant. Public services impacts are identified if project demand would require expansion of public
facilities, the expansion of which would result in environmental impacts. Information gathered from
public service providers during the preparation of the Draft EIR indicated that no major new facilities or
facility expansions were anticipated during the LRDP planning horizon; thus, the impact of the project
was determined to be less than significant, both at the program level and cumulatively, as discussed in
Draft EIR Section 4.12.2. With respect to recreation impacts, the Draft EIR concluded that the impact of
the 2005 LRDP would be less than significant or could be mitigated to less-than-significant levels;
because the Campus provides recreational facilities; because these facilities are available to the public;
because there is little potential for recreational facilities expansion in the City that would result in
environmental impacts; and because the University would provide assistance to the City in annual trail
maintenance and would discourage inappropriate bicycle use in the Pogonip, as explained in Section
4.13.2 of Volume II of the Draft EIR.
The findings above are not inconsistent with the Draft EIR conclusion regarding 2005 LRDP impacts on
housing supply and with respect to water demand. The housing analysis determined that population
growth under the 2005 LRDP, in conjunction with other regional population growth, would result in a
demand for housing in the Santa Cruz region that would exceed the supply of housing. Similarly, the
Draft EIR analysis concluded that, under drought and normal conditions, the campus’s demand for water,
cumulatively with other demand in the region, could result in water supply shortfalls—that is, demand
could exceed supply, and the cumulative demand would require the establishment of a new water supply
source.
Response to Comment LA-9-131. With respect to the increase in water use that would result from
increased on-campus housing, no growth in housing in the City is assumed. However, since it has been
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demonstrated that there will be strong future demand for housing in the City (see Draft EIR, Volume II,
Section 4.1.2.5), it is assumed that housing vacated by students who chose to live in new housing on
campus would be taken up by others. Both the students residing in new housing on campus and those who
replace them in the City of Santa Cruz would contribute to the increased demand for water.
Response to Comment LA-9-132. Please refer to Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus
Housing Alternative).
Response to Comment LA-9-133. Please refer to Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus
Housing Alternative).
Response to Comment LA-9-134. Please refer to Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus
Housing Alternative).
Response to Comment LA-9-135. In Table 5-1, the column titled “Housing Needed” represents
dwelling units. The data in Table 4.11-10 are correct. Please see Footnote (a) to Table 5-1 regarding the
Fort Ord Alternative. Please refer to Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements, for detailed
data on the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative.
Response to Comment LA-9-136. As explained on page 5-13 of the Draft EIR, MBEST is located on a
total of 1,041 acres. Of this total area, approximately 605 acres are part of the UC Natural Reserve
System and the University is obligated to manage this area as natural habitat in perpetuity under the terms
of an Installation-Wide Multi-Species Habitat Management Plan. Therefore, a total of approximately 437
acres of land is available for development. The UC MBEST Master Plan proposes land uses for all 437
acres, to be developed in several phases. The first three phases would consist of approximately 1.3 million
gsf of building space on 127 acres of UC MBEST lands within the City of Marina. Later phases would
develop the remaining 310 acres of land, which is in unincorporated Monterey County, provided that
water allocations are or become available in future. The UC Regents have approved the first three phases
of the Master Plan but to date the only specific project that has been approved and constructed is the
26,200-gsf MBEST Center Headquarters Building.
If constructed at the UC MBEST Center, a satellite campus would replace all or part of the 1.3 million gsf
envisioned in the Master Plan. This is because the total water allocation for the UC MBEST Center could
support a total of about 1.3 million gsf, including the development envisioned under the Master Plan. If a
satellite campus were constructed at the UC MBEST Center, it would need to be located on the 127 acres
that make up the first three phases of the MBEST Center Master Plan, because that is the land that is
closest to existing infrastructure and other development. Because the total water allocation will support
only 1.3 million gsf, the satellite campus would displace the Master Plan uses. Although the 310 acres of
the UC MBEST Center is “available for development” in the sense that there are no currently approved
plans for the land, the existing water allocation would not support its development.
Response to Comment LA-9-137. Potable water for the former Fort Ord Army Base (“Ord
Community”), including the UC MBEST Center, comes primarily from wells developed in the Salinas
Valley water basin. Regulation and supply of water from the Salinas groundwater basin is under the
jurisdiction of the Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA). A 1993 agreement between
the federal government and MCWRA provides for groundwater extraction rights for the Ord Community
from the Salinas Valley basin of 6,600 acre-feet (AF) per year. The Board of the Fort Ord Reuse
2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

L A - 9

23

V O L U M E

V

Authority (FORA) retains the authority to allocate Salinas Valley groundwater supplies among the
various land-use or land-owning jurisdictions within the Ord Community. Currently FORA allocates 230
AF/year to the UC MBEST Center.
Marina Coast Water District, which operates the water distribution system for the Ord Community, is
planning a Regional Urban Water Augmentation Project to increase water supply for the Ord Community
by 2,400 AF/year by utilizing recycled water, desalination, or a combination of the two. MCWD expects
that this additional water will be available by some time between 2008 and 2011. However, even with the
Augmentation Project, MCWD estimates that by 2025 the Ord Community’s projected annual demand
would exceed supply by approximately 2,500 AF (Byron Buck & Associates, 2005). FORA would
determine the allocation of the additional water among its member land use jurisdictions, including the
UC MBEST Center. Although UC MBEST may be allocated a portion of the water from the
Augmentation Project, which could be used to supply development beyond the approved first three phases
of the Master Plan, the size of any such allocation is unknown. Therefore, the Draft EIR analysis of the
Satellite Campus at Former Fort Ord Military Base must assume that water used by the satellite campus
would come out of the current 230 AF/year allocation.
The size of the satellite campus that could be served by the 230 AF/year allocation depends on the water
demand factors used in projecting water demand for the project. Applying the water demand factors used
by MCWD in its planning for the UC MBEST Master Plan (a mix of research and development and other
space that did not include academic or housing uses), the current allocation would be adequate to serve, at
most, about 1.3 million gsf, (Draft EIR, page 5-13). However, MCWD uses a higher water demand factor
for higher education and housing; (0.0003 AF/sf per year for higher education, compared with 0.000135
AF/sf per year for Research and Development, for example, and 0.25 AF per unit of multi-family
residential housing). Using MCWD’s water factors for higher education and housing, the existing water
allocation would allow for construction of only 364,000 gsf of academic and administrative space, and
about 475 student beds and 18 units of employee housing. Based on this water factor, the UC MBEST
facility has limited capacity to serve as a satellite campus.
At the UC Santa Cruz main campus in 2003-04, however, the actual water use for academic and
administrative space ranged from 0.00003 to 0.0001 AF/year/gsf, and 0.042 AF/year per bed for housing
space in 2003-04 (Arup 2005). These water demand factors are only one-third to one-tenth of the water
factor for higher education used by MCWD. If UC Santa Cruz water demand factors were used, the
amount of building space that could be served would be larger.
Response to Comment LA-9-138. Please see Responses to Comments LA-9-136 and -137.
Response to Comment LA-9-139. The population and campus housing number associated with the Fort
Ord Satellite Campus Alternative are provided in Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR. The table also shows the
housing that would be needed in the study area communities under this alternative. Because the campus
population-increase under this alternative would be smaller than under the Draft 2005 LRDP, other
population related impacts in the Santa Cruz area would also be reduced. (See Table 5-2 of the Draft
EIR). Reduction of the size of the development area under this alternative is described on page 5-14 of the
Draft EIR.
24

L A - 9

U C

S a n t a

C r u z

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

Response to Comment LA-9-140. Please refer to Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment
Growth).
Response to Comment LA-9-141. The Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of
the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006). The Final Draft 2005 LRDP revises the Draft 2005 LRDP
(January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005
LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information
regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements.
Response to Comment LA-9-142. Please refer Response to Comment LA-2-183 and to Master
Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment Growth).
Response to Comment LA-9-143. The project-specific impact assessment for the 2300 Delaware
Avenue Project in Draft EIR Volume III is tiered from the program-level analysis in Volume I and II of
the Draft EIR, in that those impacts that are adequately addressed at the program level and the cumulative
impacts of all development under the 2005 LRDP are not reevaluated in Volume III. Because the projectspecific evaluation is tiered, the project EIR (Volume III) cannot be and will not be certified before the
program-level EIR is certified and the 2005 LRDP is approved. All project-specific impacts are evaluated
and disclosed in Draft EIR, Volume III.
Response to Comment LA-9-144. The Draft EIR (Volume III, pages 4-59 and -60) presents the
estimated volume of wastewater that would be discharged following the full occupancy of the site by the
Campus. Because the volume that would be discharged is well within the capacity of the sewer main that
serves the project area, no improvements to the sewer are needed, and therefore there would be no
environmental impacts associated with improvements to the sanitary sewer.
Response to Comment LA-9-145. The Draft EIR (Volume III, page 4-47) explains that in order to
accurately assess the traffic effects of the proposed project, project-related trips were estimated and added
to the projected (background) traffic that would exist in the study area in 2010, when it is anticipated that
all three buildings at 2300 Delaware Avenue would be fully occupied. Note that Buildings A and B have
already been occupied by the Campus by relocating existing employees who were working in leased
buildings in the west side.2 However, conservatively and for completeness, the Draft EIR traffic analysis
included these existing trips associated with the relocated employees in the project traffic and treated
them as new trips. About two-thirds of the proposed project trips are associated with occupancy of
Building C (see Draft EIR Table 4-8 on page 4-48 in Volume III), and the full occupancy of Building C is
not expected until 2010. Therefore, the traffic analysis evaluated the impacts relative to the conditions
that would exist when the full volume of traffic associated with the project would be present. This
approach to traffic analysis is conservative because it accounts for other growth in the region that may
add to the congestion at study intersections. The traffic analysis uses the AMBAG travel demand model
to estimate future traffic volumes. Please see Response to Comment LA-9-32 regarding the AMBAG
travel demand model.

2

Please see page 4-2 in Draft EIR Volume III, which discloses the previous approval pursuant to which the
University authorized the relocation of 246 existing employees from leased buildings into 2300 Delaware Avenue.
The relocation of about 160 employees was completed in Fall 2005.
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The analysis presented in the Draft EIR accurately reflects the actual traffic impacts of the proposed
project. However, in response to the City’s request for an analysis of the proposed project’s traffic
compared to existing conditions, the University conducted such an analysis for 14 intersections that
currently are operating at LOS D or worse in at least one peak hour. Table 3 (at the end of LA-9
responses) shows the existing LOSs for these intersections and the LOSs under the existing plus 2300
Delaware Avenue Project traffic conditions. The table also reports the percent contribution the project’s
traffic would make at these intersections, and in the case of unsignalized intersections, whether signal
warrants would be met.
Based on this analysis and the significance criteria laid out in the Draft EIR for evaluating impacts at
signalized and unsignalized intersections, the addition of all project traffic to existing conditions would
result in significant impacts at three study intersections, as described below:
•

Intersection #8 Empire Grade Road/Western Drive. This is an unsignalized intersection that meets
signal warrants. The project would contribute more than 3 percent of the traffic volume increase.

•

Intersection #12 Bay Street/Escalona Drive. This is also an unsignalized intersection that meets signal
warrants. The project contributes more than 3 percent of the traffic volume increase.

•

Intersection #14 Mission Street/Bay Street. This is a signalized intersection where the LOS degrades
from LOS E to F in the PM peak hour and the project contributes more than 3 percent of the traffic
volume increase.

Note that the Draft EIR (page 4-53 in Volume III) also determined that significance criteria were met at
Intersections #8 and #14, and noted that the project would pay its fair share of improvements that the City
implements at these intersections. In the 2010 plus project analysis, Intersection #12 was analyzed as a
signalized intersection and was found not to meet the significance criteria. This intersection has been
programmed in the City’s CIP for a traffic signal in Fiscal Year 2007. Because this programmed
improvement will improve the LOS of this intersection to an acceptable level in 2007, by the time all of
the new trips associated with the 2300 Delaware Avenue Project would affect area roadways (no earlier
than 2010), the project will not result in a significant impact at this intersection. The University has also
offered to contribute its fair share towards implementing the traffic signal at Intersection #12 to ensure
that the traffic signal is installed in a timely manner.
Response to Comment LA-9-146. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-227.
Response to Comment LA-9-147. The University will pay its fair share of the cost of improvements to
city intersections that are significantly affected by the proposed project. Please see Master Response MIT1 with regard to the University’s fair share commitments.
Response to Comment LA-9-148. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-231.

Table 3
Existing Plus 2300 Delaware Avenue Project – Intersection Levels of Service
Intersection
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Empire Grade
Road/Western Drive

TWSC

Empire Grade
Road/Heller Drive

TWSC

Bay Street/Escalona
Drive

TWSC

Mission Street/Bay
Street

Signal

Bay Street/California
Street

TWSC

Mission Street/Laurel
Street

Signal

Mission Street/King
Street-Union Street

Signal

Highway 1/River Street

Signal

King Street/Storey Street

AWSC

High Street/Highland
Avenue

AWSC

River Street/Water Street

Signal

Ocean Street/Water
Street

Signal

Capitola Road/Soquel
Avenue

Signal

Murray Street/Seabright
Avenue

Signal

2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

Delay

LOS

T O

C O M M E N T S

A.M.
P.M.

26.7
53.8

D
F

32.7
96.1

D
F

5
6

Yes
Yes

A.M.

19.5

C

21.5

C

3

-

P.M.

35.3

E

40.3

E

3

-

A.M.

73.3

F

85.9

F

3

Yes

P.M.

60.3

F

71.5

F

4

Yes

A.M.

38.6

D

43.5

D

6

-

P.M.

65.7

E

80.5

F

6

-

A.M.

18.8

C

19.3

C

1

-

P.M.

28.9

D

29.5

D

1

-

A.M.

29.8

C

30.4

C

5

-

P.M.

35.6

D

37.7

D

5

-

A.M.

52.1

D

57.0

E

3

-

P.M.

43.2

D

44.2

D

4

-

A.M.

42.3

D

42.5

D

2

-

P.M.

49.0

D

50.0

D

2

-

A.M.

25.3

D

25.3

D

0

-

P.M.

32.3

D

32.3

D

0

-

A.M.

30.0

D

30.0

D

0

-

P.M.

110.0

F

110.0

F

0

-

A.M.

27.9

C

27.8

C

1

-

P.M.

38.5

D

38.8

D

1

A.M.

37.2

D

37.3

D

0

-

P.M.

41.0

D

41.1

D

0

-

A.M.

51.9

D

26.1

C

0

-

P.M.

38.5

D

38.5

D

0

-

A.M.

39.3

D

39.6

D

0

-

P.M.

53.0

D

53.2

D

0

-
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Response to Comment Letter LA-10
Response to Comment LA-10-1. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-5-1 regarding LAFCO
approval of the extension of the City’s water service area and the City’s obligation to provide water to the
Campus. Neither the City nor LAFCO is a responsible agency under CEQA. Moreover the LRDP Draft
EIR exhaustively considers the water supply impacts. Please also see Master Response UTIL-1 regarding
impacts on regional water supply.
Response to Comment LA-10-2. The 2005 LRDP EIR is a programmatic document meant to provide
disclosure of impacts that may occur as the result of long range planning and is meant to provide a
framework for understanding the LRDP’s impact in order to place the impact of specific projects within
the cumulative context of the impact of the LRDP. Because specific projects have yet to be sited or
planned, it is impossible to get specific Clean Water Act Section 404 or incidental take permits. Wetlands
delineations and obtainment of project-specific permits will occur as projects are proposed and reviewed
within the context of the 2005 LRDP. Such permits would only be considered after tiered project-specific
CEQA documents have been prepared, including delineations of wetlands on a project-specific basis.
Response to Comment LA-10-3. Please refer to Master Response LU-1, which addresses the County’s
concern regarding consistency with the City and County general plans. Please also refer to LA-3-41
regarding phasing University growth.
Response to Comment LA-10-3. Please refer to Master Response LU-1, which addresses the County’s
concern regarding consistency with the City and County general plans. Please also refer to LA-3-41
regarding phasing University growth.
Response to Comment LA-10-4. Growth under the 2005 LRDP will take place over a 15-year period.
Comparing the impacts of future construction to present conditions would not provide an accurate picture
of the actual effects of development. The AMBAG Travel Demand Model used to estimate future traffic
provides the most accurate forecasts available, and the future conditions the model predicts are likely to
exist within the LRDP planning horizon. The model does not include LRDP-related growth, however, and
therefore provide a useful comparison to show the effects of the LRDP on the environment, as it will exist
at the time of buildout. A baseline defined by anticipated future conditions is meaningful and appropriate
for analysis of the 2005 LRDP where the project under consideration has a long implementation timeline
and reasonably accurate projections of future conditions are available.
Near-term analysis would be conducted for individual components of the 2005 LRDP as they are
proposed. For example, project-specific analysis has been provided for the 2300 Delaware Avenue and
Family Student Housing components of the 2005 LRDP. These analyses compare project-based traffic
growth to near-term baselines. However, the program-level analysis addresses the entire 2005 LRDP
program of development as described in the project description (Draft EIR, Volume I, Chapter 3). The
Caltrans Guide to Preparation of Traffic Studies (Caltrans 2002) is focused on typical development
projects, which are constructed over a short period of time and therefore generate traffic almost
immediately following completion. This would not be the appropriate approach for assessing the impacts
of the LRDP program.
Response to Comment LA-10-5. The cumulative impacts analysis and mitigation measures address full
development of the campus under the 2005 LRDP. They do not defer effective mitigation to a future
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project-level analysis. Since the precise timing and traffic contributions of individual components of the
2005 LRDP will not be known until specific projects are proposed, the impacts at full development of the
2005 LRDP are analyzed, and the project-specific mitigation measures identified. The purpose of the
project-level analyses, which normally will be tiered from the program level 2005 LRDP EIR, will be to
identify specific locational and population-driven effects of each subsequent project proposed; to identify
which of the previously developed mitigation measures including those adopted pursuant to the program
EIR, are applicable to the specific project; and to “fine tune” the mitigation to the specific project with
respect to project footprint, population, setting, and appropriate timing for implementation. The 2005
LRDP program EIR commits the University to mitigation, even of small impacts.
Please see Master Response MIT-1 for information on fair share contributions for mitigation of offcampus impacts.
Response to Comment LA-10-6. The number and size of special events on campus are highly variable
from year to year. The highest traffic volumes typically occur during the Shakespeare Santa Cruz Festival
in July and August, student move-in day in September, and graduation and student move-out day in June.
At other times, simultaneous full capacity events are otherwise infrequent, primarily because of limited
demand for such events. Although there are numerous public and departmental events on campus each
year, most of these events are relatively small, and they often have staggered starting times, such that the
associated traffic is spread less intensely over a longer period of time. The TAPS Event Parking Manager
regularly reviews the events calendar. When events are proposed that likely will be demanding of parking
and will result in substantial traffic on and off campus, the Events Parking Manager advises the event
planners that their traffic may be directed to more distant parking, and that shuttles may be required. In
some instances, these parking limitations may result in event rescheduling. This mechanism may also
serve to reduce peak event traffic to the campus.
Because of the high degree of variability in the timing, frequency and size of special events, it is
impossible to determine at this time exactly how often events would result in short-term impacts at offcampus intersections. This issue will be addressed in detail if and at such time as new events facilities are
proposed. If environmental analysis of the proposed facility indicates that the project would result in
significant impacts at off-campus intersections, additional project-specific mitigation measures will be
proposed to address these impacts. In the interim, in order to minimize parking and traffic impacts that
might result should simultaneous full capacity events occur frequently, LRDP Mitigation TRA-5D has
been revised in the Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1.
Response to Comment LA-10-7. Please see Master Response MIT-1 for information on fair share
contribution. Regarding phasing of campus growth, please see Response to Comment LA-3-41.
Response to Comment LA-10-8. The University does not state in Draft EIR Section 4.11 that new
housing constructed in the City of Santa Cruz would “more or less accommodate” the additional students
under the 2005 LRDP who would live off campus. It is true that the Draft EIR would have drawn such a
conclusion if only the LRDP-related demand had been compared to the projected supply (see data
reported in Tables 4.11-10 and 4.11-11). But the Draft EIR does not evaluate the project’s demand for
housing in isolation from the demand created by other growth. Rather the Draft EIR properly evaluates
the project’s demand for housing in the cumulative context (see Table 4.11-12), and concludes that
campus growth in conjunction with other employment growth in the study area would result in a demand
for housing that would exceed the existing and projected housing supply in 2020.
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The Draft EIR reports housing projections for the City of Santa Cruz based on two published sources: the
City’s General Plan Housing Element and the 2004 AMBAG Population, Housing and Employment
Forecasts (See Draft EIR pages 4.11-12 and -13). The Draft EIR points out the inconsistency between the
City’s Housing Element, which states that it is the City’s goal to support the production of 2,167 new
housing units between 2000 and 2007, and the AMBAG forecasts, which forecast only 1,684 new
housing units between 2005 and 2020. The Draft EIR uses the latter forecast for analysis because it is a
reasonable “worst-case” forecast. The Draft EIR also acknowledges that the AMBAG forecast did not
contemplate the campus’s enrollment growth under the 2005 LRDP. Note that the 2004 AMBAG
forecasts, which extend to year 2030 (10 years after the time frame of the 2005 LRDP), estimate that
3,256 new housing units will be built in the City between 2005 and 2030. The 2020 projection is an
interim AMBAG forecast.
Response to Comment LA-10-9. The Draft EIR discloses all reasonably foreseeable consequences of
the proposed project. It evaluates both the direct and the indirect/secondary effects (“ripple” effects) of
the proposed LRDP on the City.
Direct effects are analyzed at length in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR, which presents quantitative
estimates of the direct employment and population growth that would result as a consequence of the
proposed LRDP. That section shows that the cumulative demand for housing, including the demand that
would result from campus growth under the 2005 LRDP, would not be met by the projected supply. 1 The
study area communities would therefore build more housing than currently projected. In the event that
additional housing is not constructed, more persons would commute into the study area from other areas
where the housing supply is projected to be better (Draft EIR page 4.11-26).
Indirect/secondary effects (“ripple” effects) of the proposed LRDP are analyzed in Section 6.3, GrowthInducing Impacts of the 2005 LRDP, of the Draft EIR. Quantitative estimates of indirect and induced
employment and population that would result as a consequence of campus growth under the 2005 LRDP
are presented in that section. That section also notes that, in light of the cumulative demand for housing, it
is expected that more housing beyond that included in the City’s General Plan Housing Element or
AMBAG forecasts would be constructed based on evidence of demand, unless the City elects to limit
growth. The Draft EIR states that because housing sites within the city would be either infill or
redevelopment sites, significant impacts to resources such as agricultural land, biological resources or
cultural resources from the development of additional housing would be unlikely to occur. It
acknowledges that there would potentially be significant and unavoidable impacts from this additional
housing related to traffic and urban services, and that campus growth would contribute to these impacts.
Similar effects on Santa Cruz County are also discussed in the Draft EIR. Further quantification of these
secondary effects would be speculative.
Response to Comment LA-10-10. The Draft EIR analyzes all of the environmental consequences of
campus growth under the 2005 LRDP, including effects related to traffic, air quality, and service
demands. The analysis in each section of Chapter 4 addresses both the on-campus or direct growth and
the off-campus or indirect/secondary growth related to the 2005 LRDP. The traffic analysis in Draft EIR
1

