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PREFACE

This document, in its entirety (Volumes I, II, and III), constitutes the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(Final EIR) for the 2005 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP). A Final EIR is defined by Section 
15362(b) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines as “…containing the 
information contained in the Draft EIR; comments, either verbatim or in summary, received in the 
review process; a list of persons commenting; and the response of the Lead Agency to the comments 
received.”

This 2005 LRDP Final EIR is composed of three volumes. They are as follows: 

Volumes I and II 2005 LRDP Draft EIR and Technical Appendices—These volumes describe 
the existing environmental setting on the UCR campus and in the vicinity of the 
campus; analyze potential impacts on that setting due to implementation of the 
2005 LRDP; identify mitigation measures that could avoid or reduce the 
magnitude of significant impacts; evaluate cumulative impacts that would be 
caused by the project in combination with other future projects or growth that 
could occur in the region; analyze growth-inducing impacts; and provide a full 
evaluation of the alternatives to the proposed project that could eliminate, reduce, 
or avoid project-related impacts. Refer to the Contents of Volume I for a 
complete list of appendices found in Volume II. Any text revisions due to 
corrections of errors, or resulting from comments received on the Draft EIR, are 
included in Volume III. 

Volume III Draft EIR Text Changes, Responses to Comments, and Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Programs—This volume contains an explanation 
of the format and content of the Final EIR; all Draft EIR text changes; a complete 
list of all persons, organizations, and public agencies that commented on the Draft 
EIR; copies of the actual comment letters; the transcript from the public hearing; 
the Lead Agency’s responses to all comments; and the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Programs (MMRPs). 

REVIEW PROCESS 

The EIR for the 2005 LRDP was issued on April 26, 2005, and initially circulated for public review and 
comment for a 45-day period scheduled to end on June 10, 2005 due to a discrepancy in posting at the 
State Clearinghouse, the close date was changed to June 13, 2005. In response to a request from the 
community, the public review and comment period was extended an additional 45 days to July 28, 2005. 
During the public review period, copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to public agencies through the 
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State of California, Office of Planning and Research. Copies of the Draft EIR were available for review at 
the main on-campus library and two off-campus libraries. In addition, the Draft EIR was available on 
UCR’s website and at the UCR Capital and Physical Planning Office, which is located at 3637 Canyon 
Crest Drive, F-101, on the UCR campus. Compact disks of the 2005 LRDP, Volume I and II of the 
DEIR were also available. All comments received on the Draft EIR are responded to in the Final EIR, and 
all comments will be forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as part of the project approval 
process. 

REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Text changes were made to clarify information and make minor corrections and minor additions of 
information in response to comments. Deleted text is shown in strikethrough format and inserted text is 
indicated by a double underline. Section B identifies the page numbers in the EIR where revisions to text 
have been made. 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAMS 

MMRP will be adopted by The Board of Regents of the University of California (The Regents) for the 
2005 LRDP EIR, as required for compliance with Sections 21081(a) and 21081.6 of the Public 
Resources Code. The proposed MMRP is included in its entirety in Volume III of this Final EIR. All 2005 
LRDP mitigation measures included in the 2005 LRDP Final EIR for this project would be monitored by 
the appropriate campus entity, and reported on an annual basis. 
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Chapter A INTRODUCTION 

A.1  CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and University of California Procedures for 
Implementing CEQA, the Lead Agency must prepare and certify a Final Environmental Impact Report 
(Final EIR). The contents of a Final EIR are specified in Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, which 
states that: 

The Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft. 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary. 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR 

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process. 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

An overview of the contents of the Final EIR, indicating compliance with Section 15132 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, is provided in the “Preface” to Volume III. In summary, this Final EIR consists of three 
volumes:

Volumes I and II—2005 LRDP Draft EIR and Technical Appendices 

Volume III—Draft EIR Text Changes Comments, Responses to Comments, and Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Programs 

The Lead Agency must provide each public agency that commented on the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR with a 
copy of the Lead Agency’s proposed response at least 10 days before certifying the 2005 LRDP Final 
EIR.

A.2 USE OF THE FINAL EIR 

The Final EIR allows the public and The Regents an opportunity to review revisions to the Draft EIR, 
Responses to Comments, and other components of the EIR, such as the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, prior to taking any action regarding approval of the project. The Final EIR discloses 
potential environmental impacts related to the proposed project. 

After completing the Final EIR, and before approving the project, the Lead Agency must make the 
following three certifications, as required by Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines: 

The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA 
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The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and that the 
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to 
approving the project 

The Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis 

As required by Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines, no public agency shall approve or carry out a 
project for which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant environmental effects 
of the project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings (Findings of Fact) for each of 
those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding supported by 
substantial evidence in the record. The possible findings are: 

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final EIR. 

(2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public 
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other 
agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation 
measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR. 

Additionally, pursuant to Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, when a Lead Agency approves a 
project that would result in significant unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in the Final EIR, the agency 
must state in writing its reasons for supporting the approved action. This Statement of Overriding 
Considerations is supported by substantial information in the record, which includes this Final EIR. Since 
the proposed project would result in significant unavoidable impacts, The Regents would be required to 
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations if it approves the proposed project. 

These certifications, the Findings of Fact, and the Statement of Overriding Considerations are included in 
a separate document (“Findings”). Both the Final EIR and the Findings are submitted to The Regents for 
consideration.
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Chapter B CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR 

B.1 FORMAT OF CHANGES 

Text changes were made to clarify information and make minor corrections and minor additions of 
information in response to comments. Deleted text is shown in strikethrough format and inserted text is 
indicated by a double underline. Section B lists the page numbers in the EIR where revisions to text have 
been made. 

B.2 CHANGES TO VOLUME I (DRAFT EIR) 

This section includes revisions to text, by Draft EIR section, that were initiated either by Lead Agency 
(UCR) staff or in response to public comments. The changes appear in order of their location in the 
Draft EIR. During the comment period, no new environmental impacts have been identified as a result 
of the project, the severity of environmental impacts would not be increased, and no significant 
information has been added. No additional data or other information that would deprive the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon the potential environmental effects of the proposed project is 
included or excluded in the Final EIR. 

B.2.1 Text Changes 

Chapter  2  (Summary)  

Page 2-25, Table 2-1 (Summary of Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures). The following 
Program and Practice has been amended as follows for Hazards and Hazardous Materials under the 
“Existing Campus Programs and Practices” column: 

PP 4.7-2 The campus shall perform hazardous materials surveys on buildings and soils, if applicable, prior to 

demolition and construction. When remediation is deemed necessary, surveys shall identify all potential 

hazardous materials within the structure to be demolished, and identify hazardous materials within the structure 

to be demolished, and identify handling and disposal practices. The campus shall follow the practices during 

building demolition to ensure construction worker and public safety.

Page 2-34, Table 2-1 (Summary of Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures). The following 
Program and Practice has been added for Land Use under the “Existing Campus Programs and Practices” 
column:

PP 4.9-1(d) UCR strongly commits to working closely with the City of Riverside to address and resolve land 

use compatibility impacts arising from increased enrollment on the residential neighborhoods surrounding UCR, 

particularly related to the impacts of student housing and attendant parking, noise, traffic, and other issues.

Page 2-37, Table 2-1 (Summary of Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures). The following 
Programs and Practices have been amended as follows: 
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PP 4.9-1(a) through (c)(d)

Page 2-44, Table 2-1 (Summary of Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures). The following 
mitigation measures have been amended for Transportation and Traffic under the “Mitigation Measures” 
column:

MM 4.14-1(f) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’ scenario, the intersection of 
Martin Luther King Boulevard/Canyon Crest Drive would require an additional left-turn lane on the westbound 
approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the UniversityCity of 
Riverside.)

MM 4.14-1(g) The intersection of Linden Street/Aberdeen Drive would require a shared through/left-turn lane 
and a right-turn lane on the eastbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection is under the 
jurisdiction of the University.) Please note that this is a T-intersection.

Page 2-45, Table 2-1 (Summary of Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures). The following 
mitigation measure has been amended for Transportation and Traffic under the “Mitigation Measures” 
column:

MM 4.14-1(k) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’ scenario, the intersection of 
Martin Luther King Boulevard/Canyon Crest Drive would require an additional left-turn lane on the westbound 
approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the UniversityCity of 
Riverside.)

Chapter  3  (Project  Descr ipt ion)  

Page 3-17, the third sentence of the second paragraph has been revised to read: 

…As of fall 2001During the 2000/2001 academic year, 32 percent (4,147 students at a campus enrollment of 
12,703) were provided with University Housing.… 

Chapter  4  (Envi ronmental  Sett ing ,  Impacts ,  and Mit igat ion)  

Page 4-9, Table 4.0-2 (Off-Campus Projects). The following table has been amended as follows: 

Table 4.0-2 Off-Campus Projects 

No. Description Status Project Features 

1 University Village   

 Building K 
 Retail 
 Office 

Approved 16,306 gsf 
34,958 gsf 

 Building E 
 Restaurant 
 Retail 
 Office 

Constructio
n
completed

11,334 gsf 
8,650 gsf 

13,261 gsf 

 Building F/G 
 Restaurant 
 Retail 

Approved 10,050 gsf 
13,974 gsf 

  Student Housing Proposed 525 beds 

 Subtotal: Restaurant  21,384 gsf

 Subtotal: Retail  38,930 gsf

 Subtotal: Office  48,219 gsf
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Table 4.0-2 Off-Campus Projects 

No. Description Status Project Features 

2 Restaurant at southeast corner of Spruce and Chicago Complete 7,000 gsf 

3 Apartments at southwest corner of Iowa and Linden Complete  752 DU 

4 Residential Development at southeast corner of Chicago and Central Complete  120 DU 

5 Residential Development at intersection of Central and I-215 Approved  220 DU 

6 City Flood Control Improvements Pending 
To be 

determined

7 San Jacinto Branch Line Commuter Rail (Perris Valley Line) Project Pending

19-mile 
extension of 

the Metrolink 
91 Line with 

up to six 
proposed 

station facilities
Source: City of Riverside 2002 

All area presented in square feet unless identified as otherwise. 

Sect ion 4 .1  (Aesthet ics )  

Page 4.1-26, last paragraph has been revised as follows: 

The eastern portion of Parking Lot 13 is currently a surface parking lot, with undeveloped open space to the south, 
Big Springs Road to the north, and additional surface parking to the west, and Watkins Drive to the east.
Intermittent views of the parking lot are available from some locations of Big Springs Road and Watkins Drive and
from the rear of several single-family homes located immediately east of the site. Current views from the private 
homes are partially screened by vegetation (in the backyards of the homes) and include views of the surface parking 
lot with campus buildings in the background. Implementation of LRDP Planning Strategies Open Space 4 and Campus 
and Community 1 would require the provision of a landscaped buffer east of Parking Lot 13, between the proposed 
structure and the adjacent off-campus single-family homes. In addition, Planning Strategies Conservation 1 (protect 
native habitat, remnant arroyos, and mature trees), Conservation 2 (site buildings and plan development to minimize 
site disturbance), Development Strategy 1 (design review of building and landscape development), and continued 
implementation of PP 4.1-1, PP 4.1-2(a), and PP 4.1-2(b) would ensure that a parking structure is sited and 
designed consistent with the Campus Design Guidelines and the Campus Landscape Master Plan, which would 
include design features to reduce massing where appropriate, and to preserve or relocate mature trees are, when 
feasible. Current views from the rear of the off-campus homes east of Parking Lot 13, in addition to areas of Big 
Springs Road and Watkins Drive (of a surface parking lot with campus buildings in the background) would be 
replaced by views of a landscaped buffer with a parking structure in the background. With implementation of the 
identified LRDP Planning Strategies and continued implementation of campus Programs and Practices, 
development of a parking structure at the eastern edge of Parking Lot 13 would not substantially degrade the visual 
character or quality at this location. 

Sect ion 4 .3  (Air  Qual i ty)  

Page 4.3-22, first paragraph. The following sentence has been added: 

…These calculations assume that appropriate dust control measures would be implemented during each phase of 
development as required by SCAQMD Rule 403—Fugitive Dust. Due to the difficult nature of anticipating daily 
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construction activities at this programmatic stage of analysis and based on the overall level of development, it is 
assumed that approximately ten percent of the LRDP would undergo simultaneous construction.

Sect ion 4 .4  (Bio logical  Resources)  

Page 4.4-19, first paragraph has been amended as follows: 

Once all data sources were reviewed, a final list of special status species with moderate or greater potentially to 
occurring in the vicinity of the project area was compiled (refer to Table 4.4 1 and Table 4.4 2, below). 

Table 4.4-2 has been amended to include the following: 

Rosy boa Lichanura

trivirgata

None/None G4G5 / S3S4  SC Mix brushy cover 
and rocky soils

Historically
observed
on-site

Pallid bat Antrozus
pallidus

None/None G5 / S3 SC Day roost in caves, 
crevices. Night 

roost in porches and 
open buildings

Low
potential 
to occur

Dulzura
pocket 
mouse

Chaetodipus

californicus 

femoralis

None/None G5T3 / S2 SC Montane hardwood, 
valley foothill 

hardwood-conifer, 
valley foothill 

hardwood, annual 
grassland, sagebrush, 

chamise-redshank
and montane 
chaparral, and 
coastal scrub

Low
potential 
to occur

San Diego 
Desert
Woodrat

Neotoma 
fuscipes

None/None G5T2T4 / 
S2S3

SC Moderate to dense 
canopies,

particularly in rocky 
areas.

Historically 
observed
on-site

Rufous-
crowned
sparrow

Aimpophila
ruficeps

None/None G5T3 / S3 SC Slopes with sparse 
shrubs and open 

grassy areas

Historically 
observed
on-site

Sage sparrow Amphispiza
belli

None/None G5T2T4 / S2 SC Foothills and deserts 
in sagebrush habitat

Historically 
observed
on-site

Sect ion 4 .5  (Cultural  Resources)  

Page 4.5-5, the second bulleted paragraph is amended to state: 

Site CA-RIV-4768H. This site represents the historic Gage Canal, which traverses the West 
Campus. Constructed in 1885–1886 by Matthew Gage, the Gage Canal played an instrumental 
role in the development of the “highlands” to east of the first colonies in present-day Riverside, 
and continues to serve as source of irrigation water today. For that reason, it has been designated 
a historical landmark (Landmark #24) by the City of Riverside. However, on the UCR campus, 
the canal retains little historic integrity to relate to its period of significance. 
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Page 4.5-25, the last paragraph has been amended as follows: 

With implementation of MMPP 4.5-4, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level, and 
implementation of the 2005 LRDP would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature. 

Sect ion 4 .7  (Hazards  and Hazardous  Mater ia l s )  

Page 4.7-27, the last sentence of the sixth paragraph has been amended as follows: 

…In addition, PP 4.7-2 would ensure that hazardous materials present in soils, including agricultural lands, and in
buildings to be demolished would be identified and handled appropriately: 

PP 4.7-2 The campus shall perform hazardous materials surveys on buildings and soils, if applicable, prior to 
demolition and construction. When remediation is deemed necessary, surveys shall identify all potential hazardous 
materials within the structure to be demolished, and identify handling and disposal practices. The campus shall 
follow the practices during building demolition to ensure construction worker and public safety. 

Sect ion 4 .8  (Hydrology and Water  Qual i ty)  

Reference to a 42-inch, city-owned storm drain in Chicago Avenue has been modified to reflect a city-
owned storm drain in Martin Luther King Blvd, ranging from 42 to 60 inches in diameter. 

Page 4.8-3, first paragraph. The following sentence has been added to the end of this paragraph: 

It should be noted that UCR is located within the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District’s Master Drainage Plans for the Box Springs and University areas. When fully implemented, the Master 
Drainage Plan facilities will relieve areas of flooding and provide adequate drainage outlets in those areas.

Page 4.8-27, second paragraph. The text has been revised as follows: 

…The drainage swales would be interconnected with a series of north/south pipes that would convey final 
discharge from the southwest corner of the developed area into the 42 inch city-owned storm drain in Chicago 
Avenue Martin Luther King Boulevard, which ranges from 42 to 60 inches in diameter…. 

Page 4.8-33, Impact 4.8-8. The third sentence has been revised to read: 

…As discussed in Section 4.8.2 Existing Conditions and summarized in Impact 4.8-9 below, the University 
Arroyo Flood Control and Enhancement Project is being considered to reduce the extent of the 100-year 
floodplain along the University Arroyo…. 

Page 4.8-35, Impact 4.8-10, first paragraph. The first sentence has been amended as follows: 

The dam closest to the UCR campus is Prado Box Springs Dam, which is located on the Santa Ana River 
downstream from UCR, and due to the local topography, thus poses no risk to the campus…. 

Sect ion 4 .9  (Land Use and Planning)  

Page 4.9-6, last paragraph. The following sentences have been amended as follows: 

The City of Riverside’s General Plan was completed in 1969 1994 and designates the entire UCR campus for 
institutional uses. A summary of the General Plan was completed in 1984. The City of Riverside Planning 
Department is currently in the process of preparing the 2025 General Plan, a comprehensive revision to update the 
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plan and incorporate all amendments since the plan was adopted. A draft Housing Element of the Riverside 2025 
General Plan was has also been developed in 1989.

Page 4.9-12 of the EIR has been amended to include the following Program and Practice: 

PP 4.9-1(d) UCR strongly commits to working closely with the City of Riverside to address and resolve land 
use compatibility impacts arising from increased enrollment on the residential neighborhoods 
surrounding UCR, particularly related to the impacts of student housing and attendant parking, 
noise, traffic, and other issues.

Page 4.9-13, third paragraph of the EIR has been amended as follows: 

Implementation of LRDP Planning Strategies Open Space 4 and Campus and Community 1 would require the 
development of landscaped buffers along the adjacent portions of Valencia Hill Drive and Watkins Drive to provide 
additional separation of future uses from the adjacent roadways. At this location, Valencia Hill Drive is a two-lane 
street and Watkins Drive was formerly a four-lane street that was re-striped to two lanes with on-street parking 
and bike lanes. In addition, a rail line and a Department of Water rResources water line and easement are located 
between Watkins Drive and the single-family homes to the north. Although no site plan for the proposed housing 
has been developed, based on the conceptual LRDP Land Use Plan (Figure 3-5), the provision of a landscaped 
buffer and setbacks from the roadway would result in the separation of the on-campus student housing from the 
adjacent single family homes by a minimum of approximately 100 feet on Valencia Hill Drive and approximately 
200 feet on Watkins Drive. Implementation of the other LRDP Planning Strategies identified above and continued 
implementation of PP 4.9-1(a), PP 4.9-1(b), and PP 4.9-1(c), and PP 4.9-1(d) would assure that buildings are 
sited to minimize site disturbance and maintain existing landscapes, buildings are designed to be consistent with the 
Campus Design Guidelines and the Campus Landscape Master Plan, building designs are subject to a campus design 
review process, and that mature specimen trees are preserved or relocated, whenever feasible, and that UCR 
commits to working closely with the City of Riverside to address and resolve land use compatibility impacts.
Buildings would be oriented towards the campus, and away from existing residences. With provision of the buffer 
and the other identified measures, potential land-use incompatibilities would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level at this location. 

Page 4.9-15, first paragraph, last sentence has been amended as follows: 

…These types of changes would not alter the fundamental character of the area because parking uses are a 
component of the adjacent are established on the proposed parking structure sites currently and are located 
adjacent to existing residential development. 

Page 4.9-15, second paragraph of the EIR has been amended as follows: 

Implementation of LRDP Planning Strategies Open Space 4 and Campus and Community 1 would require the provision 
of a landscaped buffer east of Parking Lot 13, between the proposed structure and the adjacent off-campus single-
family homes. These strategies are designed to buffer future uses from adjacent roadways. However, they would 
also have the effect of minimizing land use impacts from development on adjacent uses. In addition, Planning 
Strategies Conservation 1 (protect native habitat, remnant arroyos, and mature trees), Conservation 2 (site buildings 
and plan development to minimize site disturbance), Development Strategy 1 (design review of building and 
landscape development), and continued implementation of PP 4.9-1(a), PP 4.9-1(b), and PP 4.9-1(c), and PP 4.9-
1(d) would assure that parking structures are designed to be consistent with the Campus Design Guidelines and the 
Campus Landscape Master Plan, and that mature trees are preserved or relocated whenever feasible, and that UCR 
commits to working closely with the City of Riverside to address and resolve land use compatibility impacts. The 
provision of a landscaped buffer along the eastern edge of Parking Lot 13, the presence of existing streets between 
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proposed parking structures and off-campus residential land uses (e.g., Blaine Street, Canyon Crest Drive, and 
Rustin Avenue) and the inclusion of appropriate design features and landscaping would reduce potential land use 
incompatibilities between the adjacent residential land uses and parking. 

Page 4.9-17, third paragraph, first sentence has been amended as follows: 

Continued implementation of PP 4.9-1(a), PP 4.9-1(b), and PP 4.9-1(c), and PP 4.9-1(d) would assure that new 
development would be sited to minimize site disturbance and land use compatibility impacts, and maintain existing 
landscapes, and would be designed to be consistent with the Campus Design Guidelines and the Campus Landscape 
Master Plan, which would contribute to an overall visual character of new development that is compatible with 
existing on-campus development. LRDP Planning Strategy Land Use 3 would retain the agricultural teaching and 
research fields south of Martin Luther King Boulevard. 

Page 4.9-26, second paragraph has been revised as follows: 

The southeast hills is a natural area that is susceptible to wildland fires. Development in areas in proximity to the 
southeast hills could expose people or structures to wildland fires. MM 4.7-8(a) and MM 4.7-8(b) include special 
design requirements to reduce risks associated with wildland fires. There are no areas on campus specifically 
identified for development that include steep slopes. Nevertheless, PP 4.4-3 includes provisions to minimize 
clearing and disturbing sensitive areas including steep slopes, if they are present, as discussed in Section 4.7 
(Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of this document.

Sect ion 4 .11 (Populat ion and Hous ing)  

Page 4.11-4, Table 4.11-3 is revised as follows: 

Table 4.11-3 Existing Campus Population 

Type 2000-012001–02 Baseline 

Regular Session Headcount 

Students a

Faculty and Academic Staff b

Non-Academic Staff c

Other Individuals d

Total

12,703 
865  

2,877 
1,196

17,641 

Source: 2005 Long Range Development Plan; UCR Capital and Physical Planning, May 2003 

a Three-quarter average headcount, including students studying abroad. 

b Includes faculty and other teaching and academic staff; excludes student employees (included in the enrolled student 
category). 

c Includes Post-Doctoral Scholars 

d Average weekday number of other individuals, including campus visitors, childcare students, student family members (living 
on campus), daytime extension students, ASUCR, KUCR & Highlander non-student staff, vendors, and construction 
workers. Does not include evening or weekend extension students or evening or weekend visitors 

* Student population is counted in two ways: by actual headcount and by full time equivalent (FTE). While budgets are 
calculated in terms of FTE for the purpose of environmental analysis, actual headcount is the better measurement, since 
FTE tends to under-represent peak impacts. For example, two students taking six units are each likely to have a greater 
impact than one student 12 twelve units. UCR, however, uses one FTE to equal one headcount, since students for the most 
part take a full schedule in order to graduate in four years. UCR uses a conversion factor of 0.95 FTE = 1.0 headcount and 
for long term projections has rounded up to one FTE = one headcount. 

Page 4.11-4, Table 4.11-4 is revised as follows: 
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Table 4.11-4 2000/2001/2002 UCR Population Distribution 

Students a Faculty & Staff 

Area Percent Number Percent Number 

UCR campus 32.64% 4,147 0.0% 0 

City of Riverside (exclusive of campus) 29.36% 3,729 50.0% 1,871 

County of Riverside (exclusive of City) 18.0% 2,286 11.0% 412 

Outside of Riverside County 20.0% 2,541 39.0% 1,459 

Total 100.0% 12,703 100.0% 3,742 

Source: UCR Transportation and Parking Services 2002; UCR Institutional Planning and Analysis 2003 

a Three-quarter average headcount, including students studying abroad. 