Note that the analysis in the Draft EIR is consistent with the directions of the court in the case of Napa Citizens
because the Draft EIR estimates the number and types of units that LRDP-related population would require, and
evaluates whether there would be an adequate number of units to accommodate this population and the
consequences of the lack of adequate number of housing to serve the demand.
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Section 4.14 assigns the LRDP-related population to the study area. Based on both the on-campus and
off-campus population, it estimates the project’s impact on the transportation system. The air quality
impact assessment in Section 4.3 includes estimates of regional and localized emissions from all LRDPrelated persons traveling to and from the campus. The analysis of impacts on public services and utilities
in Sections 4.13 and 4.15 includes an evaluation of the effects of both the on-campus and the off-campus
population on public services and utilities. The analysis in Section 4.11 concludes that the project, by
adding both the direct and indirect population to the study area, would result in a significant impact
related to population. That section also concludes that the project would make a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on housing.
The Draft EIR includes mitigation measures for all significant impacts of the proposed LRDP and its
cumulative impacts. That includes not only the housing impact, but also all other environmental resources
(traffic, air quality, public services, and utilities) that would be affected directly and indirectly by campus
growth under the LRDP. Also refer to Response to Comment LA-3-25 and Master Response POP-1
(Magnitude of Enrollment Growth).
Response to Comment LA-10-11. The Draft EIR evaluates some of the options presented by the
commenter, including provision of more housing on campus and lower enrollment growth targets in
Chapter 5, Alternatives. See also Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative)
and Master Response POP-1 (Impacts of Regional Housing Supply). Note that the Campus proposes to
recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006), which revises
the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously
analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. For
more information regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2,
Project Refinements.
Response to Comment LA-10-12. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-115 for a discussion of
impacts related to additional school closures.
Response to Comment LA-10-13. Please see Response to Comment LA-3-28 regarding the legal effect
of the water supply agreements between the City and the University.
The Draft EIR uses two CEQA standards of significance to evaluate the proposed project’s impact on
water supply. The first standard reads: “Require or result in the construction or expansion of water or
wastewater treatment facilities, which would cause significant environmental effects.” The second
standard reads: “Result in the need for new or expanded water supply entitlements due to insufficient
water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources.”
As discussed under LRDP Impact UTIL-1 (Draft EIR page 4.15-19), development under the 2005 LRDP
would require the expansion of on-campus and off-campus water conveyance systems; however, the Draft
EIR concluded that the construction of such improvements would not cause significant environmental
impacts. As indicated in Master Response UTIL-1 (Section 5.2.15.3), no additional improvements would
be needed to accommodate expansion of the campus’s summer programs. Please refer to Response to
Comments LA-5-1 and LA-3-28 for information about the water supply agreements between the
University and the City.
With respect to whether the existing supplies would be adequate to serve the campus and other growth in
the service area, the Draft EIR provides a detailed analysis of the campus’s demand, the demand from the
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rest of the service area, and the available supply (see LRDP Impact UTIL-9). The effects of this total
annual demand are analyzed for both normal water years and drought conditions. Based on this analysis,
the Draft EIR concludes that a new supply source is needed initially for drought conditions, but sometime
after 2015 for normal water years as well. The Draft EIR concludes that the construction of such a new
supply source could result in significant and unavoidable impacts. This analysis was based on the City’s
data available at the time that the Draft EIR was prepared. Please see Master Response UTIL-1 for
additional information about this impact analysis and the more recent conclusions made by the City that
existing water supplies are adequate to serve new growth through 2020 in normal water years, including
the growth under the 2005 LRDP.
The Draft EIR also identifies mitigation measures (UTIL-9A through -9I) to reduce the Campus’s demand
for water, and to reduce the need for a new supply source to the maximum extent feasible. The University
has revised and reorganized these mitigation measures to clarify the Campus’s commitment to reduce
water usage on the campus. See Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 2, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Table 2-1.
Also refer to Master Response UTIL-2. Moreover, in compliance with Government Code 54999, as stated
in the Draft EIR and further explained in Master Response MIT-1, the University will pay its fair share of
the cost of developing the new water supply source if and when it is needed.
Response to Comment LA-10-14. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.3 in Master Response UTIL-1, which
explains why a project-only impact related to water supply would not be meaningful and, therefore, was
not included in the Draft EIR. That Master Response (Section 5.2.15.4) also discusses the potential
environmental effects from the development of a desalination plant and explains why a detailed
evaluation of this plant is not included in the LRDP EIR. The Draft EIR and Master Response UTIL-1
(Section 5.2.15.3) explain that because the volume of water for the campus that is accounted for in the
City’s forecasts is more than the volume that the Campus anticipates it will need, the demand associated
with the proposed project is adequately addressed in the City’s water planning process. As indicated in
Master Response UTIL-1, the University has revised text on page 4.15-33 to clarify this point. Please also
refer to Master Response UTIL-1 (Section 5.2.15.3) regarding the environmental effects of growth and
development under the 2005 LRDP on the City’s water supply system. Also note that the University now
proposes adopt the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, previously analyzed as the Reduced Enrollment Growth
Alternative to the Draft 2005 LRDP. This alternative would result in lower water demand than analyzed
for the previously proposed project.
Response to Comment LA-10-15. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.3 in Master Response UTIL-1 with
respect to the impact of LRDP-related off-campus population on water supply.
Response to Comment LA-10-16. Please see Response to Comment LA-5-1 regarding the City’s
provision of water services outside its boundaries.
Response to Comment LA-10-17. The Draft EIR adequately analyzes the impacts of increased summer
water usage (see LRDP Impact UTIL-9, Draft EIR page 4.15-36). Please also see Response to Comment
LA-9-104. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-1 (Section 5.2.15.2) regarding the inclusion of summer
session demand in the campus’s water demand estimates. Section 5.2.15.3 of this response provides
additional information about the campus’s contribution to the need for a new water supply source under
both drought and normal conditions, based on conclusions made by the City since the Draft EIR was
published.
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Response to Comment LA-10-18. The Draft EIR identifies mitigation measures to reduce the amount of
water that would be needed to serve campus growth under the 2005 LRDP. Also refer to Master Response
UTIL-2, which provides additional information about these water supply mitigation measures. The Draft
EIR finds the impact to be significant and unavoidable because the Campus’s contribution under
Government Code Section 54999 and the water conservation measures identified as mitigation in this EIR
would not eliminate the need for a new water supply source in the future, and it is unknown whether all
potentially significant environmental impacts associated with future development of a new water supply
source can be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Also refer to Master Response UTIL-1, which
explains that unlike a large development project that would increase water demand immediately upon
completion, campus growth under the LRDP will not instantaneously increase water demand.
Response to Comment LA-10-19. The reference error in the Draft EIR, which referred to LRDP
Mitigation TRA-1B instead of TRA-2B, has been corrected throughout the EIR, as shown in Final EIR,
Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1. Regarding emission reductions
that would be achieved by the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, please see Response
to Comment RA-1-1.
Note that the Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP
(September 2006), which revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment
Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative. As discussed in the Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2 (Project
Refinements), under the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, VOC emissions would be reduced below the threshold
without mitigation. NOx emissions would also be reduced, but would still result in a significant impact to
air quality.
Response to Comment LA-10-20. The discussion of LRDP Impact AIR-4 (Draft EIR pages 4.3-30 and
31) focuses on how regional air quality management plans are developed. In order for a project to be
found consistent with the plan, the growth proposed under the project must have been included in the
regional air quality planning efforts. The Draft EIR concludes that campus growth under the 2005 LRDP
was not accounted for in the current air quality management plan for the air basin. Therefore, the
University proposes to work with the local agencies that are involved in air quality planning to ensure that
the emissions are accounted for in the next air quality plan that is developed. This does not mean that the
University will not implement measures to reduce the air emissions associated with campus growth. The
University is committed to implementing all of the mitigation measures listed in Section 4.3 of the Draft
EIR, which are intended to reduce emissions of pollutants. In addition, although not listed as a mitigation
measure, guidelines for sustainable transportation initiatives recently have been developed by the
University of California. The Campus will implement programs with goals to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions, especially through conversion of campus fleets to low or zero emission vehicles and through
the use of alternate fuels. Also see Response to Comment RA-1-6 regarding LRDP Impact AIR-4.
Response to Comment LA-10-21. The Draft EIR includes all mitigation measures for construction
activities that are recommended by the MBUAPCD. With respect to emissions from campus operations
(LRDP Impact AIR-2), the analysis shows that significant sources of emissions are motor vehicles and
space heating of the nonresidential space, including the new turbines that would replace the campus
cogeneration plant (Draft EIR pages 4.3-25 through 28). For each of these sources, the EIR includes
mitigation measures to reduce emissions. In some instances, the mitigation measures in the EIR are the
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only ones that are available to address these sources. For instance, modifying the travel behavior of
individuals is essential to reducing motor vehicle emissions. To modify travel behavior, the EIR includes
LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B, which is a suite of TDM programs from which the Campus would select, to
reduce single occupant vehicle travel to and from the campus. There is no other option available to the
Campus to reduce total automobile emissions associated with commuter vehicles. With respect to space
heating emissions, the Campus has included a performance standard for the new gas turbines (LRDP
Mitigation AIR-2C) and is also proposing to design and construct buildings so that the dependence on
natural gas heating is minimized (LRDP Mitigation AIR-2A). Note that the Campus already uses natural
gas for heating purposes and also in its emergency generators. Therefore, the heating and emergency
generator emissions in the Draft EIR are estimated from the combustion of this relatively clean burning
fuel; a change to an even cleaner fuel is not feasible at this time. No additional mitigation measures are
available.
Response to Comment LA-10-22. Please see Response to Comment LA-9-12 for information about the
basis for the population-related cumulative impact analyses provided in the Draft EIR. Also, each section
does provide the relevant geographic context for each cumulative impact described. For example, the
geographic context for LRDP Impact AES-7 is defined as being “areas with views of the UC Santa Cruz
campus and the lands surrounding the campus” (see Draft EIR page 4.1-22). The geographic area for most
population-related cumulative impacts includes the cities of Santa Cruz, Capitola and Scotts Valley, and
all of unincorporated Santa Cruz County, as relevant to each topic (see Draft EIR page 4-7). However,
please refer to each specific cumulative impact discussion for the geographic area that is relevant to the
impact being described.
Response to Comment LA-10-23. Please refer to Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment
Growth), Master Response ALT-3 (Range of Feasible Alternatives), and Master Response ALT-5
(Increased On-Campus Housing).
Response to Comment LA-10-24. The Draft EIR considers a Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative
(Draft EIR pages 5-20 to 5-23). Please refer to Master Response ALT-3 (Range of Feasible Alternatives),
Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment Growth), and Master Response ALT-5 (Increased OnCampus Housing). As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR (Volume IV), the Campus will recommend
to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, which is the Reduced Enrollment Growth
Alternative analyzed in the Draft EIR. The Final Draft 2005 LRDP has been revised to reflect the lower
enrollment growth target under that alternative.
Response to Comment LA-10-25. Please refer to Master Response ALT-3 (Range of Feasible
Alternatives), Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment Growth), and Master Response ALT-5
(Increased On-Campus Housing).
Response to Comment LA-10-26. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the University's projections for growth
of water demand fall within the City's projections for the University. See Master Response UTIL-1 for
more explanation on this point. Also refer to Master Response ALT-5 for further explanation of the
effects on increased on-campus housing on water demand within the service area.
Response to Comment LA-10-27. Please refer to Master Response ALT-3 (Range of Feasible
Alternatives), Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment Growth), and Master Response ALT-5
(Increased On-Campus Housing).
2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

L A - 1 0

7

Comment Letter LA-11

1

Comment Letter LA-11

Comment Letter LA-11

Comment Letter LA-11

Comment Letter LA-11

Comment Letter LA-11

Comment Letter LA-11

Comment Letter LA-11

Comment Letter LA-11

Comment Letter LA-11

Comment Letter LA-11

Comment Letter LA-11

Comment Letter LA-11

Comment Letter LA-11

Comment Letter LA-11

Comment Letter LA-11

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

Response to Comment Letter LA-11
Response to Comment LA-11-1. The three individuals who provided the written comments on the
LRDP EIR to the City of Santa Cruz at a City Council meeting also submitted the same comments
directly to the Campus. Responses to the comments contained in the attachments to this letter are
presented in Responses to Comment Letters I-6, I-54, and I-84.
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Response to Comment Letter LA-12
Response to Comment LA-12-1. Comment noted.

2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

L A - 1 2

1

Comment Letter LA-13

1

Comment Letter LA-13

1

2

Comment Letter LA-13

2

Comment Letter LA-13

2

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

Response to Comment Letter LA-13
Response to Comment LA-13-1. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-10-4. The potential
enrollment growth under the 2005 LRDP would take place over a 15-year period and would not occur
immediately following project approval. Comparing the impacts of future construction with present
conditions would not provide an accurate picture of the actual effects of development because it would
not account for future growth and thus could understate impacts. The AMBAG forecasts used to estimate
future traffic are the most accurate available and the future conditions they predict are likely to exist
within the 2005 LRDP planning horizon. The AMBAG employment forecasts include the projected
increase in employees under the 2005 LRDP but the population and housing forecasts do not include
2005 LRDP-related population. Therefore, the forecasts provide a useful comparison to show the effects
of the 2005 LRDP on the environment, as it will exist at the time of full development.
Response to Comment LA-13-2. The University will negotiate with Caltrans to determine its fair share
to contribute to the identified highway improvements that will mitigate the impact of the 2005 LRDP on
the state highway system. Please see Master Response MIT-1 regarding the University’s fair share
contributions. Payment of the University’s fair share can be made once Caltrans, or the applicable
Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) (e.g., SCCRTC), establishes and implements a
mechanism for collecting funds from any other developers and entities contributing to the identified
impacts, and provided that the jurisdiction builds the identified improvements. Because of the magnitude
of the costs of highway improvements, and the state requirement that highway improvements be
implemented through a state and regional funding process, the State collaborates with a regional
transportation authority such as SCCRTC to establish a regional traffic impact fee that equitably
distributes the cost of highway improvements among entities that contribute to the traffic. As a local
example, the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) is currently working toward the
adoption of a regional transportation impact fee.
Please refer to Response to Comment RA-1-22 regarding the feasibility of traffic mitigation measures
identified in the Draft EIR. With respect to traffic mitigations in the RDEIR, the mitigation measures
identified on page 2-25 (construction of auxiliary lanes, ramp acceleration and deceleration areas, and
ramp metering) are all feasible improvements that are commonly constructed on freeways to improve
traffic flow.
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Response to Comment Letter LA-14
Response to Comment LA-14-1. The University will evaluate the effectiveness of the Level 1 and Level
2 TDM measures shown in the table (Draft EIR Table 4.14-19 and RDEIR Table 2-19) and implement
those measures that are both effective in maintaining and improving the University’s current mode share
and are within the University’ jurisdiction. It is premature to commit to any specific TDM measures until
the University has had an opportunity to evaluate effectiveness and develop an implementation plan in
light of the specific conditions that exist as various projects under the LRDP are undertaken. Such a
commitment could preclude adoption of better options that have not yet been developed. The University
is committed to funding and implementing those programs identified as feasible and effective in
achieving and improving upon the University’s goal of a 55 percent mode split for sustainable
transportation modes. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-4-3.
Response to Comment LA-14-2. Comment noted.
Response to Comment LA-14-3. Please refer to Response to Comments SA-2-2 and Master Response
TRAFFIC-1, which explain why the City’s current standards of significance for traffic impacts were used
in the Draft EIR. Also see Response to Comments LA-15-7 and SA-9-4. The RDEIR was prepared
consistent with the analysis in the Draft EIR, including the use of the City standards of significance for
surface street intersections.
Response to Comment LA-14-4. Please refer to Response to Comments LA-4-1 and LA-7-2 for
discussions of the University’s commitments to working collaboratively with SCMTD to improve and
expand transit services. This collaboration includes the University’s existing and continuing contract with
SCMTD to pay for the University’s share of transit costs based on the University’s share of transit
ridership.
Response to Comment LA-14-5. Comment noted.
Response to Comment LA-14-6. Please refer to Responses to Comments LA-14-1 and LA-4-1.
Response to Comment LA-14-7. AMBAG received and reviewed the Draft EIR and RDEIR. The
Campus has been involved in the preparation of previous AMBAG projections. The Campus will work
with AMBAG to ensure that the 2005 LRDP growth projections are included in the Regional Travel
Demand Model and regional population and employment projections.
Additionally, AMBAG has indicated that it integrates adopted plans from the University and other special
generators in future land use updates to the Regional Travel Demand Model (Munn, 2005). Thus, it is
anticipated that the LRDP data will be incorporated into future updates of the AMBAG Regional Travel
Demand Model.
Response to Comment LA-14-8. The text on pages 2-9 and 2-10 of the RDEIR has been revised in
response to the comment. The revised text is presented in Chapter 3 in Volume IV of the Final EIR. None
of these changes to the text affect the impact analysis or the conclusions in the RDEIR.
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Response to Comment Letter LA-15
Response to Comment LA-15-1. Please see Response to Comment Letter LA-2, which shows that, with
one exception (the analysis of traffic impacts on Highways 1 and 17), the impact analysis in the Draft EIR
was adequate for all resource areas. Master Response UTIL-1 demonstrates that the analysis of the
proposed project’s impact on water supply presented in the Draft EIR is accurate and adequate. Please
also refer to Response to Comments LA-2-19 and LA-2-159 regarding the accuracy and adequacy of the
traffic analysis that was included in the Draft EIR for the Event Center. Because all of the impact analyses
in the Draft EIR were adequate, the Campus determined that there was no need to recirculate any other
portions of the Draft EIR, and only the additional traffic analysis was recirculated.
Response to Comment LA-15-2. The RDEIR presents the 2005 LRDP trip generation in Table 2-10
(page 2-13). The project’s trip distribution is presented in Section 2.2.3.2 of the RDEIR. Trip distribution
is illustrated on Figure 2.3, which indicates the percentage of the project’s trips that travel on Highways 1
and 17. The table below summarizes the number of trips assigned to the state highway system in the
RDEIR analysis.
2005 LRDP Trip Generation Contribution to State Highways
Year
2010
2020

State Route 1
AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
N
S
N
S
bound
bound
bound
bound
39
9
11
44
157
30
66
170

State Route 17
AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
W
E
W
E
bound
bound
bound
bound
31
7
8
35
125
24
53
136

Response to Comment LA-15-3. The freeway facilities analyzed are defined in Section 2.1.5.1 starting
on page 2-3 of the RDEIR. For clarification these facilities are re-defined below.
Ramp Diverge: A point on the freeway where an off-ramp exits. This is the point where vehicles exiting
the freeway leave the main travel lanes.
Ramp Merge: A point on the freeway where an on-ramp enters the main freeway travel lanes requiring
traffic entering the freeway to merge into the flow of traffic in the main travel lanes.
Weave: A segment of the freeway between an on-ramp and an off-ramp where the ramps are connected
by an auxiliary lane. A weave requires vehicle entering the freeway at the on-ramp to change lanes to
avoid exiting the downstream off-ramp. Similarly, in a weave segment, a vehicle wishing to exit the
freeway must change lanes from the main travel lane to the auxiliary lane.
Ramp Intersection: A point where an on- or off-ramp intersects with a city street usually controlled by a
traffic signal or a stop sign.
Response to Comment LA-15-4. Please refer to Response to Comments LA-10-4 and LA-13-1. The
RDEIR includes an analysis of an interim condition (year 2010) that includes the 2300 Delaware Avenue
Project and proportionate growth of the main campus under the 2005 LRDP. It is important to note that
the RDEIR is part of a programmatic EIR and, as such, includes project-level analysis only for near-term
projects. Project-level analysis will be conducted for individual components of the 2005 LRDP, as
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individual projects are proposed. These analyses will assess the impacts of each proposed project relative
to traffic conditions that exist at the time the project is proposed.
Response to Comment LA-15-5. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-15-4, above, which refers to
the interim year 2010 analysis included in the RDEIR.
Response to Comment LA-15-6. Please refer to Response to Comments LA-9-72 and LA-9-73, which
discuss the Draft EIR’s trip generation methodology. CEQA requires analysis of the project as described
in the Project Description, which includes a projected increase in on-campus housing for undergraduate
and graduate students. The trip generation analysis is consistent with the Project Description and
consistent with CEQA requirements. Also refer to Master Response POP-1 regarding the likelihood that
the projected housing will be developed.
Response to Comment LA-15-7. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1 (Traffic Standards of
Significance).
Response to Comment LA-15-8. Please refer to Response to Comments LA-9-72 and LA-9-73 for a
detailed discussion of the derivation of trip generation rates. There is not a direct relationship between the
growth in enrollment and the growth in number of trips. The trip generation rates were derived from
actual counts and are based on total population (students, faculty and staff) and adjusted downward by six
percent to reflect the increase in student housing, which is a component of the proposed program, as
defined in the Project Description.
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Response to Comment Letter LA-16
Response to Comment LA-16-1. Please refer to Responses to Comments LA-9-72 and LA-9-73 for a
detailed discussion of the derivation of trip generation rates. The six percent reduction for increased oncampus housing is a reasonable trip reduction estimate given that under the Draft 2005 LRDP, it was
proposed that on-campus student housing would increase by 3,390 beds, and employee housing by 125
units. This would represent an increase of about 3,528 additional people residing on-campus over 2004
levels. The traffic analysis recognizes that some of these campus residents will make trips during the
University’s peak periods. These trips are (1) captured in the derivation of the trip generation rates based
on actual counts which includes trips made by current campus residents, and (2) the trip reduction (on a
percentage basis) is less than half of the increase in campus residents, so the reduction does not represent
a one-to-one reduction in trips. The lower trip reduction percentage also reflects the fact that on-campus
resident freshman and sophomore student are not permitted to have cars on the campus, and thus would
not contribute trips. Note that the Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the
Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006), which revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect
the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and
identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information regarding the Final Draft
2005 LRDP, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements. Under the Final Draft
2005 LRDP, since housing targets will remain at the same levels, trips will be reduced
Response to Comment LA-16-2. A negligible amount of campus traffic uses Ocean Street to access
Highway 1 or 17. The more direct route to access Highway 17 or the highway portion of Highway 1 is via
Mission Street. However, traffic accessing Highways 1 and 17 from Ocean Street would merge with
project traffic using the Mission Street ramps. The primary ramp junctions where Highways 1 and 17
connect were evaluated in the Recirculated Draft EIR (March 2006). The four Ocean Street ramp
junctions potentially affected by 2005 LRDP traffic are listed in the following table along with ramp
junction levels of service for existing, 2010 and 2020 conditions with and without the 2005 LRDP. The
ramp junctions operate at LOS A or B in existing and future conditions, and the project would not cause
any ramp junction to drop below LOS B. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts.
Ocean Street Ramp Junction Analysis
Existing Conditions
PM Peak
AM Peak Hour
Hour
Ramp Junction

Type of
Junction

Density

LOS

Density

LOS

Southbound Highway 1/17 Split to Mission/Ocean
Northbound Highway 17 On from Southbound Highway 1

Diverge
Merge

5.5
5.9

A
A

7.9
6.2

A
A

Southbound Highway 1 On Ramp to Northbound Highway 17

Diverge

6.7

A

6.7

A

Southbound On Ramp from Plymouth to Southbound Highway 1

Merge

10.3

B

9.2

A

2010 Without Project
PM Peak
AM Peak Hour
Hour

Southbound Highway 1/17 Split to Mission/Ocean
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Type of
Junction

Density

LOS

Density

LOS

Diverge

6.3

A

9.1

A
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Ocean Street Ramp Junction Analysis
Northbound Highway 17 On from Southbound Highway 1

Merge

7.3

A

7.8

A

Southbound Highway 1 On Ramp to Northbound Highway 17

Diverge

9.7

A

7.8

A

Southbound On Ramp from Plymouth to Southbound Highway 1

Merge

11.5

B

10.2

B

2010 Plus Project
AM Peak Hour

PM Peak
Hour

Type of
Junction

Density

LOS

Density

LOS

Diverge
Merge

6.6
7.3

A
A

9.2
7.8

A
A

Southbound Highway 1 On Ramp to Northbound Highway 17

Diverge

9.9

A

8.6

A

Southbound On Ramp from Plymouth to Southbound Highway 1

Merge

11.6

B

10.6

B

Southbound Highway 1/17 Split to Mission/Ocean
Northbound Highway 17 On from Southbound Highway 1

2020 Without Project
PM Peak
AM Peak Hour
Hour
Ramp Junction

Type of
Junction

Density

LOS

Density

LOS

Southbound Highway 1/17 Split to Mission/Ocean
Northbound Highway 17 On from Southbound Highway 1

Diverge
Merge

7.2
9

A
A

10.4
9.5

A
A

Southbound Highway 1 On Ramp to Northbound Highway 17

Diverge

11.3

B

9

A

Southbound On Ramp from Plymouth to Southbound Highway 1

Merge

12.9

B

11.4

B

2020 Plus Project
AM Peak Hour

PM Peak
Hour

Ramp Junction

Type of
Junction

Density

LOS

Density

LOS

Southbound Highway 1/17 Split to Mission/Ocean
Northbound Highway 17 On from Southbound Highway 1
Southbound Highway 1 On Ramp to Northbound Highway 17

Diverge
Merge
Diverge

8.3
9
11.8

A
A
B

11
9.5
11.9

A
A
B

Southbound On Ramp from Plymouth to Southbound Highway 1

Merge

12.9

B

11.8

B

Note:
The methodologies to develop traffic projections and to analyze ramp operations are described in the Recirculated Draft EIR, March 2006.

Response to Comment LA-16-3. TDM measures already in effect and that affect actual traffic counts at
the campus entrances are incorporated into the trip generation rates. The University seeks to maintain and
continue to improve the existing TDM program.
Response to Comment LA-16-4. The Campus acknowledges that increasing the current modal split,
which is the product of the Campus’s existing, highly effective TDM program, will be challenging.
Nonetheless, it is the campus goal, under LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B to increase the share of sustainable
transportation modes above 55 percent. The University is pursuing a wide range of strategies to encourage
greater use of public transit and other modes of transportation. Further, with increasing cost and
environmental constraints on automobile use, new options for sustainable transportation may well be
developed during the term of the LRDP, and may become more attractive to an increasingly larger
segment of the population. The University will continue to pursue a wide range of flexible strategies to
improve on the success of its existing TDM program.
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Response to Comment LA-16-5. Please refer to Response to Comments LA-9-72 and LA-9-73 for a
detailed discussion of the derivation of trip generation rates.
The University acknowledges its responsibility to pay a fair share contribution towards mitigating offcampus traffic impacts on the City of Santa Cruz intersections. Please also see Master Response MIT-1
regarding fair share of mitigations. As discussed in Response to Comment LA-13-2, the University also
will negotiate to pay its fair share of regional mitigation measures once a regional mechanism for
collecting fair share contributions has been established.
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Response to Comment Letter OPA-1
Response to Comment OPA-1-1. In developing the estimate of additional faculty and staff housing that
would be needed by 2020 in order to meet the on-campus housing targets, the 84 housing units approved
under the Ranch View Terrace Project were included in the existing employee housing inventory; that is,
because the project has been approved and is scheduled to begin construction, these units are assumed in
the analysis to have been constructed. Construction on this project is slated to begin in fall 2006. The
purpose of the EIR is to provide environmental review of the full number of units that are provided for in
the LRDP so that they can be built as warranted by demand, and as allowed by funding and other
considerations. On-campus housing is developed in response to demand and there is demonstrated
demand for housing, especially by faculty and staff.
The University acknowledges that the relative cost of student housing on the campus is higher than the
cost of housing in the City of Santa Cruz (for more information on the cost of on-campus housing, please
also refer to Master Response ALT-5). However, because very limited housing growth (1,684 housing
units according to AMBAG estimates) is projected in the City between 2005 and 2020, the availability of
housing in the City will be extremely limited in the future. In light of the limited supply off-campus,
students will be willing to pay higher rents for on-campus housing, and there would be a demand for at
least the number of student beds provided for in the 2005 LRDP. Because there will be ample demand, it
is reasonable to expect that the on-campus student housing projected in the LRDP EIR will be built
during the next 15 years.
With respect to employee housing, new on-campus housing has always been offered to faculty and staff at
below market rates. This practice would continue in the future, and will make the on-campus housing
relatively more affordable compared to similar new housing in the City of Santa Cruz, especially in the
City’s west side. Because of below market prices, and other factors including desire to live close to work,
it is expected that on-campus employee housing will continue to be in high demand in the future. In light
of the demand, it is reasonable to expect that the on-campus employee housing projected in the LRDP
EIR will be built during the next 15 years.
Housing is a component of the proposed project, not a mitigation measure. For a discussion of various
alternatives to the proposed project, including more on-campus housing, please see Chapter 5 of the Draft
EIR and Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus Housing Alternative).
New housing on campus will be developed in response to demand, based on on-going monitoring of the
housing market (as described in LRDP Mitigations POP-3A and POP-3C) and consistent with the housing
targets included in the 2005 LRDP. Please see Response to Comment LA-3-41 with regard to the timing
of development of on-campus housing.
Response to Comment OPA-1-2. The housing analysis in the EIR is based on the housing impact
analysis conducted by Bay Area Economics (BAE). The analysis is presented in a memorandum dated
September 30, 2005, which is included in Appendix C in Volume VI of the Final EIR.
It is impossible to predict with certainty future incomes and housing prices, and such forecasting is not a
CEQA requirement. However, as a reasonable means of estimating future housing affordability levels, the
BAE analysis utilizes 2005 for-sale and rental housing market data, UC Santa Cruz employee household
2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

O P A - 1

1

V O L U M E

V

income levels, and actual rents paid by UC Santa Cruz students. The sources of these data are
documented in the BAE memorandum. The BAE analysis assumes that the distribution of rents and home
prices will remain constant over time relative to income levels for students and employees. This approach
provides a reasonable estimate of affordability because it is distributional and relies on relationships
between incomes (which rise over time) and housing prices (which rise, flatten, and can fall over time).
The assumptions used by BAE regarding affordability, and the terms of mortgages underlying those
assumptions, are very conservative, leading to a possible over-estimation of affordability impacts. To
translate UC Santa Cruz employee household incomes into housing affordability levels, BAE assumed a
maximum down payment of five percent and maximum total housing costs, including mortgage, tax, and
insurance payments, of no more than 35 percent of income. If the analysis made more aggressive
assumptions (which more closely reflect current market trends), “affordability” levels could be shifted
upwards and the residual demand number would shift downwards. For these reasons, the housing analysis
in the Draft EIR is also very conservative. See also Response to Comment OPA-1-3 below.
The University, in response to the Academic Senate’s request, instructed BAE to evaluate the number of
total new households in 2020 (LRDP-related households and non-University new households) that would
be able to find affordable housing within the study area. BAE found that such an analysis could not be
conducted using AMBAG residential population forecasts. This is because the residential population and
housing forecasts in AMBAG forecasts are related such that one variable was likely used by AMBAG to
forecast the other variable. Thus, because BAE used AMBAG 2020 housing data to estimate the future
supply of housing, AMBAG residential population could not be used to derive non-University new
households. BAE also considered using AMBAG 2020 employment forecasts for the City and the County
to derive the number of non-University new households. AMBAG 2004 forecasts include substantial
employment growth between 2005 and 2020 (about 12,185 new jobs in the City of Santa Cruz and about
37,968 new jobs countywide) but not a commensurate growth in housing stock (about 1,684 new housing
units in the City of Santa Cruz and about 9,831 housing units countywide). Therefore the forecasts appear
to assume a significant amount of commuting from outside the county. If the employment forecasts were
used to estimate non-University new households, the analysis would show an artificially high housing
demand. Therefore, such an analysis was not completed.
Response to Comment OPA-1-3. BAE has examined Appendix C in the BAE memorandum and has not
found any arithmetic errors. Below is a further explanation of the methodology used in the appendix,
which may be helpful in elucidating assumptions on which the calculations were based.
Calculations of expressed demand in Appendix C-2 of the BAE memorandum are based on the
assumption that, when a UC Santa Cruz employee household finds an affordable house in the Primary
Market Area, it purchases this house. As an example, based on the current distribution of household
incomes among UC Santa Cruz employee households, Appendix C-2 reports there will be 21 new UC
Santa Cruz households able to afford housing costing $785,000 or less. Based on current housing market
data and AMBAG forecasts, Appendix C-2 presents an estimate that only 286 of a total of 842 new
housing units in the Primary Market Area will not be affordable to this cohort of households. The
remainder, 556 housing units (842 total units minus 286 unaffordable units), will be affordable to this
cohort. Consequently, all 21 new UC Santa Cruz households in this cohort will be able to purchase a
house; expressed demand for this cohort is shown in Appendix C-2 as 21 households. Looking at another
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cohort, 63 new UC Santa Cruz households are estimated to be able to afford a house costing $550,000 or
less. According to Appendix C-2, 177 new units will be built that are affordable to members of this cohort
as shown below:
Housing Price Range (Constant 2005 $) 1

Estimated Unit Production 2005-2020

$115,001 to $155,000

8

$155,001 to $195,000

8

$195,001 to $235,000

8

$235,001 to $275,000

17

$275,001 to $315,000

17

$315,001 to $395,000

17

$395,001 to $470,000

51

$470,001 to $550,000

51

Units Produced Costing $550,000 or Less

177

1 The housing price distribution in this table is not intended to be a projection of actual housing prices in the future. Please see
Response to Comment OPA-1-2, which explains why BAE held both the cost of housing and incomes constant at 2005 levels.

With 177 new houses available, all 63 households in this cohort will be able to purchase a house, and
expressed demand for this cohort is shown as 63 households. According to the methodology used in
Appendix C-2, houses purchased by this cohort include all 51 houses within the $470,001 to $550,000
price range, and 12 houses within the $395,001 to $470,000 price range. As a consequence, 114 houses
(177 minus 63) are available to the next cohort, which is comprised of households able to afford houses
costing $470,000 or less. This process ripples downward through the housing market. As a consequence,
Appendix C-2 shows that 115 new UC Santa Cruz households will be able to afford a housing unit
costing $155,000 or less. Members of this cohort will be unable to find a home for purchase, because
higher income households will have purchased all the available units.
Response to Comment OPA-1-4. Scenarios 1 and 2 in the Draft EIR present the range of likely
population and housing impacts that would occur as a result of the 2005 LRDP. The Draft EIR (page
4.11-16) explains how Scenario 2 differs from Scenario 1, and why Scenario 1 is the worst-case scenario.
Text has been added page 4.11-16 explaining that Scenario 2 is not conservative, as it does not take into
account the backfilling of jobs. See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment OPA-1-5. The discrepancy in traffic volumes between the two successive
intersections identified in the comment is not related to how the AMBAG model was used. The model
was used to derive an annual growth rate to reflect non-campus related growth in Santa Cruz. This growth
rate was then applied to the existing traffic counts in order to project future conditions. If there are
discrepancies between successive intersections, they would be due to discrepancies in existing traffic
counts. Since the year 2020 projections are derived by applying a growth factor to existing traffic counts,
discrepancies in the traffic counts can be carried into the future projections.
With respect to the discrepancy pointed out by the commenter between Intersections # 1 and 2, a review
of the traffic volumes found that the volumes shown at intersection #2 (Glenn Coolidge Drive/Hagar
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Drive) are incorrect. Both the 2020 Without Project and 2020 Plus Project volumes at intersection #2
portray an earlier option developed for the 2020 Plus Project scenario. 1 The volumes for both scenarios
have been corrected (including the discrepancies between the two adjacent intersections), and the
intersections have been re-evaluated with the following results:
Revisions to Intersection Levels of Service for On-Campus Intersections
AM Peak Hour
Intersection

Average
Controlled
Delay (sec/veh)

Level of
Service

PM Peak Hour
Average
Controlled
Delay (sec/veh)

Level of
Service

Year 2020 Without Project Conditions
#1 Glenn Coolidge/Campus Facilities

9.4

A

8.8

A

#2 Glenn Coolidge/Hagar

13.9

B

23.6

C

#3 Hagar/East Remote Lot

9.6

A

11.5

B

#1 Glenn Coolidge/Campus Facilities

19.3

B

14.0

B

#2 Glenn Coolidge/Hagar

15.5

B

27.1

C

#3 Hagar/East Remote Lot

18.1

C

30.8

D

#4 Glenn Coolidge/East Remote Lot

13.7

B

17.2

C

Year 2020 With Project Conditions

The re-evaluation shows that the study intersections, with one exception, would operate at a LOS C or
better in all periods under with and without project conditions. The intersection of Hagar/East Remote Lot
would operate at LOS D for the stop controlled side street (the worst case movement at this intersection).
Therefore, the changes in traffic volumes under both scenarios do not change the conclusions of the Draft
EIR—the impacts at the on-campus intersections remain less than significant. The intersection level of
service worksheets showing the correct traffic volumes are presented in Appendix D in Volume VI of the
Final EIR.
In addition to the two intersections discussed above, traffic volumes at other study intersections were
reviewed to determine if there were any significant discrepancies between adjacent intersections. Traffic
typically fluctuates from day to day, and because traffic counts are conducted over a series of days,
variations between intersections are expected. As a general rule, a variation of plus or minus 10 percent in

1

Two options for the Hagar Drive-Glenn Coolidge Drive connector were studied for the 2020 Plus Project scenario.
One option was to restrict the connector as a one-way connection from Hagar to Glenn Coolidge, creating a one-way
circulation pattern on Hagar and Glenn Coolidge Drives. The second option was to permit two-way travel on the
connector allowing in and out access from both Hagar and Glenn Coolidge Drives. The first option was not explored
further and was not included in the EIR.
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the traffic at an intersection is considered normal. The review examined traffic volumes at successive
intersections in cases where there are no traffic generators such as minor streets or driveways between the
intersections. This was done for the 2020 Plus Project scenario. Discrepancies greater than 10 percent
were identified at the following intersections:
•

#7 Mission Street / Western Drive (AM peak hour discrepancy of 19%)

•

#9 Empire Grade Road / Heller Drive (AM peak hour discrepancy of 13%, PM peak hour discrepancy
of 23%)

•

#11 Bay Street / Iowa Drive / Nobel Drive (AM peak hour discrepancy of 25%)

•

#12 Bay Street / Escalona Drive (PM peak hour discrepancy of 11%)

•

#21 State Route 1 / River Street (PM peak hour discrepancy of 12%)

Where there was a discrepancy of greater than 10 percent, the volumes between the successive
intersections were adjusted to eliminate any discrepancy (i.e., if the traffic departing an upstream
intersection was higher than the traffic approaching a downstream intersection, the lower approach
volume was adjusted upward to match the higher departure volume) and the levels of service recalculated.
The table below shows the recalculated intersection levels of service.
Revisions to Off-Campus Intersection Levels of Service
AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Average
Controlled
Delay (sec/veh)

Intersection

Level of
Service

Average
Controlled
Delay (sec/veh)

Level of
Service

Year 2020 Plus Project Conditions (before mitigation)
#7 Mission Street / Western Drive

29.9

C

NC

NC

#9 Empire Grade Road / Heller Drive

32.5

D

232.4

F

(worst movement)

(worst movement)

#11 Bay Street / Iowa Drive / Nobel Drive

11.3

B

NC

NC

#12 Bay Street / Escalona Drive

NC

NC

12.8

B

#21 State Route 1 / River Street

NC

NC

153.0

F

NC = No change from Draft EIR

While the balancing of traffic volumes results in an increase in average controlled delay ranging from 1.7
to 61.1 seconds, the revised levels of service are the same levels of service presented in the Draft EIR.
Therefore the changes in traffic volumes do not change the conclusions of the Draft EIR. The intersection
level of service worksheets showing the rebalanced traffic volumes are presented in Appendix D in
Volume VI of the Final EIR.
Response to Comment OPA-1-6 and OPA-1A-15. Because the 2005 LRDP is a 15-year long-range
development plan, similar to a city or county general plan, the analysis in this EIR is at a programmatic
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level. The traffic thresholds of significance (Draft EIR Section 4.14.23 and RDEIR Section 2.2.2) require
a determination of intersection levels of service and the project’s contribution to total traffic volumes.
Thus, in analyzing a land use plan rather than a development project, the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM) provides that (HCM page 16-26): “Planning analysis is intended for use in sizing the overall
geometrics of the intersection or in identifying the general sufficiency of the capacity of an
intersection……...the level of precision inherent in the operational analysis exceeds the accuracy of the
data available in a planning context.” Further, The HCM goes on to state “…the concept of planning
analysis is to apply the required approximations to the input data and not to the computational procedures.
For planning purposes, the only site-specific data that should be needed are the traffic volumes and
number of lanes together with a minimal description of the signal design and related operating
parameters.” (HCM page 16-26).
As discussed below, the Draft EIR fully identifies the significant effects of the 2005 LRDP on study area
intersections, and identifies mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant
level if implemented by the responsible agencies. The comment refers to the need to conduct an
operational analysis using Equation 16-12 of the HCM, which is found in methods outlined in HCM
Appendix F. Appendix F provides a detailed operations analysis method that evaluates the effects of an
initial queue of vehicles remaining in the period of time prior to the analysis period and breaks up the
analysis of intersections into several 15-minute periods. This method is used to prepare detailed signal
timing plans or intersection geometric design for development projects, and requires collection of vehicle
queuing data. This method is not used for long-range planning; therefore the Draft EIR analysis does not
use HCM Appendix F methodology but instead uses a nationally accepted method used in long-range
planning applications. It is unclear what function a detailed analysis that includes multiple 15-minute
analyses would serve in the EIR’s program-level analysis of the LRDP’s 15-year plan for campus growth.
The analysis in the EIR serves its intended function—to identify the impacts of the LRDP compared to
conditions without the LRDP growth. The level of analysis included in the Draft EIR is sufficient to (1)
identify whether the project causes a significant impact, and (2) identify the type of mitigation measure
required. A more detailed level of intersection analysis will be conducted as part of the design of the
mitigation measures that involve roadway improvements, and would be used to refine the geometric
parameters of the improvements (e.g., length of turn bays, etc.), and develop initial signal timing or
synchronization plans.
The purpose of calculating average controlled delay and level of service in environmental impact reports
is to determine whether a project would potentially cause a significant impact by exceeding a preestablished threshold. The conventional HCM method (HCM Alternative A method) – based on the
highest 15-minute traffic volume period of the peak hour rather than the average volume over the peak
hour – is an established and nationally accepted method of determining level of service, especially in
planning level documents such as the UC Santa Cruz LRDP EIR where its main function is to identify
project impacts “relative” to conditions without the project. In fact, as identified in the Draft EIR (page
4.14-44), traffic analysis based on Method A identifies the intersection in question (Intersection 19 Mission/King/Union), as well as 10 other intersections, as being significantly affected by the project,
which is one indication that the model that was used appropriately identifies impacts. The HCM
Alternative Method C suggested by the commenter (Appendix F of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual,
Chapter 16) is typically not used to determine the level of service of the peak hour, but to provide more
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detailed operational data for determining queue lengths for turn bay design and signal timing parameters,
information that is not relevant to the thresholds of significance used in the EIR. Using HCM Alternative
Method C might result in a different average controlled delay, but in over-saturated conditions the
significance conclusion (LOS F) would not be changed. Because the threshold of significance is based on
level of service and a percent contribution of project traffic, and because the subject intersection was
found to be at LOS F and significantly adversely affected by the project, the use of HCM Alternative
Method C would not provide any further information for purposes of the EIR (i.e., 2020 with Project
compared to 2020 without Project). Further, the comment that Equation 16-12 from HCM Alternative
Method A was misapplied in the EIR analysis is incorrect; it was applied in the manner specified in the
HCM.
HCM Alternative Method B, suggested by the commenter in Comment OPA-1A-15, evaluates a 60minute period of time rather than the standard highest 15-minute period evaluated by the conventional
HCM Alternative Method A used in the Draft EIR. The length of time in the analysis period affects the
reported delay. For example, if intersection volume to capacity ratio (v/c) is greater than 1.0 (i.e.,
operating over capacity at LOS F), HCM Method B will estimate a longer delay than Method A because it
measures the additive effects of traffic over an hour. Conversely, if the intersection volume to capacity
ratio is less than 1.0 (i.e., operating at LOS D or better), HCM Method B will estimate a lower delay than
Method A because it does not reflect the worst 15-minute period of the peak hour. Accordingly, by using
HCM Alternative Method A, the Draft EIR conservatively analyzed the impacts of the 2005 LRDP on
intersection levels of service.
The table below summarizes the LOS results for three intersections, including King/Mission, as requested
by the commenter based on HCM Alternative Method B. While this alternative analysis requested by the
commenter is provided for informational purposes, it does not change the conclusions of the EIR. The
intersection level of service worksheets using HCM Alternative Method B are presented in Appendix D in
Volume VI of the Final EIR.
Estimation of Peak Hour Delay Using HCM Method B with a
60-Minute Analysis Period
Method B
(Seconds of delay/Level of service)
Intersection

AM

PM

Mission/King
Existing

189/F

108/F

2020 No Project

464/F

279/F

2020 + Project

578/F

464/F

Existing

35/D

56/E

2020 No Project

58/E

161/F

2020 + Project

99/F

354/F

Mission/Bay
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Mission/Chestnut
Existing

29/C

34/C

2020 No Project

97/F

89/F

2020 + Project

228/F

166/F

Response to Comment OPA-1-7. Section 4.14 of the Draft EIR includes extensive explanation of traffic
assessment methodology and of the standards of significance used in assessing impacts. All of the
information in the Draft EIR is presented in layperson terms. The level of service calculations in
Appendix E of the Draft EIR are provided as documentation of the analysis, and for the use of traffic
analysts who might wish to review the Draft EIR. The information that is provided uses symbols and
nomenclature as defined in the HCM that are standard in the traffic engineering industry. Presenting
detailed technical information in appendices, rather than in the body of the EIR, is in accordance with the
CEQA Guidelines (Section 15147). The nomenclature used in the Draft EIR is defined in each section of
Chapter 16 (signalized intersections) of the HCM. A copy of the HCM is available for public review at
the offices of Physical Planning and Construction on the campus.
With respect to the comments regarding the AMBAG travel demand model (AMBAG model), please note
that the AMBAG model uses population, households and employment to represent land use and allocates
these variables to Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs). TAZs are geographic areas. The model does not
provide specific information regarding buildings, etc., within these zones. The 2020 Without LRDP
scenario assumed no change in the campus from existing conditions, meaning that the model did not
include any growth in population, housing, or employment between 2020 and the model’s base year of
2000 for the campus TAZs. This scenario maintains the campus at existing traffic levels, while projecting
growth elsewhere in Santa Cruz.
The AMBAG model was not used to assign traffic generated by campus growth, nor was the additional
population associated with the 2005 LRDP “hand coded” into the AMBAG model because such a step
was not necessary for the impact analysis. Traffic that would result from 2005 LRDP population and
development was manually assigned to the street network based on a distribution pattern that was
determined based in part on the student/employment distribution as included in the AMBAG model
(which reflects changes in population and employment centers and its effect on student distribution), and
in part on a campus database of current student/employee residences. It is important to note that traffic
does not always travel between campus and home. In fact, 60 to 70 percent of the trips to and from the
campus are to and from other destinations (e.g., from school to grocery store, from home to daycare
center to school, etc.). The AMBAG model captures these trip linkages.
The AMBAG model distribution of existing campus trips was partly based on data provided to AMBAG
by the Campus in the development of the baseline model. However, future forecasts use the model’s
“gravity” function to distribute trips. The gravity model function in the AMBAG model estimates the
distribution of trips proportional to the number of trip ends and inversely proportional to the distance
between the origin and destination zones. The gravity model has achieved universal acceptance because
of its simplicity, its accuracy, and its support from the Federal Highway Administration.
In the development of the model, the distribution patterns are calibrated. This process identifies the
appropriate "friction factor" that represents the reluctance or propensity of persons to travel various
8
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distances. The adjustments are made incrementally with successive iterations of the model until the trip
length frequency distribution produced by the model closely matches the frequency distribution from any
travel data provided to AMBAG by the Campus.
Response to Comment OPA-1-8. The cost of parking is not an issue under CEQA, which is focused on
the question as to whether the project would result in inadequate parking. To the extent that closer-in
parking is removed and the students and employees have to park at locations that are more distant from
the campus core, that also does not represent an environmental impact and is therefore not addressed in
the EIR. With respect to more persons parking off-campus in nearby neighborhoods, the Draft EIR
addresses that impact (see LRDP Impact TRA-3, pages 4.14-53 and –54 of the Draft EIR).
Mitigation TRA-3B does contain a criterion for determining when implementation is required. That
criterion is the utilization rate of campus parking facilities as determined annually as part of the
monitoring requirement of LRDP Mitigation TRA-3B. Thus, the Campus must consider constructing new
parking facilities when the average utilization rate in a particular zone is projected to exceed 90 percent of
average daytime utilization. Also note that the LRDP Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) will
provide details on how parking capacity will be monitored and the provisions of Mitigation TRA-3B will
be implemented; for example:
•

The Campus will redefine parking zones on campus for consistency with the goal of concentrating
parking in the perimeter of the core.

•

The Campus will conduct annual parking utilization surveys on the main campus and at 2300
Delaware Avenue.

•

For each specific proposed development project, the Campus will identify potential impacts on
parking and demonstrate that impacts will be mitigated through parking allocation strategies or
construction of new spaces.

•

The Campus will construct additional parking when demand is projected to approach 90 percent.

LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B also includes a measurable criterion, which is to maintain a single-occupant
vehicle mode share of 55 percent or lower. The MMP (in Chapter 4, Volume IV of the Final EIR)
includes additional detail regarding the implementation of LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B as follows:
•

The Campus will assess the effectiveness of TDM measures for main campus annually, using an
effectiveness matrix that tracks the TDM programs in place, number of users, and program growth.

•

The Campus will conduct a modal mix study for the main campus every two years to monitor the
SOV share.

•

The Campus will conduct hose counts at campus intersections twice a year.

•

The Campus will conduct a transportation survey of employees at 2300 Delaware Avenue every two
years to assess modal mix and commute origins.

LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B has been modified to clarify that implementation of this mitigation measure
represents continuation and expansion of existing TDM practices: the mitigation measure is to be
implemented immediately. Note that some measures included in LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B are already in
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place. The Campus will commit to continue to monitor the effectiveness of TDM and seek ways to
improve them. Note also that the Draft EIR includes other measures that are designed to monitor and
improve transit times, pedestrian safety and movement, and campus circulation. All of these elements are
expected to work together to improve traffic conditions over time. The Campus has an excellent track
record of implementing effective TDM measures, and has been in the forefront of identifying ways of
reducing automobile traffic.
In conjunction with the approval of the 2005 LRDP, The Regents will adopt the MMP. The adoption of
the MMP represents the University’s commitment to implementing the mitigation measures included in
the 2005 LRDP EIR.
Response to Comment OPA-1-9 and OPA-1A-14. The existing conditions evaluation in the Draft EIR
identifies those on-campus areas and intersections that have a significant potential for conflict among
pedestrians, bicyclists and vehicles and will be affected by the proposed project. Table 4.14-3 presents
existing estimated crosswalk LOSs for pedestrians at these locations. The time periods to the pedestrian
LOSs relate are also presented in the Table 4.14-3 under the heading “Time.” There is no threshold of
significance applicable to pedestrian movement as it relates to vehicle traffic delay or pedestrian
movement delay. However, the Draft EIR acknowledges on page 4.14-57 under LRDP Impact TRA-4
that the pedestrian/bicycle/motor vehicle conflicts are expected to increase at locations on campus where
there are already high levels of pedestrian and bicycle movements.
Vehicle LOSs for Hagar Drive/McLaughlin Drive and Heller Drive/McLaughlin Drive intersections were
evaluated in the Draft EIR during AM and PM peak hours. See Draft EIR, pages 4.14-38 and -39.
Relative to vehicle delay due to pedestrian movement, LRDP Impact TRA-4 identifies this potential
impact and recommends mitigation measures for adoption by the University to reduce this impact to a
less-than-significant level. LRDP Mitigations TRA-4A through -4F provide a number of measures that
the Campus could implement as growth increases the potential for conflicts between motorized and unmotorized traffic. Precise solutions will be determined as part of the design of any future planned projects
in required project-specific CEQA environmental documentation. However, the following potential
measures are presented in the discussion of LRDP Impact TRA-4 as possible solutions:
•

Grade-separated pedestrian crossings could be developed in conjunction with construction of new
facilities adjoining roadways in the central campus, such as new academic buildings along
McLaughlin Drive, new Student Life facilities along Hagar Drive, and new parking facilities and
other buildings near the Performing Arts area.

•

A major pedestrian corridor could be extended through a large existing culvert beneath McLaughlin
Drive immediately west of Chinquapin Drive, in conjunction with new development in the vicinity of
Quarry Plaza, Colleges Nine and Ten, and the north campus lands.

•

Where grade-separated pedestrian crossings are impractical, installation of channelized, signalcontrolled pedestrian crossings could be considered in conjunction with development in the vicinity
of transit stops at Porter/College Eight, Science Hill, Colleges Nine/Ten and the Health Center, and
Cowell College/Quarry Plaza.

•

Additional or other pedestrian measures could be identified and implemented over the course of time
to meet changing conditions on campus and to incorporate new technologies as they are developed.”

10

O P A - 1

U C

S a n t a

C r u z

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

The text of LRDP Mitigation TRA-4C has been revised to require implementation of solutions identified
in the Draft EIR if the transit travel time between the two most widely separated colleges exceeds the time
interval between class periods. See revision to 2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures in Final EIR Volume
IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1.
It is the intention of UC Santa Cruz to provide a balanced transportation system, but along streets with
very high volumes of pedestrians, such as along McLaughlin Drive, pedestrian safety is paramount.
Furthermore, the transportation improvements in the 2005 LRDP are intended to discourage automobile
traffic through the core. Therefore, some of the measures that could be implemented prioritize pedestrian
mobility and safety, along with transit efficiency, over automobile mobility. Where feasible, gradeseparated pedestrian bridges may be implemented. In addition to the measures listed in the EIR,
discussion during development of the LRDP identified a number of additional measures that include
pedestrian channelization, traffic calming, and signalization concepts. This menu of solutions provides a
high level of flexibility for the Campus to provide the appropriate solutions.
The discussion of LRDP Impact TRA-1 in the Draft EIR acknowledges that if the transportation
improvements included in the 2005 LRDP to discourage automobile traffic through the core are not
implemented, the congestion in the campus core will increase. To address this, pursuant to LRDP
Mitigation TRA-1, the Campus will monitor two key intersections including the intersection of Hagar and
McLaughlin Drive and Heller and Meyer Drive, and when signal warrants 2 are met, the Campus will
install traffic signals at these intersections. These traffic signals would address the concern of vehicular
delays as a result of pedestrian crossings in large numbers at these intersections. In addition, the Campus
is has revised LRDP Mitigation TRA-4C to improve monitoring and mitigation of vehicular delay due to
pedestrian movement at other key locations identified in the Draft EIR. Please see Final EIR, Volume IV,
Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1, for changes to the text of the mitigation measures.
Stop sign controlled intersections in the campus core cannot be studied using Chapter 16 methods, which
are for signalized intersections. The Draft EIR used the appropriate methodology to evaluate the levels of
service at the unsignalized intersections.
Response to Comment OPA-1-10. Please refer to Response to Comment OPA-1-7 and OPA-1-6.
Response to Comment OPA-1-11. Mitigation measures such as installing a traffic signal or adding a
turn lane are capacity-related, and are intended to increase traffic flow through an intersection. While the
mitigation measure improves traffic flow in small increments of time (e.g., a 60-second signal cycle
length), it does not change the traffic volume projected to use the intersection over the duration of an
hour, which is the study period for the EIR. Mitigated delays were calculated by running the analysis with

2

The State of California Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration have established
eleven warrants for the installation of traffic signals. Nearly every jurisdiction in the country adheres to these
standards. The warrants are based on a combination of traffic volumes, delay, pedestrian volumes, and accident
rates. Most public agencies will not install a traffic signal unless it meets one or more of the established warrants.
The warrants are described in the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways
(FHWA’s MUTCD 2003 Edition as amended for use in California, January 27, 2006).
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the intersection improvements in place. No adjustments were made for TDM measures listed in Table
4.14-19 of the Draft EIR, although these would improve intersection operations by reducing traffic
volumes. In addition, intersections are studied with full theoretical traffic demands unrestricted by effects
of adjacent intersections. The practice of evaluating “full demand” is a conservative, worst-case approach,
and represents conditions without any restrictions in flow from adjacent intersections. Where intersections
are spaced close enough to be potentially affected by extended queuing, traffic analysts review the effects
of vehicle queuing on upstream intersection operations and adjust planning level signal timing parameters
accordingly. Additionally, a more detailed operational analysis is conducted during the design stages of
the improvements; particularly in the development of signal timing plans and signal interconnection,
which accounts for conditions at adjacent intersections. In a program-level EIR such as the 2005 LRDP
EIR, performance standards may be identified as a means of ensuring that appropriate measures are
incorporated into future projects to reduce the impacts of future development consistent with the approved
LRDP.
LRDP Mitigation TRA-2A uses the City’s level of service standards as the performance standard for
traffic generated by development and growth under the LRDP as it affects off-campus intersections.
LRDP Mitigation TRA-2A, as revised in the Final EIR, requires the Campus to conduct traffic counts at
the identified intersections at three year intervals or 1,000 student increments of enrollment growth, as
well as in conjunction with specific projects as warranted, to determine whether campus growth or future
projects proposed under the 2005 LRDP would cause the LOS at off-campus intersections to degrade to
the City’s identified unacceptable level (i.e., below LOS D), When such impacts are triggered, the
Campus will contribute its “fair share” towards the cost of an identified traffic improvement to reduce the
impact as explained in the Draft EIR. The EIR identifies the measures in Table 4.14-18 of the Draft EIR
as possible solutions to which the Campus would make a fair share contribution. It is premature at this
time to conduct the analysis requested by the commenter, as LOS conditions at the identified intersections
will not be known until future projects under the LRDP are proposed. For this reason, the additional
analysis requested by the commenter would be speculative. However, when future development under the
2005 LRDP is proposed, additional CEQA environmental documentation will be prepared that identifies,
if necessary, the specific improvements that would reduce traffic impacts to a level that meets the
performance standard identified in LRDP Mitigation TRA-2A. That analysis will include the potential for
the identified improvements to affect other intersections or roadways.
Response to Comment OPA-1-12. While changes in travel times due to the proposed project can be
estimated, there is no standard by which the significance of the change in travel time can be evaluated.
The EIR relies on the traffic impact thresholds of significance established by the City of Santa Cruz and
historically used in environmental reviews. These standards, which do not include corridor travel times,
are used by the City and the Campus to design traffic improvements, traffic demand management
programs, and other measures to improve movement and reduce time spent traveling through
intersections.
However, in response to the comment, a travel time assessment was performed to estimate the amount of
delay encountered when traveling in the inbound AM peak hour along Mission Street and Bay Street to
the campus and in the outbound PM peak hour along the same route. The path assessed starts/ends at the
Baskin Engineering Building on campus (intersection #5) and ends/starts at the Highway 1 / River Street
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intersection (#21). The estimate of travel time is the sum of (1) the running time between each
intersection based on a 25 mph speed (40 mph on the segment of Empire Grade Road between Heller
Drive and Bay Street), and (2) the average delay experienced by the traveler in the direction of travel
(from level of service calculations). The travel times were converted to average travel speeds for each
route. Travel time and average speed estimates were prepared for Existing, 2020 No Project, 2020 Plus
Project, and 2020 Plus Project (Mitigated) conditions.
The total time it would take for a vehicle to traverse the route in each peak hour is presented in Table 1 (at
the end of OPA-1 responses). The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Urban Streets Methodology was used
to determine the Level of Service (LOS) for the route (which is based on an average speed, see Chapter
15 of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Exhibit 15-2).
Based on corridor-wide average speeds, Table 1 shows that under existing conditions, the travel route
using the Bay/Mission corridor operates at LOS B in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. In the
year 2020 without the Project, the corridor would operate at LOS C during both peak hours. With the
project, the LOS would remain at LOS C during the AM peak hour but would degrade to LOS D in the
PM peak hour. With the mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR, the LOS would improve to LOS
B in the AM and remain at LOS D in the PM peak hours.
A similar travel time analysis was performed for the route that uses High Street and Mission Street to
travel to and from the campus. The path assessed starts/ends at the intersection of College 9 access road
and McLaughlin Drive and ends/starts at the Highway 1 / River Street intersection (#21). The path
includes Hagar Drive on the campus. The total time taken for a vehicle to traverse the High Street route in
each peak hour is presented in Table 2 (at the end of OPA-1 responses). Based on corridor-wide average
speeds, Table 2 shows that the travel route using the High/Mission corridor in existing conditions
operates at LOS B in the AM and PM peak hours. In the year 2020 without the Project, the corridor
operates at LOS B in the AM peak hour and at LOS C in the PM peak hour. With the project, the LOS
would decline to LOS C during the AM peak hour and to LOS D during the PM peak hour. With the
mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR, the LOS with project would operate at LOS C in both
peak hours.
Response to Comment OPA-1A-13. An evaluation of economic impacts of a proposed project is not
required in CEQA documents. According to the CEQA Guidelines, social and economic impacts resulting
from a project shall not be treated as significant impacts on the environment. However, the Transportation
and Parking Services budget projection does include services such as: on-campus transit, transportation
demand management measures, construction of new parking, parking management, and traffic/parking
monitoring. The Campus would continue to seek extramural funding to help offset the costs of certain
improvements such as intersection signalization.
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Response to Comment OPA-1A-16. 3 The following represents a preliminary process timeline for
translating the recommendations of the Employee Housing Administrative Plan (EHAP) report to the
development of an Employee Housing Master Plan:

Planning Process:
1.

Summer 2006

SEC review of development of draft EHAP

2.

September 19-20, 2006

2005 LRDP to Regents

3.

October 1, 2006

EHAP submitted with recommendations to EVC

4.

Fall 2006

EHAP consultation and review with SEC;
SEC to provide final input on EHAP; EVC to accept/reject SEC
recommendations; EVC finalizes response to recommendations
within 2 months of receiving SEC input on EHAP

5.