Page 4.11-5, Table 4.11-5 is revised as follows: 

Table 4.11-5 2000/2001/2002 Campus-Affiliated Population  

Area Students 

Student Household 

Members 

Faculty & 

Staff 

Faculty & Staff 

Household Members Totals 

UCR Campus 4,147 568a 0 0 4,715 

City of Riverside (exclusive of campus) 3,729 N/A 1,871 3,967 9,567 

County of Riverside (exclusive of City) 2,286 N/A 412 873 3,571 

Outside of Riverside County 2,541 N/A 1,459 3,093 7,093 

Subtotals 12,703 568 3,742 7,933 24,946 

Source: UCR Transportation and Parking Services 2002; UCR Institutional Planning and Analysis 2003; City of Riverside 2001;  
County of Riverside 2002. 

Does not include campus visitors and other individuals, or an estimate of off-campus student families. 

Based on an average household size of 3.12 persons. 

a Based on the number of Family Student Housing units 

Page 4.11-12, third paragraph. The following sentence has been added to the end of the paragraph. 

It should be noted that under the City of Riverside’s Draft 2025 General Plan, the University Community Plan is 
replaced with the University and Eastside Neighborhood Plans.

Sect ion 4 .12 (Publ ic  Serv ices)  

The terms UC Police Department, UC Riverside Police Department, and UCPD have been revised to 
state UCR Police Department throughout this section. 

Page 4.12-13, the first sentence of the last paragraph has been amended to read: 

With a net increase of approximately 4,878 students (with families living on campus), faculty, and staff, an 
increase of approximately 3,531 new school age children would result from LRDP implementation of the 2005 
LRDP….

Page 4.12-16, the first paragraph has been revised as follows: 

…Based on the geographic distribution of faculty and staff (as described in Section 4.11, Population and Housing), 
as shown in Table 3.11-184.11-18, an increase of approximately 6,531 household members of student families, 
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UCR faculty, and staff would reside in the City of Riverside, approximately 6,5313,647 would reside in the 
County of Riverside (exclusive of the City), and 3,6476,789 would reside in the three-county area of Los Angeles, 
Orange, and San Bernardino Counties…. 

Page 4.12-17, second to last reference. The following reference has been revised as follows: 

Rosenfeld, Hank. 2001. Personal communication via telephone with UCR Police Chief, August. 

Sect ion 4 .13 (Recreat ion)  

Page 4.13-3, the third sentence of the fourth paragraph has been amended to read: 

…Based on the current (2000/01) campus population of 17,641 students, faculty, and staff (and on-campus 
student families), a need of approximately 53 acres of park or field space can be estimated…. 

Sect ion 4 .14 (Transportat ion and Traff ic )  

Page 4.14-15 of the EIR has been revised to include the following: 

RTA Bus Rapid Transit Program

It should be noted that RTA has approved implementation of the Bus Rapid Transit Program (BRT), which will 
provide rapid transit bus service in Riverside County. The first route to be completed will connect downtown 
Riverside and the University of California, Riverside to Corona. The second route will run from downtown 
Riverside past UCR to Moreno Valley. Figures 4.14-1a and 4.14-1b display the proposed routes of RTA’s BRT.

Page 4.14-17, Table 4.14-7 has been revised as follows: 

Table 4.14-7 Existing Parking Spaces by Lot 

Facility Inventory 

Lot 1 349 

Lot 2 141 

Lot 3 44 

Lot 4 87 

Lot 5 110 

Lot 6 760 

Lot 7 42 

Lot 8 55 

Lot 9 142 

Lot 10 68 

Lot 11 78 

Lot 12 78 

Lot 13 592*

Lot 14 486 

Lot 15 135 

Lot 19 228 

Lot 21 427 



B-10

Chapter B Changes to the Draft EIR 

University of California, Riverside 

Table 4.14-7 Existing Parking Spaces by Lot 

Facility Inventory 

Lot 22 339 

Lot 23 103 

Lot 24 352 

Lot 25 78 

Lot 30 2,092 

Lot 31 51 

Bannockburn 206 

Child Dev. Ctr. 54 

Highlander Hall 129 

University Plaza 105 

University Village 49 

Watkins House 19 

Misc. Lots 972 

Loading Docks 100 

Total 8,471 

Source: UCR Transportation and Parking Services, November 2002 

* With Physical Sciences I laydown area deduction

Page 4.14-44, MM 4.14-1(f) and MM 4.14-1(g) have been amended as follows: 

MM 4.14-1(f) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’ scenario, the intersection of 
Martin Luther King Boulevard/Canyon Crest Drive would require an additional left-turn lane 
on the westbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection is under the 
jurisdiction of the UniversityCity of Riverside.)

MM 4.14-1(g) The intersection of Linden Street/Aberdeen Drive would require a shared through/left-turn 
lane and a right-turn lane on the eastbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This 
intersection is under the jurisdiction of the University.) Please note that this is a T-intersection.

Page 4.14-55, MM 4.14-1(k) has been amended as follows: 

MM 4.14-1(k) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’ scenario, the intersection of 
Martin Luther King Boulevard/Canyon Crest Drive would require an additional left-turn lane 
on the westbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection is under the 
jurisdiction of the UniversityCity of Riverside.)

Page 4.14-76, first paragraph. The following sentences have been added to the end of this paragraph: 

…Under the new Rail 2 Rail program, Amtrak and Metrolink will accept certain tickets issued from each of their 
respective rail services. Furthermore, as indicated in Table 4.0-2 (Off-Campus Projects) in Chapter 4 of the DEIR, 
one of the off-campus, related projects that will be located in the immediate vicinity of the campus is the Perris 
Valley Line Project. This commuter rail project is a 19-mile extension of the Metrolink 91 Line, which currently 
provides commuter rail service from Riverside to downtown Los Angeles. Upon start up in 2008, the Perris Valley 
Line Project will include five station facilities, operate through three cities (Riverside, Moreno Valley, and Perris), 
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as well as directly serve UCR and March Air Reserve Base. This commuter rail project is projected to eliminate 
approximately 4,000 auto trips per day.

Page 4.14-81, bottom of page. The following reference has been added to the end of this page: 

Riverside County Transportation Commission, 2005. Metrolink Extention of the 91 Line. 
http://www.perrisvalleyline.info/. Accessed on August 29, 2005.

Sect ion 6  (Alternat ives)  

Page 6-3, Table 6-1 has been revised as follows: 

Table 6-1 Summary Comparison of Alternatives to the 2005 LRDP 

Element 2005 LRDP 

Alt. 1 

No Project A  

Alt 2 

No Project B 

 (1990 LRDP) 

Alt 3 

High Density on 

West Campus  

Alt4 

Off-Site

Alt 5 

35% Housing 

New Square Footage 7.1 million 0 4.8 million  7.1 million 7.1 million  6.10million 

Future Total Square 
Footage

11.8 million 4.7 million 10.13 million 11.8 Million 11.8 Million 10.8 Million 

Student Enrollment 25,000 
12,097
12.703

18,050 25,000 25,000 25,000 

Housing (Beds) 12,500 4,147 6,318 12,500 12,500 8,750 

Parking Spaces 15,868 8,832 9,446 15,868 15,868 14,000 

Source: EIP Associates, 2003 

Baseline 2000–01—4.8 million gsf 

Page 6-5, the second sentence of the last paragraph has been amended to read: 

This alternative assumes that no additional development and growth in the campus population would occur. 
Enrollment would remain at existing the threshold levels of approximately 12,703 students, and no new 
construction would occur. The percentage of students that are housed on campus would not increase and would 
remain at 35 percent. 

B.2.2 Figure Changes 

The figures listed below have either been revised or added to the Draft EIR; they are included on the 
following pages. 

Figure 4.4-1 (Existing Campus Biological Resources) has been modified to include revised 
habitat mapping. 

Figure 4.4-2 (UCR Area Wildlife Corridor) has been amended to include shading of the entire 
UCR campus. 

Figure 4.5-1 (Potentially Historic Structures on the UCR Campus) has been revised to include 
the correct location of Watkins House and the following two roadways have been revised as 
follows:

› Valencia Hill Drive
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› BoxBig Springs Road 
Figure 4.14-1A (Proposed BRT Route 1-A Riverside Transit Agency) and Figure 4.14-1B
(Proposed BRT Route 1-B Riverside Transit Agency) are added immediately following 
page 4.14-15. 
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B.3 CHANGES TO VOLUME II (TECHNICAL APPENDICES) 

The following appendix has been amended and is included on subsequent pages: 

Appendix C has been amended to include the URBEMIS 2002 air quality model output data 
sheets.
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               URBEMIS 2002 For Windows   7.5.0
               
File Name:                      P:\Projects - All Users\10400-00+\10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP\EIR\AQ Data\UCR Baseline
Project Name: 10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP - LRDP Baseline Traffic
Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2

SUMMARY REPORT
(Pounds/Day - Summer)

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10

TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 137.12 177.67 1,775.11 2.09 406.92
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               URBEMIS 2002 For Windows   7.5.0
               
File Name:                      P:\Projects - All Users\10400-00+\10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP\EIR\AQ Data\UCR Baseline
Project Name:                   10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP - LRDP Baseline Traffic
Project Location:               South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2
               
                        DETAIL REPORT    
                    (Pounds/Day - Summer)

                 UNMITIGATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

                                 ROG       NOx        CO       SO2      PM10
University/college (4 yrs     137.12    177.67  1,775.11      2.09    406.92

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)     137.12    177.67  1,775.11      2.09    406.92

Does not include correction for passby trips.
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips.

OPERATIONAL (Vehicle) EMISSION ESTIMATES

Analysis Year: 2015  Temperature (F): 75   Season: Summer

EMFAC Version: EMFAC2002 (9/2002)

Summary of Land Uses: 

Unit Type                       Trip Rate                    Size    Total Trips

University/college (4 yrs47,034.00 trips / UCR Campus           1.00    47,034.00

Vehicle Assumptions:

Fleet Mix: 

Vehicle Type             Percent Type    Non-Catalyst     Catalyst         Diesel
Light Auto                  60.51            0.40           99.40            0.20
Light Truck < 3,750   lbs   17.02            0.70           98.00            1.30
Light Truck  3,751- 5,750   18.24            0.60           98.80            0.60
Med Truck    5,751- 8,500    0.31            0.00           98.60            1.40
Lite-Heavy   8,501-10,000    0.05            0.00           81.80           18.20
Lite-Heavy  10,001-14,000    0.01            0.00           66.70           33.30
Med-Heavy   14,001-33,000    0.04            0.00           20.00           80.00
Heavy-Heavy 33,001-60,000    0.03            0.00            0.00          100.00
Line Haul > 60,000    lbs    0.00            0.00            0.00          100.00
Urban Bus                    0.22            0.00           50.00           50.00
Motorcycle                   1.78           50.00           50.00            0.00
School Bus                   0.12            0.00            0.00          100.00
Motor Home                   1.67            0.00           93.30            6.70

Travel Conditions
                                 Residential                  Commercial
                          Home-     Home-     Home-  
                          Work      Shop      Other   Commute  Non-Work Customer
Urban Trip Length (miles) 11.5       4.9       6.0      10.3       5.5       5.5
Rural Trip Length (miles) 11.5       4.9       6.0      10.3       5.5       5.5
Trip Speeds (mph)         35.0      40.0      40.0      40.0      40.0      40.0
% of Trips - Residential  20.0      37.0      43.0

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)
University/college (4 yrs)                               5.0       2.5      92.5
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Changes made to the default values for Land Use Trip Percentages

Changes made to the default values for Operations

The light auto percentage changed from 54.4 to 60.51.
The light truck < 3750 lbs percentage changed from 15.3 to 17.02.
The light truck 3751-5750 percentage changed from 16.4 to 18.24.
The med truck 5751-8500 percentage changed from 7.3 to 0.31.
The lite-heavy truck 8501-10000 percentage changed from 1.1 to 0.05.
The lite-heavy truck 10001-14000 percentage changed from 0.3 to 0.01.
The med-heavy truck 14001-33000 percentage changed from 1.0 to 0.04.
The heavy-heavy truck 33001-60000 percentage changed from 0.8 to 0.03.
The urban bus percentage changed from 0.2 to 0.22.
The motorcycle percentage changed from 1.6 to 1.78.
The school bus percentage changed from 0.1 to 0.12.
The motorhome percentage changed from 1.5 to 1.67.
The operational emission year changed from 2004 to 2015.
The operational winter selection item changed from  3 to 2.
The operational summer temperature changed from  90 to 75.
The operational summer selection item changed from   8 to 5.
The default/nodefault travel setting changed from  nodefault to: default
 Side Walks/Paths: No Sidewalks
      changed to: Side Walks/Paths: Most Destinations Covered
Visually Interesting Uses: No Uses Within Walking Distance
      changed to:Visually Interesting Uses: No Uses within Walking Distance
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File Name:                      P:\Projects - All Users\10400-00+\10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP\EIR\AQ Data\UCR Existing
Project Name: 10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP - Existing Construction Activities
Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2

SUMMARY REPORT
(Pounds/Day - Summer)

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES
PM10 PM10 PM10

*** 2003 *** ROG NOx CO SO2 TOTAL EXHAUST DUST
TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 8.43 46.41 112.36 0.03 2.25 2.11 0.14
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               URBEMIS 2002 For Windows   7.5.0
               
File Name:                      P:\Projects - All Users\10400-00+\10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP\EIR\AQ Data\UCR Existing
Project Name:                   10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP - Existing Construction Activities
Project Location:               South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2
               
                        DETAIL REPORT    
                    (Pounds/Day - Summer)

Construction Start Month and Year: June, 2003
Construction Duration: 1
Total Land Use Area to be Developed: 0 acres
Maximum Acreage Disturbed Per Day: 0 acres
Single Family Units: 0 Multi-Family Units: 0
Retail/Office/Institutional/Industrial Square Footage: 417919

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES UNMITIGATED (lbs/day)
                                                                       PM10     PM10        PM10
    Source                       ROG       NOx        CO       SO2     TOTAL   EXHAUST      DUST
 *** 2003***
Phase 1 - Demolition Emissions
Fugitive Dust                      -         -         -         -      0.00         -      0.00
Off-Road Diesel                 0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
On-Road Diesel                  0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Worker Trips                    0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day               0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00

Phase 2 - Site Grading Emissions
Fugitive Dust                      -         -         -         -      0.00         -      0.00
Off-Road Diesel                 0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
On-Road Diesel                  0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Worker Trips                    0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day               0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00

Phase 3 - Building Construction
Bldg Const Off-Road Diesel      6.11     42.86     49.07         -      2.04      2.04      0.00
Bldg Const Worker Trips         2.32      3.55     63.28      0.03      0.21      0.07      0.14
Arch Coatings Off-Gas           0.00         -         -         -         -         -         -
Arch Coatings Worker Trips      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt Off-Gas                 0.00         -         -         -         -         -         -
Asphalt Off-Road Diesel         0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt On-Road Diesel          0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt Worker Trips            0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day               8.43     46.41    112.36      0.03      2.25      2.11      0.14

  Max lbs/day all phases        8.43     46.41    112.36      0.03      2.25      2.11      0.14

Phase 2 - Site Grading Assumptions:  Phase Turned OFF

Phase 3 - Building Construction Assumptions
Start Month/Year for Phase 3: Jun '03
Phase 3 Duration: 1 months
  Start Month/Year for SubPhase Building: Jun '03
  SubPhase Building Duration: 1 months
  Off-Road Equipment
  No.     Type                               Horsepower    Load Factor     Hours/Day
     2    Cranes                                190          0.430            4.0
     1    Excavators                            180          0.580            6.0
     4    Rough Terrain Forklifts                94          0.475            5.0
     1    Skid Steer Loaders                     62          0.515            5.0
     2    Tractor/Loaders/Backhoes               79          0.465            6.0
  SubPhase Architectural Coatings Turned OFF
  SubPhase Asphalt Turned OFF
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Changes made to the default values for Land Use Trip Percentages

Changes made to the default values for Construction

The user has overridden the Default Phase Lengths
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               URBEMIS 2002 For Windows   7.5.0
               
File Name:                      P:\Projects - All Users\10400-00+\10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP\EIR\AQ Data\UCR Existing
Project Name: 10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP - Existing Traffic
Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2

SUMMARY REPORT
(Pounds/Day - Summer)

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10

TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 380.96 508.82 5,019.83 2.78 407.53
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File Name:                      P:\Projects - All Users\10400-00+\10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP\EIR\AQ Data\UCR Existing
Project Name:                   10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP - Existing Traffic
Project Location:               South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2
               
                        DETAIL REPORT    
                    (Pounds/Day - Summer)

                 UNMITIGATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

                                 ROG       NOx        CO       SO2      PM10
University/college (4 yrs     380.96    508.82  5,019.83      2.78    407.53

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)     380.96    508.82  5,019.83      2.78    407.53

Does not include correction for passby trips.
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips.

OPERATIONAL (Vehicle) EMISSION ESTIMATES

Analysis Year: 2003  Temperature (F): 75   Season: Summer

EMFAC Version: EMFAC2002 (9/2002)

Summary of Land Uses: 

Unit Type                       Trip Rate                    Size    Total Trips

University/college (4 yrs47,034.00 trips / UCR Campus           1.00    47,034.00

Vehicle Assumptions:

Fleet Mix: 

Vehicle Type             Percent Type    Non-Catalyst     Catalyst         Diesel
Light Auto                  62.06            3.00           96.40            0.60
Light Truck < 3,750   lbs   16.70            5.30           91.40            3.30
Light Truck  3,751- 5,750   17.26            2.60           96.10            1.30
Med Truck    5,751- 8,500    0.30            2.90           94.20            2.90
Lite-Heavy   8,501-10,000    0.04            9.10           72.70           18.20
Lite-Heavy  10,001-14,000    0.01            0.00           66.70           33.30
Med-Heavy   14,001-33,000    0.04           10.00           20.00           70.00
Heavy-Heavy 33,001-60,000    0.04            0.00           12.50           87.50
Line Haul > 60,000    lbs    0.00            0.00            0.00          100.00
Urban Bus                    0.12            0.00            0.00          100.00
Motorcycle                   1.77           87.50           12.50            0.00
School Bus                   0.22            0.00            0.00          100.00
Motor Home                   1.44           15.40           76.90            7.70

Travel Conditions
                                 Residential                  Commercial
                          Home-     Home-     Home-  
                          Work      Shop      Other   Commute  Non-Work Customer
Urban Trip Length (miles) 11.5       4.9       6.0      10.3       5.5       5.5
Rural Trip Length (miles) 11.5       4.9       6.0      10.3       5.5       5.5
Trip Speeds (mph)         35.0      40.0      40.0      40.0      40.0      40.0
% of Trips - Residential  20.0      37.0      43.0

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)
University/college (4 yrs)                               5.0       2.5      92.5
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Changes made to the default values for Land Use Trip Percentages

Changes made to the default values for Operations

The light auto percentage changed from 56.1 to 62.06.
The light truck < 3750 lbs percentage changed from 15.1 to 16.7.
The light truck 3751-5750 percentage changed from 15.5 to 17.26.
The med truck 5751-8500 percentage changed from 6.9 to 0.30.
The lite-heavy truck 8501-10000 percentage changed from 1.1 to 0.04.
The lite-heavy truck 10001-14000 percentage changed from 0.3 to 0.01.
The med-heavy truck 14001-33000 percentage changed from 1.0 to 0.04.
The heavy-heavy truck 33001-60000 percentage changed from 0.8 to 0.04.
The urban bus percentage changed from 0.1 to 0.12.
The motorcycle percentage changed from 1.6 to 1.77.
The school bus percentage changed from 0.2 to 0.22.
The motorhome percentage changed from 1.3 to 1.44.
The operational emission year changed from 2004 to 2003.
The operational winter selection item changed from  3 to 2.
The operational summer temperature changed from  90 to 75.
The operational summer selection item changed from   8 to 5.
The default/nodefault travel setting changed from  nodefault to: default
 Side Walks/Paths: No Sidewalks
      changed to: Side Walks/Paths: Most Destinations Covered
Visually Interesting Uses: No Uses Within Walking Distance
      changed to:Visually Interesting Uses: No Uses within Walking Distance
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File Name:                      P:\Projects - All Users\10400-00+\10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP\EIR\AQ Data\UCR LRDP Con
Project Name: 10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP - 2003 LRDP Construction Activities
Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2

SUMMARY REPORT
(Pounds/Day - Summer)

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES
PM10 PM10 PM10

*** 2005 *** ROG NOx CO SO2 TOTAL EXHAUST DUST
TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 24.37 174.69 193.72 0.00 157.82 7.80 150.02
TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated) 24.37 174.69 193.72 0.00 52.45 7.80 44.65
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File Name:                      P:\Projects - All Users\10400-00+\10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP\EIR\AQ Data\UCR LRDP Con
Project Name:                   10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP - 2003 LRDP Construction Activities
Project Location:               South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2
               
                        DETAIL REPORT    
                    (Pounds/Day - Summer)

Construction Start Month and Year: January, 2005
Construction Duration: 12
Total Land Use Area to be Developed: 20 acres
Maximum Acreage Disturbed Per Day: 15 acres
Single Family Units: 0 Multi-Family Units: 500
Retail/Office/Institutional/Industrial Square Footage: 600000

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES UNMITIGATED (lbs/day)
                                                                       PM10     PM10        PM10
    Source                       ROG       NOx        CO       SO2     TOTAL   EXHAUST      DUST
 *** 2005***
Phase 1 - Demolition Emissions
Fugitive Dust                      -         -         -         -      0.00         -      0.00
Off-Road Diesel                 0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
On-Road Diesel                  0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Worker Trips                    0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day               0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00

Phase 2 - Site Grading Emissions
Fugitive Dust                      -         -         -         -    150.00         -    150.00
Off-Road Diesel                23.94    173.88    185.08         -      7.79      7.79      0.00
On-Road Diesel                  0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Worker Trips                    0.43      0.81      8.64      0.00      0.03      0.01      0.02
  Maximum lbs/day              24.37    174.69    193.72      0.00    157.82      7.80    150.02

Phase 3 - Building Construction
Bldg Const Off-Road Diesel     21.70    164.28    161.96         -      7.36      7.36      0.00
Bldg Const Worker Trips         2.52      1.41     29.92      0.00      0.42      0.02      0.40
Arch Coatings Off-Gas           0.00         -         -         -         -         -         -
Arch Coatings Worker Trips      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt Off-Gas                 0.00         -         -         -         -         -         -
Asphalt Off-Road Diesel         0.00      0.00      0.00         -      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt On-Road Diesel          0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
Asphalt Worker Trips            0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00
  Maximum lbs/day              24.21    165.68    191.88      0.00      7.78      7.38      0.40

  Max lbs/day all phases       24.37    174.69    193.72      0.00    157.82      7.80    150.02

Phase 1 - Demolition Assumptions:  Phase Turned OFF

Phase 2 - Site Grading Assumptions
Start Month/Year for Phase 2: Jan '05
Phase 2 Duration: 1.3 months
On-Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0
Off-Road Equipment
  No.     Type                               Horsepower    Load Factor     Hours/Day
     4    Graders                               174          0.575            6.0
     3    Off Highway Trucks                    417          0.490            2.0
     3    Rubber Tired Dozers                   352          0.590            5.0
     2    Scrapers                              313          0.660            7.0
     3    Skid Steer Loaders                     62          0.515            6.0
     3    Tractor/Loaders/Backhoes               79          0.465            6.0

Phase 3 - Building Construction Assumptions
Start Month/Year for Phase 3: Feb '05
Phase 3 Duration: 10.7 months
  Start Month/Year for SubPhase Building: Feb '05
  SubPhase Building Duration: 10.7 months
  Off-Road Equipment
  No.     Type                               Horsepower    Load Factor     Hours/Day
     6    Concrete/Industrial saws               84          0.730            4.0
     2    Cranes                                190          0.430            4.0
    10    Other Equipment                       190          0.620            4.0
     8    Rough Terrain Forklifts                94          0.475            5.0
     2    Rubber Tired Loaders                  165          0.465            8.0
  SubPhase Architectural Coatings Turned OFF
  SubPhase Asphalt Turned OFF
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Changes made to the default values for Land Use Trip Percentages

Changes made to the default values for Construction

Phase 2 mitigation measure Soil Disturbance: Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas
     has been changed from off to on.
Phase 2 mitigation measure Soil Disturbance: Replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly
     has been changed from off to on.
Phase 2 mitigation measure Soil Disturbance: Water exposed surfaces - 3x daily
     has been changed from off to on.
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               URBEMIS 2002 For Windows   7.5.0
               
File Name:                      P:\Projects - All Users\10400-00+\10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP\EIR\AQ Data\UCR LRDP Tra
Project Name: 10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP - LRDP Traffic with TDM
Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2

SUMMARY REPORT
(Pounds/Day - Summer)

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10

TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 322.48 417.86 4,174.79 4.91 957.02
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               URBEMIS 2002 For Windows   7.5.0
               
File Name:                      P:\Projects - All Users\10400-00+\10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP\EIR\AQ Data\UCR LRDP Tra
Project Name:                   10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP - LRDP Traffic with TDM
Project Location:               South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2
               
                        DETAIL REPORT    
                    (Pounds/Day - Summer)

                 UNMITIGATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

                                 ROG       NOx        CO       SO2      PM10
University/college (4 yrs     322.48    417.86  4,174.79      4.91    957.02

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)     322.48    417.86  4,174.79      4.91    957.02

Does not include correction for passby trips.
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips.