6-9 months after (4)

EHAP process complete

Response to Comment OPA-1A-17. The 2005 LRDP designates 73 acres as “Employee Housing” area
as the potential future location of employee housing development. In addition, lands designated “Campus
Resource Land” in the 2005 LRDP are also available for employee housing development with additional
environmental review. See Draft EIR, Figure 3-5. At this time, there are no specific plans for the
development of additional employee housing, and a specific analysis of particular sites for employee
housing is therefore not possible. If and when the Campus proposes to develop additional employee
housing, such proposal(s) will be analyzed in site-specific CEQA documentation. As part of the EHAP
process, preliminary rough comparisons of three areas identified for employee housing in the Draft 2005
LRDP will be performed.
Response to Comment OPA-1A-18. The process for evaluating potential locations for future employee
housing will be performed as part of the EHAP process for purposes of developing a campus Employee
Housing Master Plan. Should this process identify sites for employee housing not identified for this
purpose in the 2005 LRDP, the Campus has the option of seeking approval of an amendment to the LRDP
to accommodate other potential housing sites.
Response to Comment OPA-1A-19. See Response to Comment OPA-1A-16.

3

Response to Comments OPA-1A-14 and –15 are combined with Response to Comments OPA-1-9 and OPA-1-6
respectively.
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Table 1
Comparison of Travel Times – Existing and 2020 Conditions (Bay/Mission Corridor)

Location
Heller Dr. (Campus Building to McLaughlin Dr.)
#5: Heller Dr. and McLaughlin Dr.
Heller Dr. (McLaughlin Dr. to Meyer Dr.)
#6: Heller Dr. and Meyer Dr.
Heller Dr. (Meyer Dr. to Empire Grade Rd.)
#9: Heller Dr. and Empire Grade Rd.
Heller Dr. (Empire Grade Rd. to Western Dr.)

#10: Bay St. and High St./Glenn Coolidge Dr.
Bay St. (High St./Glenn Coolidge Dr. to Nobel
Dr./Iowa Dr.)
#11: Bay St. and Nobel Dr./Iowa Dr.
Bay St. (Nobel Dr./Iowa Dr. to Escalona Dr.)
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2020 No Project
Delay (sec)

2020 Plus Project
Delay (sec)

2020 Plus Project
(Mitigated) Delay (sec)

Distance
(miles)

Travel Time
(sec)

AM

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

0.10

14.40

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

9.6

16.9

8.1

10.6

8.4

11.4

8.4

11.4

0.38

54.72

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

16.8

28.5

9.7

11.2

11.0

12.9

11.0

12.9

0.99

141.98

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

0.0

36.6

0.0

48.6

0.0

241.3

0.0

178.2

0.87

78.30

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

9.7

7.7

#8: Empire Grade Rd. and Western Drive
Empire Grade Rd. (Western to Bay St.)

Existing Conditions
Delay (sec)

0.27

24.30

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

15.8

18.1

17.1

18.0

21.4

27.0

23.8

33.6

0.31

44.64

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

5.8

7.4

7.4

8.4

6.7

8.8

5.7

8.8

0.40

57.60

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
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Table 1
Comparison of Travel Times – Existing and 2020 Conditions (Bay/Mission Corridor)
Existing Conditions
Delay (sec)

2020 No Project
Delay (sec)

2020 Plus Project
Delay (sec)

2020 Plus Project
(Mitigated) Delay (sec)

Distance
(miles)

Travel Time
(sec)

AM

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

-

-

0.0

0.0

12.2

3.8

21.9

6.5

4.7

5.7

0.20

28.80

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

5.3

7.6

9.0

12.0

11.5

32.6

7.5

32.6

Bay St. (King St. Mission St.)

0.19

27.36

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

#14: Bay St. and Mission St.

-

-

26.6

31.5

31.6

129.8

84.8

191.8

59.9

167.7

Mission St. (Bay St. to Laurel St.)

0.28

40.32

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

#17: Mission St. and Laurel St.

-

-

19.3

31.1

24.0

97.5

34.8

148.0

35.0

57.9

0.23

33.12

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

14.2

13.0

13.0

16.0

14.5

18.2

17.1

18.2

0.28

40.32

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

11.7

84.4

187.0

131.8

229.0

199.9

12.0

110.2

0.11

15.84

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

15.6

25.6

73.3

76.0

123.0

146.0

54.2

95.3

Location
#12: Bay St. and Escalona Dr.
Bay St. (Escalona Dr. to King St.)
#13: Bay St. and King St.

Mission St. (Laurel St. to Walnut Ave.)
#18: Mission St. and Walnut Ave.
Mission St. (Walnut Ave. to King St./Union St.)
#19: Mission St. and King St./Union St.
Mission St. (King St./Union St. to Highway
1/Chestnut St.)
#20: Mission St. and Highway 1/Chestnut St.
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Table 1
Comparison of Travel Times – Existing and 2020 Conditions (Bay/Mission Corridor)
Existing Conditions
Delay (sec)

2020 No Project
Delay (sec)

2020 Plus Project
Delay (sec)

2020 Plus Project
(Mitigated) Delay (sec)

Distance
(miles)

Travel Time
(sec)

AM

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

0.59

84.96

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

21.3

43.6

29.3

85.3

39.2

128.0

41.0

108.0

5.20

686.66

162.00

344.30

421.70

649.00

606.20

1172.40

290.00

848.20

Total Travel Time (seconds)

687

849

1031

1108

1336

1293

1859

977

1535

Total Travel Time (minutes)

11.4

14.1

17.2

18.5

22.3

21.5

31.0

16.3

25.6

13.6312

22.1

18.2

16.9

14.0

14.5

10.1

19.2

12.2

N/A

B

C

C

C

C

D

B

D

Location
Highway 1 (Mission St. to River St.)
#21: Highway 1 and River St.
Total

Average Speed (miles per hour)
Level of Service (LOS)*
*Highway Capacity Manual Urban Streets Methodology
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Table 2
Comparison of Travel Times – Existing and 2020 Conditions (High/Mission Corridor)

Location
McLaughlin Dr. (College 9 Access to chinquapin Rd.)
#44: McLaughlin Dr. and Chinquapin Rd.
McLaughlin Dr. (Chinquapin Rd. to Hagar Dr.)
#4: McLaughlin Dr. and Hagar Dr.
Glenn Coolidge Dr. North to Glenn Coolidge Dr. South

Delay (sec)

2020 Plus
Project Delay
(sec)

AM

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

17.28

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

14.0

12.9

8.8

10.2

9.5

11.4

9.5

11.4

0.11

15.84

15.84

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

16.1

41.9

12.2

14.8

14.4

19.6

14.4

19.6

1.63

146.70

146.70

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

6.3

34.1

6.5

30.2

5.2

36.1

5.2

36.1

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

6.1

4.9

6.2

5.7

16.6

12.9

16.6

12.9

Distance
(miles)

Inbound
Travel Time
(sec) bet
Intersections

0.12

17.28

-

0.25

36.00

36.00

#1: Glenn Coolidge Dr. and Campus Facilities
Glenn Coolidge Dr. (Campus Facilities to Bay St.)

2020 Plus
Project
(Mitigated)
Delay (sec)

2020 No
Project Delay
(sec)

Outbound
Travel Time
(sec) bet
Intersections

#2: Glenn Coolidge Dr. and Hagar Dr.
Glenn Coolidge Dr. (Hagar Dr. to Campus Facilities)

Existing
Conditions

0.17

24.48

24.48

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

16.1

18.3

15.5

19.9

18.7

25.4

18.7

25.4

High St. (Bay St. to Laurent St.)

0.63

90.72

90.72

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

#41: High St. and Laurent St.

-

-

-

55.1

21.8

39.3

32.1

80.8

70.7

80.8

70.7

0.50

72.00

72.00

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

#10: Bay St. and High St./Glenn Coolidge Dr.

High St. (Laurent St. to Storey St.)
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Table 2
Comparison of Travel Times – Existing and 2020 Conditions (High/Mission Corridor)

Distance
(miles)

Outbound
Travel Time
(sec) bet
Intersections

Inbound
Travel Time
(sec) bet
Intersections

-

-

-

Storey St. (High Street to King St.) OUTBOUND

0.16

23.04

High St. (Highland to Storey) INBOUND

0.12

Location
#22: High St. and Storey St. **

Existing
Conditions
Delay (sec)

2020 No
Project Delay
(sec)

2020 Plus
Project Delay
(sec)

AM

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

17.28

#23: King St. and Storey St. OUTBOUND
King St. (Storey St. to Mission St.) OUTBOUND

0.10

#30: High St. and Highland Ave. INBOUND
Highland St. (Mission St. to High St.) INBOUND
#20: Mission St. and Highway 1/Chestnut St.
Highway 1 (Mission St. to River St.)
#21: Highway 1 and River St.
Total
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51.0

104.2

206.3

9.4

92.8

164.4

223.5

110.2

14.40

#19: King St. and Mission St. OUTBOUND
Mission St. (King St. to Chestnut St.) OUTBOUND

2020 Plus
Project
(Mitigated)
Delay (sec)

0.09

12.96

-

-

0.14

-

33.3

66.4

116.7

116.7

20.16

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

15.0

25.6

73.3

76.0

123.0

108.4

54.2

95.3

0.59

84.96

84.96

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

21.3

42.5

29.3

85.3

39.2

146.0

41.0

108.0

4.61

538.38

525.42

183.30

345.80

257.40

542.80

424.10

860.30

357.10

499.00
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Table 2
Comparison of Travel Times – Existing and 2020 Conditions (High/Mission Corridor)
Existing
Conditions

2020 Plus
Project
(Mitigated)
Delay (sec)

Delay (sec)

2020 No
Project Delay
(sec)

2020 Plus
Project Delay
(sec)

AM

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

525

709

884

783

1081

950

1399

883

1037

9.0

8.8

11.8

14.7

13.0

18.0

15.8

23.3

14.7

17.3

Average Speed (miles per hour)

15.4

15.6

23.0

18.8

20.9

15.3

17.2

11.9

18.5

16.0

Level of Service (LOS)*

N/A

N/A

B

C

B

C

C

D

C

C

Outbound
Travel Time
(sec) bet
Intersections

Inbound
Travel Time
(sec) bet
Intersections

Total Travel Time (seconds)

536

Total Travel Time (minutes)

Location

Distance
(miles)

*Highway Capacity Manual Urban Streets Methodology
** Note: no delay is shown for the intersection of High Street and Storey Street because it is only stop controlled in the northbound direction.
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Response to Comment Letter OPA-2
Response to Comment OPA-2-1. Please refer to Responses to Comments OPA-1-1, OPA-2-2,
OPA-2-3, OPA-2-5, and OPA-2-8 below for information about on-campus housing, traffic conditions,
and provision of childcare services.
Response to Comment OPA-2-2. Please refer to Master Response POP-1 with respect to the cost of
housing. The Draft 2005 LRDP includes a target of housing 25 percent of all faculty and three percent of
all staff. A total of 103 new housing units would be needed to meet the Draft 2005 LRDP goals. The
Draft 2005 LRDP includes 125 new employee units. Note that the Campus will recommend to The
Regents the adoptions of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006), which reflects the Reduced
Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the Draft EIR. With the reduced enrollment and
employment growth under the project as thus refined, fewer housing units would be needed to meet the
stated targets. However, the Final Draft LRDP retains the same number of new employee housing units as
envisioned in the Draft 2005 LRDP EIR, and allocates sufficient land for housing to accommodate up to
250 units.
The University’s Housing Access Policy requires that 80 percent of all employee housing units built after
2003 be offered to faculty. For discussion of housing affordability, see Response to Comment OPA-2-3.
Response to Comment OPA-2-3. Please refer to the discussion of employee housing in Master
Response POP-1, which explains why it is anticipated that the 125 employee housing units will be built
by 2020. That master response also discusses the cost of housing, and the fact that employee housing will
continue to be offered to the employees at below market rates. With respect to housing affordability, the
Campus will consider a range of types of development consistent with employee demand. Options to
increase the affordability of employee housing may include multi-family and other increased-density
development, or smaller single-family homes with fewer bedrooms. It is anticipated that these options
could make on-campus housing affordable for those who are interested in purchasing it. With respect to
the timing of housing development, it is not financially practicable to build housing at the rate of a few
units a year, or to build housing and then hold it vacant in anticipation of new faculty hires. It is likely
that housing will be built in one or more development projects, beginning some time after full occupancy
of Ranch View Terrace (the employee on-campus housing development slated for construction in fall
2006). It is anticipated that the growth in faculty will take place in concert with the growth in other types
of development on campus, such that the pace of housing development would be expected to be generally
consistent with the growth in faculty demand for such housing. The new area designated for employee
housing under the 2005 LRDP is located on the envisioned new north loop road, but could be accessed
from the north end of Heller Drive prior to completion of the north loop road. In addition, the 2005 LRDP
identified some areas of the campus as Campus Reserve Land, which could be redesignated for employee
housing if needed. Also see Master Response POP-1 for a discussion of expanded and revised mitigation
measures to address the housing impact of the proposed project. Please refer to Final EIR, Volume IV,
Chapter 3, Changes to the Text, Revised Table 2-1, for full text of the revised mitigation measures.
Response to Comment OPA-2-4. The Draft EIR (page 4.11-17) analyzes and reports the number of new
employees (faculty and staff) who would live on campus (138 employees) and the number who would
live off campus (about 1,382) under Scenario 1 under the Draft 2005 LRDP. In the analysis of the Draft
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LRDP, of these employees that would live off-campus, about 228 were expected to continue to live
outside the county, whereas the remainder would move to the study area. Based on an analysis conducted
by Bay Area Economics, it was estimated that approximately 434 employees would live in the city of
Santa Cruz and about 563 would live in other communities within the county. About 157 employees
would not be able to find housing within their price range and would either elect to live outside the county
or pay more than 30 percent of their household income for housing in order to live within the study area.
Note that the numbers reported above are based on Scenario 1, which assumes that all new hires are hired
from outside the county. Under Scenario 2, which assumes that 68.6 percent of the employees hired by
the University would already be living in the study area when they are hired, about 40 employees would
not be able to find housing within their price range in the study area. See Draft EIR Section 4.11.2 for
more details.
The Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP
(September 2006). The Final Draft 2005 LRDP revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the
Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified
as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP,
please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2. Under the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, the magnitude of the
housing impact would be reduced relative to the impact analyzed in the Draft EIR. Also see Response to
Comments OPA-2-2 and OPA-1-4.
Response to Comment OPA-2-5. Please refer to Master Response MIT-1 for discussion on the Campus’
contribution to off-campus intersection improvements. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the University
cannot guarantee that the City will implement the proposed improvements. For this reason, the EIR
determines that development under the 2005 LRDP would have significant and unavoidable impacts at
eleven intersections where the unmitigated impact would be significant, even though proposed
improvements would reduce impacts at most of them to a less-than-significant level (Draft EIR pages
4.14-46 through –48).
The precise timing of the City’s plans to implement the Bay Street improvements identified in the Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) is unknown, but the CIP indicates the Bay/Escalona intersection
improvement would occur in Fiscal Year 2007 and the Mission/Bay intersection improvement in Fiscal
Year 2008.
Response to Comment OPA-2-6. Please refer to Response to Comment OPA-1-12.
Response to Comment OPA-2-7. While the 2005 LRDP indicates that there will be a reduction in closein parking, it does not indicate that all faculty and staff parking lots will be replaced with remote parking.
The precise number of faculty and staff parking spaces lost to new construction can only be identified as
specific projects are proposed. In most cases, limited metered parking and other close-in parking would
continue to be available for staff loading and unloading and other short terms uses. It is recognized that
the cost of parking and restrictions in campus parking are a burden to many commuters. The Campus
continues to work to develop alternative modes for accessing the campus that will be both convenient and
less costly both monetarily and with respect to environmental impacts.
Should faculty and staff parking be re-located to remote lots such as the East Collector Facility, trips
would become longer due to the use of shuttles between the remote lot and the campus core. The added
increment of time would vary depending on when a person arrives on campus and his or her destination.
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An example of such travel time can be estimated assuming the Day Perimeter loop route between the East
Remote Lot and the Jack Baskin Engineering Building. According to the UCSC Comprehensive Transit
Study (Urbitran Associates 2004b), the recommended headway for the Day Perimeter route would be nine
minutes, meaning a person would wait no longer than nine minutes to catch the shuttle. The running time
between the East Remote Lot and the Jack Baskin Engineering Building (using Hagar to McLaughlin –
1.35 miles) at a speed of 20 mph is about four minutes. Potential delays experienced at bus stops,
intersections, and pedestrian crossings would be added to this time to determine the full travel time.
Travel time delay surveys presented in the UCSC Pedestrian Data Collection and Analysis Report
(Urbitran Associates 2004a) indicate an average delay during class change periods of 1.9 minutes on the
route between the East Remote Lot and the intersection of McLaughlin and Heller. Therefore, if a person
caught the shuttle immediately upon parking it would take, on average, about six minutes to travel from
the East Remote Lot to the Jack Baskin Engineering Building during class change time, and less during
periods without class change. If the person just missed the shuttle, the added time would include the nineminute headway for a total of 15 minutes. On average, though, the person would have to wait half of the
time for the bus (4.5 minutes) for a total added travel time of 10.5 minutes.
It is recognized that transit may be less efficient in terms of time than travel by SOV and close-in parking.
However, the Campus has a commitment to continue to improve transit and other alternative forms of
transportation, since these are key to minimizing the environmental challenges the Campus faces with
respect to traffic.
The University is committed to improving the efficiency and the capacity of the on-campus transit system
in coordination with the concept of periphery parking and transit hubs. One of the first steps in defining
transit and related parking needs was to prepare a comprehensive transit needs assessment. The UCSC
Comprehensive Transit Study (Urbitran Associates 2004b) present existing and projected on-campus
transit needs and presented short-term and long-term recommendations to both service changes and
capital needs. LRDP Mitigations TRA-4A through -4E provide a programmatic strategy of mitigation
measures to monitor and improve on-campus transit operations as each phase of the 2005 LRDP is
implemented. As stated on page 4.14-56 of the Draft EIR:
•

The Campus would monitor transit travel times, and would monitor and collect data on cycle
times, overall ridership trends, pass-by statistics, on-time performance and other factors that
affect transit efficiency (LRDP Mitigation TRA-4A).

•

If monitoring conducted under LRDP Mitigation TRA-4A indicates that transit delays are
increasing, under LRDP Mitigation TRA-4B, the Campus would institute measures to improve
the character and operations of the Campus transit system as needed to improve capacity and
efficiency. These may include measures recommended in the Urbitran report with respect to
transit vehicle size and frequency (Urbitran Associates 2004b).

The Campus will continue to coordinate and collaborate with SCMTD, the transit agency whose routes
serve the campus, in order to maintain and improve efficiency and capacity of the transit systems serving
the campus, in support of TDM programs both on- and off-campus.
Please refer to Response to Comment OPA-1-12 for an analysis of travel times between the campus and
Highways 1 and 17 via the Bay/Mission Street and High Street corridors.
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Response to Comment OPA-2-8. Childcare facilities envisioned under the 2005 LRDP, including the
300 projected spaces, are described on page 3-38 of the Draft EIR. As explained on pages 4.14-32 to -33
of the Draft EIR, the trip generation rates for the main campus that were used in the traffic analysis are
derived from current traffic counts on the campus, and therefore take into account all types of trips by
students and employees, including transport to childcare.
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Response to Comment Letter OPA-3
Response to Comment OPA-3-1. The text of Section 4.5.1.7 has been revised as suggested. Please refer
to Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment OPA-3-2. As discussed in the Draft EIR (pages 4.5-15 and -16), under a grant
from the Getty Foundation, the Campus and a consultant recently evaluated, and prepared a nomination to
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historical Resources
(CRHR) for, the Cowell Ranch and Lime Industry Historic District. Future projects may include the
formal nomination of additional sites, such as prehistoric sites CA-SCR-003, -004 and -160. In addition, a
preliminary evaluation has been made of each identified resource on campus relative to CRHR
significance criteria (Draft EIR, Table 4.5-1). Comprehensive evaluation of a cultural resource typically
requires archaeological test excavation or additional historic documentation. This additional work will be
undertaken, as needed for management decisions, for any site that may be subject to impacts from a
specific project, as described in LRDP Mitigation CULT-1D). In the interim, it is assumed that all
recorded cultural resources, with the exception of isolate artifacts, roads and fences outside the Cowell
Ranch and Lime Industry Historic District, are considered eligible to the CRHR and they will be treated
as such per a default management strategy. Any resource evaluated as meeting the criteria of eligibility to
the NRHP or CRHR will be treated as if it were listed on these registers.
Response to Comment OPA-3-3. Table 4.5.1 of the Draft EIR has been amended as suggested. See
Changes to Draft EIR Text, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Table 4.5.1
Response to Comment OPA-3-4. The text has been revised as recommended. See Final EIR, Volume
IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment OPA-3-5. The citation of CA-SCR-004 in the text following LRDP Impact
CULT-1 in the Draft EIR is a typographic error, and the text has been corrected in the Final EIR, Volume
IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text. The 2005 LRDP does not include development that has any
potential to disturb CA-SCR-004 or any known human remains.
Response to Comment OPA-3-6. The information on reports on file at the MBAA, and contact
information for the CHRIS Northwest Information Center, will be added to procedural manual that will be
prepared as part of the mitigation monitoring program for cultural resources. The citation to Edwards et
al. 1991 has also been added to text and references in the Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to
Draft EIR Text.
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Response to Comment Letter OPA-4
Response to Comment OPA-4-1. The lands being referenced include both the SRS (Site Research and
Support) zone directly north of the Arboretum and the jointly managed CNR (Campus Natural Reserve)
immediately northwest of the Arboretum. This context has been clarified in the LRDP Mitigation
BIO-7B. See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1.
Response to Comment OPA-4-2. Southwestern pond turtle, which is a subspecies of western pond
turtle, is included in Draft EIR Table 4.4-2 Special Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring in the
Area. However, no development is proposed within the Arboretum Pond that could result in potential
impacts to the species.
Response to Comment OPA-4-3. The pacific giant salamander was not recognized as having special
status due to the genetics of the species. As discussed in the Draft EIR, neoteny is common within every
species of the giant salamander family (Dicamptadon). The neoteny seen in Dicamptadon is seen in all
populations without speciation occurring in any of those populations. Thus, it seems unlikely that the
neotenic forms observed in Empire Cave are a distinct new species that might deserve protected status.
For this reason, the neotenic form of pacific giant salamander found in Empire Cave was not evaluated as
a special status species. If subsequent studies determine that the neotenic form of pacific giant salamander
found in Empire Cave is a unique species, then potential impacts would be considered in subsequent
project-level CEQA documentation.
Response to Comment OPA-4-4. LRDP Mitigation BIO-9 provides a general structure for the
protection of California red-legged frog during construction activities. No further mitigation is necessary
to prevent significant impacts to the frog. Consultation with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and
California Department of Fish and Game will occur on a project-specific basis and detailed mitigation
measures will be outlined on a site- or reach-specific basis as appropriate. Projects that will improve the
breeding habitat for California red-legged frogs may be designed and implemented on a project-specific
basis.
Response to Comment OPA-4-5. All vegetation assessments done by campus faculty, staff, and
students will be used as a resource in project-level CEQA documents. Mitigation measures to address
impacts to biological resources and impacts related to hydrological changes and water quality have been
clarified and enhanced in the Final EIR. The revised mitigation measures are presented in Final EIR,
Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1.
Response to Comment OPA-4-6. Please refer to Master Response BIO-1 (Northern Maritime Chaparral
and Santa Cruz Manzanita).
Response to Comment OPA-4-7. On page 4.4-61, the Draft EIR acknowledges the difficulty in
distinguishing the San Francisco dusky footed woodrat subspecies from the more common dusky footed
woodrat that also occurs in the area. All woodrat nests will be considered to house the San Francisco
dusky footed woodrat to account for the difficulty in distinguishing the subspecies. Studies by Bankie
(2005) describe the species’ small home range and the densities of the species within the specific habitats
that would be affect by development proposed under the 2005 LRDP. The analysis in the Draft EIR,
based on Bankie’s calculations, found that roughly three quarters of all woodrat nests on campus would
2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

O P A - 4

1

V O L U M E

V

be unaffected by the proposed development and the overall potential for impact was found to be less than
significant. Thus, only direct impacts to active nest sites were found to be significant.
Response to Comment OPA-4-8. Please refer to Master Response BIO-5 (Wildlife Movement).
Response to Comment OPA-4-9. Please see LRDP Impact REC-2 in Section 4.13, Recreation (Draft
EIR page 4.13-10) for a discussion of the increased use of on-campus recreational facilities, including
trails. Recreational use of trails is expected to increase as a result of the 2005 LRDP, but the amount of
this increase cannot be determined. An informal survey of cyclists conducted for the Draft EIR, however,
indicated that of 23 bike riders observed, only one was a UC Santa Cruz affiliate, who resided nearby and
was commuting to class. All others were not affiliated with the campus, although two said that they were
alumni and one held a campus recreation card (Draft EIR, page 4.4-50). Although some portion of the
future recreational use of these trails will continue to be by off-campus residents, and would occur
regardless of whether the 2005 LRDP is implemented, it is reasonable to expect that use of the trails
would increase in proportion to the increase in campus population under the 2005 LRDP (Draft EIR, page
4.4-50).
The impacts of bicycle use of north campus lands, including those lands in the Moore Creek drainage, are
addressed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, and Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. LRDP
Impact BIO-7 addresses the impact on Ohlone tiger beetle populations on the campus from increased
bicycle use. LRDP Mitigation BIO-7A would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. This
mitigation requires that bicycles not be allowed on trails in Marshall Field or West Marshall Field that
support Ohlone tiger beetles during periods of adult beetle activity or larval development (January to
June). In addition, this measure also requires the Campus to prevent illegal bicycle use by: (1) the
installation of temporary fencing and signs at trail entry points, and (2) the patrolling of these areas by UC
Santa Cruz Police and monitoring by Grounds Services staff.
LRDP Impact HYD-3 addresses the potential for the 2005 LRDP to alter drainage patterns and increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff, including as it relates to erosion along undesignated trails as a result
of use by pedestrian and bicyclists. The Campus would implement LRDP Mitigation HYD-3A to inform
and educate the campus population on storm water impacts from increased erosion associated with
unauthorized trail use. LRDP Mitigation HYD-3B requires the Campus to implement control measures to
reduce erosion along new and existing unpaved roads, which are used as trails, including but not limited
to water bars to redirect flow off the road and flow dispersion of runoff from roads. Additionally, as
indicated in Response to Comment I-37-8, a new mitigation measure (LRDP Mitigation HYD-3E) was
developed to address LRDP Impact HYD-3. This measure requires that design and planning for new
pathways and bikeways include fencing, signage and/or other design features to direct pedestrian/bicycle
circulation and minimize the potential for shortcuts that could contribute to erosion. The mitigation also
requires that bridges will be provided where new pathways cross drainages that become inundated during
the rainy season, as another means of avoiding erosion and sedimentation. Please see Volume IV, Chapter
3, Revised Table 2-1, of the Final EIR for the full text of this new mitigation measure.
The comment indicates that an overall bicycle transportation plan is needed to address bicycle riding off
of the established trail system. A 2006 Draft Bike Plan for the Campus was released in May 2006 in a
version for discussion purposes only. This plan includes a possible framework for a comprehensive offroad bicycle program for the campus, which could ultimately provide for: (1) a plan for ongoing trail
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construction and maintenance, (2) a trail designation approval process whereby new trails could become
part of the designated trail system, (3) seasonal or permanent closure of trails where necessary to prevent
ecological harm, (4) removal and concealment of old ad-hoc trails, and (5) education, outreach, and
enforcement. While, the 2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures noted above would reduce biological and
hydrological impacts related to designated and undesignated trail use to a less-than-significant level under
CEQA, the 2006 Draft Bike Plan for the Campus could ultimately further reduce these impacts if fully
implemented. However, as this plan is in draft form with a final plan scheduled for release in academic
year 2006-07, it is unclear what provisions and programs it will ultimately contain. Moreover, portions of
this plan may not be feasible to implement due to funding limitations. Therefore, this plan was not
included in the suite of mitigation measures identified to address LRDP Impact HYD-3.
Additionally, members of Mountain Bikers of Santa Cruz (MBOSC) have met with Grounds Services
staff and discussions regarding maintenance of campus roads and trails will continue with this group,
including the possibility of participating in volunteer opportunities in the Site Stewardship program trail
workdays.1 Furthermore, the 2006 Draft Bike Plan has incorporated the opinions of MBOSC
representatives and other active bicycle organizations and recommends that UCSC staff associated with
bicycle planning continue to work with these groups to promote safe and responsible bicycle ridership.
Response to Comment OPA-4-10. Many experts were consulted during the preparation of this EIR (see,
Draft EIR Chapters 7 and 8, as well as the References sections at the end of each impacts analysis section
in Chapter 4), and the mitigation measures identified in the EIR are designed to be feasible and effective.
The Campus’s planners will continue to use information that is provided to them, including the expertise
of and data prepared by the faculty.
Response to Comment OPA-4-11. All of the mitigations proposed, including those for the dusky footed
woodrat, are methods approved by CDFG, USFWS, and other appropriate agencies, which are considered
effective in avoiding, minimizing, or compensating appropriately for potential impacts to species.
Please see Response to Comment LA-3-9 regarding revisions to 2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures
and Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1, for the full text of
revised measures.

1

Dean Raven, UCSC Grounds Services, personal communication, July 5, 2006.
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Response to Comment Letter ORG-1
Response to Comment ORG-1-1. The Coastal LRDP for the Marine Science Campus was approved in
2004, during the early stages of planning for the LRDP for the main campus. At the time that the Coastal
LRDP was being prepared, the details and characteristics of the 2005 LRDP were not yet known and were
not foreseeable; and therefore, they could not be addressed within one combined document. Approval and
implementation of the Coastal LRDP does not commit the University to ultimately approving and
implementing the 2005 LRDP for the main campus. Likewise, the 2005 LRDP for the main campus
would not necessarily result in or commit the University to development at the Marine Science Campus.
As a result, a combined document addressing growth at both campuses is not required under Section
15165 of the CEQA Guidelines. The 2005 LRDP EIR considers growth at the Marine Science Campus in
the cumulative analysis (see Table 4.0-1, Pending and Approved Reasonably Foreseeable Projects).
Likewise, the Coastal LRDP EIR for the Marine Science Campus also considered possible future growth
on the main campus, to the extent that it could be estimated at the time without a proposed new LRDP for
the main campus.
Response to Comment ORG-1-2. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9 regarding revisions to
2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1 of the Final EIR for
the full text of revised measures.
Response to Comment ORG-1-3. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9 regarding revisions to
2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1 of the Final EIR for
the full text of revised measures.
Response to Comment ORG-1-4. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9 regarding revisions to
2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1 of the Final EIR for
the full text of revised measures.
Response to Comment ORG-1-5. Please refer to Master Response BIO-1 and Response to Comment
SA-4-2. LRDP Mitigations BIO-1A-though –1D have been revised to increase their clarity and efficacy.
Also, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1 for the full text of the revised
mitigation measures.
Response to Comment ORG-1-6. As described on pages 4.4-48 and 4.4-49 of the Draft EIR, besides
signage, the proposed mitigation (BIO-7A) consists of temporary fencing and patrols. UC Santa Cruz is
committed to policing the trails during critical periods (January through June) when Ohlone tiger beetles
are near the surface and can be crushed by bicycles.
Response to Comment ORG-1-7. Please refer to Master Response BIO-5 (Wildlife Movement).
Response to Comment ORG-1-8. In the context being discussed, the phrase “adequate engineering”
refers to engineering specifically designed to address the potential hazards from karst features. Please also
refer to Response to Comment LA-2-78.
Response to Comment ORG-1-9. The Draft EIR finds that impacts to sensitive biological communities
and habitat for special status species due to development under the LRDP are potentially significant
(Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR). Mitigation involving restoration, preservation, and management of
sensitive communities has been identified to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. The
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Draft EIR states on page 4.4-42 and 4.4-43 that if impacts to coastal prairie cannot be avoided, they will
be mitigated by restoration of this habitat at a 3:1 ratio. Please also refer to Response to Comment LA-267.
Response to Comment ORG-1-10. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-28 regarding the
assurance of an adequate water supply to serve the project, and Section 5.2.15.4 in Master Response
UTIL-1 regarding off-campus infrastructure improvements that would be necessary to serve the campus
under the 2005 LRDP.
Response to Comment ORG-1-11. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.3.2 in Master Response UTIL-1
regarding the impact of LRDP-related off-campus population on water supply.
Response to Comment ORG-1-12. Please refer to Master Response ALT-5 (Increased On-Campus
Housing Alternative).
Response to Comment ORG-1-13. Please refer to Master Response ALT-4 (Moffett Field Satellite
Campus/Silicon Valley Center Issues) and Response to Comment I-26-8.
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Response to Comment Letter ORG-2
Response to Comment ORG-2-1. The commenter is correct. The text has been revised to indicate that
daily ridership exceeds 9,950 trips by student, staff and faculty. See Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3,
Changes to the Text.
Response to Comment ORG-2-2. The University pays for SCMTD transit services by contract, with
rates based on routes served and ridership by University affiliates. The Campus’s contribution to funding
for SCMTD transit services comes from two sources: a mandatory quarterly Student Transit Fee paid by
every registered student funds billable student ridership, and Parking and TDM fees fund billable faculty
and staff ridership. In Spring 2006, a ballot measure was approved by UC Santa Cruz students to increase
the Student Transit Fee thereby providing revenues adequate to balance the existing deficit in the Campus
Transit operation budget and accommodate anticipated increases in SCMTD billings.
Response to Comment ORG-2-3. Comment noted. The University will continue to work with SCMTD
to improve transit service that services campus facilities, including those on the Westside of Santa Cruz,
and to improve the mechanisms and arrangements through which the University pays for its share of
METRO service.
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Response to Comment Letter ORG-3
Response to Comment ORG-3-1. The comments are noted for the record. The suggestion that the
University consider expanding at the Silicon Valley Campus was considered in Chapter 5, Alternatives
(Draft EIR page 5-9). Please also see Master Response ALT-4 (Moffett Field Satellite Campus/Silicon
Valley Center), and Response to Comment I-26-8.
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Response to Comment ORG-4
Response to Comment ORG-4-1. The comment contains ten separate questions, each of which is
answered below. Corrections to the EIR text in response to these comments are incorporated in the Final
EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Questions 1 through 3. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-2 (Impacts to Empire Grade Road).
Question 4. Table 4.14-14 erroneously lists intersection #45 as Empire Grade Road/New Campus
Access, when in fact intersection #45 is an on-campus intersection (Cave Gulch/Heller-North Loop #45).
Table 4.14-14 has been corrected in the Final EIR. Table 4.14-15 correctly identifies intersection #42 as
Empire Grade Road/Cave Gulch and shows the correct levels of service for this intersection.
Question 5. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-2.
Question 6. The number of vehicles predicted for the proposed new campus intersection on Empire
Grade Road is shown in Figure 4.14-10c of the Draft EIR. The number of 2005 LRDP vehicles projected
to use the new campus access in the year 2020 is 60 vehicles in the AM peak hour and 80 vehicles in the
PM peak hour.
Questions 7 through 10. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-2.
Response to Comment ORG-4-2. Development of physical plant facilities on UC Santa Cruz land
designated Campus Support would not violate zoning. The Campus is not subject to City or County land
use plans and zoning codes, as explained in Master Response LU-1. Development of physical plant
facilities, such as facility and corporation yard functions, would also be consistent with the LRDP’s
Campus Support land use designation. Moreover, development of the physical plant facilities and other
facilities in the north campus is consistent with the County General Plan land use designation (Public
Facilities) assigned to campus lands in the County that are outside of the Coastal Zone. The standard of
significance used to evaluate whether these uses would be incompatible with adjacent off-site uses is
whether or not the 2005 LRDP would result in development of land uses that are substantially
incompatible with existing adjacent land uses or with planned uses (Draft EIR page 4.9-9, Standards of
Significance). The Draft EIR includes LRDP Mitigation AES-5E to ensure that development in the
Campus Support area is not visually obtrusive. This measure indicates that buildings and vegetation
would be arranged on the site to screen views of on-site activities from Empire Grade Road and the Santa
Cruz Waldorf School. With the implementation of this mitigation measure campus facilities would be
almost completely screened from Empire Grade Road and the Santa Cruz Waldorf School, although the
road will create an opening through which a portion of the facilities may be visible. With respect to
design characteristics and specifics of the facility, when a specific project is proposed for the site,
consistent with the description in the Draft EIR, the noise and visual characteristics of the proposed
facility design will be assessed, and the facility will be designed, screened and buffered to ensure that
noise and visual impacts do not occur.
The Campus Support area development and the new access road into the North Campus would occur
south of the Cave Gulch neighborhood. Campus construction traffic and any new campus-generated
traffic, therefore, generally would not travel through the Cave Gulch neighborhood, except for the
students and employees who travel north on Empire Grade Road to homes in Bonny Doon. Please refer to
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Master Response TRAFFIC-2 for additional information about traffic on Empire Grade Road. See Draft
EIR page 4.9-12. Draft EIR Table 4.10-5 (page 4.10-18) indicates that traffic noise levels at the Santa
Cruz Waldorf School along Empire Grade Road, with development anticipated under the 2005 LRDP,
would result in noise levels well below standards (about 52 dBA CNEL). Campus construction activities
could expose nearby sensitive receptors to excessive noise. However, all projects would be required to
implement LRDP Mitigation NOIS-1, which would require a range of actions to limit noise during
construction. While excessive construction noise could nonetheless be generated, this impact would be
temporary and, therefore, would not result in a substantial incompatibility with existing adjacent land
uses.
Please refer to Draft EIR page 4.8-32 for a discussion of storm water drainage impacts on the Cave Gulch
watershed from development anticipated in the 2005 LRDP.
Response to Comment ORG-4-3. The Draft EIR presents a summary description of the Campus
Emergency Response Plan (ERP) on page 4.7-11. The Campus evacuation plan is one of the components
of the ERP. Information on the manner in which the campus would be evacuated in an emergency is also
provided on page 4.7-11. Additional details are not provided in the Draft EIR as they are not necessary for
the evaluation of environmental impacts.
Please see LRDP Impact HAZ-9, at pages 4.7-26 to 28 of the Draft EIR, which presents information
regarding the effect of the envisioned north campus development on Empire Grade Road during an
emergency requiring evacuation. In the case of most emergencies involving evacuation, the north loop
road to Empire Grade Road would not be the primary evacuation route because it is not the most direct
way to exit from most parts of the campus. The north entrance and connector road to Empire Grade Road
would be needed mainly to provide an evacuation route for the residents of the envisioned north campus
development in the event that there is a fire that would prevent travel between the north campus and the
west entrance. Because only those persons who would live in the northwestern portion of the campus
would likely exit via the north entrance, the traffic associated with this population would not interfere
substantially with evacuation of Cave Gulch and Bonny Doon residents. In other types of emergencies,
should evacuation of the Campus be required, north campus residents would most likely be instructed to
use campus roads to exit campus via the west entrance. It is unlikely that both the entire Campus and
Cave Gulch/Bonny Doon would all be subject to any single emergency evacuation. Also, the north loop
road would provide an alternate evacuation route for Cave Gulch and Bonny Doon residents in the event
of closure of Empire Grade Road between the north and west entrances to campus. The north loop road
would also facilitate emergency response to Cave Gulch and Bonny Doon in such cases. No quantitative
study of the traffic capacity of Empire Grade Road as an emergency evacuation route has been performed.
The number of vehicles from north campus development that would use a Cave Gulch bridge and Empire
Grade Road as an evacuation route would depend on the specific location of the fire or other emergency
situation. However, it is very unlikely that a situation would arise in which substantial amounts of traffic
from the north campus development would evacuate via Empire Grade Road at the same time that traffic
from Bonny Doon and Cave Gulch neighborhoods would also be using this route. One major reason that
the north loop road is planned as a loop was explicitly to provide one or more alternative routes should
one route be blocked, and to allow traffic to disperse via multiple routes.
Response to Comment ORG-4-4. The Campus has avoided sinkholes whenever possible in the design
and construction of campus facilities, and will continue to do so under the 2005 LRDP. The Campus
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conducts intensive geotechnical investigations of proposed building sites to minimize the potential that
solution cavities will be encountered unexpectedly during construction. As discussed on pages 4.8-14 to 16 and 4.8-39 to -40 of the Draft EIR, the Campus uses pressure grouting to densify and stabilize soft
soils that may be present in doline fill under a building site. As explained in the Draft EIR (LRDP Impact
HYD-5C), the methods used for pressure grouting minimize the amount of grout that is pumped into
voids or crevices (fractures and/or solution cavities).
Response to Comment ORG-4-5. Please see LRDP Section 4, which presents the planning principles
and guidelines of the 2005 LRDP. This section includes principles for the protection of natural and
cultural resources on the campus, principles related to sustainability, and principles to guide land use
patterns. Future campus growth will be guided by the 2005 LRDP. Note that once the new LRDP is
adopted, it will replace the 1988 LRDP and the previous LRDP will no longer apply. The comments that
relate to the 1988 LRDP are not relevant to this LRDP or this EIR.
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Response to Comment Letter ORG-5
Response to Comment ORG-5-1. Comment noted.
Response to Comment ORG-5-2. Comment noted.
Response to Comment ORG-5-3. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-6-76 and Response to
Comment ORG-5-4 below.
Response to Comment ORG-5-4. The purpose of the proposed LRDP is to guide the orderly growth of
the campus over the next 15 years (Draft EIR, page 2-2). An alternative that included the projected
enrollment and building space growth but that did not include additional parking was not analyzed
because no feasible means could be identified of reducing vehicle trips to such an extent that new parking
would not be needed on the campus. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-6-76, which shows how
low the current and future parking ratios at the campus are compared to other large employers and the
City’s parking ratio standards. Parking capacity is closely monitored on campus, and parking is only built
upon evidence of demand. Charges for parking are a deliberate disincentive to using single occupant
vehicles for access to campus. These and other TDM measures have been effective in controlling demand
for new parking.
An alternative that did not include additional access roads to the campus was considered during
formulation of the Draft LRDP, but was rejected as infeasible, as discussed in the Draft EIR, Volume II,
Chapter 5. Option A – Loop Road Option retained campus support facilities at their current location and
did not propose an access road to Empire Grade Road. This alternative was rejected for the reasons
identified on page 5-6 of Volume II of the Draft EIR. The 2005 LRDP emphasizes the importance of
alternative transportation. Further, significant expansion of transit is considered as a mitigation measure
for reducing the impacts of growth in campus traffic (see Draft EIR Table 4.14-19, p. 4.14-18, and LRDP
Mitigations TRA-2B and TRA-3A, pp. 4.14-43 and 4.14-51; see also UCSC Comprehensive Transit
Study, Urbitran Associates, March 2004 and the Bay Corridor Preliminary Feasibility Analysis Bus Rapid
Transit, Urbitran Associates, March 2006). The Campus already employs many TDM strategies, has a
very effective TDM program, and is committed to continuing to refine its TDM program. LRDP
Mitigation TRA-2B affirms the Campus’s commitment to effective TDM.
The 2005 LRDP and the Draft EIR consider bicycling to be a very important mode of travel, and identify
policies and program-level mitigation measures to support bicycle travel, including automobile-restricted
roadways to improve bicycle travel, and bicycle lanes on all major campus roads. As a first step in
implementing the bicycle plan identified in the 2005 LRDP, the Campus has drafted a new Bike Plan,
which is available for review at http://www2.ucsc.edu/taps/pages/bikeplan.html.
The Draft EIR, Volume II, Chapter 5, analyzed a Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative that would
accommodate a three-quarter average enrollment of 19,500 FTE. The Final Draft LRDP (September
2006) has been revised to reflect the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative, with its smaller enrollment
growth, as described in Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements. The Campus will
recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP as the new LRDP for the campus.
Response to Comment ORG-5-5. In March of 2004, Urbitran Associates completed a comprehensive
transit needs assessment, UCSC Comprehensive Transit Study. The Draft EIR incorporated the findings of
this study by reference (see page 4.14-55). Now also incorporated by reference (see page 4.14-56) is
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another transit study that was being prepared by Urbitran Associates at the time the Draft EIR was
completed, Bay Corridor Preliminary Feasibility Analysis Bus Rapid Transit (Urbitran Associates, March
2006) This study evaluated the potential for implementing Bus Rapid Transit on off-campus and oncampus roadways. These studies identify the capital investment and facilities needed to ensure that transit
services and facilities keep pace with campus growth. The actual and anticipated types of
recommendations of both of these studies, with respect to improving transit efficiency and capacity, are
identified in the Draft EIR as part of LRDP Mitigations TRA-4A and -4B as stated on page 4.14-56.
Many of the proposed mitigation measures will facilitate on-campus transit ridership. For example, oncampus roadway and intersection improvements (LRDP Mitigation TRA-1) will improve transit service
by improving traffic flow. TDM measures (LRDP Mitigation 2B) and implementation of parking
management measures (LRDP Mitigation TRA-3B and -3C) will encourage transit use.
The ridership projections cited in the Draft EIR came from a study prepared for the University during the
preparation of the 2005 LRDP (UCSC Comprehensive Transit Study, Urbitran Associates, March 2004).
The ridership projections are presented as a range in that study (from 43 to 73 percent), which is why the
percent increases identified in the Draft EIR also are presented as a range of anticipated growth in
ridership above existing ridership levels.
Bus queue jump lanes is one strategy that the Campus may consider for improving transit travel times on
campus roadways. Queue jump lanes are typically installed at signalized intersections and utilize an
existing or new right-turn land or exclusive bus lane, so that buses gain an advantage realized by priority
control of signal phasing. One location being considered at this time is the intersection of Hagar/Glenn
Coolidge Drives. Intersections on McLaughlin Drive are potential locations for queue jump lanes because
this road is the cause of some of the highest transit delays on campus due to vehicular traffic and
pedestrian crossings. However, most intersections on McLaughlin Drive are not signalized and have only
a single travel lane in each direction. The Bay Corridor Preliminary Feasibility Analysis Bus Rapid
Transit does not specifically identify McLaughlin Drive as having the potential for queue-jump lanes, but
acknowledges that any potential roadway would need to have a detailed engineering study to determine
the feasibility of width and signalization. While McLaughlin Drive may be a desirable corridor for queuejump lanes it may not be feasible to implement them depending on the findings of a detailed study.
The UCSC Comprehensive Transit Study identifies an unmet need to provide express METRO service
between the main campus and the communities of Aptos and Capitola. The study suggests potential ways
this service may be structured. However, initiation of this service is outside of the control of the
University. Therefore, implementation of this potential service would be through an agreement between
the University and METRO similar to other funding agreements currently in place. However, the viability
of the service would need to be confirmed as the study referenced above identified about 300 UCSC
affiliates that reside in Aptos and Capitola, or which some fraction would use the service. Further study is
required to determine the cost-effectiveness of providing this new service.
Although there is a potential demand for METRO service between Watsonville and the main campus, the
UCSC Comprehensive Transit Study did not conclude it would be a cost-effective measure since the
University is currently expanding its vanpool program serving Watsonville. The expanded vanpool
program is anticipated to meet the current and foreseeable demand for this connection.
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Since the University does not control the service decisions made by METRO, it can only “encourage”
new and expanded services through assistance in planning, provision of on-campus facilities for METRO,
and funding agreements for services that benefit the University.
Response to Comment ORG-5-6. The 2005 LRDP circulation plan calls for the creation of Class II
bicycle lanes on both existing and new major campus roadways (see page 84 of the 2005 LRDP). For new
roadways, bike lanes would be included in the roadway design and funded as an integral part of the cost
of the roadway project. The LRDP recognizes the need to widen roads to implement bike lanes and
recognizes that in very constrained locations, such as portions of Heller Drive, bicycle lanes may only be
achieved in the uphill direction of the roadway. In addition to the provision of bicycle lanes, Hagar Drive
is planned as a restricted roadway from the Meyer Drive extension to McLaughlin Drive to better serve
transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Construction of bicycle lanes will go through a project-specific
evaluation and determination of impacts at the time each specific project is proposed, and mitigation
measures will be identified and implemented for any significant environmental impacts. The Heller Bike
Lane project is currently in the preliminary planning stages. The University is seeking grant funding to
assist in the construction of this project. Details regarding bicycle parking facilities, such as type of
bicycle racks, will be addressed, as is appropriate, at the project-specific level of facility design, not in
programmatic EIR.
The Campus also supports bicycle use as an alternative means of access to campus, as discussed in
Response to Comments LA-8-3. UC Santa Cruz faculty and staff are eligible to participate in the Santa
Cruz Area Transportation Management Association’s Zero Percent Interest Bike Loan Program, which
provides loans that may be used for the purchase of electric bicycles.
The Transportation Demand Management measures in Table 4.14-19 on page 4.14-48 of the LRDP Draft
EIR, Volume II, include a measure to expand bike shuttle hours of operation and increase frequency of
service, as needed. As a first step in implementing the bicycle plan identified in the 2005 LRDP, the
Campus has drafted a new Bike Plan, which presently is available for review and comment at
http://www2.ucsc.edu/ taps/pages/bikeplan.html.
Response to Comment ORG-5-7. Existing and future parking ratios are calculated by dividing the
number of parking spaces by the total population on-campus (including students, faculty and staff), so a
direct comparison between the growth in students and the growth in parking spaces is not applicable. The
goal of the 2005 LRDP is to provide an adequate parking supply to meet projected needs based on current
parking demand ratios. The current parking ratio (spaces per total campus population) is 0.297 (5,222
spaces divided by 17,582 population). The future parking ratio, if all of the parking proposed under the
2005 LRDP is built, would be about 0.30 (that is, about three parking spaces for every 10 persons in the
population). It is important to note that new parking will be constructed only when annual monitoring
shows that supply in a given parking zone has reached or is approaching 90 percent of its capacity. The
University, supported by the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR, continues to be committed to
supporting alternative transportation and discouraging single-occupant vehicle (SOV) automobile travel.
Parking fees, controlled allocation of parking permits and limiting the number of parking spaces are all
TDM measures that are directed toward discouraging SOV use. Through its TDM programs, the Campus
has achieved a very low mode split for SOV trips to campus of 38 percent. This figure does not include
motorcycles and service vehicles, but focuses on vehicles that reasonably could have more than one
passenger. The Spring 2004 Modal Share Study conducted by the Campus indicates that 55 percent of
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trips to campus are by alternative modes of transportation. These data clearly show that the SOV is not
the primary mode of access to the campus.
For purposes of providing a comparative analysis, the “without LRDP project” conditions shown in
Figure 4.14-9a, in Section 4.14 of the Draft EIR, represent conditions with no growth in campus
population (Note that this is different from the “No Project” Alternative that is evaluated in Chapter 5 of
the EIR, which includes some growth in faculty and staff populations although no growth in student
population). Therefore traffic volumes at on-campus intersections under the “Without LRDP Project” will
equal existing traffic volumes. In the year 2020 With Project conditions, traffic volumes increase,
reflecting the project’s growth in traffic at on-campus intersections. (See Response to Comment OPA-1-5
for corrections to 2020 With Project traffic volumes at intersection #1 - Campus Facilities/Glenn
Coolidge Drive).