OPERATIONAL (Vehicle) EMISSION ESTIMATES

Analysis Year: 2015  Temperature (F): 75   Season: Summer

EMFAC Version: EMFAC2002 (9/2002)

Summary of Land Uses: 

Unit Type                       Trip Rate                    Size    Total Trips

University/college (4 yrs110,617.00 trips / UCR Campus           1.00    110,617.00

Vehicle Assumptions:

Fleet Mix: 

Vehicle Type             Percent Type    Non-Catalyst     Catalyst         Diesel
Light Auto                  60.51            0.40           99.40            0.20
Light Truck < 3,750   lbs   17.02            0.70           98.00            1.30
Light Truck  3,751- 5,750   18.24            0.60           98.80            0.60
Med Truck    5,751- 8,500    0.31            0.00           98.60            1.40
Lite-Heavy   8,501-10,000    0.05            0.00           81.80           18.20
Lite-Heavy  10,001-14,000    0.01            0.00           66.70           33.30
Med-Heavy   14,001-33,000    0.04            0.00           20.00           80.00
Heavy-Heavy 33,001-60,000    0.03            0.00            0.00          100.00
Line Haul > 60,000    lbs    0.00            0.00            0.00          100.00
Urban Bus                    0.22            0.00           50.00           50.00
Motorcycle                   1.78           50.00           50.00            0.00
School Bus                   0.12            0.00            0.00          100.00
Motor Home                   1.67            0.00           93.30            6.70

Travel Conditions
                                 Residential                  Commercial
                          Home-     Home-     Home-  
                          Work      Shop      Other   Commute  Non-Work Customer
Urban Trip Length (miles) 11.5       4.9       6.0      10.3       5.5       5.5
Rural Trip Length (miles) 11.5       4.9       6.0      10.3       5.5       5.5
Trip Speeds (mph)         35.0      40.0      40.0      40.0      40.0      40.0
% of Trips - Residential  20.0      37.0      43.0

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)
University/college (4 yrs)                               5.0       2.5      92.5
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Changes made to the default values for Land Use Trip Percentages

Changes made to the default values for Operations

The light auto percentage changed from 54.4 to 60.51.
The light truck < 3750 lbs percentage changed from 15.3 to 17.02.
The light truck 3751-5750 percentage changed from 16.4 to 18.24.
The med truck 5751-8500 percentage changed from 7.3 to 0.31.
The lite-heavy truck 8501-10000 percentage changed from 1.1 to 0.05.
The lite-heavy truck 10001-14000 percentage changed from 0.3 to 0.01.
The med-heavy truck 14001-33000 percentage changed from 1.0 to 0.04.
The heavy-heavy truck 33001-60000 percentage changed from 0.8 to 0.03.
The urban bus percentage changed from 0.2 to 0.22.
The motorcycle percentage changed from 1.6 to 1.78.
The school bus percentage changed from 0.1 to 0.12.
The motorhome percentage changed from 1.5 to 1.67.
The operational emission year changed from 2004 to 2015.
The operational winter selection item changed from  3 to 2.
The operational summer temperature changed from  90 to 75.
The operational summer selection item changed from   8 to 5.
The default/nodefault travel setting changed from  nodefault to: default
 Side Walks/Paths: No Sidewalks
      changed to: Side Walks/Paths: Most Destinations Covered
Visually Interesting Uses: No Uses Within Walking Distance
      changed to:Visually Interesting Uses: No Uses within Walking Distance
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               URBEMIS 2002 For Windows   7.5.0
               
File Name:                      P:\Projects - All Users\10400-00+\10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP\EIR\AQ Data\UCR LRDP Tra
Project Name: 10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP - LRDP Traffic without TDM
Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2

SUMMARY REPORT
(Pounds/Day - Summer)

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10

TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 342.27 443.51 4,431.01 5.21 1,015.75
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               URBEMIS 2002 For Windows   7.5.0
               
File Name:                      P:\Projects - All Users\10400-00+\10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP\EIR\AQ Data\UCR LRDP Tra
Project Name:                   10537-00 UC Riverside LRDP - LRDP Traffic without TDM
Project Location:               South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2
               
                        DETAIL REPORT    
                    (Pounds/Day - Summer)

                 UNMITIGATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

                                 ROG       NOx        CO       SO2      PM10
University/college (4 yrs     342.27    443.51  4,431.01      5.21  1,015.75

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)     342.27    443.51  4,431.01      5.21  1,015.75

Does not include correction for passby trips.
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips.

OPERATIONAL (Vehicle) EMISSION ESTIMATES

Analysis Year: 2015  Temperature (F): 75   Season: Summer

EMFAC Version: EMFAC2002 (9/2002)

Summary of Land Uses: 

Unit Type                       Trip Rate                    Size    Total Trips

University/college (4 yrs117,406.00 trips / UCR Campus           1.00    117,406.00

Vehicle Assumptions:

Fleet Mix: 

Vehicle Type             Percent Type    Non-Catalyst     Catalyst         Diesel
Light Auto                  60.51            0.40           99.40            0.20
Light Truck < 3,750   lbs   17.02            0.70           98.00            1.30
Light Truck  3,751- 5,750   18.24            0.60           98.80            0.60
Med Truck    5,751- 8,500    0.31            0.00           98.60            1.40
Lite-Heavy   8,501-10,000    0.05            0.00           81.80           18.20
Lite-Heavy  10,001-14,000    0.01            0.00           66.70           33.30
Med-Heavy   14,001-33,000    0.04            0.00           20.00           80.00
Heavy-Heavy 33,001-60,000    0.03            0.00            0.00          100.00
Line Haul > 60,000    lbs    0.00            0.00            0.00          100.00
Urban Bus                    0.22            0.00           50.00           50.00
Motorcycle                   1.78           50.00           50.00            0.00
School Bus                   0.12            0.00            0.00          100.00
Motor Home                   1.67            0.00           93.30            6.70

Travel Conditions
                                 Residential                  Commercial
                          Home-     Home-     Home-  
                          Work      Shop      Other   Commute  Non-Work Customer
Urban Trip Length (miles) 11.5       4.9       6.0      10.3       5.5       5.5
Rural Trip Length (miles) 11.5       4.9       6.0      10.3       5.5       5.5
Trip Speeds (mph)         35.0      40.0      40.0      40.0      40.0      40.0
% of Trips - Residential  20.0      37.0      43.0

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)
University/college (4 yrs)                               5.0       2.5      92.5
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Changes made to the default values for Land Use Trip Percentages

Changes made to the default values for Operations

The light auto percentage changed from 54.4 to 60.51.
The light truck < 3750 lbs percentage changed from 15.3 to 17.02.
The light truck 3751-5750 percentage changed from 16.4 to 18.24.
The med truck 5751-8500 percentage changed from 7.3 to 0.31.
The lite-heavy truck 8501-10000 percentage changed from 1.1 to 0.05.
The lite-heavy truck 10001-14000 percentage changed from 0.3 to 0.01.
The med-heavy truck 14001-33000 percentage changed from 1.0 to 0.04.
The heavy-heavy truck 33001-60000 percentage changed from 0.8 to 0.03.
The urban bus percentage changed from 0.2 to 0.22.
The motorcycle percentage changed from 1.6 to 1.78.
The school bus percentage changed from 0.1 to 0.12.
The motorhome percentage changed from 1.5 to 1.67.
The operational emission year changed from 2004 to 2015.
The operational winter selection item changed from  3 to 2.
The operational summer temperature changed from  90 to 75.
The operational summer selection item changed from   8 to 5.
The default/nodefault travel setting changed from  nodefault to: default
 Side Walks/Paths: No Sidewalks
      changed to: Side Walks/Paths: Most Destinations Covered
Visually Interesting Uses: No Uses Within Walking Distance
      changed to:Visually Interesting Uses: No Uses within Walking Distance



EXPLANATION OF CHANGES MADE TO DEFAULT SETTINGS IN URBEMIS 2002

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Name: UC Riverside LRDP - Future Fleet Mix

Vehicle Trip Rates

Vehicle Fleet Mix

State-Wide Vehicle Type Total
Automobiles 54.4%
Light-Duty Trucks <3,750 pounds 15.3%
Light-Duty Trucks 3,751-5,750 pounds 16.4%
Medium-Duty Trucks 5,751-8,500 pounds 7.3%
Light-Heavy-Duty Trucks 8,501-10,000 pounds 1.1%
Light-Heavy-Duty Trucks 10,001-14,000 pounds 0.3%
Medium-Heavy-Duty Trucks 14,001-33,000 pounds 1.0%
Heavy-Heavy-Duty Trucks 33,001-60,000 pounds 0.8%
Line-Haul Vehicles 0.0%
Urban Buses 0.2%
Motorcycles 1.6%
School Buses 0.1%
Motor Homes 1.5%

ITE
Code Project Land Use: Truck % ADT Truck #
550 University 0.44% 47,034 207
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

Project Totals: 47,034 207
Project Truck %: 0.44%

Vehicle Type Total
Automobiles 60.51%
Light-Duty Trucks <3,750 pounds 17.02%
Light-Duty Trucks 3,751-5,750 pounds 18.24%
Medium-Duty Trucks 5,751-8,500 pounds 0.31%
Light-Heavy-Duty Trucks 8,501-10,000 pounds 0.05%
Light-Heavy-Duty Trucks 10,001-14,000 pounds 0.01%
Medium-Heavy-Duty Trucks 14,001-33,000 pounds 0.04%
Heavy-Heavy-Duty Trucks 33,001-60,000 pounds 0.03%
Line-Haul Vehicles 0.00%
Urban Buses 0.22%
Motorcycles 1.78%
School Buses 0.11%
Motor Homes 1.67%

The following pages include the printed results of the air pollutant emissions modeling for one of the land use components
of the proposed project. The air emissions modeling was conducted using the URBEMIS 2002 for Windows computer
program developed for the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District in May 2003. URBEMIS 2002 is programmed
with EMFAC 2002 emission factors developed by the California Air Resources Board.

As part of this analysis, changes have been made to several of the default values programmed into URBEMIS 2002.
These changes were made to more accurately reflect the nature of the proposed land use. Each of these changes are
discussed below.

The default vehicle trip rate values were changed to be consistent with the traffic impact analysis prepared for the
project.

However, this state-wide average fleet mix is not appropriate for the majority of land use analyses. The project land
use assessed in this analysis is identified below along with the total percentage of trucks (medium and heavy) that are
expected for this land use. The following vehicle mix was calculated based on the percentage of trucks associated
with this land use. The percentage of trucks for each land use were determined from the 3rd, 4th, 5th, and 6th Editions
of the ITE Trip Generation manual.

URBEMIS 2001 is programmed with the following state-wide average vehicle fleet mix:

10.50% Total Trucks

0.44% Total Trucks

URBEMIS 2002 Changes - Future.xls EIP Associates 5/23/2005



EXPLANATION OF CHANGES MADE TO DEFAULT SETTINGS IN URBEMIS 2002

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Name: UC Riverside LRDP

Vehicle Trip Rates

Vehicle Fleet Mix

State-Wide Vehicle Type Total
Automobiles 56.1%
Light-Duty Trucks <3,750 pounds 15.1%
Light-Duty Trucks 3,751-5,750 pounds 15.6%
Medium-Duty Trucks 5,751-8,500 pounds 6.9%
Light-Heavy-Duty Trucks 8,501-10,000 pounds 1.0%
Light-Heavy-Duty Trucks 10,001-14,000 pounds 0.3%
Medium-Heavy-Duty Trucks 14,001-33,000 pounds 1.0%
Heavy-Heavy-Duty Trucks 33,001-60,000 pounds 0.8%
Line-Haul Vehicles 0.0%
Urban Buses 0.1%
Motorcycles 1.6%
School Buses 0.2%
Motor Homes 1.3%

ITE
Code Project Land Use: Truck % ADT Truck #
550 University 0.44% 47,034 207
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

Project Totals: 47,034 207
Project Truck %: 0.44%

Vehicle Type Total
Automobiles 62.06%
Light-Duty Trucks <3,750 pounds 16.70%
Light-Duty Trucks 3,751-5,750 pounds 17.26%
Medium-Duty Trucks 5,751-8,500 pounds 0.30%
Light-Heavy-Duty Trucks 8,501-10,000 pounds 0.04%
Light-Heavy-Duty Trucks 10,001-14,000 pounds 0.01%
Medium-Heavy-Duty Trucks 14,001-33,000 pounds 0.04%
Heavy-Heavy-Duty Trucks 33,001-60,000 pounds 0.04%
Line-Haul Vehicles 0.00%
Urban Buses 0.11%
Motorcycles 1.77%
School Buses 0.22%
Motor Homes 1.44%

The following pages include the printed results of the air pollutant emissions modeling for one of the land use components
of the proposed project. The air emissions modeling was conducted using the URBEMIS 2002 for Windows computer
program developed for the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District in May 2003. URBEMIS 2002 is programmed
with EMFAC 2002 emission factors developed by the California Air Resources Board.

As part of this analysis, changes have been made to several of the default values programmed into URBEMIS 2002.
These changes were made to more accurately reflect the nature of the proposed land use. Each of these changes are
discussed below.

The default vehicle trip rate values were changed to be consistent with the traffic impact analysis prepared for the
project.

However, this state-wide average fleet mix is not appropriate for the majority of land use analyses. The project land
use assessed in this analysis is identified below along with the total percentage of trucks (medium and heavy) that are
expected for this land use. The following vehicle mix was calculated based on the percentage of trucks associated
with this land use. The percentage of trucks for each land use were determined from the 3rd, 4th, 5th, and 6th Editions
of the ITE Trip Generation manual.

URBEMIS 2001 is programmed with the following state-wide average vehicle fleet mix:

10.00% Total Trucks

0.44% Total Trucks

URBEMIS 2002 Changes.xls EIP Associates 5/23/2005
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C.1 Overview 

UCR 2005 Long Range Development Plan EIR 

Chapter C RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

C.1 OVERVIEW 

The Draft LRDP and EIR for the 2005 LRDP was issued on April 26, 2005, and initially circulated for 
public review and comment for a 45-day period scheduled to end on June 13, 2005. In response to a 
request from the community, the public review and comment period was extended an additional 45 days 
to July 28, 2005. During the public review period, copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to public 
agencies through the State of California, Office of Planning and Research. Copies of the Draft EIR were 
available for review at the main on-campus library and two off-campus libraries. In addition, the Draft 
EIR was available on UCR’s website and at the UCR Capital and Physical Planning Office, which is 
located at 3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101, on the UCR campus. Compact discs of the documents were 
also available at the Planning Office. Two public hearings were also held on May 19, 2005 and June 11, 
2005, on the UCR campus during which the public was given the opportunity to provide comments on 
the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR. All comments received on the Draft EIR are responded to in the Final EIR, 
and all comments will be forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as part of the project 
approval process. 

Table III-1 provides the following information: (1) a comprehensive list of commentors grouped by State 
agencies, regional agencies, local agencies, community groups, and individuals; (2) the date those 
comments were made; and (3) the page number of this chapter where those comments and responses 
begin.

The complete text of the written and verbal comments—and the University of California’s response to 
those comments—is presented in this chapter. A copy of each comment letter is followed by its 
response(s), and the transcript for the Public Hearings, followed by their responses, is found thereafter. 

Multiple comments were received on a few key topics. To provide comprehensive responses regarding 
the issues raised, the University prepared responses addressing all comments relating to each of these key 
areas. Each of these “topical” responses provides some background regarding the specific issue, how the 
issue was dealt with in the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR, and additional explanation as appropriate in response 
to the concerns raised in the comments. The beginning of each topical response identifies the topics 
addressed by the response. 
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Chapter C Response to Comments 

University of California, Riverside 

Table C-1 List of Commentors 

Comment 

Letter No. Commentor 

Beginning on 

Page Number 

Federal and State Agencies C-5

1 Army Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, June 10, 2005 

2 Department of Toxic Substances Control, June 9, 2005 

3 Department of Toxic Substances Control, July 28, 2005 

4 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, June 23, 2005 

5 Native American Heritage Commission, June 9, 2005 

Regional and Local Agencies C-21

6 City of Riverside (1), June 9, 2005 

7 City of Riverside (2), June 10, 2005 

8 City of Riverside (3), July 27, 2005 

9 City of Riverside (4), August 22, 2005 

10 Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, June 9, 2005 

11 Riverside County Transportation Commission, May 9, 2005 

12 Riverside Transit Agency, July 27, 2005 

13 South Coast Air Quality Management District, June 14, 2005 

14 Southern California Association of Governments, May 9, 2005 

Organizations C-49

15 Friends of Riverside’s Hills, July 28, 2005 

16 March Joint Powers Authority, July 26, 2005 

17 Pechanga Cultural Resources, July 26, 2005 

18 Residents of Riverside, July 27, 2005 

Individuals C-79

19 Richard Block, July 28, 2005 

20 Thomas E. Bowen, June 10, 2005 

21 Revia A. Chandler, June, 10, 2005 

22 David Choweller, June 11, 2005 

23 Mario Cortez, June 2, 2005 

24 Peggy Darlington, June 15, 2005 

25 Kevin Dawson, July 28, 2005 

26 Robert J. Dobry, May 20, 2005 

27 Walter Dozier, July 14, 2005 

28 Cheryl Dumaine (1), June 1, 2005 

29 Cheryl Dumaine (2), June 2, 2005 

30 Cheryl Dumaine (3), June 8, 2005 

31 Wendy Eads, July 28, 2005 

32 Merial Everett (1), June 6, 2005 
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C.1 Overview 

UCR 2005 Long Range Development Plan EIR 

Table C-1 List of Commentors 

Comment 

Letter No. Commentor 

Beginning on 

Page Number 

33 Merial Everett (2), July 9, 2005 

34 James Feliciano, June 11, 2005 

35 Barbara Gable, June 11, 2005 

36 Frederick K. Gable, June 11, 2005 

37 Ralph Guidero, June 14, 2005 

38 Mary Hahn (1), June 1, 2005 

39 Mary Hahn (2), June 6, 2005 

40 Steve Haskamp, June 10, 2005 

41 Margaret Johnson, July 28, 2005 

42 Gurumantra Khalsa, June 6, 2005 

43 Kloeflors, July 26, 2005 

44 Alex Lowry, June 11, 2005 

45 Richard S. MacPherson, June 10, 2005 

46 Tom Magee, June 11, 2005 

47 Robert & Arma Martin, June 10, 2005 

48 Phyllis C. Maynard, June 11, 2005 

49 David R. Mowry, June 13, 2005 

50 Mike Nichols, May 28, 2005 

51 Stephanie Pacheco, June 13, 2005 

52 Joanne Pease-Simpson, September 14, 2005 

53 Letitia Pepper (1), May 25, 2005 

54 Letitia Pepper (2), May 31, 2005 

55 Letitia Pepper (3), May 31, 2005 

56 Letitia Pepper (4), May 31, 2005 

57 Letitia Pepper (5), June 8, 2005 

58 Letitia Pepper (6), June 6, 2005 

59 Letitia Pepper (7), June 6, 2005 

60 Letitia Pepper (8), June 9, 2005 

61 Letitia Pepper (9), June 11, 2005 

62 Letitia Pepper (10), June 19, 2005 

63 Letitia Pepper (11), June 18, 2005 

64 Letitia Pepper (12), July 1, 2005 

65 Letitia Pepper (13), July 12, 2005 

66 Letitia Pepper (14), July 28, 2005 

67 Letitia Pepper (15), July 28, 2005 

68 Robert A. Phillips, June 12, 2005 

69 Isabelle Rimbach, June 1, 2005 
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Chapter C Response to Comments 

University of California, Riverside 

Table C-1 List of Commentors 

Comment 

Letter No. Commentor 

Beginning on 

Page Number 

70 Ruebin R. Seibert (1), June 14, 2005 

71 Ruebin R. Seibert (2), June 30, 2005 

72 Sofia Sharpe, May 20, 2005 

73 Sharon Snedden, June 10, 2005 

74 Maire Wang, May 11, 2005 

Verbal Comments C-257

74 Draft EIR Public Meeting, May 19, 2005 

75 Draft EIR Public Meeting, June 11, 2005 

C.2 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

The following section contains all of the responses to individual comments received on the 2005 UCR 
LRDP Draft EIR, isolated by individual commentor. Comments on the Draft EIR, which were received 
from (1) federal and State agencies, (2) regional and local agencies, (3) individuals, and (4) public 
hearings, are reproduced in this section in their entirety; following them are the University’s responses 
to those comments. Consistent with Sections 15088(a) and 15088(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, 
comments that raise significant environmental issues are provided with responses. Comments that are 
outside of the scope of CEQA review will be forwarded for consideration to the decision-makers as part 
of the project approval process. All comments will be considered by The Regents when making a 
decision on the project. 
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C.2.1 Comments from Federal and State Agencies 
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C.2.2 Comments from Regional and Local Agencies 
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C.2.3 Comments from Organizations 
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C.2.4 Comments from Individuals 
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No additional  sheet.                                   .

Please see attached letter.                               .
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C.2.5 Comments from Public Hearings 
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C.3 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 

This section of the 2005 LRDP Final EIR contains all responses to comments received on the 2005 UCR 
LRDP Draft EIR during the public review period, by the Lead Agency. Reasoned, factual responses have 
been provided to all comments received, with a particular emphasis on significant environmental issues. 
Detailed responses have been provided where a comment raises a specific environmental issue; however, 
a general response has been provided where the comment is relatively general. Where a comment does 
not raise an environmental issue, or expresses the subjective opinion of the commentor, the comment is 
noted, but no response is provided. 

C.3.1 Topical Responses 

Topical responses are provided for broad issue areas where there were multiple comments on the same 
topic. Specifically, topical responses are provided to address the following issues: (A) Public Noticing 
and Document Availability, (B) Need for the LRDP, (C) Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues, (D) 
Property Maintenance and Code Compliance, (E) Parking Issues, and (F) Environmental Issues 
Associated with Lot 13. 

Topical  Response on Publ ic  Not ic ing and Document Avai labi l i ty  

This response is provided for those comments submitted on the adequacy of the public notification 
process for the EIR and the availability of the Draft EIR during the review period. 

Public Noticing 

The CEQA Guidelines specify procedures for public notification in Section 15087. This section specifies 
“Public Review of Draft EIR” in the CEQA Guidelines as follows: 

The lead agency [in this case the University of California] shall provide notice of the availability of 
a draft EIR at the same time it sends a notice of completion to the State Office of Planning and 
Research (OPR). … Notice shall be mailed to the last known name and address of all 
organizations and individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing, and shall also 
be given by at least one of the following procedures: 

a. Publication at least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of general circulation in the 
area affected by the proposed project. 

b. Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in the area where the project is to be 
located. 

c. Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to the parcel or parcels on 
which the project is located. 