4

O R G - 5

U C

S a n t a

C r u z

Comment Letter ORG-6

1

2

Comment Letter ORG-6

2

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

Response to Comment Letter ORG-6
Response to Comments ORG-6-1 and 2. Please refer to Master Response BIO-2 (Wetland Impacts).
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Response to Comment Letter ORG-7
Response to Comment ORG-7-1. As stated in the first sentence on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR, the
Campus uses FTE for enrollment planning. The projected enrollment for the 2005 Draft LRDP is framed
in terms of FTE because it reports the academic planning conducted by the Strategic Futures Committee.
Because population-related impacts are dependent on headcount rather than FTE, the Draft EIR uses an
estimate of the headcount population that would be associated with the 21,000 FTE enrollment proposed
in the Draft 2005 LRDP, and compares that projected headcount with the baseline headcount population.
It should also be noted that the 2003-04 enrollment numbers cited, which are used as the baseline for the
environmental analysis, are headcount, not FTE. The “Notes” to Table 3-1 on page 3-10 indicate that all
numbers in that table are headcounts. Undergraduates are only permitted to enroll as part-time students if
they can document that they cannot carry a full course load due to employment, family responsibilities or
health. As a consequence, between 1990-91 and 2004-05 the ratio of three-quarter average headcount
enrollment to three-quarter average student FTE at UC Santa Cruz ranged between 0.99 and 1.02.
Therefore, the EIR’s use of the FTE figure, 21,000, as the projected 2020 three-quarter average headcount
enrollment in the Draft 2005 LRDP was reasonable. Note that the Campus has revised the proposed
LRDP (January 2006) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative analyzed in the Draft EIR,
which includes a projected total student enrollment by 2020-21 of 19,500. The same reasoning applies to
the 19,500 student enrollment projections under the Final Draft 2005 LRDP as to the 21,000 enrollment
originally projected for the project. Because the EIR analysis is based on headcount, if enrollment would
reach 19,500 headcount before 2020, either because of an increase in the proportion of part-time students
or because the rate of growth is higher than anticipated, the University would update the environmental
analysis in the LRDP EIR at that time. For the summer session, when headcount and FTE are
significantly different, the Draft EIR clearly differentiates between the two accounting methods, and uses
headcount for the environmental analysis (see the last paragraph on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR).
Response to Comment ORG-7-2. The public agency obligations described in the referenced text on
Draft EIR page 1-2 are based on Public Resources Code Section 21081 and Sections 15021 and 15091
through 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, under Public Resources Code Section 21081, no
public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR identifies one or more significant
effects on the environment that cannot feasibly be mitigated to a less than significant level unless it finds
“that specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh
the significant effects on the environment” (See also CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). CEQA does not
require an agency to approve a project, however (See, e.g., CEQA Guidelines Section 15092).
Response to Comment ORG-7-3. Please refer to Response to Comment ORG-7-2 for information
related to agency obligations to make findings under CEQA.
Response to Comment ORG-7-4. Please refer to Response to Comment ORG-1-1 for information the
Marine Science Campus.
Response to Comment ORG-7-5. Please refer to Response to Comment ORG-1-1 for information the
Marine Science Campus.
Response to Comment ORG-7-6. As stated in the Draft EIR on page 1-4, the enrollment increases that
would occur under the proposed 2005 LRDP are in response to both the request from the Office of the
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President to consider implementing enrollment increases and the Campus’s on-going planning process.
As explained in Master Response PD-1, the University of California has not apportioned supplemental
enrollment growth in advance for each campus. Rather, the plans for enrollment growth at each campus
have been developed through the long range development planning process, subject to environmental
review under CEQA.
Response to Comment ORG-7-7: Please refer to Master Response PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment
Growth). Each project proposed under the 2005 LRDP will be subject to project-level CEQA analysis,
including a determination of whether any enrollment increase accommodated by the proposed project is
within the range of population analyzed in the 2005 LRDP EIR. Additional environmental analysis of the
impacts of the increased campus population would be required for any project that would result in
enrollment over the planning target of the 2005 LRDP, and an LRDP amendment also would be needed.
Response to Comment ORG-7-8. As stated in the “Notes” to Table 3-1 on page 3-10 of the Draft EIR,
all population categories are reported as three-quarter average headcount. Therefore, the employee
numbers provided on Draft EIR page 3-12 include part-time faculty and staff as well as full-time
employees.
Response to Comment ORG-7-9. In the last paragraph on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR, “affiliates” refers
to people working on or visiting campus who are not students, faculty or staff. This is the category
entitled “Other Daily Population” in Table 3-1 (page 3-10 of the Draft EIR). This group numbered an
estimated 450 on an average day in 2003-04 and is projected to increase to approximately 700 by 2020.
Response to Comment ORG-7-10. Please see Response to Comment ORG-7-1. The referenced text on
Draft EIR page 3-12 is not claiming that the environmental analysis is based on conservative assumptions
about student population increases through 2020-21. Rather, the text is simply stating that the assumed
increase in students through 2020-21 (6,950 students) is conservative, because enrollments have already
increased somewhat over the 2003-04 baseline year. As indicated on Draft EIR page 4-2, the conditions in
the 2003-04 academic year constitute the baseline against which changes that would result from the
LRDP are measured for population-related topics.
Response to Comment ORG-7-11. Construction of the first phase of the Ranch View Terrace project
(45 houses) is currently scheduled to begin in Fall 2006. The entire project (a total of 84 houses) was
approved in 2003. On the basis of current projections of faculty and staff housing demand, it is presently
anticipated that construction of the remaining houses will follow shortly on the completion of the first
phase of development.
Response to Comment ORG-7-12. Some of the storm water drainage improvements included in the
Infrastructure Improvements Project Phase 1 and Phase 2 project are planned to correct erosion conditions
identified in the 1989 Campus Drainage Plan, which was the basis for two 1988 LRDP EIR mitigation
measures that have not yet been fully implemented. Generally, the erosion conditions addressed by the
Infrastructure Improvements project cannot be traced to a specific campus action. Projects developed
under the 1988 LRDP have complied with campus standards requiring detention of storm water runoff.
However, runoff from roads and buildings constructed before these standards were adopted contribute
substantially to the problems that are addressed by the proposed improvements.
Response to Comment ORG-7-13. Please refer to Response to Comment SA-4-2 regarding the status of
implementation of the 1988 LRDP EIR mitigation measures. Please also see Response to Comment
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LA-6-7, which explains that if the 2005 LRDP is approved by The Regents, the 1988 LRDP EIR
mitigations will be superceded by the 2005 LRDP EIR mitigations, except in cases where the University
has separately agreed to carry out a previously approved mitigation measure.
Response to Comment ORG-7-14. The EIR has been revised to clarify the method of analysis for
aesthetic impacts described on page 4.1-9. Please see Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text,
of the Final EIR for text revisions.
Response to Comment ORG-7-15. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-44 for information
about special events related to LRDP Impact AES-6D.
Response to Comment ORG-7-16. The impact conclusion related to views from Highway 1, as seen
from the Morrissey Bridge (Draft EIR page 4.1-14), does not rely on trees in the foreground obscuring
views of the campus in the future, as the trees grow taller. The analysis merely states that this is a
possibility. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-9-17 for a discussion of the impact conclusions
related to views from Highway 1.
As indicated on Draft EIR page 4.1-13, the off-campus vantage points for visual simulations were
selected to provide off-campus viewers a sense of the nature and of the magnitude of the visual change
that would result from campus development under the 2005 LRDP. The view from Highway 1 at the
Morrissey Bridge is also identified in the City’s General Plan as a viewpoint (Map CD-3). The rolling
hills of the campus as viewed from this location provide a distant backdrop to fore- and middle-ground
views of the Highway 1 corridor. The view from the Morrissey Bridge represents the clearest view of
2005 LRDP-related development from the Highway 1 corridor. Views of the campus from locations east
of this vantage point, such as Aptos, would consist of occasional intermittent distant views of the
ridgeline near UC Santa Cruz. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-38 for a discussion of how the
vantage points for the visual simulations were selected.
LRDP Impact AES-6 acknowledges that nighttime lighting would be visible from some off-campus
locations. However, LRDP Mitigations 6A through 6E require: (1) the use of non-reflective exterior
surfaces in project designs to avoid new sources of reflected light, (2) the use of directional lighting
shielded to minimize light spillage, (3) that project designs limit light and glare to the extent allowed by
code, and (4) that field lighting be turned off after closing time to minimize night lighting. The Draft EIR
concludes that implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the impact associated with
development under the 2005 LRDP related to light and glare on campus and light and glare visible from
off-campus locations to a less-than-significant level (Draft EIR page 4.1-21).
It should be noted that the text of LRDP Mitigation AES-6D has been revised in the Final EIR to reflect
the existing closing time of the sports and recreation fields, which is 11 PM, not 10 PM as indicated in the
measure as presented in the Draft EIR. This change does not affect the overall impact conclusion of less
than significant with mitigation, which is based on the full suite of mitigation measures provided in the
Draft EIR (LRDP Mitigations AES-6A through AES-6E). Moreover, while the lighted field area may
extend over a larger area in and around the East Field complex than currently exists, the 11 PM closing
time would be a continuation of existing conditions. Overall, growth and development under the 2005
LRDP, including expanded recreation fields, would not create a new source of substantial light that would
adversely affect nighttime views of the area. Please see Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR
Text, Revised Table 2-1 for the full text of revised mitigation measures.
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Response to Comment ORG-7-17. A number of biological documents have been generated between
2000 and 2005 for the UC Santa Cruz campus. Surveys for special status species were conducted to
support each of these documents. Those surveys range from protocol level site-specific surveys to campus
wide visual assessments. All available information was considered in drafting the discussion of the
California red-legged frog in the LRDP Draft EIR. Specific methodologies can be found in Ecosystems
West 2000, Jones & Stokes 2002, Jones & Stokes 2003, Jones & Stokes 2004, and Jones & Stokes 2005.
The Draft EIR acknowledges that some areas of northern maritime chaparral and Santa Cruz manzanita
will be removed. LRDP mitigations for impacts to chaparral (LRDP Mitigation BIO-1A, -1B and -1C)
have been revised to increase their clarity and efficacy. Please refer to Master Response BIO-1 (Northern
Maritime Chaparral and Santa Cruz Manzanita) and Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1
for the full text of the revised mitigation measures.
Response to Comment ORG-7-18. The threshold of significance for temporary riparian impacts is
based on the fact that small, disturbed areas in riparian corridors are often rapidly re-colonized by riparian
vegetation. Riparian vegetation is generally adapted to chronic disturbance from flooding, and many
species can effectively and quickly re-colonize disturbed areas. For example, California hazel and
California blackberry, which are common in riparian vegetation on campus, can regenerate through root
sprouting after a temporary disturbance (Tirmenstein 1989, Zimmerman 1991). However, a larger area,
exceeding the threshold of 0.2 acre or 600 linear stream feet, may require more time for re-colonization,
as adjacent undisturbed riparian vegetation would be farther from the center of the disturbed area. Page
4.4-47 of the EIR has been revised to clarify the basis for this significance threshold. Please see Final
EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text. In addition, please see Master Response BIO-2
(Wetland Impacts).
Response to Comment ORG-7-19. Page 4.4-47 of the EIR has been revised to clarify the basis for this
significance threshold. Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment ORG-7-20. Please refer to Master Response BIO-5 (Wildlife Movement).
Response to Comment ORG-7-21. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-67.
Response to Comment ORG-7-22. Please refer to Master Responses POP-1 describing housing
mitigation measures that have been added to the Final EIR to more explicitly state the University’s
commitments on addressing housing impacts, and Master Response ALT-5, regarding on-campus
housing. The University will continue to work with the City of Santa Cruz in the area of housing
development. Where appropriate, the Campus will provide matching funds to support planning. Joint
partnership projects will be considered where the financial pro-forma and the market demand matches the
requirements of the University housing program. Where appropriate, the University will team with the
City to pursue housing grant funds to enhance the development of affordable units that would in part
serve the demand of the University on local housing.
Response to Comment ORG-7-23. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-1 with regard to campus
intersection LOS.
Response to Comment ORG-7-24. Please refer to Master Response MIT-1 regarding the University’s
fair share contributions.
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Response to Comment ORG-7-25. The current TDM program is already very successful, and as the
number of single occupant vehicle trips is reduced, further reduction of these trips becomes more
challenging. Because the program’s effectiveness is dependent on its acceptance by private individuals,
the University has adopted a percentage, rather than an absolute number of trips, as a performance
standard.
Moreover, it should be noted that the Draft EIR primarily relies on infrastructure improvements to
mitigate traffic impacts, although these improvements are not sufficient to reduce the impacts to lessthan-significant levels. The Draft EIR thus concludes that traffic impacts are significant and unavoidable.
Through continuing improvement of the ongoing TDM program, the Campus will attempt to limit the rate
of growth in traffic. However, the Draft EIR does not conclude that it can eliminate all significant adverse
effects.
Response to Comment ORG-7-26. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-28 regarding the water
supply agreements between the University and the City.
Response to Comment ORG-7-27. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-5-1.
Response to Comment ORG-7-28. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.3 in Master Response UTIL-1, which
explains why the analysis of a project-only impact would not be meaningful.
Response to Comment ORG-7-29. Please refer to Master Response UTIL-1, Section 5.2.15.3, and
LA-3-28 regarding the Draft EIR’s conclusions about the effects of growth under the 2005 LRDP on the
City’s water supply. As stated in the Draft EIR, the University will comply with its fair share fee
obligation for public utility upgrades that serve the campus, under Government Code 54999, as discussed
in Master Response MIT-1.

2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

O R G - 7

5

Comment Letter ORG-8

1

Comment Letter ORG-8

1

2

3

4

Comment Letter ORG-8

4

5

Comment Letter ORG-8

5

6

Comment Letter ORG-8

6

7

Comment Letter ORG-8

7

Comment Letter ORG-8

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

Response to Comment Letter ORG-8
Response to Comment ORG-8-1. Please refer to Response to Comment SA-3-1.
Response to Comment ORG-8-2. Since 1990, in conformity with MS4 Phase I regulations, the Campus
has been implementing SWPPPs at all construction sites 5 acres and larger. Since 2003, in conformity
with MS4 Phase II requirements, the Campus has implemented erosion control measures at construction
sites 1 acre or more in area. Under the 2005 LRDP, the Campus has proposed to voluntarily extend the
requirement that erosion control measures be implemented at all construction sites, even those that are
smaller than 1 acre (LRDP Mitigation HYD-2A). Furthermore, LRDP Mitigation HYD-2B would
prohibit grading on all hillsides with slopes greater than 10 percent during the wet season unless specific
controls that prevent sediment from leaving the site are implemented. Also see Response to Comments
ORG-8-4 and ORG-8-5.
Response to Comment ORG-8-3. Although it is true (as noted in the federal regulations) that even
small construction sites can result in discharge of pollutants into storm water runoff, because of their
small scale and limited area of disturbance (less than 1 acre) releases from any one such site would likely
not result in a significant impact on water quality. However, as noted in the Draft EIR (page 4.8-29) the
combined releases from several such sites could significantly and adversely affect water quality. For that
reason, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that impose controls on all construction sites
regardless of size. Please refer to Response to Comment ORG-8-2.
Response to Comment ORG-8-4. The analysis in the Draft EIR, assumes that a SWPPP will be
implemented properly. It would not be correct to assume that proposed mitigation measures will not be
implemented or that the University will not comply with applicable laws and regulations. Moreover, the
Campus is in compliance with its NPDES Construction Permits (see UC Santa Cruz communication with
the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB), April 13, 2006; CCRWQCB
communication with UC Santa Cruz, May 26, 2006). The Campus will implement structural controls as
needed, as part of its construction BMPs. Implementation of these BMPs will ensure compliance with
BAT/BCT under the construction general permit. See also Response to Comment ORG-8-2.
Response to Comment ORG-8-5. This EIR analyzes the impacts of development under the 2005 LRDP
from 2005 to 2020. The EIR compares the proposed development to existing environmental conditions at
the time the notice of preparation was issued. The benchmark levels provided in the tables in the
commenter’s letter are for storm water discharges from industrial sites, and are not relevant to the
construction sites. Also see Response to Comment ORG-8-4.
Response to Comment ORG-8-6. The BAT/BCT requirements of the Construction Permit do not apply
in the context of LRDP Mitigation HYD-3C. Impact HYD-3 addresses the potential water quality impact
from the activities on the campus as expanded under the 2005 LRDP. As a MS4 Phase II non-traditional
storm water operator, ongoing activities on the campus as a whole are regulated by a NPDES general
municipal permit. Therefore, the University has prepared a Storm Water Management Program (SWMP),
which is currently under review by Regional Water Control Quality Board. It is the intent of the
University that its SWMP will comply with the California general municipal permit. The SWMP, in
conjunction with the mitigation measures identified for LRDP Impact HYD-3, will control pollution of
urban runoff currently generated on the campus and additional runoff that would be generated by campus
2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

O R G - 8

1

V O L U M E

V

growth under the 2005 LRDP. With respect to municipal urban runoff, Phase II communities are required
to control urban runoff pollution “to the maximum extent practicable,” and are not required to meet any
numeric water quality standards.
The fleet service facility on the campus falls under relevant Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)
codes, and is regulated under California's General Industrial Permit. The Campus may construct
additional facilities under the 2005 LRDP that would also fall under listed SIC classifications, and runoff
from such facilities would conform with the requirements of the General Industrial Permit.
Response to Comment ORG-8-7. Please refer to Master Response HYDRO-1, which explains why the
Draft EIR concludes that LRDP Impact HYD-3 would be significant and unavoidable. The observation
that erosion is an existing problem does not imply that no future controls will work. The Campus is
proposing to implement storm drainage improvements as part of the Infrastructure Improvements Project
(see Volume III of Draft EIR) to repair existing problems. In addition, the proposed controls included in
revised LRDP Mitigations HYD-3C and HYD-3D will be designed to control not only peak flows but
also the volume of runoff. (Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1, for revisions
to the mitigation measures). Controlling these parameters will limit the duration of flows. Therefore, it is
anticipated that implementation of the storm drainage improvement projects and the new controls will be
more effective at controlling erosion than the previous control measures.
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Response to Comment Letter I-1
Response to Comment I-1-0. The Draft EIR page 4.10-9 characterizes the ambient noise levels along
High Street. Based on measurements conducted in conjunction with the preparation of the Draft and the
Final EIR, existing ambient noise levels in the 900 block of High Street are calculated to be 69 dBA Ldn
or 70 dBA CNEL. Near the eastern end of High Street close to its intersection with Highland Avenue, the
ambient noise levels are calculated to be 66 dBA Ldn or 67 dBA CNEL (see Response to Comment I-1-2
below; definitions of the noise descriptors dBA, Ldn and CNEL are provided in the Draft EIR, pages 4.102 to 3). These noise levels exceed 60 dBA CNEL, which is the standard that is applied to single-family
residential areas.
The Draft EIR Figure 4.10-3 shows that noise levels along High Street exceed 60 decibels during a
substantial portion of a day, and during some hours approach 70 decibels. Noise levels over 70 decibels
could occur on occasions depending on the specific traffic and other conditions at the time that the
measurement is conducted. Note that noise levels associated with the operation of a vacuum cleaner or a
lawn mower shown on Draft EIR Figure 4.10-1 are expressed as a short-term energy average sound level
(Leq). If the vacuum cleaner or lawn mower were to operate continuously for one hour, the Leq would
represent the hourly Leq. Thus, only the occasional periods when traffic noise is over 70 dBA would the
traffic noise be comparable to the lawn mower or vacuum cleaner. Averaged over a 24-hour period (with
the Ldn or CNEL penalties added) the noise levels for the noisy devices would be equal to about 77 dBA
CNEL. Therefore, daily exterior noise levels along High Street due to traffic are not comparable to the
noise from a vacuum cleaner or a lawn mower.
The incremental traffic that would be added to High Street as a result of the implementation of the 2005
LRDP would increase the noise levels by 0.8 decibel (not 8 percent, as suggested by the commenter) in
the 900 block and about 0.2 decibel near the High Street/Highland Avenue intersection. Because the
increase would be less than 3 decibels, and thereby would not ordinarily be noticeable against the existing
ambient noise, the impact would be less than significant. Please also refer to Response to Comment I-1-3
below regarding the relationship between traffic volumes and decibel increase in noise levels.
Response to Comment I-1-1. LRDP Mitigation NOIS-2 has been added to the Final EIR that states that
campus design standards and contract specifications will be amended to require that UC contractors use
only truck routes for truck traffic accessing the campus. Truck routes are designated by the City and
violators would be subject to enforcement and penalties by the City.
Response to Comment I-1-2. It is not possible to monitor or model noise levels at every residential
receptor. As explained on page 4.10-8, noise monitoring locations for measurement and modeling were
selected at existing residential receptors along major roadways that are used to access the campus. The
noise monitoring location at 955 High Street was selected because this is closer to the campus entrance
and almost all of the traffic that travels to and from the campus via High Street passes by this location.
Because traffic volume is highest at this location, the traffic noise levels under existing and future
conditions would be expected to be greater at this location than at the eastern end of High Street along the
300 to 700 blocks.
In response to the commenter’s concern about potentially higher noise levels along the 300 to 700 blocks
on High Street from vehicles accelerating on the up-hill grade along that portion of High Street, a 24-hour
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noise measurement was conducted at the northeast corner of the intersection of High Street and Highland
Avenue (within the 300 block on High Street). There is a stop sign on Highland Avenue at this
intersection, and all vehicles bound for High Street must come to a halt and then execute a left turn on to
High Street. All vehicles therefore are accelerating up High Street not only due to the grade of the
roadway but also in starting up from the stop sign. Therefore, this location potentially could experience
higher levels of traffic noise than locations along the flatter sections of High Street. The long-term noise
measurement, conducted on April 18 and April 19, 2006, shows that the 24-hour Leq is about 63.8 dBA
and the CNEL is 66.5 dBA. This is lower than the measured noise level at 955 High Street, which as
shown in the Draft EIR Table 4.10-2, is about 66 dBA Leq and 70 dBA CNEL. Therefore, the analysis in
the Draft EIR that uses the 955 High Street location as representative of all locations on High Street is
adequate, in that the baseline noise measurement encompasses the upper range of traffic noise on High
Street.
Response to Comment I-1-3. Please refer to Responses to Comments LA-6-88 and LA-2-149 regarding
the traffic projections used in the Draft EIR traffic analysis. The traffic analysis does not assign a
substantial amount of traffic from other employment growth in the region to streets such as High Street
and therefore the project’s noise impact is not diluted. This can be seen from the noise increase estimated
for High Street. As shown in Table 4.10-5 in the Draft EIR, noise levels at LT-3 (High Street receptor)
would increase by 1 decibel over existing noise levels, with 0.8 decibel out of 1 decibel as a result of
LRDP-related traffic. Outside of a controlled laboratory environment, sound level changes of one decibel
are rarely perceptible. If the traffic model had assigned a substantial amount of traffic from other
employment growth to High Street, the proportion of noise increase due to the LRDP–related traffic
would have been much lower.
The relationship between traffic volumes and noise levels is not linear. Therefore, a 37 percent increase in
traffic volume does not necessarily increase noise levels by 37 percent. As stated in the Draft EIR (page
4.10-3), generally, it takes a doubling of traffic to result in a 3 decibel increase in noise from traffic. The
proposed project would not double the traffic along High Street or any other residential street leading to
the campus and therefore there would be no increases by as much as 3 decibels. A specific traffic volume
increase of 37 percent would result in a less than 1.4 dBA increase in traffic noise. Also, note that Table
4.10-5 indicates that traffic noise at monitored location LT-3 would increase by 1 dBA as a result of 2005
LRDP traffic--not 1 percent as indicated by the commenter.
Response to Comment I-1-4.
Significance).

Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-3 (Traffic Standards of

Response to Comment I-1-5. See Master Response ALT-3 for discussion of the adequacy of range of
alternatives considered, and the capability of the alternatives analyzed to reduce significant impacts of the
proposed project. Additional discussion of enrollment targets and alternative enrollment numbers is
provided in Master Responses PD-1 (Magnitude of Enrollment Growth) and Master Response ALT-1
(Appropriate Enrollment Level for Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative). Master Response ALT-2
(Proposed Program Growth at Another UC Campus or New Site) addresses issues related to
accommodating projected growth at other campuses. Additional discussion of the Silicon Valley Center
alternative is presented in Master Response ALT-4 (Moffett Field Satellite Campus/ Silicon Valley
Center Issues) and Responses to Comments I-26-2 through -4, -7 and -8, below. Responses to Comments
LA 9-136 through -139 and I-26-2 through -4 also provide more information on the Fort Ord Alternative.
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Response to Comment I-1-6. On the campus’s history of implementing mitigations from the 1988
LRDP EIR, please see Response to Comment SA-4-2 and LA-6-7. As discussed on page 4-2 of the Draft
EIR, the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15125) state that the “baseline physical conditions” against which
project-related changes can be compared normally are the physical conditions that exist at the time the
Notice of Preparation is published. Using 1988 as the baseline for impact analysis and mitigation would
not be consistent with this guideline.
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Response to Comment Letter I-2
Response to Comment I-2-1. While small patches of Santa Cruz manzanita may indeed be used for
movement by some wildlife species, a substantial corridor of chaparral, chaparral-forest transition, and
mixed evergreen forest will remain undeveloped in the north campus area. Therefore, wildlife movement
between patches is not expected to be significantly affected by the development areas proposed in the
north campus. For information on Santa Cruz Manzanita density ranges and mitigation of impacts, please
refer to Master Response BIO-1.
Response to Comment I-2-2. Comment noted.
Response to Comment I-2-3. The University acknowledges that increases in the relative and absolute
cover of invasive plant species could have a substantial adverse effect on common and sensitive
biological resources, as discussed on page 4.4-48. In addition to LRDP Mitigation BIO-6 (see pages 4.447
and -48), which requires the use of weed-free materials and other best management practices (BMPs), two
other mitigation measures will be effective in reducing the impacts of non-native invasive species on
sensitive biological communities. LRDP Mitigation-BIO 2A (see page 4.4-42) requires that a buffer be
maintained between development and coastal prairie to reduce increases in non-native species.
Landscaping within that buffer must not use plant species that are invasive in coastal prairie. LRDP
Mitigation BIO-1B (see Draft EIR page 4.4-39) stipulates that management of protected northern
maritime chaparral must prevent increases in the relative cover of non-native species.
Best Management Practices (BMPs) are typically site specific, depending to a large degree on the
activities entailed in individual projects. Due to the programmatic nature of this document, it is not
appropriate to specify additional BMPs in the EIR. Relevant BMPs will be identified for specific projects
and activities as they are proposed.
Response to Comment I-2-4. LRDP Mitigation BIO-7A will adequately protect Ohlone tiger beetle
populations by closing trails during critical period of the year, raising awareness, providing protective
fencing, and utilization of patrols during critical periods. The intent of LRDP Mitigation BIO-7A was to
limit bicycle use only between January and June. LRDP Mitigation BIO-7A has been revised for
clarification. Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1,
for text of the revised measure.
Response to Comment I-2-5. The comment is noted. However, no such data collection and monitoring
program is anticipated at this time.
Response to Comment I-2-6. The Draft EIR acknowledges that increased demand for electricity on the
campus under the 2005 LRDP could, in conjunction with other regional demand, result in the need for
more generation capacity. Please see Draft EIR pages 4.15-27 and 4.15-41. However, as discussed under
LRDP Impact UTIL-10, it would be speculative to predict where the regional generation facilities would
be located or what the impacts from their operation and construction (including air quality impacts) would
be. If these facilities were to be built within California, such facilities would be required to undergo
separate environmental review under CEQA.
Response to Comment I-2-7. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment Letter I-3
Response to Comment I-3-1. The comment indicating that the trees are sacred is noted for the record.
Tree removal to allow for development proposed in the 2005 LRDP would be minimized with
implementation of LRDP Mitigations AES-5A through -5D. Please also refer to Response to Comment
LA-3-9 for revisions to proposed LRDP aesthetic mitigations and Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3,
Changes to Draft EIR Text, Revised Table 2-1.
Response to Comment I-3-2. As indicated on Draft EIR page 4.1-10, the visual simulations were based
on general building massing and height information, as project-specific design information was not
available for envisioned development. The simulations are not intended to represent a full and precise
illustration of individual buildings’ aesthetic and architectural details, such as exterior colors, construction
materials, window placement, etc. Also, please see Response to Comment LA-9-17.
Response to Comment 1-3-3. Please refer to Response to Comment I-8-1.
Response to Comment I-3-4. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-92 regarding the Campus
Trailer Park.
Response to Comment I-3-5. Please refer to Response to Comment I-3-2.
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Response to Comment Letter I-4
Response to Comment I-4-1. The precise alignment of the new north loop road has not been
determined. However, while it is anticipated that portions of the road would follow existing fire roads, the
road would be in currently undeveloped land along most of its length.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I-5
Response to Comment I-5-1. As discussed on page 4.4-47 under LRDP Impact BIO-5, no development
is planned under the 2005 LRDP for Marshall Field. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated to San
Francisco popcornflower. Please also refer to page 4.14-18 of the Draft EIR, which discusses
popcornflower.
Response to Comment I-5-2. The site referenced by the commenter is CA-SCR-004. The site is listed in
Table 4.5-1 of the Draft EIR. This site would not be affected by development proposed under the 2005
LRDP. The Draft EIR includes a suite of mitigation measures, LRDP Mitigations CULT-1A through -1H,
which address potential impacts to archaeological resources.
Response to Comment I-5-3. Chinquapin is not a special-status species. The species is widespread in its
distribution and is not facing significant threats (McMurray 1989, Calflora 2006). The removal of a small
stand of chinquapin is considered a less-than-significant effect. In the Draft EIR, effects to chinquapin are
assumed in the discussion of the removal of mixed evergreen forests in which this species is found.
Response to Comment I-5-4. Please see the full discussion of LRDP Impact AIR-6 on pages 4.3-37
through –39 of the Draft EIR. Unlike stationary sources that emit toxic air contaminants from fixed
locations, construction activity under the 2005 LRDP would not remain at any location for the entire
length of time that is modeled for exposure. Construction at any one site would be of relatively short
duration. Furthermore, there is a high degree of uncertainty regarding the emissions of acrolein, one of the
pollutants emitted from combustion engines, including mobile combustion engines such as those used
during construction. Despite these problems in accurately estimating potential health risk from
construction emissions, the University conducted a risk assessment based on a reasonable worst-case
hypothetical construction scenario that assumed three ongoing construction projects on the central
campus. That analysis showed that the risk from short-term exposure to toxic air contaminants from
construction would be in the vicinity of Baskin Engineering. The actual locations where the risk indices
would be highest would depend on the actual distribution of construction sites, which would change over
time. The Campus would ensure, through construction contract requirements, that LRDP Mitigation AIR6 is implemented by the construction contractor.
Response to Comment I-5-5. LRDP Mitigations BIO-1A-though –1C (for impacts to northern maritime
chaparral and Santa Cruz Manzanita) have been revised to increase their clarity and efficacy. Please refer
to Master Response BIO-1. Also, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1 for the
full text of the revised mitigation measures.
Response to Comment I-5-6. As stated on Draft EIR page 4.4-43, “Coastal prairie restoration may be
accomplished within the Campus Habitat Reserve located near the campus entrance (between High Street
and Ranch View Terrace). Restoration shall occur on the portion of the site not designated as an Ohlone
Tiger Beetle Management Area.” An adequate area is available at this site for coastal prairie restoration.
Response to Comment I-5-7. Impacts to riparian vegetation due to bridge construction may be
temporary or permanent. Temporary impacts could result from construction activity adjacent to the
channel during bridge construction. Permanent impacts could result from shading by the bridge upon
project completion. Text on page 4.4-45 of the Draft EIR has been revised to clarify that both types of
impacts may occur. Please see Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
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The locations of the envisioned bridges are shown in Figure 25, on page 80 of the 2005 LRDP.
Response to Comment I-5-8. Please refer to Response to Comment I-2-4.
Response to Comment I-5-9. Initial ground disturbing activities include to all leveling and grading that
take place prior to the actual construction of structures. This process could have an adverse impact on any
California red-legged frogs using burrows or other underground burrow in the specific project area for
aestivation sites. LRDP Mitigation Measure BIO-9, which was designed to address this and other
potential impacts to CRLF from construction activity, has been revised for clarification. For the text of the
revised mitigation, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment I-5-10. Mitigations associated with LRDP Impact BIO-11 will be implemented
to protect all species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Once confirmation is made
by a qualified biologist that no raptor nesting activity is occurring in the fenced area, construction can
proceed. Because raptors are known to use the same nest site in consecutive years every effort will be
made to keep established raptor nests in suitable nesting condition. The commenter correctly concludes
that nest could be destroyed after juveniles have fledged. However, removal of an inactive nest is not a
significant impact because the Migratory Bird Treaty Act is interpreted as to protect active nesting and
recognizes that blanket protection of nests is not feasible and/or reasonable as migratory birds create
potentially millions of nests each year with no guarantee that those nests may ever be used again.
Response to Comment I-5-11. The Draft EIR text has been revised to clarify that the USFWS has
officially recognized that no burrowing owl breeding occurs in Santa Cruz County. No western burrowing
owl breeding pairs have been documented on campus since the early 1980s. While individuals and nest
sites are protected under the MBTA, wintering habitat is not. However, since breeding owl pairs were
present on the campus historically, LRDP Mitigations BIO-12A and BIO-12B have been retained in the
Final EIR.
Response to Comment I-5-12. Before construction occurs all woodrat nests in the area will be identified
and the Campus representative will be made aware of their locations. The biologist will be on site for the
pre-construction survey to determine whether nests are active or not. No active nests will be disturbed as
stated in the Draft EIR. Any handling of individuals during the non-breeding season will be done by the
biologist monitoring the site and not by construction staff.
Response to Comment I-5-13. Please refer to Master Response BIO-5. The analysis looked at special
status species and wildlife movement to a sufficient degree in order to make a clear determination of
significance, as required by CEQA.
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Response to Comment Letter I-6
Response to Comment I-6-1. See Master Response ALT-2 regarding the potential to accommodate the
proposed program and enrollment growth at UC Merced.
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Response to Comment Letter I-7
Response to Comment I-7-1. The change in Federal status of the burrowing owl has been incorporated
into the Final EIR. Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment I-7-2. The omission of Cooper’s hawk from Table 4.4.2 has been corrected in
the Final EIR. Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment I-7-3. The statement in the first paragraph on page 4.4-57 of the Draft EIR has
been revised to include the western burrowing owl and Cooper’s hawk as species that utilize the campus
grasslands for foraging. Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text. Because
170 acres of grassland will remain undeveloped, this revision will not result in any change to the
conclusions of the document with respect to potential impacts to western burrowing owl and Cooper’s
hawk.
Response to Comment I-7-4. Cooper’s hawk has been added to the list of raptors assessed in the Draft
EIR. Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text. Potential impacts to
Cooper’s hawk could occur as the result of development proposed under the 2005 LRDP. Cooper’s hawk
is known to nest in second-growth conifer stands or in deciduous riparian areas. While some redwoods
will be removed as the result of development in the north campus, mitigations associated with LRDP
Impact BIO-11 will apply to all bird species covered under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, including this
species, and would reduce any potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.
The Draft EIR has been revised to note that burrowing owls occasionally have been observed
overwintering in the East Meadow over the last 20 years, and that less than 10 owls have been
documented every winter since 2002. The Draft EIR has also been revised to clarify that the East Meadow
individuals are the only overwintering burrowing owls presently documented in Santa Cruz County.
Please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment I-7-5. Please refer to Response to Comment I-5-11.
Response to Comment I-7-6. Please refer to discussion on burrowing owl in Response to Comments I5-11 and I-7-4.
Response to Comment I-7-7. Please refer to discussion on burrowing owl in Response to Comments I5-11 and I-7-4.
Response to Comment I-7-8. All grasslands on campus provide foraging and overwintering habitat for
the western burrowing owl, although the species may show preference for the higher quality habitat in the
East Meadow. There is potential habitat, albeit lesser quality and with fewer maintained burrows, in the
remaining grasslands on campus.
Response to Comment I-7-9. Please refer to Response to Comment I-5-11.
Response to Comment I-7-10. Please refer to Response to Comment I-5-11.
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Response to Comment Letter I-8
Response to Comment I-8-1. The development areas of the 2005 LRDP were specifically delineated to
avoid crossing the Campus Natural Reserve Seep Zone Interpretive Trail, where the tree located at stop
#9 of the walk is located. The 2005 LRDP does not include development that would entail removal of this
tree. However, the Campus is responsible for trimming trees to maintain tree health and for removing
trees as needed for public safety on campus. At present, there are no plans to trim or remove Tree 9.
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Response to Comment Letter I-9
Response to Comment I-9-1. The general comments regarding environmental impacts of the LRDP on
the health of the students, and the preference for enlarging other institutions, are noted for the record.
Please refer to Draft EIR Chapter 5, Alternatives, regarding other growth scenarios evaluated in the EIR.
Please also refer to Response to Comment PH-42-3 for additional information about determining carrying
capacity of the area.
Note that, as explained in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR, the Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents
the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006), which revises the Draft 2005 LRDP
(January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005
LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information
regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements.
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Response to Comment Letter I-10
Response to Comment I-10-1. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9 regarding revisions to
2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1 of the Final EIR for
the full text of revised measures.
Response to Comment I-10-2. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-2 (Impacts on Empire Grade
Road).
Response to Comment I-10-3. The portion of the comment regarding mitigation is not sufficiently
specific to allow a response. Please see Response to Comment ORG-4-2.
Response to Comment I-10-4. The improvements listed in Table 4.14-18 indicate that traffic conditions
at the intersections of Empire Grade Road with Heller Drive and Western Drive can be fully mitigated
with the installation of traffic signals. Traffic signals are warranted for installation at these two locations
based on existing conditions. The installation of traffic signals will add some delay for travelers on
Empire Grade Road who currently travel unrestricted through these intersections. The added delay at
Western Drive in the year 2020 would be less than six seconds (LOS A) for the Empire Grade Road
approaches in both peak hours. At Heller Drive, the year 2020 delay for Empire Grade Road traffic would
be less than five seconds in the AM peak hour and about 20 seconds (LOS C) in the PM peak hour. In
addition to providing more overall capacity at these two intersections, the installation of traffic signals
would improve safety for drivers and pedestrians. The cumulative effects of the proposed mitigation
measures for intersections are addressed in Response to Comment OPA-1-12, which compares
unmitigated and mitigated travel times between the campus and Highway 1. The tables in Response to
Comment OPA-1-12 show that the mitigation measures improve the overall travel times on both the
Empire Grade Road/High Street/Mission Street and the Empire Grade Road/Bay Street/Mission Street
routes.
Response to Comment I-10-5. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-2. An analysis of economic
impacts, such as impacts to for sale housing and rental prices, is not required under CEQA, as these are
not environmental impacts.

2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

I - 1 0

1

Comment Letter I-11

1

Comment Letter I-11

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

Response to Comment Letter I-11
Response to Comment I-11-1. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment Letter I-12
Response to Comment I-12-1. Open space is a general term that is used throughout the EIR to refer to
lands that are either currently undeveloped, or those that will remain undeveloped under the 2005 LRDP
under various open space land use categories. The specific characteristics of the open space on campus
are described throughout the document on a topic-by-topic basis, as relevant.
Response to Comment I-12-2. Comment noted.
Response to Comment I-12-3. The Community Design policy referred to is extracted from the City’s
General Plan, so the University cannot interpret what the full intent of this policy might be. However, it is
likely that the City is seeking to maintain views towards the campus that have scenic qualities and also to
maintain the physical connections (e.g. roadways, bus connection, etc.) between the Campus and the City.
As indicated in Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning (Draft EIR page 4.9-10) and Master Response LU-1,
proposed development under the 2005 LRDP is not expected to conflict with local land use plans, which
include the Community Design policy referred to in the comment.
Response to Comment I-12-4. The two areas referred to in the comment will be protected from
development under the Habitat Conservation Plan and Implementing Agreement (see Draft EIR pages
4.4-35, 4.9-8). The 2005 LRDP designates these areas as Campus Habitat Reserve. The 13 acres of
Campus Habitat Reserve lands west of Empire Grade Road will be maintained indefinitely in a natural
state with no development other than that permitted by the terms of the Implementing Agreement. The
remaining 12.5 acres of Campus Habitat Reserve lands will be maintained in a natural state for the life of
the Incidental Take Permit, which is 60 years. Pedestrian access in the Campus Habitat Reserve is not
prohibited. However, the Campus will manage the reserve pursuant to the Habitat Conservation Plan.
Response to Comment I-12-5. The EIR preparers reviewed previous environmental documents prepared
for campus projects, and obtained general land use related information from them that was used to
characterize existing conditions on the campus. Because the information was general, no specific
documents need to be cited.
Response to Comment I-12-6. The word “redesignation” refers to the need to change the land use
designations on the City or County land use plans. A land use designation typically defines allowable land
uses (e.g., residential, commercial, public facility, etc.) and development densities. Redesignation of
campus lands would be necessary if proposed 2005 LRDP development would be inconsistent with City
or County land use designations for the campus. Such a redesignation is not required for the 2005 LRDP,
as indicated on Draft EIR page 4.9-10. Traffic impacts do not require changes in land use designations, as
they do not relate to such designations. Traffic impacts of the 2005 LRDP are analyzed in Section 4.14,
Traffic, Circulation, and Parking.
Response to Comment I-12-7. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment Letter I-13
Response to Comment I-13-1. Please see Response to Comment LA-3-9 for a description of
revisions to Draft EIR mitigation measures. See also Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes
to Draft EIR Text for the full text of revised measures. Also see Response to Comment I-17-1
regarding parking in the neighborhoods.
Response to Comment I-13-2. Please see Response to SA-4-2 for a detailed description of the
implementation status of the 1988 LRDP EIR mitigation measures.
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Response to Comment Letter I-14
Response to Comment I-14-1. The Draft EIR, Chapter 5 includes an evaluation of a Reduced Enrollment
Growth Alternative and a No Project Alternative, both of which would limit the increase in enrollment.
The environmental impacts of these alternatives and their ability to meet project objectives are discussed
in Chapter 5. As explained in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR, the Campus proposes to recommend to The
Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP (September 2006), which revises the Draft 2005
LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the
2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information
regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements.
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Response to Comment Letter I-15
Response to Comment I-15-1. See Master Response ALT-2 regarding the potential to accommodate the
proposed program and enrollment growth at UC Merced. The potential to accommodate growth at the
Silicon Valley Center in the Bay Area is discussed in Master Response ALT-4.
Response to Comment I-15-2. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.2 in Master Response UTIL-1, which
explains how the demand forecasts for the campus were developed. Section 5.2.15.1 in the same master
response presents more information regarding the City’s water supply.
Response to Comment I-15-3. See Master Response ALT-6 (Increased Infill Development).
Response to Comment I-15-4. As indicated in Draft EIR Chapter 1, Introduction, The Regents will
consider the 2005 LRDP for approval and will consider the EIR for certification if it is determined to be
in compliance with CEQA. This type of approval is similar to approvals for other projects proposed by
public agencies (see, for example, Public Resources Code Section 21080(a)). For example, a local agency
general plan would also be reviewed and approved by the same local agency that proposed the plan. The
reviews by the various local agency commissions and councils and involvement of the public at public
meetings and during public reviews of documents, is intended to make the approval of such a plan as
sound and objective as possible. In a similar fashion, the 2005 LRDP and EIR were subject to public
review and will be reviewed and considered by The Regents in a public meeting.
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Response to Comment Letter I-16
Response to Comment I-16-1. The traffic analysis presented in the Marine Science Campus Coastal
LRDP (CLRDP) EIR and the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR are based on different traffic projection
methodologies. The different methodologies resulted in different future traffic projections.
The preparers of the 2005 LRDP EIR were requested by the City of Santa Cruz and the University to use
the updated travel demand model which was updated in 2004 to ensure consistency with other regional
planning projects. The 2005 LRDP EIR used the 2004 AMBAG travel demand model to develop growth
rates for streets under study. The 2004 AMBAG travel demand model, based on forecasts of population
and employment countywide, reflects growth within Santa Cruz and outside of Santa Cruz. The growth
rates derived from the model were applied to existing traffic counts conducted in 2003-04. In addition,
traffic from the Marine Science Campus CLRDP Project (Terrace Point) and the proposed Home Depot
development were added to the future projections. Because it is difficult to forecast individual
development projects to the year 2020, economic forecasts of population and employment are considered
appropriate for long-range traffic projections.
The traffic projections used in the CLRDP EIR, on the other hand, were based on a list of planned and
proposed development projects and a 1.2 percent growth rate that was derived from the previous AMBAG
travel demand model. Furthermore, the projected traffic was manually assigned to the study intersections.
This method typically is used to prepare short-range traffic projections, but also can be used to develop
long-range projections if a reasonable assumption can be made regarding future development. Both
methods described above are acceptable under CEQA, but on occasion may result in different traffic
projections at individual intersections.
Response to Comment I-16-2. Please refer to Response to Comment I-16-1 above. Based on recent
traffic counts, the intersection of Delaware and Swift operates at LOS B in both peak hours. This finding
is supported by the City’s analysis of the intersection (City of Santa Cruz undated). Although the Draft
EIRs for the 2005 LRDP and the Marine Science Campus CLRDP determined varying delays at this
intersection in a cumulative context, both conclude that this intersection will operate at LOS F in the
future. The difference in predicted delay is due to the difference in traffic projection methodologies
described in Response to Comment I-16-1. In any case, the 2300 Delaware Avenue Project would
contribute less than 2 percent of the traffic in the intersection. Therefore, the impact would be less than
significant based on the Draft EIR standards of significance.
Response to Comment I-16-3. Please refer to Response to Comment I-16-1.
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Response to Comment Letter I-17
Response to Comment I-17-1. The Campus has attempted to limit the impact of the UC Santa Cruzrelated population in adjacent neighborhoods and in the community in general by: (1) building and/or
providing on-campus and off-campus housing; (2) striving to attain on-campus housing goals; (3)
prohibiting freshmen and sophomores living in on-campus housing from parking on campus, which
discourages car ownership; (4) implementing a comprehensive Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program to minimize the use of single occupant vehicles; and (5) developing a Good Neighbor
Initiative (see further discussion below). Undergraduates are not required to live on campus, but it is UC
Santa Cruz Housing policy to offer every student the opportunity to live in UC housing, and all
undergraduates are encouraged to live on campus (through text on the web site that describes the
academic and social benefits). In fact, more than 95 percent of freshmen live on campus; however, the
percentage of upper classmen living on campus is much smaller. Please also refer to Master Response
ALT-5 for information about other on-campus housing issues. The University has developed a Good
Neighbor Initiative to facilitate communication between neighbors, students, and the City. As part of this
initiative, the University has established guidelines that encourage students living off-campus to function
in a mature and responsible manner as residents of the community. The University has developed a
brochure to promote these guidelines. Interns have been distributing the brochure widely through displays
at high traffic areas such as the bookstore, health center and colleges. The University is working on other
ways to promote these guidelines.
Additionally, the UC Santa Cruz Student Health Outreach and Promotion Program (SHOP) has received
grant funding as part of the Safer California University project, which it is using to focus on preventing
the problems associated with large student parties in off-campus neighborhoods. As part of this program,
SHOP is working with members of the community, the Santa Cruz County Department of Health, and
Campus and City law enforcement agencies to carry out an awareness program for students regarding
their responsibilities as good neighbors. SHOP will also be carrying out enforcement activities with law
enforcement personnel that will include DUI checks and party patrols.

2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

I - 1 7

1

Comment Letter I-18

1

2

5 . 0

R E S P O N S E

T O

C O M M E N T S

Response to Comment Letter I-18
Response to Comment I-18-1. Transit-related mitigation measures in the Draft EIR referred to an
extensive set of measures recommended in two studies prepared for the University - UCSC
Comprehensive Transit Study (Urbitran Associates, March 2004) and Bay Corridor Preliminary
Feasibility Analysis Bus Rapid Transit (Urbitran Associates, March 2006). The Comprehensive Transit
Study includes recommendations to improve SCMTD’s Route #15/16 (Bay/Mission corridor and
downtown). There are several options recommended:
Option 1 – Supplement route #15/16 service with trippers 1 at times of peak demand.
Option 2 – Create frequent and even headways on Route #15/16.
Option 3 – Implement “reverse short turn” trippers 2 on Route #15/16.
The University is considering these and other recommendations of the Comprehensive Transit Study, and
is working with SCMTD to determine the best options for implementation. With regard to the provision
of off-campus parking, LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B identifies several measures that would create offcampus parking accessible to transit (see Table 4.14-19). These measures include a potential Westside
Intermodal Hub with automobile parking, and working with appropriate agencies to implement Eastside
and/or Westside park and ride facilities. These measures will be implemented if determined to provide
adequate traffic reduction.
Response to Comment I-18-2. Please refer to page 4.15-14 of the Draft EIR regarding the Campus’s
green building policy.