The campus and neighborhood communities were involved in the early stages of the development of the 
Update to the 1990 Long Range Development Plan in 2002 through 2004 through many formal and 
informal community meetings including presentations to the following: 

Neighborhood groups 

Mayor’s Night Out 
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Focus groups and other small groups 

Campus and Neighborhood “open houses” 

The review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report followed formal noticing procedures required by 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15087. The Campus published notification on April 26, 2005, in the Press 
Enterprise, a newspaper of general circulation, as the primary form of notice (see Section 1.4 of the 
DEIR). The following is a list of the primary and additional methods used for public noticing of the DEIR 
review period: 

 a. A Notice of Completion and Notice of Availability as well as compact disc copies of the 2005 
LRDP and Draft EIR (Volumes I and II) were sent on April 22, 2005 to the State Clearinghouse, 
relevant responsible and trustee agencies and to all agencies and individuals who commented at 
the scoping meeting held in January 2002, or as part of the Notice of Preparation for the EIR. In 
addition, the CDs and notices were sent to individuals who had requested to be notified of the 
release of the Draft EIR and had not commented during the scoping period. 

 b. Copies of the 2005 LRDP and Draft EIR (Volumes I and II) were placed on the campus LRDP 
home page at www.lrdp.ucr.edu on April 22, 2005. The website also included (1) the Notice of 
Public Hearing, which identified a public hearing to be held on May 19, 2005 at Highland 
Elementary School, and (2) the Notice of Availability detailing: where copies of the documents 
could be accessed (web site, libraries, UCR Planning Office, etc.); information regarding 
significant impacts; ways to respond to the documents; and a phone number for additional 
information

 c. A Notice of Public Hearing was published in the Press Enterprise (local paper of record) on April 
26, 2005. The notice had: 

“UCR” in large print 

Information on the: 

i. Public Hearing on May 19, 2005 

ii. Availability of the documents for public review in local libraries and the campus planning 
office

iii. The length of the public review period (April 26–June 10, 2005—later extended to July 
28, 2005) 

iv. Address to obtain compact discs of the documents 

v. Phone number for additional information 

vi. LRDP web site which provides digital copies of all of the documents 

 d. A Notice of Completion, Notice of Availability, CDs of the documents and hard copies of the 
documents were available at the campus Rivera Library and the downtown Riverside Main Branch 
Library with a note that the documents were to be available for public review per the Notice of 
Availability. The documents were located as follows: at the Rivera Reserve Desk and at the 
downtown City Main Library at the Reference Desk. Discussions with the librarians at both desks 
identified that the documents would not be entered in the “card catalog” until entered into the 
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collection. Some staff were unaware of the documents and their location. After a commentor 
identified the problem, UCR asked the respective libraries to alert their staff to the location of the 
documents and in subsequent notice identified below under item (u) the words “Reserve Desk” 
and “Reference Desk” were added to the respective locations. 

 e. Campus Leadership was informed of the public review period and the public hearing at the 
Chancellor’s Executive Leadership meeting on April 25, 2005. 

 f. A Notice of Public Hearing was published in the Highlander campus newspaper on April 26, 
2005.

 g. During the week of April 25, 2005, A Notice of Availability was sent to the campus community 
via the campus on-line Scot Mail, which included all of the information listed above in (c). 

 h. During the week of April 25, 2005, a Notice of Public Hearing/Availability was sent to 
individuals on the UCR Friends and Neighbors mailing list obtained from the UCR Office of 
Governmental and Neighborhood Relations. 

 i. A Notice of Public Hearing/Availability was sent to the campus Leadership Committee on May 6, 
2005, via e-mail as a reminder of the public hearing. 

 j. A Notice of Public Hearing/Availability was printed in the Press Enterprise on May 10, 2005, in 
advance of the May 19th public hearing in the public noticing column. 

 k. During the week of May 22, all previously noticed agencies and individuals were informed of the 
change in the public review period due to an error in posting at the State Clearinghouse. The new 
public review period for the 2005 UCR LRDP DEIR was to be from April 28 to June 13, 2005. 

 l. During the week of May 29, 2005, additional sets of documents were placed in the campus Rivera 
Library, the downtown branch of the Riverside City Public Library, the campus print shop and an 
additional copy was added to the Eastside Cybrary in response to a request from a commentor. 

 m. During the week of May 29, 2005, all references to the availability of the documents were 
changed to include the following: Rivera Library “Reserve Desk” and the downtown Riverside 
Public Library “Reference Desk.” 

 n. The 2005 LRDP/DEIR were presented to the Riverside City Council as an information item on 
Tuesday, June 7, 2005, at their afternoon meeting. Members of the audience requested that the 
City Council continue the item to the 7:00 P.M. meeting and to ask the Chancellor to extend the 
public review period and hold another public hearing. 

 o. At the evening Council meeting on June 7, 2005, UCR’s Executive Vice Chancellor and Provost 
Wartella announced a second public hearing for the following Saturday, June 11, 2005, in the 
Riverside City Council Chambers. 

 p. Announcement of the second Public Hearing was published in the Press-Enterprise on Thursday 
June 9 in a “display ad.” 

 q. Everyone noticed previously including all who signed the attendance sheet at the first public 
hearing were sent an announcement of the June 11th meeting by mail if that was the original 
notification or by e-mail (campus community via Scot Mail). 
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 r. A Notice of Public Hearing was published in the Press Enterprise public notice column on Friday 
June 10 announcing the time and place of the second public hearing. 

 s. A second Public Hearing took place on June 11, 2005, in the Riverside City Council Chambers. 
At the meeting Executive Vice Chancellor and Provost Wartella announced that the Chancellor 
had extended the public review period to July 28, an additional 45 days. 

 t. A Notice announcing the extension of the public review period was placed in the Press Enterprise 
on June 14th in the public noticing column. 

 u. Everyone noticed previously—as of above, including all who signed the attendance sheet at the 
second public hearing—were sent an announcement of the extension of time for the public 
review period by mail if that was the original notification or by e-mail (campus community via 
Scot Mail). 

 v. The Campus distributed additional CDs and hard copies of the documents to everyone who 
requested them after the second public hearing. 

 w. The Campus responded to requests for information throughout the public review process. 

Although not part of the 2005 LRDP and DEIR process, a “Community Forum” evening meeting was 
held on June 22, 2005, specifically to address concerns of the neighbors voiced during the City Council 
meetings on June 7, 2005, and at the two public hearings for the 2005 UCR LRDP and DEIR. The 
community forum was to address issues not related to the LRDP or the DEIR. The community meeting 
was announced in the Press-Enterprise and everyone on the previous mailing lists and Scot Mail for the 
DEIR was sent information about the meeting. A follow up community forum was held on September 
14, 2005. 

Document Availability 

The 2005 LRDP, the DEIR, Technical Appendices and related documents were available on line and 
CDs were given to all who requested them. Initially, the only hard copies of the documents distributed 
by the Campus were to the City Planning and Public Works Departments, and, upon request, the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District. Hard copies were available at the campus Capital and Physical 
Planning Office, were placed at the Rivera Library on campus, the downtown City Library and the 
Eastside Cybrary. Hard copies were available at cost at the UCR Print Shop in the Student Bookstore. 
Hard copies were given to individuals who requested them after the second public hearing.  

Public Resources Code section 21092 requires that the Campus provide notice of “the address…where 
copies of the draft environmental impact report…are available for review.” The notice provided to the 
public clearly stated: “the Draft EIR as well as the 2005 LRDP is available in CD format at the UCR 
Capital & Physical Planning Office…or on line at www.lrdp.ucr.edu. Hard copies of the documents may 
be viewed at the UCR Capital and Physical Planning office, the UCR Rivera Library or at the Main City 
Library located at 3581 Mission Inn Avenue, Riverside California.” The public was thus able to make 
copies of the EIR and LRDP by printing the documents from the CD provided free of charge by the 
Campus or by making copies of the documents located at the UCR Capital and Physical Planning office, 
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the UCR Rivera Library or at the Main City Library. CEQA does not require that the Campus make hard 
copies of documents for public distribution. Nonetheless, courtesy copies of the EIR and LRDP were 
provided to Letitia Pepper, Paul Chavez and other community members and CDs were available to 
anyone who asked for a copy. By providing CDs of the documents, making the documents available to 
the public for review at local libraries and on-line, and allowing the public the opportunity to make 
copies, the Campus fully complied with the technical requirements and the spirit of CEQA. 

Topical  Response on the Need for  the LRDP 

The California Department of Finance and the University of California (UC) have both projected a 
substantial increase in the number of qualified California students that will seek access to higher 
education in the future. The UC remains committed to fulfilling its responsibility under the 1960 
California Master Plan for Higher Education passed by the California Legislature to provide sufficient 
instructional capacity to accommodate and educate all eligible students from the top 12.5 percent of high 
school graduates who choose to attend the University of California.  

The UC estimated the need to accommodate 63,000 additional students from the period 1998 through 
2010. Because of the magnitude of this increase, expansion of enrollment at most of the nine UC 
campuses and the development of the tenth UC campus at Merced, was required to accommodate the 
projected enrollment growth through 2010 to fulfill the California Master Plan for Higher Education. 

In January 2000, the President of the UC asked each campus to carefully study the feasibility of 
enrollment growth and instructed each campus to accommodate an appropriate amount of growth. The 
Office of the President based its proposed enrollment increases for each of the campuses on such factors 
as the need to accommodate the increased number of students, the physical capacity of each campus to 
accommodate growth, feasible rates of growth and feasible proportions of growth relative to the base 
enrollment at each campus, demographic projections, and other factors. In response, UCR identified a 
planning target for the UCR campus of approximately 25,000 students by 2015. 

In April 2000, the University of California released a feasibility report on year-round instruction. See 
University of California, the Feasibility of Year-Round Instruction within the University of California, April 2000 
(“2000 Report”). This 2000 report explores the options available to address the increases expected in 
undergraduate and graduate enrollment. For the purposes of future planning, the University of California 
suggested enrollment targets for each of the existing University of California campuses, which identified 
increases at each campus over the then-existing (1998/99) campus enrollment. Table C-2 displays those 
suggested targets. It should be noted that the 2005 LRDP for UCR identifies an enrollment target of 
25,000, by 2015, where the table below indicated 19,900, with a date of 2010/11. The Campus selected 
a longer term horizon year due to demographic projections and feasibility for campus growth. 

The percentage increase reflected by the suggested enrollment target for each campus is shown in 
Table C-3. 
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Table C-2 University of California Suggested Enrollment Targets 

General Campus Budgeted FTE 

Campus 1998–99  2010–11 

Berkeley 27,800 31,800 

Davis 20,300 26,400 

Irvine 15,700 27,600 

Los Angeles 28,500 32,900 

Merced — 5,000 

Riverside 9,550 19,900 

San Diego 16,850 27,600 

Santa Barbara 17,880 21,900 

Santa Cruz 10,420 16,900 

Total 147,000 210,000 

SOURCE: Accommodating Title Wave II: Elements of Current Planning, February 10, 2000 

Table C-3 University of California Suggested Enrollment Targets 

General Campus Budgeted FTE 

Percentage Increase (1998–99 to 2010–11) 

Campus Percentage of Suggested Systemwide Enrollment Target 

Berkeley 6.4 

Davis 9.7 

Irvine 18.9 

Los Angeles 6.4 

Merced 8.0 

Riverside 16.4 

San Diego 17.0 

Santa Barbara 6.5 

Santa Cruz 10.2 

Total 100.0 

Percentages approximate due to rounding. 

In proposing future enrollment increases among the campuses in the University of California system, 
factors such as the need to grow on a systemwide basis, the physical ability of each campus to 
accommodate growth, feasible rates of growth and feasible proportions for growth relative to base 
enrollment at each campus, demographic issues, and other factors were considered. The new tenth 
campus of the University of California in Merced will also accommodate a portion of the currently 
projected increases in enrollment. The University of California does not have plans to open an eleventh 
campus at this time. 

Feasibility and planning studies such as the reports mentioned above are subject to a statutory exemption 
from CEQA. See Public Resources Code Section 21102, CEQA Guidelines Section 15262 (exemption 
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for State-level feasibility or planning studies for possible future actions that a State agency, board, or 
commission has not approved, adopted, or funded). 

Some commentors suggested that the University should reduce the amount of additional student 
enrollment proposed at UC Riverside, and instead increase enrollment at other campuses. As shown in 
Tables 1 and 2 above, the University of California’s proposals for accommodating future enrollment 
growth already allocate a substantial majority of the projected increase in student population to other 
University of California campuses. For example, the proposed increase in enrollment at the San Diego 
campus is 10,750 FTE, and 17 percent of the suggested increase in enrollment through 2010–11 
systemwide. The Irvine campus is considering a proposed increase of 11,900 FTE, almost 19 percent of 
the suggested systemwide increase. 

UC is already ahead of the enrollment projections made in 1999 as the number of high school graduates 
continues to be larger than expected. The out-migration appears to have ceased in southern California 
and the County of Riverside. Additionally, the Inland Empire and the surrounding regions are 
experiencing rapid growth at this time. This growth translates into an even greater number of potential 
college students for UCR in the near future. In fall 2004, UCR undergraduates came from the following 
geographic areas: 98.8 percent from California, 0.6 percent from out of state, and 0.6 percent from 
other countries. For students from California, 32.7 percent were from Riverside and San Bernardino 
Counties, 37.1 percent from Los Angeles County, 9.5 percent from Orange County, and 20.7 percent 
from other California counties. 

Although growth may not reach 25,000 by the year 2015, the Campus will continue to use the 25,000 
student planning target for the 2005 LRDP/LRDP EIR as this figure provides margins within which 
anticipated growth impacts may be reasonably and significantly mitigated. Even with the rapid population 
growth in the Inland Empire and the surrounding regions, it is anticipated that UCR’s growth will take 
place at a slower pace over the next decade compared to the past decade. Through 2015, the Campus 
expects a growth of about 5,000, to approximately 22,000 total students. That compares to a growth of 
8,400 students during the previous decade, to the current 17,000 students.  

Topical  Response on Off-Campus Hous ing and Assoc iated I s sues  

Many commentors submitted comments regarding students living in the community and indicated that 
they believe that the Campus is directly responsible for the placement of students within the 
neighborhoods or directly regulates student behavior off-campus. The Campus does not exercise direct 
control over the number of students living off-campus, where the students live, or the behavior of 
students living off-campus. Some comments have also suggested that all students should be housed on-
campus. The University does not require nor anticipates in the future that all students would be required 
to live on-campus. Students attending university are generally 18 years of age or older and are legal 
adults. However, the University does provide trained resident advisors and other support staff to 
monitor and assist students residing in the residence halls and on-campus apartments. The remainder of 
this response is provided for those comments submitted regarding the effects of students living in 
primarily single-family residential neighborhoods adjacent to the UCR campus. These effects include 
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student behavior, property maintenance, noise, neighborhood policing, relationship to the UCR housing 
goal, and community contact. 

It should be noted that an EIR is required to evaluate only the environmental impacts of a project on the 
physical environment (Pub. Res. Code, §21100). Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines states, in 
pertinent part, that a “‘[s]ignificant effect on the environment means a substantial, or potentially 
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna…An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered 
a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a physical change may be 
considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.” [Italics added] (See also CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15002(g), 15131, and 15358(a)(2); Marin Mun. Water Dist. v. KG Land California Corp.
(1991) 235 Cal. App. 3d 1652, 1661-1662.) The CEQA Guidelines specifically state that, “[e]conomic 
or social information may be included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the agency 
desires.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a).) In addition, CEQA requires that the impacts analyzed in 
an EIR be “related to a physical change.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b).) 

As discussed below an on page 4.11-14 of the DEIR, the number of students living off campus is not 
expected to increase under the LRDP. If anything, the number of students living off campus in the area 
surrounding the University may decrease. Because the LRDP is not anticipated to cause an increase in the 
number of students living off campus, even if student conduct were a potential environmental impact, 
which it is not, the Campus does not anticipate that there will be any new or increased adverse impacts 
caused by students living off campus.

Behavior: The behavior of students in off-campus areas is not considered an environmental effect in and 
of itself, and thus is not subject to analysis under CEQA. In addition, the commentors make clear that 
they consider this behavior an existing condition—not one caused by the LRDP. Nonetheless, UCR 
understands the concerns of its neighbors and is providing the following information in response to the 
expressed concerns, although not required by CEQA. 

The University of California systemwide policy limits the University’s jurisdiction over student conduct 
to “student conduct that occurs off University property…where it (1) adversely affects the health, safety, 
or security of any member of the University community or the mission of the University or (2) involves 
academic work or any records, or documents of the University. In determining whether or not to 
exercise jurisdiction over such conduct, the University shall consider the seriousness of the alleged 
offense, the risk of harm involved, whether the victim(s) are members of the campus community and/or 
whether the off-campus conduct is part of a series of actions, which occurred both on and off University 
property.” (University of California Policy on Student Conduct and Discipline, October 2005) 

In response to concerns regarding UCR students in the local Riverside community, UCR’s local Policy 
on Student Conduct and Discipline was revised in October 2005 to allow the University the opportunity 
to exercise jurisdiction over student conduct that occurs off campus where the conduct compromises 
University neighbor relations. The University has no legal ability to control or actively monitor the 
conduct of students who live off campus individually or in groups of students who share membership in a 
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student organization. However, University students living off campus are subject to the same laws and 
ordinances applicable to all residents of the community. All students and student organizations are 
expected to comply with the University of California “Policies Applying to Campus Activities, 
Organizations and Students”, and all student organizations are expected to adhere to the policies and 
guidelines articulated in the Student Organization Handbook. When violation of these policies and 
guidelines come to the attention of the University, the University responds with a process that extends 
due process to all involved and where appropriate with educational interventions or disciplinary action. 
The University has taken steps to educate students about the University’s expectation that they be good 
neighbors through the offices of the Assistant Vice Chancellor/Dean of Students, Student Organization 
Leadership, Advisement and Resources (SOLAR), Student Judicial Affairs, Government and Community 
Relations, and the UCR Police. Good Neighbor Guidelines have been developed, in collaboration with 
City officials, and informal follow up with students in response to all neighbor concerns and complaints 
has occurred. 

During the 2004/05 academic year, UCR received 46 reports of alleged violations of the Good Neighbor 
Guidelines that were attributed to UCR students, 14 of these were related to events or activities 
associated with a registered student organization. The majority of these student organizations were 
fraternities and sororities. UCR additionally received a number of reports of disruptive behavior that 
neighbors believe or assumed were associated with UCR students but actually were renters or owners 
without any connection to the University. When Good Neighbor violations are linked to a fraternity or 
sorority, the University’s practice is to notify the national organization. To the extent the conduct of the 
local organization violates policies and expectations of the national organization, they follow up with 
disciplinary or other interventions, restrictions, or requirements. A community forum open meeting was 
held on June 16, 2005 and a second community forum on September 14, 2005 to address community 
concerns specifically addressing student behavior in the neighborhoods adjacent to the campus. 

In addition, the City of Riverside is in the process of notifying single-family residential property owners 
in the areas adjacent to the Campus on the City’s restriction on rentals to no more than four students in 
addition to the owner (RMC Section 16.10.020 K) in single family residences. The Code Enforcement 
Division of the Public Works Department will respond to all complaints, investigate and initiate 
enforcement action as appropriate with regards to this issue. 

The City of Riverside has provided input that outlines the additional steps the City has begun to take 
alongside the University to address neighborhood concerns (identified as letter CR(4) in the FEIR). The 
City’s Code Enforcement Division and Police Department, in conjunction with the UCR Police 
Department, launched a pilot partnership in Fall 2005 designed to increase the effectiveness and visibility 
of code enforcement in the University neighborhood. A code enforcement officer is paired with a UNET 
officer and fully dedicated to addressing code enforcement matters. Work hours are Wednesday through 
Saturday, 7:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. It is anticipated that weekend hours will provide the opportunity to 
have greater personal interaction with residents when addressing issues. The code enforcement officer 
can issue a citation to tenants of a problem house and a fine can be imposed for a municipal code violation 
if the problem(s) is not corrected. 
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Property Maintenance: Some commentors expressed concern about off-campus property 
maintenance and alleged the potential for blight. The effect on property values is an economic and not an 
environmental issue and thus not addressed by CEQA. Property maintenance of residences off campus is 
outside the direct jurisdiction of the University. Residences in the adjacent neighborhood that may be in 
disrepair include residential units occupied by both students and non-students. Some of these units are 
occupied by individuals unaffiliated with UCR, and other units that are well maintained in the 
neighborhood are occupied by UCR students. Thus, there is no assurance that a residential unit occupied 
by students will fall into disrepair. It should also be noted that although some commentors alleged a 
decrease in property values, there is no evidence that the property values around the campus have 
decreased. In fact, other commentors note that property values have increased significantly and 
expressed concern about affordability.  

The City of Riverside Zoning Code includes requirements for property maintenance. These 
requirements include: Chapter 6.13 Exterior Maintenance of Structures, Chapter 6.14 Landscape 
Maintenance, Chapter 6.15 Abatement of Public Nuisances, which includes prohibition of many of the 
conditions cited in the DEIR comments—garbage, weeds, overgrown vegetation, abandoned furniture, 
or any other condition which is contrary to the public peace, health and safety. The Zoning Code further 
establishes corrective measures that should be undertaken to alleviate maintenance and nuisance issues. 
These requirements as set forth in the City Zoning Code are under the jurisdiction of the City to 
implement, and the University does not have any authority or jurisdiction to enforce these requirements. 

While the University has no jurisdiction in the City of Riverside, it supports and assists, where 
appropriate, with the City’s response to concerns and complaints from neighborhood residents related to 
issues of code compliance that are perceived to be caused by students living in single family homes. As 
mentioned above, the University and the City have taken proactive steps to address these issues and 
jointly staff the UNET with officers from the respective police departments. The UNET Team patrols 
the 17.5-square-mile area surrounding the campus and issues citations and responds to calls for 
assistance.

Irrespective of the joint effort for policing services, the neighborhoods are within the City of Riverside 
and, therefore, the responsibility for code compliance issues ultimately falls to the City. In response to 
concerns of the neighbors articulated through the public review period of the DEIR, the University and 
the City have a renewed commitment to jointly address potential code violations. The University has a 
Good Neighbor Policy for its students living off campus that is included as part of student orientation. In 
addition, UCR supports the City’s programs that employ a multi-faceted strategy to address challenges 
dealing with code enforcement issues, including those in the University neighborhood. This strategy 
includes the components identified below. 

First, the City will educate property owners, residents and students about the requirements of the 
Riverside Municipal Code (RMC Section 16.10.020K). This effort will include the mailing of an 
informational letter and brochure to property owners and residents during the late summer. The 
mailings illustrate potential problem areas such as the restriction on single-family residence rentals to no 
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more than four students in addition to the property owner, minimum owner property maintenance 
requirements, parking, landscape trash/debris, and noise regulations. The Code Enforcement Division 
will also actively engage UCR students in the fall quarter when school begins through participation in 
Welcome Week and other orientation/back to school functions. 

Secondly, the Code Enforcement Division, City Attorney’s Office, Office of Neighborhoods, Riverside 
Police Department, University Neighborhood Enforcement Team (UNET) and University of California, 
Riverside have developed a list of potential problem properties. Each property will be inspected and 
appropriate enforcement action taken, if required. 

Thirdly, the City’s Code Enforcement Division and Police Department, in conjunction with the UCR 
Police Department, will launch a pilot partnership designed to increase the effectiveness and visibility of 
code enforcement in the University neighborhood. A code enforcement officer will be fully dedicated 
and paired with a UNET officer to address only code enforcement matters, as discussed above under 
“Behavior.”

Lastly, code enforcement officers and parking control representatives will enforce on-street parking 
violations in the University neighborhood starting in August, 2005.The telephone number for the City’s 
Code Enforcement Office is (951) 826-5633. 

Noise: Some commentors referred to noise generated by off-campus students. The City Noise 
Ordinance includes restrictions on noise levels, including 45 dBA in residential areas from 10 P.M. to 
7 A.M. Further, the City’s Loud Party Ordinance subjects parties that pose a threat to the public peace, 
health, safety or general welfare or constitutes a nuisance, to warning, citation and penalty fees. This 
ordinance has decreased the number of repeat visits by law enforcement to loud party calls and helps to 
quickly stop the disturbances. It is under the jurisdiction of the City to implement these controls. 
Periodic loud noise that does occur on campus is associated with special events.  