1

Trippers are additional buses put into service during peak demand times to supplement normal service and provide
extra capacity.
2
Reverse short turn trippers are additional buses added to normal service, but only on the most heavily loaded
segments of the existing routes (e.g., between the campus and Mission/Bay intersection) and returning to campus via
a shorter route than the existing service takes.
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Response to Comment Letter I-19
Response to Comment I-19-1. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment Letter I-20
Response to Comment I-20-1. The University acknowledges that development under the 2005 LRDP
would have potentially significant impacts on biological resources. However, LRDP Mitigations BIO-1
through -19, described on Draft EIR pages 4.4-38 through 4.4-68 (as revised in the Final EIR, Volume
IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1) would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.
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Response to Comment Letter I-21
Response to Comment I-21-1. Please refer to Responses to Comments SA-4-2 and LA-6-7 for
information about the previously approved 1988 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and the currently
proposed 2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures.
Response to Comment I-21-2. The intent of the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR, which is programmatic EIR, is
to analyze the significant effects on the environment from full implementation of the proposed 2005
LRDP. Because the precise timing of student growth and campus development is unknown at this time,
phasing of improvements cannot be included in the Draft EIR. However, as individual projects under the
2005 LRDP are proposed for implementation, the University will undertake project-level environmental
review that will identify the timing for implementing mitigation measures as part of the project. Some of
these may be new project-specific mitigation measures; others would be mitigation measures that were
adopted previously as part of the 2005 LRDP and apply to all projects, consistent with the overall
program evaluated in the programmatic Draft EIR. The development of mitigation measures in the
programmatic Draft EIR takes into account whether the measures themselves would create additional
impacts (e.g., traffic operations at downstream or upstream intersections). No such indirect impacts were
identified.
Response to Comments I-21-3 and I-21-4. The 2005 LRDP EIR considers the environmental effects of
development under the 2005 LRDP as a whole. Please see Response to Comment ORG-7-24 for an
explanation of the Campus will review and mitigate the impacts of individual LRDP component projects
in the future.
As explained on page 4.10-11, the Draft EIR’s noise analysis uses standards of significance that are based
on state standards, the CEQA Guidelines, and the City of Santa Cruz General Plan. At locations where the
existing noise levels already exceed the City and state standards, the Draft EIR does not find the increase
in noise due to the project to be a significant impact because the increases would be small (less than 3
decibels, and less than 1 decibel at most locations; see Table 4.10-5 on page 4.10-18 of the Draft EIR)
and therefore would not be perceptible. Please refer to Response to Comment I-21-2.
Response to Comment I-21-5. An increase in bus traffic due to increased transit service to the campus
was included in the noise model while estimating the noise levels under 2020 With Project conditions.
Therefore, no changes to the analysis and conclusions of LRDP Impact NOIS-2 are necessary. With
respect to quieter buses, note that the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District plans to convert its entire
bus fleet to compressed natural gas (CNG) by or before 2020. Although noise levels from new buses
cannot be determined until the specification of the new CNG buses are examined, preliminary
information on CNG buses indicates that CNG fueled buses may be up to 14 decibels quieter than
standard diesel buses (TIAX LLC 2003). The Draft EIR evaluated the development of an Eastern Access
as a traffic mitigation measure and found it to be infeasible. For more information on the Eastern Access,
please see Master Response TRAFFIC-3. With respect to another mass transit system, please refer to
Response to Comment LA-6-101.
Response to Comment I-21-6. CEQA normally requires that EIRs describe the baseline as those
conditions that exist at the time that the Notice of Preparation for the EIR is issued. The LRDP EIR
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therefore describes the existing noise environment based on ambient noise levels in 2005. The EIR’s
impact analysis calculates the noise that the 2005 LRDP will add above that baseline level.
The EIR’s standards of significance include city and state noise standards (see page 4.10-11, first bullet),
which are described in detail on pages 4.10-4 and 4.10-5. Where the ambient noise levels at the 2005
baseline were already above the state/city standard but the 2005 LRDP adds only imperceptible amounts
of noise (3 dB or less) to the cumulative noise levels, the LRDP’s contribution is considered less than
significant.
As shown in Table 4.10-5, at the two modeled locations where the ambient noise levels are below city
and state noise standards (ST-1 and ST-8), the traffic associated with the proposed LRDP would not cause
noise levels to increase such that the city/state standard would be exceeded. At locations where the noise
levels are already above the city/state noise standards, the project would cause an imperceptible increase
in noise, and would therefore result in a less-than-significant noise impact.
Response to Comment I-21-7. Please refer to Response to Comment SA-4-2. No noise impacts were
identified in the 1988 LRDP EIR for residential neighborhoods around the campus and no mitigation
measures were proposed. The 1988 LRDP EIR did include mitigation to address traffic impacts at
affected intersections, and in compliance with LRDP EIR mitigation measures and pursuant to University
Assistance Measures, the University has paid its fair share for traffic improvements that have been made
by the City along roadways leading to the campus. The Campus has also been implementing an
aggressive Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program to reduce the number of vehicle trips to
the campus, which has helped avoid traffic-related increases in noise levels along major roadways that
serve the campus. The 2005 LRDP Draft EIR includes LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B, which commits the
University to expanding its TDM program. The program will aim to at least maintain and if possible raise
the proportion of person trips to and from campus using alternate transportation modes (such as transit,
multi-occupant autos, vanpools, and bicycles) above the current 55 percent of trips made by transit,
carpool, bicycling, or walking.
Response to Comment I-21-8. Please refer to Response to Comment SA-4-2. No noise impacts were
identified in the 1988 LRDP EIR for residential neighborhoods around the campus and no mitigation
measures were proposed. On-campus noise impacts and mitigation measures are similar in the 1988 and
2005 LRDP EIRs, and these have been and continue to be implemented on campus as part of campus
standards for construction. With respect to the appropriate baseline conditions against which the impacts
of the 2005 LRDP are evaluated, please see Response to Comment I-21-6 above.
Response to Comment I-21-9. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-9-52 for information related to
2005 LRDP impacts on police services.
Response to Comment I-21-10. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-3 (Eastern Access).
Response to Comment I-21-11. Please refer to Master Response TRAFFIC-3.
Response to Comment I-21-12. The Draft EIR analyzes the PM peak hour that occurs between 5:00 PM
and 6:00 PM. This period was selected because it represents the worst-case period of all traffic combined
in Santa Cruz, not just the University. Additionally, based on counts conducted at the University
entrances, in the PM peak period the University traffic peaks between 4:30 and 5:30 PM. This peak falls
directly within the peak period analyzed. Since the University’s peak traffic generation was captured in
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the intersection counts and was used to derive the future trip generation of the project, the analysis
evaluated a reasonable worst-case scenario. The Draft EIR analyzes the worst-case level of service for the
two highest traffic hours of the day and identifies feasible mitigation measures for this scenario. Measures
that mitigate traffic impacts during the highest peak hours will also mitigate impacts for the periods of
time with less traffic, throughout the day.
Response to Comment I-21-13. Please refer to Response to Comment I-21-2. All of the intersection
improvements identified for off-campus intersections in the Draft EIR are feasible improvements that the
City will be able to implement when the traffic at these intersections increases to the point at which the
improvements are warranted. At the time that the City proposes these improvements, the Campus will pay
its fair share of the cost of those improvements as described in Master Response MIT-1. Note that the
Campus has contributed to the cost of off-campus traffic improvements in the past (see Response to
Comments SA-4-2 and LA-6-7). The Draft EIR does not include mitigation measures that would be
infeasible to implement. Please also see Response to Comments LA-9-80 and RA-1-22. The Draft EIR
does not include mitigation measures for off-campus noise impacts because the noise impacts were
determined to be less than significant (see pages 4.10-17 through –19 of the Draft EIR).
Response to Comment I-21-14. The University has been very successful in reducing traffic by
developing and monitoring a series of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs and transit
services. LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B ensures that the current success is maintained (at a minimum) and
improved upon as the campus grows. This measure, and its proven success in reducing University traffic,
may be one of the most effective mitigation measures. It is important to note that in calculating traffic
impacts to off-campus and on-campus intersections, the analysis did not assume any traffic reduction due
to the implementation of LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B. TDM measures are only part of a suite of measures
identified in the Draft EIR, which also includes specific intersection improvements. The purpose of the
mitigation measures is both to slow the growth of traffic and consolidate it into fewer vehicles, and also to
participate in street improvements that will reduce delays. At the time that intersection improvements are
proposed by the City, the University will negotiate with the City to determine and pay its fair share of the
cost of the improvements. Please refer to Master Response MIT-1 regarding fair share contributions.
Please also see Draft EIR page 4.14-47 and Response to Comment SA-9-1 as to why the Draft EIR
concludes that off-campus traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable. In addition, under the
Final Draft 2005 LRDP (analyzed in the Draft EIR as the Reduced Enrollment Growth Alternative), the
number of new peak-hour trips would be smaller than that analyzed in the Draft EIR (see Volume IV,
Chapter 2 in the Final EIR).
Response to Comment I-21-15. Please refer to Responses to Comments LA-4-6, LA-2-142, and
LA-2-143 regarding off-campus parking.
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Response to Comment Letter I-22
Response to Comment I-22-1. Under a grant from the Getty Foundation, the Campus and a consultant
have recently evaluated and prepared a nomination to the National Register of Historic Places and the
California Register of Historical Resources for the Cowell Ranch and Lime Industry Historic District,
which has been recorded as site CA-SCR-198H. This site consists of the cluster of buildings, structures
and archaeological features in the vicinity of the corporation yard near the main entrance to the campus.
The University recognizes that the property referenced by the commenter as the historic Cowell Home
Ranch was much more extensive than this small historic district, and included most of the land now
occupied by the UC Santa Cruz campus. In a recent archaeological inventory, a consultant to the Campus
recorded numerous additional historic features associated with the Cowell Ranch and earlier operations,
including a tramway complex in Jordan Gulch and several kilns, quarries and structural remains in the
central and north campus. These individually recorded features and sites, which are widely distributed and
discontinuous, will be managed as historic cultural resources as described under LRDP Mitigations
CULT-1A through -1H, -2A through -2F, and -3A and -3B. The Campus has downloaded the referenced
Cultural Landscape Report and will keep it on file for future reference.
Response to Comment I-22-2. The University recognizes its obligations under CEQA and NEPA to
inventory, assess and mitigate impacts to significant cultural resources on the campus. The University’s
proposed procedures for identification and management of significant cultural resources, which comply
with CEQA Guidelines, are set forth in Section 4.5.2.3 of the 2005 LRDP EIR. The University regularly
consults with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) with respect to impacts to significant
cultural resources. For those campus projects that are federally funded or are subject to federal permitting,
the University assists federal agencies in their compliance with Section 106 by providing consultantprepared technical data and compliance document drafting as requested. The University believes that the
procedures set forth in Section 4.5.2.3 of the Draft EIR will preserve the significant historic data and
protect the significant cultural resources on the UC Santa Cruz campus.
Response to Comment I-22-3. The Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR fully evaluated the cumulative
impacts of development under the 2005 LRDP and other regional growth in the City and County of Santa
Cruz. Please refer to each section in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR for the cumulative impact analysis for
each topic. Please also refer to Responses to Comments LA-9-12 and LA-10-22 for additional
information about the basis for the cumulative impact analyses.
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Response to Comment Letter I-23
Response to Comment I-23-1. In 2004 the University had a single-occupant mode share of less than 40
percent, compared to an average single-occupant mode share of greater than 60 percent for the rest of
Santa Cruz. The University has been successful in transitioning students, faculty and staff to alternative
modes of transportation, including transit, shuttles, vanpools, carpools, bicycles, and walking.
Response to Comment I-23-2. The 2005 LRDP does not propose the closure of McLaughlin Drive to
autos – a change from the 1988 LRDP. This campus core street will remain a primary transit corridor and
provides important vehicular access to existing buildings. The 2005 LRDP envisions McLaughlin Drive
as a pedestrian-priority street with implementation of measures to safely accommodate pedestrian travel.
Response to Comment I-23-3. The Draft EIR contains mitigation measures intended to further reduce
vehicular travel to and from the campus on City streets. These measures are a combination of
Transportation Demand Management (LRDP Mitigation TRA-2B), parking (LRDP Mitigations TRA-3A
through -3C), and transit, pedestrian, and bicycle improvements (LRDP Mitigations TRA-4A through
-4E).
Response to Comment I-23-4. Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment I-23-2.
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Response to Comment Letter I-24
Response to Comment I-24-1. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.2 in Master Response UTIL-1, which
provides additional information as to how the campus’s 2020 water demand was calculated, and why it is
lower than the forecast prepared by Maddaus in 1998 and used in the City’s 2000 Urban Water
Management Plan and the Integrated Water Plan. Since the Draft EIR was published, the City has
prepared revised estimates of system-wide demand in conjunction with the preparation of the Draft 2005
Urban Water Management Plan. These new estimates are discussed in Sections 5.2.15.2 and 5.2.15.3 in
Master Response UTIL-1.
Response to Comment I-24-2. The project’s impact under drought conditions is discussed on pages
4.15-35 and –36 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the campus growth would contribute
to an increased demand for water under drought conditions, and would contribute to the need for a new
source that would supply water under drought conditions. As noted in the Draft EIR, the University will
comply with Government Code 54999 fair share fee obligations with respect to a new water supply source
at the time it is constructed to serve the community and the campus during drought conditions. Please
refer to Master Response MIT-1 for information on Government Code 54999.
Response to Comment I-24-3. Please refer to Response to Comment LA-9-93 regarding the impact of
the 2005 LRDP on the water treatment and distribution system. Refer to Section 5.2.15.3 in Master
Response UTIL-1, which also discusses the project’s impact on the treatment and distribution system.
Response to Comment I-24-4. Please refer to Section 5.2.15.1 in Master Response UTIL-1, which lists
various factors, including the new drinking water regulations that could affect the available supply. The
EIR takes these variables into account in concluding that the 2005 LRDP would contribute to a
cumulative impact on water supply during the planning horizon of the 2005 LRDP. Please see Section
5.2.15.3 for Master Response UTIL-1 for additional information about this conclusion.
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Response to Comment Letter I-25
Response to Comment I-25-1. As stated in the Draft EIR (page 4-14), between 15,000 and 20,000
square feet of space would be allocated to an Advanced Incubator Project. This space would be used for a
variety of uses that include office, research, design, and, potentially, light manufacturing. The potential
light manufacturing use would be a component of the 15,000 to 20,000 square feet of space for this
facility and would not provide for large scale manufacturing like other commercial R&D and production
in the Santa Cruz area. Any laboratory space would be within the total research space for Building C
listed in Table 4-2. Therefore, the volume of air emissions from Building C would be similar to those
from campus wet laboratories, rather than those emitted from high tech industrial operations that are
involved in large-scale production. The same would be true of the use of hazardous materials or the
generation of hazardous wastes.
Response to Comments I-25-2 and -3. 2300 Delaware Avenue is a University-owned property.
Therefore the land use authority and the CEQA lead agency for the site is the University of California. All
land use permits and approvals that are necessary for the occupancy and use of the site will be obtained
by the University and not by the non-UC tenants that would lease portions of the property. At this time,
the only land use approval that is needed is from The Regents of the University of California.
The University has the authority to sublet any portion of the property as it sees fit. Non-UC tenants
leasing portions of the property from the University will be required to comply with the terms and
conditions of the lease agreements. The lease agreements will stipulate that the lessee obtain and comply
with any other permits and approvals that are needed to operate at the site, such as air permits, and/or
permits and approvals for storage, handling and disposal of hazardous materials (compliance with
hazardous materials business plan requirements and small or large quantity hazardous materials generator
requirements). The word “generally” has been deleted from the text on page 4-35. See Final EIR, Volume
IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text. As noted above, the University will not be subordinating its
land use authority for the use of its own property to others.
The EIR includes LRDP Mitigation HAZ-11 in the Draft 2005 LRDP EIR, pursuant to which the Campus
will require, through contracts and agreements, which all non-UC tenants at 2300 Delaware Avenue
implement controls that provide the same level of protection required of campus facilities. The
agreements between the University and the non-UC tenants will be completed before the occupancy of
the facilities by the non-UC tenants. As part of the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) for the 2300
Delaware Avenue Project, the Campus will monitor compliance with LRDP Mitigation HAZ-11. Please
see the MMP for more information about mitigation monitoring and reporting.
Response to Comment I-25-4. As part of the lease agreement, the non-UC tenants would be required to
obtain all relevant permits and provide evidence of that to the University prior to occupancy of leased
space at the site. They would also be required to periodically report to the University regarding their
compliance with the permits. Responsibility for and timing of mitigations are specified in the Mitigation
Monitoring Program, which is included as Chapter 4 of the Final EIR. If lease conditions were violated,
the tenant would be asked to leave the property.
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Response to Comment I-25-5. Non-UC tenants would be responsible for paying to the City the taxes
and fees they are required to pay by law. Details of the business arrangements will be negotiated as part of
the real estate transactions and are not relevant to the CEQA process.
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Response to Comment Letter I-26
Response to Comment I-26-0. Please see Master Response ALT-3 regarding analysis of a range of
feasible alternatives and Master Response ALT-4 (Moffett Field Satellite Campus/ Silicon Valley
Center).
Response to Comment I-26-1. See Master Response ALT-4 (Moffett Field Satellite Campus/ Silicon
Valley Center).
Response to Comment I-26-2. Regarding the feasibility of a satellite campus at the Silicon Valley
Center, please see Master Response ALT-4. Please see Response to Comment LA-9-137 regarding the
amount of development that could be accommodated at the UC MBEST Center. As that response
explains, the water allocation would limit the amount of academic and administrative space that could be
accommodated at that site. Additionally, it probably would not be possible to meet 2005 LRDP housing
goals at the satellite campus. Also, because undergraduates must take a broad range of courses,
undergraduates probably would have to commute between the two campuses in order to complete a full
program of study.
Response to Comment I-26-3. The possibility that a UC Santa Cruz satellite campus and California
State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB) could share some facilities was recognized in a 1993
Memorandum of Agreement between UC and CSU. It is also possible, as the commenter notes, that the
cost of duplication of some main campus services (such as a library or health center) at a satellite campus
might in fact be less than the University's cost of mitigating off-campus impacts of development at the
main campus. The actual costs to the University of the mitigations in the Draft EIR cannot be determined
until specific improvements are planned by the appropriate jurisdictions; therefore, the extent to which the
cost of these mitigations would be reduced by relocating a portion of the development to another site
cannot be determined at this time. In addition to the potential costs for duplicate facilities at the satellite
campus, it is likely that development of a satellite campus at the UC MBEST Center also would involve
substantial costs and/or Government Code 54999 fair share fees for improvements to regional
transportation facilities, improvements to the Ord Community road system, augmentation of the Ord
Community’s water supply, and construction of wastewater collection and water distribution systems.
Dividing the 2005 LRDP development between the main campus and the satellite campus could result in
mitigation obligations at both sites. Please refer to Master Response MIT-1 with respect to the
University’s Government Code 54999 obligations and fair share contributions.
Response to Comment I-26-4. Two recent traffic analyses conducted for projects in the region provide
updated traffic projections for intersections and freeway facilities in the vicinity of the UC MBEST
Center. The traffic analyses for both the CSUMB Master Plan Update (Denise Duffy & Associates 2004)
and the East Garrison Specific Plan (Michael Brandman & Associates 2004) project that under 2020
conditions, a number of intersections, two freeway segments and several freeway ramps would operate at
unacceptable levels of service. These two recent analyses support the statement in the Draft EIR that the
satellite campus would likely have significant traffic impacts.
Development at the former Fort Ord has proceeded more slowly than anticipated several years ago.
However, the Marina Coast Water District 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, which is based on landuse forecasts provided by all jurisdictions within the former Fort Ord, projects water demand beyond the
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current limits now imposed by the Base Reuse Plan. It is appropriate for the 2005 LRDP EIR to assume
the level of development projected by the Urban Water Management Plan, since this is the most current
water planning document available for this region.
Response to Comment I-26-5. See Master Response ALT-4 (Moffett Field Satellite Campus/ Silicon
Valley Center Issues).
Response to Comment I-26-6. See Master Response ALT-4 (Moffett Field Satellite Campus/ Silicon
Valley Center Issues) and Response to Comment I-26-2.
Response to Comment I-26-7. The key UC Santa Cruz documents related to the Silicon Valley
Center/Initiative (Studios Architecture 2001) and UC MBEST Center (Sedway Cooke Associates 1995)
will be included in the Final EIR administrative record as requested. See also Response to Comment I-266, above.
Response to Comment I-26-8. The commenter implies that both the Silicon Valley Center (SVC) at
Moffett Field and the Monterey Bay Education, Science and Technology Center (MBEST) alternative
locations discussed in the 2005 LRDP EIR are feasible and environmentally superior alternatives to the
proposed project and meet most of the project objectives; therefore the University should not be permitted
the flexibility to continue the development of these sites as previously approved under other plans, but
should adopt an alternative location as the preferred alternative for the 2005 LRDP.
CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(f)(1) lists factors to be taken into account in determining whether an
alternative is feasible. These include site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure,
general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the
proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the proposed site. Both sites are
presently being developed under previously approved land use plans, and adoption of either site as an
alternative location for implementation of the 2005 LRDP would entail abandonment of the existing
plans. Neither site is suitable to accommodate the entire program of development and enrollment growth
proposed under the 2005 LRDP, although each could accommodate about one-third of that growth.
Regarding the feasibility of a satellite campus at the SVC site, please see Master Response ALT-4.
(Moffett Field Satellite Campus/ Silicon Valley Center).
MBEST at Fort Ord has marginally more capacity than the SVC site to accommodate development and
the University has greater control over development of the site, as it is University-owned. The Fort Ord
Campus Alternative therefore was considered to be more feasible than the Moffett Field Alternative for a
satellite campus, and was analyzed in more detail as an alternative to the proposed 2005 LRDP.
As discussed in the Draft EIR and in Master Response ALT-4, development at either of the alternative
locations would reduce some significant and potentially significant impacts of the proposed project with
respect to traffic, air quality, housing and water consumption in the main campus area, and also could
reduce some of the physical impacts of the proposed project with respect to biological resources,
aesthetics, and cultural resources in the areas of the main campus that would not be developed under the
alternative. However, impact reductions at the main campus site would be offset to at least some extent by
new impacts at the alternative location. For example, water availability is constrained at the Fort Ord site,
and traffic is a significant concern at both alternative locations. Further, placing LRDP development at
either of these locations would substantially limit the program growth that is critical to the objectives of
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the 2005 LRDP, and would require that the existing program either be abandoned or be relocated to
another site.
One of the key goals of the proposed 2005 LRDP is to “retain flexibility that will allow continuing
evolution of the campus over time in response to changing demographics, societal needs, technological
developments and new external challenges.” Providing flexibility of this kind, through development of
programs that offer opportunities for University engagement in key technological areas in the public and
private sector, have been important factors in UC Santa Cruz planning for development of ancillary sites
at Moffett Field and Fort Ord. UC Santa Cruz has been engaged in substantial planning for envisioned
development of the SVC at Moffett Field since 2001, and the UC MBEST Center at Fort Ord since 1995.
The goals and objectives for each of these envisioned programs overlap with those of the 2005 LRDP, but
are distinct and site-specific. The development of these sites as presently planned is envisioned as
augmenting UC Santa Cruz main campus programs and opportunities, expanding enrollment
opportunities for students who reside near the ancillary sites or who have specific technological interests
that could be served at these sites, and providing new opportunities for the University to collaborate with
regional and local businesses and technological endeavors in areas such as engineering, management and
international studies. These sites provide opportunities for the development of specific programs. As
presently planned, each of these sites ultimately will accommodate a complement of UC Santa Cruz
population. This will include some students, faculty and staff who are affiliated primarily with the main
campus, as well as students whose primary affiliation is with the ancillary site or even with other
academic institutions. Adoption of either or both of the ancillary sites for implementation of a portion of
the proposed 2005 LRDP—and corollary abandonment of new development plans for the main campus
site--would require either that the years of planning for the ancillary sites be discarded, or that the 2005
LRDP be modified to such an extent that virtually none of its goals and objectives would be met. Neither
ancillary site has the capacity to accommodate or to support a full-scale, full-breadth University program.
Selection of either site as an alternative for implementation of the 2005 LRDP would impose substantial
constraints on the overall program development for UC Santa Cruz. Although new development on the
ancillary sites would provide new opportunities there, neither can provide the foundation of existing
programs to support the envisioned expansion of academic and professional program breadth and depth.
Development of the ancillary sites in conjunction with the proposed development on the main campus, as
would occur with the adoption of the proposed 2005 LRDP and under the current plans for MBEST and
SVC, would offer many opportunities for evolution of the campus over time that would be absent were
new development confined only or primarily to the ancillary sites. Also refer to Master Responses ALT-3
(Range of Feasible Alternatives) and ALT-4 (Moffett Field Satellite Campus/Silicon Valley Center) for
more discussion of these points.
Note that the Campus proposes to recommend to The Regents the adoption of the Final Draft 2005 LRDP
(September 2006), which revises the Draft 2005 LRDP (January 2005) to reflect the Reduced Enrollment
Growth Alternative previously analyzed in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and identified as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative. For more information regarding the Final Draft 2005 LRDP,
please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 2, Project Refinements.
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Response to Comment Letter I-27
Response to Comment I-27-1. The University acknowledges that, as provided for under the California
Forest Practice Act, the Campus may be eligible for exemptions from the requirement to obtain a
timberland conversion permit for certain types of projects.
Response to Comment I-27-2. The Timber Harvest Plan (THP) program is certified regulatory program
under CEQA; the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) is the CEQA lead agency
for the THP program. Although CDF may draw on portions of the analysis or mitigation measures
included in the 2005 LRDP EIR and/or the University’s project-specific CEQA document, the THP
process is separate from the University’s CEQA process. At the time that the University submits a Timber
Harvest Plan, CDF will determine whether additional analysis will be required.
Response to Comment I-27-3. Please refer to Master Response BIO-2 (Wetland Impacts) and to
Response to Comment I-27-2.
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Response to Comment Letter I-28
Response to Comment I-28-1. Comment noted. Please also refer to Response to Comment LA-3-9
regarding revisions to 2005 LRDP EIR mitigation measures and Revised Table 2-1 in Volume IV,
Chapter 3, of the Final EIR for the full text of revised measures.
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Response to Comment Letter I-29
Response to Comment I-29-1. The unsilvered fritillary butterfly is currently listed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) as a Federal species of concern. While this species is listed in Draft EIR Table
4.4-2, Special Status Wildlife Species Occurring or Potentially Occurring in the Study Area, it was not
discussed in the Impacts and Mitigations section because there have been no documented occurrences on
the UC Santa Cruz Campus. The nearest known record of this species is from 1992 in Big Basin
Redwood State Park, 25 miles northwest of the campus. Johnny jump-ups, the larval host plant for the
unsilvered fritillary butterfly, may occur within the study area. However, the presence of a host species
does not guarantee the presence of the butterfly.
Johnny jump-ups are a member of the violet family and are common throughout California and the
western U.S. Additionally, Johnny jump-ups are not protected by any state or federal agencies and do not
meet the definition of a special-status species, and therefore are not subject to protection under CEQA.
Response to Comment I-29-2. Raccoons are considered only in terms of impacts to wildlife movement.
Please refer to Master Response BIO-5 for a discussion of the choice of species discussed.
Response to Comment I-29-3. Please refer to Master Response BIO-5 for a discussion of impacts to the
movement of the American badger. Please also refer to Response to Comment LA-6-24.
The EIR did not evaluate impacts on the long-tailed weasel because this species does not meet the
definition of a special-status species under CEQA. The long-tailed weasel is not considered to have any
special status by the State of California or the federal government. Therefore, occurrences are not tracked
by the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The long-tailed weasel utilizes a large home
range during most of the year and moves among a variety of habitats including grasslands and lowdensity woodlands. Because data on the prevalence and range of this species at UC Santa Cruz are
limited, it is difficult to determine whether long-tailed weasels will frequently come into contact with new
development or would be a good candidate for assessing impacts to wildlife movement under the 2005
LRDP.
Response to Comment I-29-4. Because the LRDP is a programmatic document, the mitigation measures
in the EIR must also be programmatic in nature. Highly specific mitigation measures do not allow for the
wide range of situations that may occur during the development of the campus during the LRDP period.
Mitigation will become more specific and detailed within the context of the specific project-level EIRs or
other CEQA documents that will tier off of the LRDP EIR in the coming years. As specific projects are
developed these project-level CEQA documents will be able to assess the specific impacts of proposed
project and will impose project-specific mitigation measures that refine the mitigation measures set out in
the LRDP EIR. Additionally, each subsequent project would be subject to CEQA review, which will
include a thorough evaluation of the project’s impacts on the special-status species expected to be present
in the specific project area. Please see Response to Comment LA-3-9 for additional information about the
Biological Resources mitigation measures. Please also see Response to Comment SA-4-2, which
indicates that the Campus has identified only feasible mitigation measures as required by CEQA.
Response to Comment I-29-5. The Bald Eagle and Golden Eagle Protection Act prohibits the taking or
possession of and commerce in bald and golden eagles, with limited exceptions. Under the Act, it is a
violation to “…take, possess, sell, purchase, barter, offer to sell, transport, export or import, at any time
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or in any manner, any bald eagle commonly known as the American eagle, or golden eagle, alive or dead,
or any part, nest, or egg, thereof…”
Take is defined to include pursuing, shooting, shooting at, poisoning, wounding, killing, capturing,
trapping, collecting, molesting, and disturbing. The definition of take does not include habitat removal or
degradation. Therefore, removal of foraging habitat on campus that supports golden eagle is not a
violation of the Act. Furthermore 170 acres of grassland habitat will remain available for foraging.
As discussed in the Draft EIR, golden eagles maintain large home ranges and do not exclusively rely on
ground squirrels and other primary residents of the meadow as prey. For these reasons, loss of grasslands
under the 2005 LRDP would not result in significant impacts to golden eagles under CEQA. Golden
eagles are expected to continue to use the abundant remaining grasslands in the East Meadow and the
Great Meadow as foraging habitat. These areas will retain large open areas of grassland that will continue
to provide habitat for a large variety of prey species upon which golden eagles can feed.
Response to Comment I-29-6. On page 4.4-6, the EIR describes large stands of purple needlegrass,
California oatgrass, California melic (Melica californica), and associated native forbs in the Great
Meadow and the East Meadow. Revisions to Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR make clear the importance of
this community. Revisions to the wildlife discussion on page 4.4-7 remove any inconsistencies and
expand the list of wildlife associated with grassland communities. These changes do not change the EIR’s
analysis of or conclusions regarding impacts to special-status species. Please refer to Final EIR Volume
IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment I-29-7. Revisions to the discussion of wildlife in redwood forest communities
(Draft EIR pages 4.4-7 and 4.4-8) further describe the wildlife communities as presented in the Draft EIR.
This description enhances the discussion of common wildlife species found within these habitats. These
changes do not alter the EIR’s analysis of or conclusions regarding impacts to special-status species.
Please refer to Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment I-29-8. The scientific name for the Western Scrub Jay has been changed to
Aphelocoma californica. Aphelocoma insularis is the scientific name of the island scrub jay. Revisions to
the discussion of wildlife in mixed evergreen forest communities on page 4.4-9 expand the list of wildlife
associated with mixed evergreen forest communities and clarify the discussion. This description enhances
the discussion of common wildlife species found within these habitats. These changes do not change the
EIR’s analysis of or conclusions regarding impacts to special-status species. Also, please see Master
Response BIO-3. Please refer to Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment I-29-9. All of the grasslands on campus and their associated small mammal
populations provide foraging habitat for the golden eagle. While golden eagles may show preference for
the ground squirrels that are dominant in the East Meadow, they also prey on a wide range of rodents and
other small mammals, reptiles, and birds available throughout campus grasslands. The habitat and prey of
golden eagles are not, as suggested, limited to the East Meadow and ground squirrels, respectively.
Revisions have been made to the discussion of wildlife on Draft EIR page 4.4-12 in order to expand the
list of wildlife associated with coastal prairie communities and clarify the discussion. This description
will enhance the discussion of common wildlife species found within these habitats. These changes do not
result in any changes to the analysis of and conclusions with respect to impacts to special-status species.
Please refer to Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
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Response to Comment I-29-10. On page 4.4-13, the Draft EIR describes the willows, cottonwoods, and
bamboo present in the Arboretum pond, as well as the associated population of California red-legged
frogs. On the same page, the Draft EIR notes the presence of riparian vegetation along Cave Gulch. The
Draft EIR has been revised to clarify that the vegetation in the Arboretum pond is considered riparian
forest. In addition, the Draft EIR has been revised to recognize the high-quality redwood riparian habitat
in Cave Gulch.
Revisions and additions have been made to the discussion of wildlife in riparian communities, as
suggested by the commenter, and the list of wildlife associated with riparian communities has been
expanded and focused, as appropriate. This description enhances the discussion of common wildlife
species found within these habitats. These changes do not result in any changes to the analysis of or
conclusions regarding impacts on special-status species. Please refer to Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 3,
Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment I-29-11. The question of whether impacts to this taxon will be significant cannot
be answered until its taxonomic status is resolved (i.e., it is determined to be a new species or subspecies,
or determined not to be unique). As stated in the Draft EIR (page 4.4-19), if the taxon proves in the future
to merit special status, potential impacts to the species will be analyzed in project-level EIRs as
appropriate.
Response to Comment I-29-12. Please refer to Response to Comment I-7-4 and I-5-11.
Response to Comment I-29-13. Please refer to Response to Comment I-7-4.
Response to Comment I-29-14. The Draft EIR recognizes that golden eagles forage at UC Santa Cruz
year round. An observation of juveniles on campus, similar to the one the commenter mentions, is
described in the Draft EIR. Based on the observations of campus staff, members of the Santa Cruz
Predatory Bird Research Group, Jones & Stokes staff, and Ecosystems West staff, no golden eagles have
been observed nesting on campus. If, however, golden eagle were found to be nesting on campus in the
future, LRDP Mitigation BIO-11 would be applied to protect such a nest.
Response to Comment I-29-15. The Draft EIR has been revised to confirm the presence of
overwintering northern harriers. Because 170 acres of grassland will remain undeveloped, this revision
will not result in any change to the conclusions of the document with respect to potential impacts to
northern harriers. Please refer to Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment I-29-16. The Draft EIR has been revised to confirm the presence of Vaux’s
swift, a California Department of Fish and Game species of special concern, during the spring and
summer. The Draft EIR currently addresses this species under LRDP Impact BIO-11 on page 4.4-56.
Mitigation for protecting nesting raptors (LRDP Mitigation BIO-11) specifically protects all bird species
protected under the California Fish and Game Code and the Migrating Bird Treaty Act, and thus would
protect Vaux’s swift nests, if present on campus. The mitigation has been revised to note this special
status species specifically. Please refer to Final EIR Volume IV, Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR Text.
Response to Comment I-29-17. On pages 4.4-31 and 4.4-32, the Draft EIR presented recent primary
data on the spatial distribution of woodrats at UC Santa Cruz as collected by UC Santa Cruz students
Bankie and Moskal in 2005. This study represents the most accurate and up to date spatial information

2 0 0 5

L R D P

F i n a l

E I R

I - 2 9

3

V O L U M E

V

available on the subspecies. The data shows a density of about three inhabited nests per acre in mixed
evergreen habitat.
Response to Comment I-29-18. The interpretation is correct that the definition of “terrestrial” species,
in the context of discussion of migratory species, refers to non-volant (not flying) species. As noted in the
Wildlife Movement Section of the Draft EIR, the movement of special-status species, such as bats and
migratory birds, are specifically discussed within the sections relevant to those species (see pages 4.4-56
through 4.4-60).
Response to Comment I-29-19. Please refer to Master Response BIO-5 for the discussion of comments
on the “Wildlife Movement” Section of the Draft EIR.
Neither the rough-skinned newt (Taricha granulosa) nor the California newt (Taricha tarosa) is
considered to have special status by any state or federal agencies and neither meets the definition of a
special-status species under CEQA. Furthermore, development is not proposed in the riparian corridors or
the areas of the Great Meadow that the commenter lists as habitat for the species. It is thus highly unlikely
that these species will be impacted by development under the LRDP.
Response to Comment I-29-20. A nursery can be generally defined as a key location where members of
a species gives birth to and care for young during the early stages of growth (i.e., before the young can
walk or feed on their own). In the case of coyotes this would apply to dens during the six weeks between
the birth and the weaning of the coyote pup. Dens are usually co-opted from the existing habitats of other
animals and vary from year to year. Dens are commonly found in steep bank rock crevices, and
occasionally in sinkholes. Such areas on the campus are located within riparian areas in Campus Natural
Reserve and Campus Resource Land that will not be developed under the 2005 LRDP. Given the
temporary nature of dens and the avoidance of habitats in which dens are most likely to occur, it is highly
unlikely that dens would be affected by development proposed under the 2005 LRDP.
Response to Comment I-29-21. Please refer to Response to Comments I-29-2 and I-29-3.
Response to Comment I-29-22. LRDP mitigations for LRDP Impact BIO-1 have been revised to
increase their clarity and efficacy. Please refer to Master Response BIO-1 (Northern Maritime Chaparral
and Santa Cruz Manzanita). Also, please see Final EIR, Volume IV, Chapter 3, Revised Table 2-1 for the
full text of the revised mitigation measures.
Response to Comment I-29-23. The principal site proposed for coastal prairie restoration is located
within the Campus Habitat Reserve located near the campus entrance (between High Street and the
planned Ranch View Terrace housing development). As noted in the Draft EIR, seeps are present in this
area (page 4.4-14). While coastal prairie could not be restored directly adjacent to these seeps, locating
the restored prairie near the seeps should make it possible to restore a community with similar hydrology.
Response to Comment I-29-24. Please refer to Master Response BIO-2 for concerns regarding the
analysis of impacts to wetlands. Impacts to special interest plants are not discussed in the Draft EIR
because these species do not meet the criteria to be designated special-status species requiring evaluation
under CEQA, as described in detail in Appendix C of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment I-29-25. The commenter asks for a clarification of the phrase “over a minimum
period of time” used in the Draft EIR in reference to the time frame for riparian restoration, enhancement
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and monitoring. The term will be determined after discussion with CDFG at the time project-level
analyses determine an impact, but UC Santa Cruz is committed to a period no shorter than 3 years.
Response to Comment I-29-26. The movement and introduction of invasive, non-native animal species
is not a direct result of development. These introduced species have expanded in their range since
introduction into habitats and areas that are not developed. The most expansive and ecologically
damaging invasive species in the western United States, the feral cat, has expanded well beyond the limits
of human development and cannot be directly linked with development of new areas. Additionally,
species whose expansion in range is associated directly with human development, such as the Norway rat,
do not tend to overlap in habitat and prey utilization with native species in adjacent habitat areas. Thus,
development that is proposed under the 2005 UC Santa Cruz LRDP will not directly lead to expansion of
non-native species, or impacts resulting from the presence of those species and cannot be considered as an
impact under CEQA.
Response to Comment I-29-27. Please refer to Response to Comment I-2-4.
Response to Comment I-29-28. The Campus acknowledges the difficulty in preventing access to caves.
In light of this difficulty, LRDP Mitigation BIO-8B has been added, committing the Campus to work with
state and federal agencies to develop a barrier at Empire Cave.
Please refer to Master Response BIO-6 for additional information concerning the potential for flooding
impacts to special-status species in karst areas.
Response to Comment I-29-29. Instances where the distance of buffering could be less than 200 feet
may include situations where topography screens the nest from the construction site or when existing
structures block the nest from the construction site. Two hundred feet will provide an adequate buffer.
Given the population and development state of the campus, it is common for nesting birds to be in close
contact with anthropogenic noise and disturbance. No construction activities are expected to occur (such
as pile driving activities) that would result in noise levels high enough to justify increased buffering
between proposed development activities and active nests.
LRDP Mitigation BIO-11 addresses all nesting and migratory bird species, including songbirds, which are
protected under the California Fish and Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The mitigation
measure states “If active nests of any sharp-shinned hawk, golden eagle, northern harrier, long-eared owl,
and white-tailed kite (or other species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or California Fish
and Game Code) are present in the construction zone or within 200 feet of the construction zone, a
temporary fence shall be erected at a distance of 200 feet around the nest.” This mitigation protects active
nests until chicks have fledged and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt. Nests will be
identified and monitored by a qualified biologist, as determined by UC Santa Cruz, at the time that the
survey is required, as outlined in LRDP Mitigation BIO-11. A “qualified biologist” is expected to be a
sufficiently qualified ornithologist, who can perform surveys appropriate for determining the location of
nests at any given site, without disturbing those nests.
Golden eagles maintain large home ranges and do not exclusively rely on the ground squirrels that inhabit
grasslands as prey. Furthermore, the eagles will use remaining grasslands in the East Meadow and the
Great Meadow. Both areas will retain large open areas of grassland that will continue to provide habitat
for a large variety of prey species upon which golden eagles can feed. For these reasons, loss of
grasslands will not result in significant impacts to eagles.
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A large amount of burrowing owls habitat would remain in the East Meadow even with the potential loss
of habitat in the north portion of the meadow due to development under the 2005 LRDP. Christmas
surveys between 1995 and 2004 have observed no more than nine owls during any given survey and in
2005 there were only four confirmed owl sightings in the East Meadow. Thus, it is likely that burrowing
owls are not residing in the East Meadow at densities near its carrying capacity. The remaining habitat
will likely be sufficient for this population. Additionally, the Great Meadow provides suitable habitat for
burrowing owls although it is not currently utilized and is of lower quality due to the lack of ground
squirrel activity and resulting lack of burrows. Given the remaining high quality habitat in the East
Meadow and potential habitat in the Great Meadow, significant impacts to burrowing owls are not
expected. The suggested mitigation, implementing cattle grazing on the Great Meadow, is thus
unnecessary.
Response to Comment I-29-30. Please refer to discussion on burrowing owl in Responses to Comments
I-5-11 and I-7-4.
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Response to Comment Letter I-30
Response to Comment I-30-1. The species list in the Draft EIR identifies special-status species that
could be affected by the proposed LRDP and is not meant to be a comprehensive list of all plants and
animals found at UC Santa Cruz. Criteria for selecting special-status species are discussed in Sections
4.4.1.8, 4.4.1.9, and 4.4.1.10 of the Draft EIR.
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