As discussed under Section 10.4.2, existing on-campus activities include special events and associated 
noise, and the loudest of these special events are the outdoor concerts. Impact 4.10-9 in Section 4.10.4 
of the Draft EIR includes an analysis of noise generated by special events occurring on campus. Impacts 
associated with special event noise would be less than significant.

Neighborhood Policing: Section 4.12 (Public Services) of the Draft EIR includes an analysis of law 
enforcement issues. As discussed on page 4.12-3, the UC Police Department, as required by State law, 
has a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the City of Riverside for cooperative policing efforts 
adjacent to the University. The two departments operate the University Neighborhood Enhancement 
Team (UNET), made up of sworn officers of the UCR PD and the City of Riverside PD. Four officers 
and one sergeant from the UC Police Department are assigned to UNET to perform joint university-
community policing with the City of Riverside in a 17.5 square-mile area of the City. In addition to 
UNET, campus officers handle about 500 to 600 incidents within the City over an average year. As 
described on page 4.12-13 of the Draft EIR, the Campus would continue to participate in the UNET 
program (for coordinated police response and staffing of a community service center) to provide law 
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enforcement services in the vicinity of the campus, with equal participation of UCR and City police staff, 
as required by campus PP 4.12-2(b). 

The UNET continues to work with student groups who rent single family residences in the 
neighborhoods adjacent to the campus. In addition to responding to calls for service, UNET officers are 
encouraged to identify community concerns and seek out novel approaches to solving those concerns. 
Officers have resolved several problems through conflict resolution techniques and have acted as 
mediators between the students and neighbors. They have also used the Riverside City Loud Party 
Ordinance (Chapter 9.07 of the City Municipal Code), discussed above, effectively. The provisions of 
this code include issuance of written warnings and fee penalties for loud parties. Considerable time and 
effort has been spent helping the students understand how to be good neighbors, and the University is 
committed to continuing to work on this issue. 

Since the UNET team was developed in 1994, there has been a significant decrease in Part One1 crimes 
in UNET reporting districts. The significance of the decrease should be considered in context with the 
regional and national trends of decreasing crime. Certainly, the team cannot claim sole responsibility for 
the decrease in crime. The accomplishments are the result of the UNET community, working together 
with the police, taking responsibility for their neighborhoods, and helping to develop crime control 
priorities.

Relationship to the UCR Housing Goal: The 2005 LRDP DEIR provides an analysis to estimate the 
potential for an increase in the number of students living off campus in the City of Riverside. Housing is 
addressed in section 4.11 of the EIR. Section 4.11.4, Impacts 4.11- and 4.11-2, include discussion of 
population growth off campus. These impacts were determined to be less than significant. Table 4.11-17 
on page 4.11-15 provides a projection of the future campus-affiliated population, by location. This 
projection is based upon the current distribution of students, and assumes that students currently residing 
in the City of Riverside, off campus, would elect to live on campus if housing were available. As 
discussed on page 4.11-14, “at 2005 LRDP buildout, a total of 15,500 students would live in the City (62 
percent of 25,000 students), and with 12,500 housed on campus, 3,000 students would require off-
campus housing. There are approximately 3,749 students that are currently living off campus. 
Consequently, the number of students living off campus and in the City of Riverside would remain 
constant or decrease somewhat…It is anticipated that the provision for on-campus housing under the 
2005 LRDP would result in more students living on campus, while the number of students living off 
campus remains the same or increases, as students currently commuting from the County of Riverside or 
elsewhere elect to relocate closer to the campus.” See Section 4.11 of the DEIR for a more extensive 
discussion of the campus population and housing analysis. 

1 Part One Crimes include criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle 
theft, and arson. 
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Community Contact: The University responded to community concerns regarding student conduct in 
the adjacent single family neighborhoods through the creation of the Friends and Neighbors of UCR, a 
group consisting of UCR representatives (such as the campus police chief and student affairs officers); 
City of Riverside representatives (such as the police department, the officer of neighborhoods and code 
enforcement); and members of the community, specifically those living north and east of the campus. 
The group, formed about three years ago, has met at a minimum quarterly to identify and discuss issues 
and come to some resolution. 

In response to the latest concerns voiced during the LRDP DEIR public hearings and City Council 
meeting June 7, 2005, the Campus developed a “Community Relations” web site at 
www.community.ucr.edu, which identifies contacts and programs to deal with growth issues and 
neighborhood problems. The programs are a joint effort with the City and include code enforcement, 
neighborhood policing, and a “good neighbor policy” which is part of new-student orientation. The 
Campus will continue to provide university support to Mayor’s Night Out in the neighborhoods adjacent 
to the campus, participate in the UNET program, and continue to conduct community meetings as 
before, but in a community forum format with Campus and City representatives to address issues raised 
by the campus neighbors. 

As mentioned above, a website, www.community.ucr.edu, has been developed as a portal for UCR to 
connect with and provide neighbors access to contact information, resources, updates, programs and 
upcoming meetings and events. The website includes contact information for public safety/law 
enforcement, student conduct, traffic safety and parking issues, zoning and code issues, and other 
numbers. UCR is looking for further ways to work with neighborhoods on quality of life issues, 
including, as the City has indicated, intent to increase code enforcement. The community web site above 
lists contact numbers for City services such as Code Enforcement. Violations of the Zoning Code should 
be directed to the City. The University will be taking steps such as maintaining the community website 
with contact numbers and holding community forums to identify neighborhood concerns and then to act 
on them to ensure that students and the University itself are good neighbors. 

In addition, at the request of the City, the University added to the EIR, the existing ongoing practice of 
working with the City to address compatibility issues in the following Program and Practice 

PP 4.9-1.(d) UCR strongly commits to working closely with the City of Riverside to address and 
resolve land use compatibility impacts arising from increased enrollment on the 
residential neighborhoods surrounding UCR, particularly related to the impacts of 
student housing and attendant parking, noise, traffic and other issues. 

Topical  Response on Park ing I s sues  

This response is provided in order to address comments related to general parking issues on and around 
the campus. This response includes a discussion of parking on Watkins Drive, effects on residential 
parking, funding of campus parking, and adequacy of on-campus parking supply. 
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Parking on Watkins Drive. As discussed below, the campus has adequate parking to accommodate 
additional parking demand generated by an increase student population. Watkins Drive is identified in 
the City’s General Plan as an arterial roadway. Several years ago, in response to neighborhood concern 
regarding high vehicle speeds on Watkins Drive, the City implemented several speed-reducing (traffic–
calming) elements on a major stretch of Watkins Drive adjacent to the campus. They include the 
following:

Stop Signs 

Decreasing a four lane portion of Watkins to two lanes 

Striped bike lanes 

Parking on both sides of the street (decreases range of vision and presents potential scenarios such 
as opening a car door, pulling into or out of a parking space which causes drivers to slow down in 
this area) 

Watkins Drive is a public street and street parking is legal. It is maintained by and under the jurisdiction 
of the City.

Effects on Residential Parking. Some commentors stated that existing parking conditions on public 
streets adjacent to the campus are crowded, and that the proposed LRDP would increase parking 
pressures on these streets. Comments object to existing parking spaces on off-campus public streets 
being used for parking by students and others who may not live on the street. Existing conditions are not 
potential impacts of the proposed project and thus are not addressed under CEQA. In the EIR, Impact 
4.14-10 on page 4.14-72 of the EIR discusses the potential for increased demand for parking in the areas 
adjacent to campus. Mitigation measures MM 4.14-10(a) and (b) address the potential for off-campus 
parking impacts through monitoring street parking and implementing measures, where appropriate to 
restrict parking. The Campus and neighbors would open a dialog with the City of Riverside, to first 
monitor parking impacts, and then propose that the neighbors and City establish permit parking areas. 
These areas would be under the authority of the City of Riverside, which has jurisdiction over City 
streets and parking issues. This permit parking has already been implemented on Valencia Hill Drive. It is 
also available to residents east of the campus who are having difficulty with daytime parking issues. 

Funding of Campus Parking. Some commentors asked about funding for parking on campus. Parking 
lot construction, landscaping and maintenance (including safety measures such as security lighting and 
emergency phones) on campus are supported by parking permit sales. Under State law, no State money 
may be used to support parking, thus, it must be self supporting. For clarity, UCR provides the 
following facts about parking funding: 

Fees reflect the cost of providing the service (UCR has the lowest parking rates in the UC system) 

Parking tickets support campus transit endeavors and alternative transportation 

The campus currently has an adequate supply of parking spaces and demand/supply is reviewed 
on an annual basis 
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Parking Supply. As indicated on page 4.14-71 of the DEIR, the current supply of parking to student 
population ratio is 0.5, which represents approximately one parking space for every 2 students (see also 
Table 4.14-6). This is considered to be an acceptable ratio because not all students would be on campus 
at the same time, and many students may choose to carpool to the campus while others would use 
alternative means of transportation. With implementation of the LRDP, the ratio would slightly decline 
to approximately 0.44 spaces per person. LRDP Planning Strategies would include substantial expansion 
of on-campus housing, the expansion of the campus shuttle systems, and the development of a network 
of bicycle paths to reduce parking demand for on-campus residents and to reduce the need for students, 
faculty, and staff to utilize single-occupant vehicles to travel from one portion of the campus to another. 
Therefore, as discussed under Impact 4.14-9 in the DEIR, this slight decline in overall parking availability 
would not result in inadequate parking supply. 

Topical  Response on Environmental  I s sues  Assoc iated with 

Lot  13 

This response is provided to address comments that expressed concern related to potential 
environmental impacts associated with development of a parking structure on the existing Parking Lot 
13. Primary environmental impacts of concern associated with a parking structure on Lot 13 include 
traffic, noise, aesthetics, and land use compatibility. 

The 2005 LRDP EIR, as a program-level analysis, is necessarily general in nature, and future individual 
projects may require more detailed environmental analyses. This is explained in Section 1.3 of the Draft 
EIR. As future projects are proposed, UCR will determine whether additional environmental review is 
required. Subsequent projects would be examined in light of this Program EIR to determine whether the 
potential environmental effects of the project were adequately addressed in this EIR, and whether any 
additional mitigation measures are required. If future projects would have effects that were not 
adequately addressed, or were not examined, in the Program EIR, subsequent environmental 
documentation would be prepared. 

Because the development of a parking structure on existing Lot 13 is anticipated, it is included in the EIR 
in the program-level analysis of this potential future development, provided throughout Chapter 4. The 
analysis provides a characterization of the overall effects that would occur, within the context of the total 
development occurring under the LRDP. However, specific details including building footprint, building 
height, setbacks, and building finishes are unknown at this time. As such, a detailed analysis is not 
currently feasible and would be speculative. Future environmental analysis would be required prior to 
construction of any proposed structure. Further, alternative locations and alternative configurations may 
be considered during CEQA review associated with specific projects. Because the LRDP EIR is a 
program level analysis, it considers alternatives to the LRDP program as a whole related to the total 
additional academic space, on-campus housing, and trip generation. The overall strategy for parking 
structure location is to site structures at campus entry points. General parking structures are located 
closer to the freeway. Please refer to Figure 19 of the LRDP document, which identifies parking 
structure locations. 
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Existing Parking Lot 13 was developed to accommodate commuters to the campus from the 
neighborhoods to the north and east of the campus as well as faculty, staff and students using the facilities 
on the east side of the campus. It is the only commuter parking lot on the east side and essential to 
accommodate parking needs on that side of campus. Development of a parking structure on Lot 13 
would result in the placement of a multi-story structure on the eastern end of the existing parking lot to 
replace those spaces lost to buildings. As such, the footprint of the structure would be less than the 
current size of the surface lot. The western portion of the existing parking lot would be infilled with new 
academic, administrative, student support, or library buildings (at this time, Physical Sciences 1 has been 
constructed and spaces have been lost to its footprint). 

The number of parking spaces on Lot 13 has varied over the past several years, due to new construction 
in the area. Until 2001, there were 1,069 parking spaces on Lot 13. In 2002, the Physical Sciences 1 
structure was built on a portion of the lot. During construction, a total of 398 spaces on the lot were 
removed, due to the new building footprint and the construction laydown area. Following completion of 
construction in 2005, 78 spaces were added to the inventory of Lot 13. Thus, the existing number of 
spaces currently on Lot 13 is 749. The traffic analysis in the EIR assumes 1,680 parking spaces on Lot 13, 
in order to assume a worst case analysis. However, the total number of spaces associated with this 
structure has not been finalized. Subsequent to the traffic analysis, the LRDP reduced the number of 
spaces considered on Lot 13 to approximately 956 spaces (see Table 7 on page 90 of the LRDP), based 
on community input. This represents an increase of 272 parking spaces over the number of spaces on Lot 
13 in 2005 and 113 fewer spaces than existed at Parking Lot 13 in 2001. 

The intersection of Big Springs and Watkins Drive is addressed in the traffic analysis in Section 4.14, 
Impact 4.14-1. Under future conditions, background traffic growth would cause this intersection to 
operate at unacceptable levels of service. This intersection would operate at LOS E in the A.M. peak 
hour and LOS F in the P.M. peak hour in the future no-LRDP condition. The intersection would operate 
at the same level of service, but with a longer delay time, as a result of the proposed project. This 
information is provided in Table 4.14-20 on page 4.14-41 and Table 4.14-23 on page 4.14-53 of the 
EIR. Signalization and restriping of this intersection would result in LOS A in the A.M. peak hour and 
LOS B in the P.M. peak hour (see Table 4.14-12 on page 4.14-28 and Table 4.14-15 on page 4.14-32). 
This intersection would not require any additional improvements beyond that identified for the future 
without-project scenario in order to operate acceptably. The University could be required to contribute 
fair share payments to this improvement. The improvements for the Big Springs/Watkins Drive 
intersection are technically feasible. However, this improvement is located off campus; the ultimate 
decision on implementation would be under the jurisdiction of the City. Because off-campus 
improvements are beyond the jurisdiction of The Regents to implement, the identified improvements 
may not, therefore, be available to mitigate impacts associated with the implementation of the 2005 
LRDP. If the City does not implement these improvements, then the impact would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

The LRDP proposes to replace parking lots with multistory structure over time as part of an effort to 
maximize the availability of land in the central campus as a compact academic core for academic uses and 
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relocate parking to the campus perimeter and thereby reduce the presence of vehicles in the central 
campus and improve conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists. These planning concepts are articulated as 
part of the LRDP in the following planning strategies: 

Land Use 2: In order to achieve densities of 1.0 FAR, infill sites in the partially 
developed East Campus academic core and expand to the West Campus 
academic zone immediately adjacent to the I-215/SR-60 freeway, 
maintaining a compact and contiguous academic core. 

Land Use 7: Over time, relocate parking from central campus locations to the 
periphery of the academic core and replace surface parking with 
structures, where appropriate. 

The LRDP places several parking structures closer to freeway entrances, as shown in Figure 19 of the 
LRDP. This includes future Structure 1 located along University, immediately west of the I-215 freeway, 
Structure 6 located at University and West Campus Drive, immediately east of the I-215 freeway, and 
Structure 4 located along Martin Luther King and Canyon Crest, immediately west of the I-215 freeway. 
All of these parking areas are located within 1 block of freeway exits. Parking structures are also 
proposed for Blaine Street, Canyon Crest Drive, and Martin Luther King Boulevard. They are located to 
provide parking for those accessing the campus from the freeway, and along the periphery of the 
academic core to provide for a more pedestrian, walkable campus without conflicts with private 
automobiles.

Impact 4.10-5 of the noise analysis in the EIR analyzes potential increased noise from LRDP-related 
traffic, including that associated with the structure on Lot 13 (see pages 4.10-15 through 4.10-17). Table 
4.10-10 on page 4.10-17 indicates that on Watkins Drive south of Blaine Street, noise would increase by 
a maximum of 1.2 dBA, where the threshold of significance is 5.0 dBA. For reference, a difference of 3 
dBA is a barely-perceptible increase to most people (FHWA 1980). As such, noise increases resulting 
from LRDP related traffic, including that associated with Lot 13, would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.10-8 analyzes noise impacts due to construction noise. Off-campus residential uses that are 
located less than 100 feet from UCR construction sites—such as the homes located near the landscape 
buffer area that would be developed adjacent to the potential parking structure—could experience 
ambient noise levels that are increased by 10 dBA or more. As discussed in the Draft EIR, this impact 
would be significant and unavoidable, but only temporary during construction. 

Impact 4.1-2 analyzes visual impacts of a structure at Lot 13. As discussed under Impact 4.1-2 on page 
4.1-26 of the EIR, the eastern portion of Parking Lot 13 is currently a surface parking lot, with 
undeveloped open space to the south, Big Springs Road to the north, additional surface parking to the 
west, and Watkins Drive to the east. Intermittent views of the parking lot are available from some 
locations on Big Springs Road and Watkins Drive and from the rear of several single-family homes 
located immediately towards the southeast corner of the site. Current views from the private homes are 
partially screened by vegetation (in the backyards of the homes) and include views of the surface parking 
lot with campus buildings in the background. Current views from the rear of the off-campus homes east 
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of Parking Lot 13, in addition to portions of Big Springs Road and Watkins Drive, (of a surface parking 
lot with campus buildings in the background) would be replaced by views of a minimum 100-foot 
landscaped buffer and would include at least the half-width of the extension of Valencia Hill Drive with a 
parking structure in the background. It is concluded that development of a parking structure at the 
eastern edge of Parking Lot 13 would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality at this 
location. It should be noted that, as discussed on page 4.1-15 of the EIR, scenic vistas are “views are 
typically available from a publicly accessible viewpoint, such as roads or public gathering places (e.g., 
Carillon Mall), rather than views available from private residences.” As such, changes to views from 
private residences would not be considered a significant effect under CEQA. 

Impact 4.1-3 analyzes potential light and glare effects from LRDP development. These impacts could 
result from interior illumination of parking structures, exterior lighting of parking structures, and 
exterior lighting of the parking area. In addition, light and glare impacts could also result from the 
headlights of cars entering or exiting the parking structure (or parking lot), or from cars on ramps or the 
upper levels of parking structures. Mitigation measure MM 4.1-3(c) is provided to address this issue. 
This measure requires design of ingress and egress areas to minimize the impact of vehicular headlights 
on adjacent uses. Site plans would be reviewed and approved as part of project-specific design and 
construction document approval. Program and Practice 4.1-1 also requires adherence to Campus Design 
Guidelines, including use of consistent scale and massing, compatible architectural style, preservation of 
existing site features, and lighting. These measures would reduce the impact from light and glare 
associated with implementation of the LRDP to less than significant. 

Impact 4.9-1 analyzes land use compatibility impacts of the LRDP. As discussed on page 4.9-14 and -15 
in the EIR, the provision of a landscaped buffer along the eastern edge of Parking Lot 13, the presence of 
existing streets between proposed parking structures and off-campus residential land uses (e.g., Blaine 
Street, Canyon Crest Drive, and Rustin Avenue) and the inclusion of appropriate design features and 
landscaping would reduce potential land use incompatibilities between the adjacent residential land uses 
and parking. Impacts would be less than significant.  

As demonstrated above, environmental effects of a potential parking structure at Lot 13 have been 
analyzed in the EIR at a programmatic level, consistent with available information and CEQA 
requirements. A more detailed analysis would be prepared consistent with CEQA once a specific design 
concept for this parking structure has been articulated and the project is proposed as an individual 
construction project subject to review and consideration by The UC Regents. 
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C.3.2 Federal and State Agencies 

Following are the University’s responses to comments received from federal and State agencies. 
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Response to Department of  the Army,  June 10,  2005 

COE-1 The Gage Canal referenced in this comment is an irrigation device and the Campus 
does not propose any discharges into it. However, the Gage Basin located east of the 
I-215/SR 60 freeway, north of University Avenue and west of Canyon Crest Drive, is a 
storm water retention basin under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside. Storm 
water from much of the East Campus, as well as off-campus areas east of the campus 
boundaries on the East Campus, drain into the University Arroyo and then into the 
Gage Basin. The 2005 LRDP EIR is a program level CEQA document. Project-specific 
CEQA documentation and required permitting processes are undertaken when specific 
projects are proposed. UCR will obtain all necessary ACOE permits for the discharge 
of dredged or fill materials into waters of the U. S. when and if such activity is 
proposed, on a project specific basis. 
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Response to Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control ,  June 9 ,  

2005

DTSC(1)-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or summarizing the LRDP, 
and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

DTSC(1)-2 Section 4.7, page 4.7-9 discusses previous uses on site that resulted in disposal of 
hazardous materials. Waste generated during research on the UCR campus prior to 
1972 was discarded on the West Campus, south of Martin Luther King Boulevard, in 
an area referred to as “the pits.” Remedial activities at the Site were completed in 
December 2002 and official closure of the site, pending document review, is 
anticipated.

DTSC(1)-3 The DEIR does identify all known hazardous materials sites within the LRDP plan area 
in Section 4.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials). Due to the size and scope of the 
2005 LRDP, which directs the overall development of the UCR campus, the known or 
potentially contaminated sites, including off-campus locations, in proximity to the 
individual campus development projects will be assessed during project-level CEQA 
reviews. At that time, site-specific hazardous property searches (NPL, RCRIS, 
CERCLIS, SWIS, LUST, etc.) will be performed (as part of the Phase 1 environmental 
site assessment required under PP 4.7-2) and the known or potentially contaminated 
sites within the vicinity of the specific project will be identified. Consistent with CEQA 
requirements, the EIR identified any sites listed on the CORTESE list. As identified on 
page 4.7-9, the campus is listed on the CORTESE list due to contamination that was 
identified on the West Campus, south of Martin Luther King Boulevard. 

DTSC(1)-4 Refer to response to DTSC(1)-3. No required investigations were found to be 
necessary in the EIR. The 2005 LRDP EIR is a program level document that does not 
provide project-level analysis. The analysis of project-level/site-specific hazards will be 
performed during the CEQA project-level review of the individual projects proposed 
under the LRDP. At that time, Site Assessments for individual campus development 
projects will be performed, as necessary. It should be noted that on-campus hazards and 
potentially hazardous sites have been thoroughly identified via information from the 
UCR Department of Environmental Health and Safety, DTSC, and previous 
environmental documentation prepared for the UCR campus. Please refer to Impact 
4.7-2 and PP 4.7-2 for additional information. 

DTSC(1)-5 Please refer to response to DTSC(1)-3 and DTSC(1)-4. 

DTSC(1)-6 Please refer to response to DTSC(1)-3 and DTSC(1)-4. 
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DTSC(1)-7 As discussed on page 4.7-9 of the EIR, the campus is not identified as a “border zone” 
property. However, UCR will continue to monitor whether “border zone” status 
occurs in the future. 

DTSC(1)-8 Standard campus practice includes such investigations, when warranted. Project-
specific CEQA documentation to analyze potential impacts and identify appropriate 
mitigation measures is undertaken when sufficient understanding of a proposed project 
is available. All necessary precautions will be taken, and remediation, if necessary, will 
comply with all applicable regulations and policies. Please refer to the DEIR Section 
4.7 for additional information. UCR Environmental Health & Safety maintains 
inventories and locations of hazardous materials in buildings and on campus and is the 
responsible reporting unit for such. 

DTSC(1)-9 Please refer to response to DTSC(1)-8 and Impact 4.7-2 and 4.7-4 in Section 4.7 on 
pages 4.7-27 through 4.7-34 of the DEIR. 

DTSC(1)-10 Please refer to response to DTSC(1)-8 and Impacts 4.7-2, -3, and -4 on pages 4.7-27 
through 4.7-34 of the DEIR. 

DTSC(1)-11 It is University policy to comply with all applicable federal and State laws. Please refer 
to Sections 4.7.2 and 4.7.3 of the DEIR. Standard campus practice assures compliance 
with the provisions cited. The UCR Environmental Health & Safety unit oversees all 
hazardous waste disposals from on-campus sources. 

DTSC(1)-12 Please refer to response to DTSC(1)-11. UCR will obtain all necessary permits from 
DTSC, when applicable. 

DTSC(1)-13 UCR currently has a United States Environmental Protection Agency Identification 
number: CA D073134777 (Generator’s EPA I.D. #). 

DTSC(1)-14 No hazardous waste treatment processes requiring authorization from Certified Unified 
Program Agency (CUPA) occurs at UCR. UCR works closely with the local CUPA and 
will obtain any treatment permits in the future if necessary. 

DTSC(1)-15 UCR will acquire any necessary permits through the Santa Ana Regional Quality 
Control board. 

DTSC(1)-16 The LRDP DEIR includes Program and Practice 4.7-4, on page 4.7-32, which includes 
provisions if contaminated soil and/or groundwater is encountered during the removal 
of on-site debris or during excavation and/or grading activities, including immediate 
cessation of work. The 2005 LRDP DEIR is a program-level CEQA document. 
Project-specific CEQA documentation to analyze potential project-specific impacts and 
identify appropriate mitigation measures is undertaken at the time that specific projects 
are proposed should further mitigation be necessary. 
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DTSC(1)-17 The LDRP DEIR includes Program and Practice 4.7-4, on pages 4.7-32 through -33, 
which requires completion of a Phase I environmental site assessment to determine the 
potential for soil or groundwater contamination on a project site, prior to demolition 
of structures on the campus or new construction on former agricultural teaching and 
research fields. The 2005 LRDP DEIR is a program-level CEQA document. Project-
specific CEQA documentation to analyze potential impacts and identify appropriate 
mitigation measures is undertaken at the time that specific projects are proposed. 

DTSC(1)-18 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control ,  Ju ly  28,  

2005 (2)  

DTSC(2)-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response 
is required. 

DTSC(2)-2 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response 
is required. 

DTSC(2)-3 The EIR identifies all known hazardous materials sites within the LRDP plan area 
(UCR) (see generally Draft EIR Section 4.7). Due to the size and scope of the 2005 
LRDP, which directs the overall development of the UCR campus, the known or 
potentially contaminated sites, including off-campus locations, in proximity to the 
individual campus development projects will be assessed during project-level CEQA 
reviews. At that time, the need for remedial action will be assessed and performed, if 
necessary, in conformance with the applicable DTSC regulations and policies, which 
may include the “Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Soils (Second Revision), 
dated August 2002.” Further this action is supported by the 2005 LRDP’s Programs 
and Practices, specifically PP 4.7-2, which requires surveys for hazardous materials on 
building and soils, including agricultural lands, prior to demolition and construction. 
The EIR has been clarified to state that agricultural land is included within the scope of 
PP 4.7-2. 

DTSC(2)-4 In compliance with the Residential Lead-based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 1992, the 
Campus discloses potential lead hazards and also provides information from the EPA 
regarding the potential risks and effects of lead exposure. The Campus currently 
requires State-certified contractors to perform inspection, testing, and removal of lead-
containing building materials in compliance with applicable health and safety and 
hazardous materials regulations. With continued implementation of PP 4.7-1 and 
PP 4.7-2, as well as all applicable State and federal law, potential impacts from lead 
would be less than significant because the Campus will continue to inspect, test and 
remove lead as appropriate (see pages 4.7-27 and 4.7-28 of the DEIR.) Further, as 
noted in response to DTSC(2)-3, the need for remedial action will be assessed and 
performed, if necessary, in conformance with the applicable DTSC regulations and 
policies. The “Interim Guidance for Evaluating Lead-Based Paint and Asbestos-
Containing Materials at Proposed School Sites” applies to K-12 schools. . 

DTSC(2)-5 As noted in Chapter 4.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the EIR, two 
underground storage tanks remain on the UCR campus. Both storage tanks are located 
at the same location, the farm and vehicle equipment maintenance shop on the UCR 
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campus. Any activity conducted in that area would be performed in compliance with 
DTSC guidelines and requirements. It should be noted that no construction is planned 
or anticipated in the areas that have been remediated (see pages 4.7-8, 4.7-9, and 4.7-
37 of the DEIR.) Refer to response to DTSC(1)-3 for additional clarification. 

DTSC(2)-6 Refer to response to DTSC(2)-5. 

DTSC(2)-7 Refer to response to DTSC(1)-3. 
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Response to Governor ’ s  Off ice  of  P lanning and Research,  State 

Clear inghouse,  June 17,  2005 

OPR-1 Comment noted. 
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Response to Nat ive  Amer ican Her i tage Commiss ion,  June 9 ,  

2005

NAHC-1 In spring 2003, UCR requested a Sacred Lands File Check from the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC). According to the NAHC, the Sacred Lands File Check 
did not indicate the presence of sites of Native American cultural or religious value on 
the campus (Wood 2003). The Commission suggested in its comments to the 2005 
LRDP DEIR that other sources for information regarding cultural resources should be 
contacted. Documents were sent to the list of Native American Contacts in Riverside 
County supplied by the Commission. One response was received—from the Cultural 
Analyst of the Pechanga Cultural Resources—Temecula Band of Luiseño Mission 
Indians. Please refer to responses to comments from the letter submitted by Pechanga 
Cultural Resources for additional information. 

NAHC-2 Impact 4.5-3 on page 4.5-21 addresses potential impacts to archaeological resources. 
This impact discusses the potential for construction to result in damage or destruction 
of unknown archaeological resources. Implementation of existing campus Program and 
Practice 4.5-3 would require field surveys prior to development on the West Campus 
north of Martin Luther King Boulevard and within the southeast hills. This would 
ensure protection or treatment of archaeological resources. Please refer to PCR-2 and 
PCR-3 for additional information. 
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C.3.3 Regional and Local Agencies 

Following are the University’s responses to comments received from regional and local agencies. 
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Response to City  of  Rivers ide (1) ,  June9,  2005 

CR(1)-1 This comment contains narrative and general information, and is not a direct comment 
on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

CR(1)-2 The listing of 50 year old buildings in the 2005 LRDP EIR provides an initial screening 
of on-campus buildings that could potentially have historic significance. While UCR 
appreciates the City’s offer of assistance, the University of California has its own 
processes and criteria for determining historic significance and follows federal and State 
guidelines as discussed in Section 4.5 of the 2005 LRDP EIR. In addition, all project-
specific CEQA documents are provided to the City Planning Department for review 
and comment. 

CR(1)-3 The EIR has been revised to indicate that the Gage Canal is a City Landmark. The 
proposed project does not adversely impact the canal. 

CR(1)-4 The traffic data provided for this comment represents data calculated by the City and 
not by the University. The traffic impact study prepared for the proposed project does 
not consider average daily trips (ADTs) on the local street network surrounding the 
campus. However, UCR will continue to dialogue with the City of Riverside on the 
final configuration of Iowa Avenue. The City has indicated that it would prefer a four-
lane road. The 2005 LRDP identifies family and graduate student housing from Everton 
Place south to Martin Luther King Boulevard on both sides of Iowa Avenue. The 
Campus is concerned that the four-lane with median configuration is not conducive to a 
residential area for reasons similar those identified for Watkins Drive between Big 
Springs Road and Blaine Street, under its configuration with four lanes of traffic. 
Watkins Drive was downgraded to two lanes by the City in response to concerns from 
the neighborhood regarding traffic and high speeds of vehicles traveling through a 
residential area. The concerns identified for Watkins Drive similarly apply to Iowa 
Avenue, due to future family and graduate student housing contemplated along this 
street. Thus, the Campus has proposed a two-lane road. As a State entity, the 
University is not subject to local ordinances on campus lands, and does not have 
jurisdiction on public roads off campus. However, the Campus acknowledges that the 
City has jurisdiction over the Iowa Avenue and its final configuration, and is in ongoing 
discussions with the City regarding the future alignment. 

Based on the analysis in Impact 4.14-1 on page 4.14-37 of Section 4.14 
(Transportation and Traffic) in the EIR, the impacts incurred at the study 
intersections can be compared between the two-lane roadway and four-lane 
roadway scenario for Iowa Avenue. As discussed in the EIR, significant and 
unavoidable impacts would occur at 12 intersections under the scenario where Iowa 
Avenue remains a two-lane roadway, compared to significant and unavoidable 
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impacts at 10 intersections under the scenario where Iowa Avenue becomes a four-
lane roadway. 

Impacts that would only occur if Iowa Avenue remains a two-lane roadway scenario 
include the following two signalized intersections: 

3rd Street/Chicago Avenue 
University Avenue/Chicago Avenue 

Additionally, nearly all other significantly impacted intersections would operate at the 
same LOS under either scenario, with the exception of the two following intersections: 

University Avenue/Iowa Avenue: LOS E during the PM peak hour with 2 lanes and 
LOS F during the PM peak hour with 4 lanes 
Martin Luther King Boulevard/Chicago Avenue: LOS E and F during the AM and 
PM peak hours, respectively, with 2 lanes and LOS D and E during the AM and PM 
peak hours, respectively, with 4 lanes 

It is acknowledged that the LOS impacts would be greater with Iowa Avenue as a four-
lane roadway. However, the secondary impacts resulting from widening Iowa Avenue 
would be greater than the benefit of reducing traffic at University Avenue/Chicago 
Avenue from LOS F to LOS E (the impact is significant already, without the LRDP) 
and at 3rd Street/Chicago Avenue from LOS E to LOS D. According to planning 
practice, a major boulevard (i.e., a four-lane roadway) is considered to be a divisive 
element. Thus, development of Iowa Avenue as a four lane roadway would result in a 
physical division of an off-campus neighborhood, as the boulevard would bisect housing 
developments that are envisioned as one cohesive neighborhood. The Campus is 
working to create a cohesive University experience, and the addition of a four-lane 
roadway would also be counter to this philosophy. In addition, a four-lane road is 
expected to require signals to permit safe pedestrian crossing, while signals are 
generally not required on two-lane roads. The housing currently located on either side 
of Iowa Avenue, particularly family student housing, is also designed to foster a 
community environment, and a two-lane roadway would maintain this character. In 
terms of safety, a two-lane roadway promotes slower vehicular traffic than a four-lane 
road, which is generally characterized by 40 mile per hour (mph) traffic. The increase 
in vehicle speeds from a four-lane road could discourage pedestrian use in the area and 
would present a greater safety concern for pedestrians. Therefore, the Campus has 
proposed a two-lane roadway configuration for Iowa Avenue. 

CR(1)-5 The volume data worksheets were provided to the City on September 30, 2005. In 
addition, this information is available for review at the Campus office of Academic 
Planning and Budget. 

CR(1)-6 The Campus is committed to a housing goal which would provide on-campus housing 
for 50 percent of the student population. The Campus has developed a “Strategic Plan 
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for Housing” which is a implementation plan identifying the number, type and location 
of housing to reach the goal of housing 12,500 students on campus when/if student 
enrollment reaches 25,000. The Campus believes this is a realistic goal. To meet this 
goal, several housing projects are in programming and design to include apartments, 
family housing and residence halls at this time. However, the rate of student 
enrollment growth, hence the need for housing, may be impacted by budget 
constraints. The Campus is continually working towards the 50 percent goal, balancing 
it with the need to provide affordable housing and addressing the campus debt capacity 
limits.

Alternative 5 in Chapter 6 provides a summary of traffic impacts if the goal of housing 
50 percent of students on campus is not met. Under Alternative 5, where 
approximately 3,750 fewer students would reside in University housing, the number of 
student commuters would increase by approximately 3,750 as compared with the 
proposed project. This increase in daily vehicle trips to the campus by students would 
increase traffic volumes and degrade intersection levels of service. However, because 
the trip generation rates for individuals living on campus are higher than trip generation 
rates for student commuters, the number of impacted intersections under this 
alternative would decrease when compared to the proposed project, although impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable. Please refer to Section 6 of the DEIR, page 
6-83 “Transportation and Traffic” under Alternative 5 for more information. 

CR(1)-7 The University received a comment letter from the March Joint Powers Authority on 
July 26, 2005. The March JPA indicates that the UCR 2005 LRDP does not conflict 
with the development considered by the new Airport Compatibility Plan for March 
Inland Port/March Air Reserve Base. See the letter from MJPA, included in the Final 
EIR.

CR(1)-8 The EIR has been revised to discuss the Draft General Plan 2025 and general 
consistency is evaluated. However, the existing 1994 General Plan was used 
throughout the UCR DEIR. 

CR(1)-9 The City currently receives copies of all UCR CEQA documents, regardless of campus 
location within the City of Riverside, and will continue to do so in the future. In 
addition, the University will continue to consult with the City regarding on-campus 
projects proposed adjacent to city streets and on other UCR properties within the City 
of Riverside. 

CR(1)-10 The Campus will adopt the City’s recommended policy, which is an existing ongoing 
practice of the campus. The policy has been added as PP 4.9-1(d) to the EIR, and calls 
for the campus to continue to work with the City to address and resolve potential 
impacts arising from increased student enrollment on the residential neighborhoods 
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surrounding UCR, particularly related to the impacts of students living in the 
neighborhoods and attendant parking, noise, traffic and other issues. 

CR(1)-11 The EIR has been revised to reference the Draft General Plan 2025 Housing Element. 

CR(1)-12 The EIR has been revised to discuss the Draft General Plan 2025 and the University and 
Eastside Neighborhood Plans. 
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Response to City  of  Rivers ide (2) ,  June  10,  2005 

CR(2)-1 These comments duplicate those provided by the City of Riverside in their letter coded 
CR(1). Please refer to responses to those comments. 

CR(2)-2 The Campus will continue to share facilities where appropriate with the community. 
Current shared facilities include the libraries, the Sports Complex, the Botanical 
Garden, and certain recreational facilities where and when available. 

With respect to the Athletic facilities (Physical Education Building Gymnasium, Softball 
and Soccer Field, Track Stadium and Baseball Sports Complex), they are used for 
Intercollegiate Athletics practice and competition, and, as such are not available for 
shared use. In addition to Athletics, club and intramurals programs use the soccer field. 
The facilities are used to their capacity by campus programs. When these facilities are 
not in use, the down time is necessary for recovery of the playing surface. The 
maintenance, repair, and replacement costs for said facilities are costly. For instance, 
the Track Stadium is no longer adequate to host a Division I collegiate meet. According 
to the Athletic Department, it is in need of resurfacing at this time, and this is just a few 
years after it was resurfaced. It would not be cost effective for Athletics to resurface 
this facility only to have the life of the track surface dwindle rapidly with overuse from 
uses other than Athletics. While Athletics appreciates and recognized the desire for 
shared partnership with the community, it is necessary for the Department to keep 
their facilities closed to the public in order for them to provide appropriate facilities for 
the Athletics program. 

The Physical Education Practice Gymnasium is available for rent when it does not 
conflict with the heavy scheduling for intercollegiate programs that practice or conduct 
camps there. Many outside events are conducted in the Practice Gymnasium. Likewise, 
the Track Stadium can be rented for events that do not include use of the track surface 
itself.
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Response to City  of  Rivers ide ,  Ju ly  27,  2005 (3)  

CR(3)-1 See CR(2)-1 

CR(3)-2 The City does not identify any environmental impacts not analyzed in the Draft EIR 
that would result from potential increases in demand for City services. Without specific 
information regarding what potential environmental impacts the City believes were not 
adequately analyzed, UCR cannot provide more information. UCR acknowledges at 
several locations throughout the Draft EIR that an increase in student population would 
increase the demand for public services and utilities that are provided by the City of 
Riverside. The Draft EIR addresses potential increases in the need for public services 
and utilities provided by the City in Section 4.12 (Public Services) and Section 4.15 
(Utilities). Fire protection and fire flow water supply are specifically addressed in 
Section 4.12.2 and pages 4.12-9 though 4.12-11. Those sections include Planning 
Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures to reduce environmental 
impacts where appropriate. Incorporation of these measures would reduce impacts on 
all public services and utilities to less than significant. It should be noted that the water 
supply assessment (included as Appendix I to the EIR), which was the basis of the 
impact discussion on water supply in the EIR, was prepared and adopted by the City. 
The comment does not state how the analysis in the EIR/EIS, is inadequate and thus no 
detailed response is possible. 

Representatives of the City were contacted regarding the analysis being performed for 
any relevant input that they might be able to provide. That input is reflected in the 
EIR’s analysis. Those representatives of the City that contributed to the analysis of 
public services and utilities impacts to the City are listed at the end of Sections 4.12 and 
4.15. In addition, On Thursday, January 10, 2002, the University and EIR preparers 
met with City personnel, including: Craig Aaron (Planning), James Walters, and Brian 
May (Police Department); Perry Halterman (Fire Department), Andy Emery (Parks 
and Recreation); and Tom Boyd (Public Works) of the City of Riverside.
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Response to City  of  Rivers ide ,  August  22,  2005 (4)  

CR(4)-1 This comment contains narrative and general information, and is not a direct comment 
on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

CR(4)-2 This comment contains narrative and general information, and is not a direct comment 
on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

CR(4)-3 This comment contains narrative and general information, and is not a direct comment 
on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

CR(4)-4 This comment contains narrative and general information, and is not a direct comment 
on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Rivers ide County F lood Control  and Water  

Conservat ion Distr ict ,  June 9 ,  2005 

FCWCD-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

FCWCD-2 The text in Section 4.8.4 on pages 4.8-8 and 4.8-27 has been revised to clarify that the 
City-owned storm drain is located in Martin Luther King Blvd, not Chicago Avenue, 
and ranges from 42 to 60 inches in diameter. 

FCWCD-3 Comment noted. 

FCWCD-4 As discussed in Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR, none of the areas proposed for 
development of new housing or redevelopment of existing housing are located within 
the 100-year flood hazard area and no impact would occur. Additionally, 
implementation of proposed improvements, the relevant Programs and Practices and 
Mitigation Measures would reduce potential impacts to all remaining structures within 
the 100-year flood hazard area to below a level of significance. Specifically, the 
University Arroyo Flood Control and Enhancement Project is being considered to 
reduce the extent of the 100-year floodplain along the University Arroyo. When this 
project is completed, future development considered in the LRDP would be outside 
the new 100-year flood hazard zone, such that new development would not encroach 
into the storage area of the basin. If the University Arroyo Flood Control and 
Enhancement Project improvements are not completed prior to design approval of 
individual projects, mitigation measures MM 4.8-9(a) and MM 4.8-9(b) would apply 
and would reduce impacts associated with flood flows to below a level of significance. 
The EIR concludes that either implementation of the University Arroyo Flood Control 
and Enhancement Project or implementation of mitigation measures MM 4.8-9(a) and 
MM 4.8-9(b) would fully mitigate all potential flood risks from placement of structures 
within the 100-year flood hazard area. It is appropriate for an EIR to list possible 
alternative mitigation measures for an identified impact, giving the lead agency a choice 
of which one to implement based on actual environmental conditions. (See, e.g. 
Sacramento Old City Ass’n v. City Council (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011.) Additionally, the 
Project will fully comply with all applicable federal and State regulations. The Campus 
will continue to work with the City of Riverside to ensure compliance with applicable 
FEMA regulations. 

FCWCD-5 As mentioned above, the University Arroyo Flood Control and Enhancement Project 
would remove certain portions of the UCR East Campus from the 100-year floodplain. 
The CLOMR and LOMR letters are administrative actions that would formally 
document changes within the floodplain. Construction may occur in the former 
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floodplain areas prior to completion of this administrative requirement. Refer to 
response to FCWCD-4, immediately above, for additional information. 

FCWCD-6 The Riverside County Fire Department was contacted on August 1, 2005 regarding 
Box Springs Dam and potential inundation of UCR in the event of a dam failure. Phil 
McCormick of the Emergency Services Office indicated that the hazard posed by Box 
Springs Dam would be minimal. However, Impact 4.8-10 on page 4.8-35 has been 
revised to reflect that Box Springs Dam is closer to UCR than Prado Dam. 

FCWCD-7 Section 4.8 of the EIR has been revised to reflect the location of UCR within the Box 
Springs and University areas of the District’s Master Drainage Plans. 

FCWCD-8 This comment contains narrative and general information, and is not a direct comment 
on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The Riverside County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District will be placed on the notification list to receive future 
notices.
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Response to Rivers ide County Transportat ion Commiss ion,  

May 9 ,  2005 

RCTC-1 Comments and issues brought forward during the scoping process were considered in 
developing policies and planning strategies used in the LRDP and identified in the Draft 
EIR. Impact 4.14-2 on page 4.14-61 in the EIR analyzes impacts to freeway segments, 
including a number of segments of the I-215. As shown in Tables 4.14-25 and 4.14-26, 
on pages 4.14-63 through 4.14-65, the conditions of all freeway segments operating 
unacceptably under 2015 background traffic conditions would continue to do so with 
the addition of project traffic. The segment of Interstate 215, between Martin Luther 
King Boulevard and University Avenue, would drop from LOS D to LOS E with the 
addition of project traffic. 

RCTC-2 The Campus is cooperating with Caltrans on the I-215/SR 60 freeway improvements 
currently under construction in the following ways: 

1. Caltrans has located their lay down area for this segment of the freeway construction 
on 17 acres of the campus, which includes the faculty gardens area. 

2. Caltrans is using the campus for access for their construction vehicles. 

3. The project has eliminated the mature landscaping on a 3.21-acre segment of the 
freeway edge of the campus, which acted as a visual buffer. A minimum amount and 
a minimum plant and tree size will replace the former buffer, which will require 
UCR to supplement landscaping when construction is complete to begin to 
redevelop the former freeway landscape buffer. 

4. Approximately 9.29 acres of campus land was needed by Caltrans to increase the 
width of the freeway, and to create a full access configuration at Martin Luther King 
Boulevard (MLK). Access to campus at MLK will remain the same, via an under 
crossing at Canyon Crest Drive. 

5. As partial compensation for UCR’s property, Caltrans is constructing improvements 
that benefit the campus. These include improvements to Canyon Crest Drive from 
Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard to West Campus Drive, and the associated 
freeway undercrossing. 

RCTC-3 In addition to submitting the LRDP DEIR to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to 
State agencies, UCR sent CDs of the LRDP & DEIR (Volumes I and II) to “Planning, 
Caltrans District 8” in San Bernardino as well as “Planning, Caltrans” in Sacramento. 
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Response to Rivers ide Trans i t  Agency,  Ju ly  28,  2005 

RTA-1 UCR appreciates RTA’s commendation and the opportunity to work with RTA. 
Support for the 2005 LRDP will be forwarded for consideration to the decision makers 
as part of the project approval process. 

RTA-2 Pages 4.14-15 through 4.14-16 of the Draft EIR identify various RTA and other public 
transit routes that serve the campus. Page 4.14-15 of the EIR has been revised to 
include the following statement: 

It should be noted that RTA has approved implementation of the Bus Rapid 
Transit Program (BRT), which will provide rapid transit bus service in Riverside 
County. The first route to be completed will connect downtown Riverside and 
the University of California, Riverside to Corona. The second route will run 
from downtown Riverside past UCR to Moreno Valley. 

Further, UCR will, as appropriate, contact Riverside Transit Agency Staff for input 
regarding planning for transit facilities. Figures 4.14-1A and 4.14-1B showing BRT 
routes 1-A and 2-B, respectively, have been added to the EIR. 

RTA-3 UCR appreciates RTA’s commendation and the opportunity to work with RTA. 
Support for the 2005 LRDP will be forwarded for consideration to the decision makers 
as part of the project approval process. 

RTA-4 UCR appreciates RTA’s commendation and the opportunity to work with RTA. 
Support for the 2005 LRDP will be forwarded for consideration to the decision makers 
as part of the project approval process. 

RTA-5 The attached staff memorandum is largely duplicative of the comments above. Please 
see responses to RTA-1 through RTA-4. 
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Response to South Coast  Ai r  Qual i ty  Management Distr ict ,  June 

14,  2005 

SCAQMD-1 This comment contains narrative and general information, and is not a direct comment 
on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

SCAQMD-2 The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was performed according to the guidelines 
published by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air 
Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk 
Assessments (OEHHA, August 2003). These guidelines do not require specific grid 
spacing. For the UCR HRA, receptors were selected to minimize the computation time 
and the size of the model outputs created, while ensuring that the maximum risks were 
identified.

The HRA used receptors spaced 125-meters apart on the fence line (campus boundary) 
and gridded receptors with 250-meter and 500-meter spacing beyond the fence line. 
The maximum estimated risks identified on Page ES-5 are along the fence line and 
estimated risks decrease with increasing distance from the fence line. Since the 
maximum estimated risks are on the fence line and the sources of emissions are well 
within the campus boundary, a 100-meter grid spacing for receptors is not likely to 
change the outcome. (Verified with Mr. James Koizumi, SCAQMD in a conversation 
with Raj Rangaraj, URS, consultant for the HRA.) 

SCAQMD-3 A nine-year exposure period was used to estimate risks to the on-campus student and 
the child who attends the on-campus daycare center. These potentially exposed 
populations are typically exposed for a maximum period of about six or seven years. 
Therefore, the nine-year exposure assumption is already considered to be conservative. 
Furthermore, the nine-year exposure assumption for the on-campus student and the 
on-campus daycare child exposure is consistent with the recommendation in the 
OEHHA Guidelines for short-term exposures. (Verified with Mr. James Koizumi, 
SCAQMD in a conversation with Raj Rangaraj, URS, consultant for the HRA.) 

SCAQMD-4 The “General Instruction Book of the SCAQMD 2003–04 Annual Emission Inventory 
Reporting Program” lists the emission factor for VOC as 1.8 pound/1,000 gallons and 
requires the reporting of benzene emissions using an emission factor of 0.18 
pound/1,000 gallons. Therefore, the emissions and risks associated with the 
underground storage tank are appropriate as reported in the Draft EIR. (Verified with 
Mr. James Koizumi, SCAQMD in a conversation with Raj Rangaraj, URS, consultant 
for the HRA.) 

SCAQMD-5 Several air quality models have been developed to calculate localized carbon monoxide 
(CO) concentrations near roadways and intersections. The CALINE4—California 
LINE Source Dispersion Model—is the most commonly used line source model in 
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California. This model provides a robust analysis of localized CO concentrations based 
on highly detailed input parameters. The disadvantage of this model is that the input 
parameters and model runs can require a substantial amount of time. In response to this 
issue, several agencies have developed screening procedures based on the CALINE4 
model. The two procedures that are commonly used today are the screening analysis 
procedure developed by the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of 
California, Davis and presented in Appendix A of the Transportation Project-Level 
Carbon Monoxide Protocol, and the CALINE4 screening procedure developed by the 
Bay Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The intent of both screening 
procedures is to provide an easy means of estimating localized CO concentrations 
under worst-case conditions. The screening procedures use a variety of worst-case 
assumptions that typically result in greater emissions concentrations than would be 
calculated under a detailed CALINE4 analysis. The general recommendation of the 
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines is to conduct an analysis of worst-case emissions using a 
screening procedure. Per the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, if the screening procedure 
predicts that localized emissions would be lower than national and State standards, then 
no further CO analysis is required. If the screening procedure predicts localized 
emissions above the standards, then the extent of the impact should be evaluated under 
a detailed analysis using CALINE4. 

Despite the information presented in this comment, the use of the BAAQMD’s 
simplified CALINE4 screening procedure is a SCAQMD-accepted method of evaluating 
localized CO concentrations. Further, the EIR consultant has been using the 
BAAQMD’s simplified CALINE4 screening procedure for several years as their 
preferred method of evaluating localized CO concentrations. The BAAQMD’s 
simplified CALINE4 screening procedure calculate emissions based on individual 
vehicle counts. The EIR consultant considers this to be an accurate means of estimating 
localized CO concentrations. Use of the simplified CALINE4 screening procedure was 
confirmed on July 19, 2005 in a telephone conversation with Steve Smith, Ph.D., the 
SCAQMD’s Program Supervisor for the CEQA Section. According to Dr. Smith, use 
of the BAAQMD’s simplified CALINE4 screening procedure is acceptable to the 
SCAQMD, providing that current emission factors are used and the roadway and traffic 
data is supported by information in a technical traffic study. In the case of the proposed 
project, the emission factors used in the analysis were updated to EMFAC2002 by the 
EIR consultant prior to the preparation of the Draft EIR. The roadway and traffic data 
used as inputs to the screening procedure were obtained from the Traffic Impact 
Analysis Report, which is included as Appendix H to the Draft EIR. Based on this 
information, the analysis presented in the Draft EIR addresses the SCAQMD’s concerns 
regarding the use of the BAAQMD’s simplified CALINE4 screening procedure. 
Because the emissions calculated by the screening procedure are based on worst-case 
assumptions and are well below national and State standards, a detailed analysis of 
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localized CO concentrations using the CALINE4 would not be necessary to evaluate 
the impacts of the proposed project. 

SCAQMD-6 Please refer to response to SCAQMD-5 for a response to this comment. 

SCAQMD-7 As noted in this comment, the URBEMIS 2002 printout was sent to SCAQMD on 
request. Appendix C of the EIR has been revised to include this information. 

SCAQMD-8 Due to the programmatic nature of this EIR and the LRDP, in general, the inclusion of 
construction air emissions for demolition activities during one of the LRDP’s projects 
at this time and as part of this EIR would be inappropriate. Evaluation of demolition 
emissions will be provided for any appropriate project, including the demolition of a 
portion of the Family Student Housing Complex, during its project-level CEQA 
review. Demolition emissions would not be ongoing events. The majority of the 
projects included under the LRDP would not require demolition. Therefore, the 
inclusion of such emissions would not provide an accurate picture when continuing 
with the LRDP’s assumption that up to four projects would be under construction 
simultaneously. Further, based on the EIR consultant’s experience with other 
educational development projects in Southern California, it is assumed, at this stage of 
analysis, that demolition emissions incurred under the LRDP would be very similar in 
nature to the emissions incurred under site grading activities in terms of NOx and PM10.
Therefore, for the purposes of this programmatic analysis and for ease of 
understanding, demolition emissions for a single project have not been provided in the 
simultaneous construction emissions table (Table 4.3-4 on page 4.3-22 of the Draft 
EIR).

SCAQMD-9 The analysis assumed that approximately ten percent of total building construction 
would occur each year. Because of funding constraints, it is unreasonable and highly 
speculative to assume that more than 10 percent construction would occur in any one 
year. The EIR has been revised to clarify this information. The LRDP and EIR do not 
impose a limit on the annual construction occurring on campus because the University 
cannot foresee future funding that would allow for LRDP-related projects to occur. 
Impact 4.3-2 on page 4.3-20 identifies that construction impacts would be significant. 
Programs and practices PP 4.3-2(a), 4.3-2(b), and 4.3-2(c) and mitigation measure 
MM 4.3-2 would be implemented to reduce impacts to the extent feasible. However, 
even with the implementation of these measures, impacts would remain significant and 
would be unavoidable.  

With regard to the Phase 2 Site Grading Emissions being turned off, minimal 
construction activities are currently being conducted at UCR. For ease of 
understanding within Table 4.3-3 on page 4.3-7 and based on the programmatic nature 
of this document, providing a single set of project emissions under the heading 
construction activities is considered to be adequate. Further, while the existing 
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conditions air quality emissions provided do not include the URBEMIS 2002 site 
grading and excavation phase, the general heading of construction activities in 
Table 4.3-3 does acknowledge minimal site grading activities. Please refer to the 
construction equipment list provided on the URBEMIS 2002 worksheets, which 
includes construction equipment that could be used for minimal amounts of grading, 
for further clarification. 
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Response to Southern Cal i forn ia  Assoc iat ion of  Governments ,  

May 9 ,  2005 

SCAG-1 Comment noted. 
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C.3.4 Organizations

Following are the University’s responses to comments received from organizations. 



C-468

Chapter C Response to Comments 

University of California, Riverside 

Response to Len Nunney,  Ar lee Montalvo,  Richard Block,  and 

Fr iends  of  Rivers ide ’s  Hi l l s  Ju ly  28,  2005 

FRH-1 This is an introductory comment and is not a direct comment on the content or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

FRH-2 If this comment is referring to the off-campus student population in single-family 
housing, please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated 
Issues for a response to this comment. 

FRH-3 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Effects of Lot 13 for a response 
to this comment. 

FRH-4 No special-status species are identified in this comment that were not previously 
identified in the Draft EIR. As noted in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, no 
reconnaissance-level or intensive surveys of biological resources were performed for 
the Draft EIR, consistent with the program-level analysis in this document. The analysis 
contained in the EIR is based upon a literature review, information provided by the 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and consultation with State agencies 
and Dr. Len Nunney. 

FRH-5 As noted above in response to FRH-4, no detailed surveys were conducted as part of 
the programmatic analysis in the Draft EIR. However, Table 4.4-1 of the Draft EIR 
does acknowledge the potential for occurrence of this species at UCR, however based 
on the CNDDB, the Draft EIR indicated the potential was low. A detailed analysis of 
potential impacts to specific biological resources, including special status species, will 
occur when project-specific CEQA analysis occurs for specific projects under the 2005 
LRDP. Project-specific CEQA analyses would include consultation with local experts, 
other local resources, and site-specific surveys will be performed as appropriate to 
determine the potential project-specific impacts on individual development sites. 

FRH-6 Please refer to response to FRH-5 for a response to this comment. 

FRH-7 Please refer to response to FRH-5 for a response to this comment. It should be noted 
that Tables 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 of the Draft EIR acknowledge the potential presence of 
Robinson’s peppergrass, orange-throated whiptail lizard, San Diego horned lizard, red-
diamond rattlesnake, San Diego pocket mouse, Stephens’ kangaroo rat, coastal 
California gnatcatcher, loggerhead shrike, and burrowing owl. However, Table 4.4-2 
has been amended to acknowledge the potential presence of the rosy boa, pallid bat, 
Dulzura pocket mouse, San Diego desert woodrat, rufous-crowned sparrow, and sage 
sparrow within the LRDP area. UCR appreciates the input provided by Friends of 
Riverside’s Hills and will use this information in addition to any more recent 
information that can be provided when performing the site-specific analysis of the 
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various development projects proposed under the 2005 LRDP. However, the 
information provided does not change the significance of the impacts described in 
Section 4.4. 

FRH-8 During the LRDP planning horizon, a project-specific CEQA analysis would be 
conducted for any project proposed to be located within the Natural Open Space 
Reserve area, and this measure would be implemented to determine if the proposed 
project would adversely affect or otherwise impede the goals and actions of the 
MSHCP. If any such impact is identified, additional action(s) to assure compliance with 
the MSHCP would be identified and made a condition of project approval. As the 
LRDP does not proposed any specific projects, a detailed analysis of any specific project 
is not feasible at this time, and this mitigation measure is adequate for this 
programmatic analysis. The campus is not currently a permittee under the MSHCP nor 
is the campus subject to the MSHCP requirements. However, as specific projects are 
proposed and analyzed, UCR will consider each project’s impacts to the MSHCP 
Conservation Area. 

FRH-9 At such time as individual projects are proposed that would require implementation of 
this measure, UCR will coordinate with qualified personnel as appropriate to insure the 
effective performance of PP 4.4-1(a)(ii). 

FRH-10 This comment provides summary information of the analysis provided under Impact 
4.4-4 in the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

FRH-11 The Campus disagrees with the comment’s assertion that the LRDP promotes an 
increase in traffic along Watkins Drive, which could have adverse effects on wildlife 
movement across this road. The Campus further disagrees with the comment’s 
suggestion that a proposed parking structure on Parking Lot 13 would be the source of 
this traffic increase because the structure, while increasing the number of parking 
spaces attributed to Parking Lot 13, will only replace parking spaces from that area of 
campus. Parking Lots 10 and 13 would not remain as a result of implementation of the 
2005 LRDP. (Please see the topical response on Environmental Effects of Lot 13 for 
further response explanation.) As a result, any difference in trips attributed to 
students/visitors/staff parking in that portion of campus is anticipated to be minimal. 
Impacts to wildlife movement are analyzed under Impact 4.4-4 on pages 4.4-36 
through 39 in the EIR, and these impacts were determined to be less than significant. 
The proposed parking structure on Lot 13 would provide replacement parking for the 
existing spaces in this lot and others in the area. No direct increase in traffic volumes 
(on Watkins Drive) is anticipated to result from the development of a parking structure 
on Lot 13. The proposed recreational space located in this area is intended to serve on-
campus residents, which would be located to the north and east of this area. Thus, no 
substantial increase in vehicular traffic on Watkins Drive is anticipated from this 
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proposed facility. Consequently, there is no substantial evidence that the LRDP would 
substantially increase hazards to wildlife attempting to cross Watkins Drive. 

FRH-12 Although sections of cells 719 and 634 of the MSHCP extend into the UCR campus, as 
shown on page 3-6 of the EIR, no development under the 2005 LRDP would occur in 
the southeastern corner of the UCR campus, which is where the potential wildlife 
corridor exists (see Figure 4.4-2.) Therefore, implementation of the LRDP would not 
encroach upon or otherwise reduce the limits of the wildlife corridor identified in the 
MSHCP, nor conflict with the provisions of the MSHCP which are applicable to the 
UCR campus. Therefore, the Draft EIR concluded, on page 4.4-40, that 
implementation of the LRDP would not conflict with the MSHCP. Refer also to 
response to FRH-11. 

FRH-13 LRDP Planning Strategy Open Space 1 proposes to protect steep hillsides in part to 
protect wildlife habitat. The comment does not provide any indication of how this 
strategy could conflict with or otherwise impede the goals of the MSCHP. LRDP 
Planning Strategy Open Space 2 prohibits major facilities, except for sensitively sited 
utility projects within the Natural Open Space Reserve. The LRDP Planning Strategies 
are not intended as analytical tools, instead these are identified as strategies to “guide 
the physical development of the campus.” The Draft EIR does provide an analysis of 
potential impacts from implementation of the LRDP, which includes the referenced 
Planning Strategies, and concludes that the LRDP would have no impact on the 
MSHCP, as the campus is not located within the boundaries of the MSHCP and would 
not conflict with or otherwise impede implementation of the MSHCP. Please refer to 
Section 4.4 of the EIR and, in particular, Figure 4.4-2 as it relates to wildlife corridors 
in the area. 

FRH-14 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 
Please refer to response to F. Gable-4 and Dawson-6 for a discussion of alternative 
transportation.

FRH-15 Please refer to response to F. Gable-4 and MacPherson-9. The Multi-Modal 
Transportation Management Strategy (MMTMS) puts the pedestrian at the top of the 
transportation hierarchy with the bicycle rider next with enhanced bike pathways and 
parking. The plan includes campus transit, bike lanes/corrals, and other strategies to 
decrease the private vehicle traffic on campus to enhance the ability of service and 
emergency vehicles to move around campus when needed. Suggestions regarding 
bicycle lane improvements will be forwarded for consideration to the decision makers 
as part of the project approval process. 

FRH-16 Please refer to response to FRH-11 for a response to this comment. Most of the 
external routes to and from the UCR campus, and certain internal roadways, have 
Class II bicycle lanes, which are striped lanes adjacent to auto movement lanes. Watkins 
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Drive is one of the streets that has Class II bicycle lanes. Consequently, the provision of 
these striped bicycle lanes would add to the safety of the bikers. Should the 
improvement of Watkins Drive to a four-lane roadway be implemented, consideration 
would be given to bikers, including the need for additional roadway shoulder space. 
Figure 21, referenced in this comment, is a figure in the LRDP document and not in 
the EIR. It should be noted that Figure 21 displays the proposed bike circulation around 
UCR. The existing bike circulation is described on page 82 of the LRDP. 

FRH-17 As noted in Section 4.14 of the DEIR under Impact 4.14-9 on pages 4.14-71 and 4.14-
72, with implementation of the identified LRDP Planning Strategies and continued 
implementation of the existing campus Program and Practice, implementation of the 
LRDP would not result in inadequate parking supply. The potential removal of Parking 
Lot 10 may require additional pedestrian travel distance, although this will be 
considered in detail during the project-level review and design of the removal of 
Parking Lot 10. Consideration would be given to library users, which may include the 
placement of book drop-off boxes at strategic locations throughout the campus. It 
should be noted that, of the proposed parking facilities, one would be located within 
5 minutes of Carillon Tower, and 3 other facilities would be within 10 minutes of 
Carillon Tower. 

FRH-18 Please refer to the topical response on Lot 13 for a response to this comment. 

FRH-19 The LRDP does located parking structures near freeway access, as shown in 

LRDP Figure 19, which identifies locations of potential future parking structures.  

Any future parking structure will be subject to project specific CEQA review.  The 

campus will consider the form the parking structure at the time it is proposed.  As 
such time, the potential for an underground or “green” structure at Lot 13 will be 
considered during the design phase of that project. Alternative configurations may be 
considered during CEQA review associated with specific projects. Because the LRDP 
EIR is program level analysis, it considers alternatives to the LRDP program as a whole 
related to the total additional academic space, on-campus housing, and trip generation.   

FRH-20 The calculation of growth between 2001 and 2015 accounted for 15 years of growth. 

FRH-21 The traffic analysis of the LRDP was performed in accordance with the Transportation 
Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual and utilizes standard and reasonable 
practices for the prediction of traffic flows on local roadways. The analysis uses SCAG 
Model Socio-Economic Data by traffic analysis zones (TAZ) in order to determine 
regional background growth. This modeling approach recognizes that different growth 
rates exist for different areas within the region. Regional growth is not considered on a 
project-by-project basis, but rather as aggregate growth in each section of the total 
region. It should be noted that the traffic analysis acknowledges a significant traffic flow 
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problem along Watkins Drive that would occur without implementation of the LRDP 
and mitigation to ameliorate traffic conditions at this location. 

FRH-22 The campus identifies Watkins Drive and Big Springs Road as a major entry to the 
campus for residents to the east. As mentioned above, traffic along Watkins Drive and 
at the intersection of Watkins Drive and Big Springs Road would worsen to the point of 
requiring improvement, which may include the designation of Watkins Drive as a four-
lane roadway, without implementation of the LRDP, as noted on page 4.14-27 of the 
DEIR. As mentioned above under response to FRH-16, consideration would be given 
to bicycle riders, including the need for additional roadway shoulder space should the 
improvement of Watkins Drive to a four-lane roadway be implemented. However 
Watkins Drive is a city street under the jurisdiction of the city of Riverside, and the city 
would determine the configuration.  

FRH-23 Please refer to response to FRH-22 for a response to this comment. 

FRH-24 Please refer to response to FRH-11 for a response to this comment. 

FRH-25 Currently, Big Springs Road provides one lane of traffic in each direction. With 
implementation of the roadway improvements suggested in the traffic study performed 
for the LRDP, a dedicated left-turn lane would be provide in each direction along Big 
Springs Road at Watkins Drive. Further, restriping is a recognized form of effective 
mitigation, as it improves the intersection capacity by providing additional lanes for 
traffic flow. 

FRH-26 The effectiveness of signalization of the Big Springs Road/Watkins Drive intersection is 
based upon accepted transportation engineering practices that would increase the 
throughput of the intersection. With regard to the potential for this improvement to 
affect adjacent stop signs along Watkins, refer to response to F. Gable-7 which 
addresses the Big Springs Road entrance to campus. There is no proposal to restripe 
Watkins Drive south to the freeway. 

With regards to omission of the Gateway Specific Plan, refer to response to FRH-21.  

The LRDP acknowledges the Big Springs Road/Watkins Drive entrance to the campus 
as a major entry by providing parking proximate to the entrance. However, the 
Campus has identified it as an entrance for the residents, staff, students, and faculty that 
live east of the campus rather than a major commuter or visitor entrance. 

FRH-27 Please refer to response to CR-6 for a discussion of the provision of on-campus 
housing.

FRH-28 Please refer to the topical responses on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues and 
Parking Issues for a response to this comment. As discussed under impact 4.14-10 on 
page 4.14-73 of the EIR, the propensity of students or others to seek lower, or “no 
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cost” parking options cannot be estimated, and any calculation of future off-campus 
parking demand would be speculative. However, given experience at other college and 
university campuses, it is likely that the demand for off-campus parking could increase. 
MM 4.14-10 would require the campus to work with the City of Riverside to monitor 
off-campus parking and implement appropriate measures to assure adequate parking 
supply for residents and commercial establishments. This would ensure that increased 
off-campus parking is limited and would be less than significant. 

FRH-29 No cumulative environmental impact on the local neighborhood has been identified as 
an environmental impact under CEQA. As such, an alternative that addresses this issue 
is not required under CEQA. Further, such an alternative would not satisfy CEQA’s 
requirement to consider alternatives that “would avoid or substantially lessen” a 
significant impact associated with the project (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6). A 
reasonable range of alternatives is considered within the DEIR in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. 

FRH-30 Please refer to response to Dawson-30 for a response to this comment. 

FRH-31 Please refer to response to Dawson-31 for a response to this comment. 

FRH-32 Please refer to response to Dawson-32 for a response to this comment. 

FRH-33 Please refer to response to Dawson-33 for a response to this comment. 

FRH-34 Please refer to responses to Dawson-34 and Dawson-35 for a response to this 
comment.

FRH-35 Please refer to response to Dawson-36 for a response to this comment. 
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Response to March Jo int  Powers  Author i ty ,  Ju ly  27,  2005 

MJPA-1 Support for the project will be forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as 
part of the project approval process 

MJPA-2 As confirmed by this comment, UCR is not located within an airport land use plan for a 
nearby airport/airstrip. 

MJPA-3 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response 
is required. 

MJPA-4 As confirmed by this comment, airport noise and flight patterns do not appear to affect 
the UCR campus and no significant impact is anticipated. 

MJPA-5 As confirmed by this comment, UCR does not appear to be located within the airspace 
of a future joint-use airport at the March Inland Port/March Air Reserve Base. 
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Response to Pechanga Cultural  Resources ,  Ju ly  26,  2005 

PCR-1 The Pechanga Tribe has been added to the list of interested parties on the Draft EIR. 
Background documents supporting the analysis prepared in the EIR are part of the 
administrative record, and are available for review at UCR, Office of Design and 
Construction.

PCR-2 As part of the preparation of the EIR, in spring 2003, UCR requested a Sacred Lands 
File Check from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). According to the 
NAHC, the Sacred Lands File Check did not indicate the presence of sites of Native 
American cultural or religious value on the campus (Wood 2003). The EIR under 
Impact 4.5-3 on pages 4.5-21 through 4.5-24 discusses potential impacts to 
archaeological and cultural resources. The potential disturbance of previously 
undiscovered cultural resources, while unlikely, could occur. Please refer to pages 4.5-
5 and 4.5-6 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the level of cultural resources 
discovered during previous UCR activities. From a programmatic standpoint, the 
implementation of the Planning Strategies, Programs, and Practices of the LRDP would 
reduce the potential impact to such resources to a level of less than significant. 
However, during the project-specific CEQA analysis of the projects that could occur 
under the LRDP, a more detailed evaluation with site-specific mitigation measures 
relating to cultural resources will be developed, as necessary. Consultation with the 
Pechanga Tribe would occur at this time when appropriate. 

PCR-3 The EIR includes existing Programs and Practices (PPs) to protect against damage to 
cultural materials, and ensure lawful treatment of cultural items, Native American 
human remains and sacred items. PP 4.5-3 requires a surface field survey prior to 
construction in archaeologically sensitive areas on campus, followed by further study if 
warranted. PP 4.5-5 requires cessation of construction activity in the event of the 
discovery of a burial, human bone, or suspected human bone, and notification of the 
Coroner of the find and compliance with the provisions of P.R.C. Section 5097 with 
respect to Native American involvement. 

As noted in the comment, California Public Resources Code §21083.2 (b), per the 
2005 CEQA Guidelines, identifies preservation in place as a method of treatment for 
previously undiscovered cultural resources. As mentioned above in response to PCR-2, 
during the project-specific CEQA analysis of the projects listed under the LRDP, a 
more detailed evaluation with site-specific mitigation measures relating to cultural 
resources will be developed, as necessary. These measures may include the 
preservation in place of previously undiscovered resources; however, alternative 
methods of treatment (also in compliance with California Public Resources Code 
§21083.2) may be adopted depending for the specific project being implemented. 
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PCR-4 As discussed on pages 4.5-5 and 4.5-6 of the Draft EIR, two archaeological sites have 
been identified on the campus, and “the majority of the remainder of the East Campus 
has been developed with academic and support uses, and large areas of grading and fill 
placement underlie these developed areas. Substantial ground disturbance has, 
therefore, occurred in these areas, and surface evidence of archaeological resources is 
not likely to be encountered. Further, no archaeological materials have been uncovered 
during excavation or grading associated with development of the campus core on the 
East Campus, and this area is not considered sensitive for archaeological resources.” 
Please refer to response to NAHC-2 for a response to this comment. 

PCR-5 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PCR-6 Please refer to responses to NAHC-2 and PCR-2 for a response to this comment. 
Asking for agreement with tribe monitoring on all projects. 

PCR-7 No human remains have been encountered on the campus to date. Please refer to 
responses to NAHC-2 and PCR-2 for a response to this comment. 

PCR-8 Please refer to responses to NAHC-2 and PCR-2 for a response to this comment. 

PCR-9 The potential for unearthing previously undiscovered cultural resources would be 
evaluated further on a project-specific basis. Please see discussion under Impact 4.5-3, 
pages 4.5-21 through 4.5- 24 and impact 4.5–5 page 4.5-26 for standard mitigation for 
unknown archeological resources and human remains. 

PCR-10 Please refer to response to PCR-9 for a response to this comment. Further, the 
University would with CEQA Section 21083.2 and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(c) and regarding treatment of cultural materials, if encountered. 

PCR-11 Please refer to response to PCR-9 for a response to this comment. PP 4.5-3(i) 
identified on page 4.5-22 of the EIR includes archaeological monitoring and provisions 
to stop work if cultural materials are encountered. 

PCR-12 Please refer to response to PCR-9 for a response to this comment. PP 4.5-3(i) 
identified on page 4.5-22 of the EIR includes archaeological monitoring and provisions 
to stop work if cultural materials are encountered. 

PCR-13 Please refer to response to PCR-9 for a response to this comment. Further, the 
University would with CEQA Section 21083.2 and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(c) and regarding treatment of cultural materials, if encountered. 

PCR-14 Please refer to response to PCR-9 for a response to this comment. Further, there are 
no identified sacred sites on campus. In addition, under Impact 4.5-3, Open Space 
Planning Strategies 1, 2, and 3, Conservation Planning Strategies 1 and 2, and Program 
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and Practice 4.5-3 would limit development in sensitive areas. Implementation of 
Planning Strategy Land Use 3, Open Space Planning Strategies 1, 2, and 5, and 
Conservation Planning Strategies 1 and 2 would minimize site disturbance in sensitive 
areas. Further, PP 4.5-5 would protect human remains if uncovered during project 
implementation.  

PCR-15 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response 
is required. 
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Response to Res idents  of  Rivers ide ,  Ju ly  27,  2005 

ROR-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

ROR-2 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

ROR-3 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see response 
to Dobry-2 and the topical response for Lot 13 for further clarification of those 
proposed uses. 

ROR-4 Please refer to the topical response on parking issues and Off-Campus Housing and 
Associated Issues for a response to this comment. 
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C.3.5 Individuals

Following are the University’s responses to comments received from individuals. 
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Response to Richard Block,  Ju ly  28,  2005 

Block-1 Please refer to response to Dawson-30 for a response to this comment. 

Block-2 Please refer to response to Dawson-31 for a response to this comment. 

Block-3 Please refer to response to Dawson-32 for a response to this comment. 

Block-4 Please refer to response to Dawson-33 for a response to this comment. 

Block-5 Please refer to responses to Dawson-34 and Dawson-35 for a response to this 
comment.

Block-6 Please refer to response to Dawson-36 for a response to this comment. 

Block-7 The comment does not contain sufficient detail on items in order to allow for a specific 
response. As such, the responses provided below address those aspects of the 
comments that can be understood based on the limited information provided. 

Watkins Drive is correctly referred to as a two-lane road on the portion south of Blaine 
Street, south of Valencia Hill Drive, and in the area of Box Springs Road on page 4.14-
6 in the Draft EIR. 

With regard to installation of a traffic signal at Watkins and Big Springs Road, refer to 
response to Dawson-27. 

In terms of Iowa Avenue, it is unclear if the commentor is suggesting additional 
mitigation for any increases in traffic along Iowa Avenue or has some other intention. 
However, it should be noted that Section 4.14 includes all mitigation 
necessary/feasible for the area as a result of implementation of the 2005 LRDP. 

Block-8 The comment does not contain sufficient detail on items in order to allow for a specific 
response. As such, the response provided below only addresses those aspects of the 
comments that can be understood based on the limited information provided. Please 
refer to the topical responses regarding Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues and 
Parking Issues. Comments on the placement of undergraduate and graduate housing 
will be forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as part of the project 
approval process. 

Block-9 The comment does not contain sufficient detail on items in order to allow for a specific 
response. As such, the response provided address only those aspects of the comments 
that can be understood based on the limited information provided. The Campus 
believes the housing goal is realistic and practical. Please refer to response to CR(1)-6 
for a discussion of achieving on-campus housing goals. With regard to the base year of 
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analysis, please refer to Chapter 13, Changes to the Draft EIR. The data that was used 
throughout the EIR corresponds to a base academic year of 2000/2001. 

Block-10 The comment does not contain sufficient detail on items in order to allow for a specific 
response. As such, the responses provided below address those aspects of the 
comments that can be understood based on the limited information provided. The 
comment purportedly is concerned with arroyos on campus. Impact 4.4-3 addresses 
the potential for development to affect areas that could be identified as jurisdictional 
wetlands. Implementation of MM 4.4-3(a) would require a delineation of potentially 
jurisdictional areas, and if present would require a 1:1 replacement of removed 
wetland habitat, and MM 4.4-3(c) would require measures to ensure that wetland-
dependent species are introduced into the replacement habitat. These measures would 
ensure that impacts to campus arroyos, if they are affected, would be less than 
significant.
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Response to Thomas E.  Bowen,  June 10,  2005 

Bowen-1 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Bowen-2 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Bowen-3 The traffic analysis is based upon actual traffic counts that were taken in May and June 
2001 and re-verified in June 2003. With regard to on-campus student dorms and 
apartments, the LRDP standards are as follows: 1.5 parking spaces per family housing 
unit, one space per four residence halls beds, and one space per two apartment beds. 
Private development providing off-campus housing in apartments is under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Riverside. The University has no jurisdiction over City 
parking requirements. Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for 
additional information. 

Bowen-4 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. The University acknowledges that, in some instances, 
multiple students share one off-campus residence. This is a personal choice of UCR 
students with respect to their living accommodations.

Bowen-5 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 

Bowen-6 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Bowen-7 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Bowen-8 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. The University neither requires nor anticipates in the future 
that all students will live on campus. 

Bowen-9 Comment noted. 
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Response to Revia A.  Chandler ,  June,  10,  2005 

Chandler-1 This comment contains narrative and general information, and is not a direct comment 
on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Chandler-2 The Campus disagrees that any rights of any residents have been violated. Every effort 
was made to include the public in the development of the LRDP. Please refer to the 
topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a response to this 
comment.

The “Transit Village District” is a reference to proposed Senate Bill (SB) 521. SB 521, 
introduced February 18, 2005, addresses local planning and transit village plans. Its 
purpose is to allow local officials to combine redevelopment projects with transit 
village planning. (Sen. Local Gov. Com., Analysis of Sen. Bill No. 521 [2005 Reg. 
Sess.] as amended Mar. 29, 2005 p.1.) “Transit villages,” as used in this bill, are mixed-
use, moderate to high density development within walking distance of a rail stop, an 
area of about 125 acres around the stop. SB 521 modifies the requirements of the 
Transit Village Development Planning Act of 1994 (“TVDPA”), which allows local 
governments to plan more intense development near transit stations. There is currently 
no rail transit service to UCR. Moreover, neither the campus, nor the areas adjacent to 
the campus satisfy all of the bill’s requirements. The city has not adopted a transit 
village plan for that area and there has been no approval of any plan by the regional 
transit provider or the California Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank. 
Moreover, it is not clear what requirements a final version of SB 521 might entail, or 
whether it will actually even become a law. Ultimately, an analysis of how a program 
that might become law might affect UCR is, at this stage, premature and entirely 
speculative. Since CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative events, no further 
discussion of SB 521 is required. 

The potential Metrolink Station in the vicinity of UCR is under the jurisdiction of the 
Riverside County Transportation Commission and will undergo environmental review 
and documentation when plans are completed. The cumulative project list Table 4.0-2 
on page 4-9 in the DEIR has been revised in the Final EIR to reflect this project. 
Additional information has been added to page 4.14-76 and page 4.14-81 regarding the 
Metrolink Line.

Chandler-3 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Chandler-4 Your comments will be forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as part of 
the project approval process. 
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Response to David Chowel ler ,  June 11,  2005 

Choweller-1 The EIR provides an analysis of impacts on Big Springs Road at the intersections of 
Watkins Drive and Campus Drive. As shown in Tables 4.14-20 and 4.14-23, pages 
4.14-41 and 4.14-53, the intersection of Big Springs Road/Watkins Drive is projected 
to operate at unacceptable levels of service in the future under background (future local 
and regional growth projections) with and without project conditions, and the 
intersection of Big Springs Road/Campus Drive is projected to operate at acceptable 
levels of service in the future under background and with project conditions. The 
following improvement is identified to address background traffic growth in the area: 

The intersection of Big Springs Road/Watkins Drive would require signalization 
and would then operate at LOS B or better. In addition, the eastbound and 
westbound approaches should be restriped to provide an exclusive left-turn lane 
and a shared through/right-turn lane. 

The improvements would be necessary, even without implementation of the 2005 
LRDP, to address the impacts from traffic growth associated with projects other than 
the LRDP. Since the 2005 LRDP would contribute to significant impacts at this 
intersection, the University could be required to contribute fair share payments to 
these improvements. Because off-campus intersection improvements are beyond the 
jurisdiction of The Regents to implement, the identified improvements may not, 
therefore, be available to mitigate the impacts associated with implementation of the 
2005 LRDP. With regards to the comment on quality of life, please refer to the topical 
response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a response to this 
comment.

Choweller-2 The LRDP is a program-level document and does not approve or entitle any specific 
projects. The LRDP does not propose individual projects but does propose land uses. 
However, any project proposed on the Watkins House site will be required to undergo 
the CEQA process which includes assessment of the potential environmental impacts of 
demolishing Watkins House, including potential historic impacts. UCR acknowledges 
that the opportunities to participate in religious activities can be an important part of 
campus life and has made provisions with United Campus Ministry, with offices 
currently in Watkins House, for continuation of these activities, if and when Watkins 
House is proposed for demolition. 
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Response to Mario Cortez ,  June 2 ,  2005 

Cortez-1 Your support for the project is appreciated. 
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Response to Peggy Dar l ington,  June 15,  2005 

Darlington-1 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Effects of Lot 13 for a response 
to this comment. 
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Response to Kevin Dawson,  Ju ly  28,  2005 

Dawson-1 Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to this 
comment. This comment is primarily concerned with admissions and does not raise any 
environmental concerns. Nevertheless, foreign students comprise approximately 
4.5 percent of the total student body (1.4 percent of the undergraduate population, and 
28.6 percent of the graduate student enrollment), such that denial of admissions to 
foreign students would not eliminate the need to increase the enrollment cap. 

Dawson-2 Impacts from the current development of the Pentlands housing were reviewed 
previously and are not the subject of the 2005 LRDP EIR. Please refer to response to 
PH(1)-39 for additional information on existing views of Mt. Rubidoux. As noted on 
page 4.1-18 of the DEIR, the development of new academic buildings could partially 
block views of the adjacent mountains at some locations. However, the placement of 
additional recreational fields and landscaping would increase panoramic views in other 
locations. UCR is located within a developed area and any further development of the 
campus would be designed in such a manner so that it would be aesthetically consistent 
with the existing development. As such, this would be considered a less than significant 
aesthetic impact from a programmatic standpoint. . It should be noted that, as discussed 
on page 4.1-15 of the EIR, scenic vistas are “views…typically available from a publicly 
accessible viewpoint, such as roads or public gathering places (e.g., Carillon Mall), 
rather than views available from private residences.” As such, changes to views from 
private residences would not generally be considered a significant effect under CEQA. 
Further, where necessary, project-specific aesthetic analyses will be conducted in 
future environmental analysis, and any additional design features will be 
considered/suggested at such time. 

Dawson-3 Please refer to response to Dobry-2 for a discussion of the referenced playing fields. 

Dawson-4 With regard to Palomar Observatory, per the Riverside County Light Pollution 
Ordinance (Ordinance No. 655), two radial zones have been established, originating 
from Palomar Observatory, that require additional compliance with regard to lighting 
design to minimize light pollution that may affect the observatory. However, the 
outermost zone, per this ordinance, does not extend beyond 45 miles from Palomar 
Observatory. The southeastern-most point of the UCR campus is located 49 miles from 
Palomar Observatory and therefore, campus operations/nighttime lighting would not 
be expected to impact operations at the observatory. However, per mitigation measure 
MM 4.1-3(b), any future lighting design, including the proposed intramural sports 
field, shall be directed down and toward the proposed sports field, shall be shielded, 
and subject to review and approval prior to implementation. Additional design 
features, such as prismatic glass coverings, shall be used, as appropriate. This would 



C-488

Chapter C Response to Comments 

University of California, Riverside 

further minimize any potential light pollution from the intramural field and insure that 
no impact would occur to Palomar Observatory. 

Dawson-5 PS Land Use 5 states “Remove existing family housing units on the East Campus, and 
provide replacement and additional units of family housing on the West Campus.” The 
document does not state that implementation of this policy would improve air quality. 
Rather, this information is included in the air quality section because it is relevant to 
the air quality analysis. The demolition and construction of any residential structures 
will generate air pollutants. As such, PS Land Use 5 is pertinent to the air quality 
analysis, as stated on page 4.3-18 of the DEIR. 

Dawson-6 The Campus is committed to alternative transportation and to maintaining and creating 
a “bike friendly” campus. To support and encourage bicycling, the Campus provides 
bicycle spaces throughout the campus, and bike racks in most buildings. On-campus 
shower facilities are also provided for commuter bicyclists. Bicycles are permitted on 
all campus roadways and pedestrian walkways. Campus bicycle lanes also connect to 
City bicycle lanes to further encourage students, faculty, and staff to use alternative 
transportation. Students, faculty, and staff who participate in the alternative 
transportation program are eligible to receive incentives for their use of bicycles (see 
Draft EIR pp. 4.14-12 through 4.14-13). Accordingly, Planning Strategies 
Transportation 1 and 3 are as follows: 

1. Develop an integrated multi-modal transportation plan to encourage walking, 
biking, and transit use. 

3. Provide a continuous network of bicycle lanes and paths throughout the campus, 
connecting to off-campus bicycle routes. 

Implementation of these policies would further the Campus’s desire to create a bicycle-
friendly campus. Further, as discussed in the EIR on page 4.14-12, UCR offers the 
Alternative Transportation Smart Card (AT Card) to those participating in alternative 
transportation programs. This card is available to bicycle riders, walkers, non-permit 
holding members of a carpool, vanpool, commuters who use RTA or Metrolink as their 
main mode of transportation, and participants in the drop-off program. The AT Card 
contains the dollar equivalent of the free parking allotment available to those using 
alternative transportation. 

Dawson-7 Please refer to response to F.Gable-4 and Draft EIR pages 4.14-11 though 4.14-16, 
which discusses alternative transportation on campus. 

Dawson-8 As shown in Impacts 4.14-9 and 4.14-10, UCR would provide adequate on-campus 
parking for the increased student population that would occur under the LRDP. 
Further, mitigation measures MM 4.14-10(a) and (b) address off-campus parking. 
These measures allow for the creation of permit areas in collaboration with the 
residents and the City of Riverside, who has jurisdiction over City streets and parking 
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issues. This has already been implemented on Valencia Hill Drive, and requires a desire 
of the neighborhood to contact and work cooperatively with the City of Riverside. 
Also, please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues.  

Dawson-9 Please refer to response to PH(1)-80 for a discussion of hours of construction and 
persons to contact on individual construction projects. 

Dawson-10 Please refer to topical response on Parking Issues for a discussion of parking structures. 
This comment raises economic concerns unrelated to the environment and requires no 
further response. 

Dawson-11 Please refer to the response to Phillips-5 for a response to the issue of perceived noise 
amplification and on-campus housing. During the design and analysis of individual 
projects proposed under the LRDP, the potential noise levels from a specific 
development will be projected and appropriate measures will be suggested and 
incorporated to minimize any noticeable changes in ambient noise levels. Please also 
refer to topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for additional 
clarification.

Dawson-12 Please refer to response to MacPherson-19 for a discussion of noise impacts from 
increases in vehicular traffic. The traffic analysis includes the increases in students, 
faculty and staff, and other individuals—an increase of 17,899 persons as shown in 
Table 3-1 on page 3-16 of the EIR. 

Dawson-13 The EIR acknowledges that impacts from additional traffic would be significant and 
unavoidable, as presented under Impact 4.14-1 on pages 4.14-37 to 4.14-61 of the 
EIR. Refer to response to MacPherson-19 for a discussion of noise impacts resulting 
from additional vehicular trips. The comment does not suggest additional feasible 
mitigation for analysis or suggest that the analysis is insufficient and thus no further 
response is possible. 

Dawson-14 Please refer to response to Dobry-2 for a response to this comment. 

Dawson-15 PS Land Use 4 states “Pursue a goal of housing 50 percent of student enrollment in on-
campus or campus-controlled housing.” The Campus believes this is a realistic goal. 
Please refer to response to CR-6 for a discussion of this issue. Please also see the topical 
response on Need for the LRDP for an explanation of the need to plan for growth. 

Dawson-16 Please refer to responses to Domaine(1)-10 and MacPherson-6 for a discussion of 
Police staffing and adequacy of the UCPD as it relates to the Draft EIR. In addition, no 
environmental impact is raised by the commentor. 

Dawson-17 Please refer to response to MacPherson-10 for a discussion of the adequacy of 
emergency vehicle access. It should also be noted that this year, in response to input 
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from the community, the block party for incoming students was relocated to interior 
portions of the campus on Aberdeen Drive. 

Dawson-18 Please refer to response to Seibert(1)-7 for a discussion of effects on local schools. On 
page 4.12-17 of the DEIR, a citation for coordination with Martha Trujillo of the 
Riverside Unified School District is listed at the bottom of the page. Further, as noted 
on page 4.12-6 of the DEIR, approximately 161(Elementary, Junior high school and 
High school) students would require relocation due to the closing of the Canyon Crest 
Family Student Housing, which would not substantially alter the geographic 
distribution of students in the area. In addition, the Riverside Unified School District is 
currently planning to increase capacity by 4,275 students, independent of the LRDP. 
As a result and as confirmed by the Ms. Trujillo, a less than significant impact would 
occur to local area schools. 

Dawson-19 Construction parking is addressed under Impact 4.14-11 in the Draft EIR. To reduce 
the potential for construction workers to park immediately adjacent to campus and 
walk to the construction site, MM 4.14-11 calls for the establishment of a remote 
parking location with shuttle service, if necessary. The potential location of 
construction worker parking areas and construction vehicle travel routes will be 
determined during the design and analysis of specific projects, which will occur at a 
later date. Attempting to designate construction worker parking areas at this time 
would be conjecture and inappropriate. Normally, construction worker parking is 
provided on the actual site of construction activities. 

Dawson-20 The DEIR acknowledges that existing conditions at some intersections (as well as future 
background traffic growth at some intersections) significantly affect level of service 
operations. The EIR also identifies that, should the LRDP be implemented, several 
local intersections would experience significant and unavoidable impacts with respect 
to traffic/transportation. The EIR on pages 4.14-45 and 4.14-59 discusses that 
mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersections to acceptable levels 
of service with either a two lane or four lane Iowa Avenue configuration. However, 
off-campus intersection improvements would be within the jurisdiction of the City of 
Riverside, not the University, to implement. Because off-campus intersection 
improvements are beyond the jurisdiction of The Regents to implement, the identified 
improvements may not, therefore, be available, although they are technically feasible. 

Dawson-21 This comment raises issues related to student/teacher ratios and does not raise any 
environmental concerns that require a response. 

Dawson-22 Design measures will be taken to ensure that any development does not substantially 
degrade the existing visual character of the area. For example, as mentioned on page 
4.1-31 of the DEIR, preservation of open space south of Martin Luther King Boulevard 
would preserve the visual character and quality of the West Campus area to be 
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developed. Further, landscaped buffers would be used to further reduce the potential 
change in aesthetic character of the area. It should be noted that project-specific 
aesthetic analyses will be conducted at a later date that will assess the potential changes 
of individual structures in relation to their immediate surroundings. Any additional 
measures or design considerations necessary to ensure a less than significant impact will 
be addressed at such time. 

Dawson-23 Because the development of a parking structure at Canyon Crest and Blaine is included 
in the EIR, a program-level analysis of this potential future development is provided 
throughout Chapter 4. The analysis provides a characterization of the overall effects 
that would occur, within the context of the total development occurring under the 
LRDP. However, specific details including building footprint, building height, 
setbacks, and building finishes are unknown at this time. As such, a detailed analysis is 
not currently feasible and would be speculative. 

Impact 4.1-2 analyzes visual impacts of this structure. As discussed under Impact 4.1-2, 
“current views along Blaine Street and Canyon Crest Drive (of a vine-covered fence 
with one-story buildings and trees in the background) would be replaced by views of a 
landscaping and a multi-story parking structure. It is assumed that the design of the 
parking structure would be consistent with the style of other campus buildings, and 
thus would be compatible with adjacent on-campus development. Although the visual 
character of this location would be modified, with implementation of the identified 
LRDP Planning Strategies and continued implementation of campus Programs and 
Practices, development of a parking structure at the corner of Canyon Crest Drive and 
Blaine Street would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality at this 
location.” It should be noted that, as discussed on page 4.1-15 of the EIR, scenic vistas 
are “views are typically available from a publicly accessible viewpoint, such as roads or 
public gathering places (e.g., Carillon Mall), rather than views available from private 
residences.” As such, changes to views from private residences would not be considered 
a significant effect under CEQA. 

Impact 4.1-3 analyzes potential light and glare effects from LRDP development. 

… light and glare impacts could result from interior illumination of parking 
structures, exterior lighting of parking structures (e.g., associated with vehicular 
and pedestrian entrances) and exterior lighting of the parking area (e.g., either a 
surface lot, with standard street lamp fixtures, or the top parking deck of a 
parking structure). In addition, light and glare impacts could also result from the 
headlights of cars entering or exiting the parking structure (or parking lot), or 
from cars on ramps or the upper levels of parking structures. 

Mitigation measure MM 4.1-3(c) is provided to address this issue: 

MM 4.1-3(c) Ingress and egress from new parking areas shall be designed and situated 
so as to minimize the impact of vehicular headlights on adjacent uses. 
Walls, landscaping or other light barriers will be provided. Site plans 
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shall be reviewed and approved as part of project-specific design and 
construction document approval. 

Program and practice PP 4.1-1 also requires adherence to Campus Design Guidelines, 
including use of consistent scale and massing, compatible architectural style, 
preservation of existing site features, and lighting. These measures would reduce the 
impact from light and glare associated with implementation of the LRDP to less than 
significant.

Dawson-24 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues associated with Lot 13 for 
a response to this comment. 

Dawson-25 Please refer to response to Macpherson-11 for a response to this comment. 

Dawson-26 Use of property along Valencia Hill Drive as single family residential units could reduce 
the land necessary for construction of on-campus housing for students and would 
remove the 100-foot landscaped buffer proposed for this area to. Further, campus 
planning has not identified the need for provision of housing by visiting professors. As 
such, development of housing as suggested by the commentor would neither further 
Campus planning objectives nor reduce any currently known significant impacts. 
However, suggestions on alternatives to the proposed project will be forwarded for 
consideration to the decision makers as part of the project approval process. Refer to 
response to MacPherson-22 for a discussion of the residence at 3671 Valencia Hill 
Drive.

Dawson-27 Without signalization, vehicles at the intersection of Big Springs Road and Watkins 
Drive could experience wait times in excess of 2 minutes per car (refer to page 4.14-25 
of the DEIR). As shown on page 4.14-32 of the DEIR, signalization of the intersection 
of Big Springs Road and Watkins Drive would reduce the potential wait time (that 
would occur irrespective of the proposed LRDP) at that intersection by approximately 
88 percent. Further, the signalization on Watkins is an improvement that is 
recommended even without implementation of the LRDP, as background traffic 
growth alone would also generate demand for this signal. 

Dawson-28 Refer to response MacPherson-22 for a discussion of the historical value of the 
residence at 3671 Valencia Hill Drive. 

Dawson-29 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response 
is required. 

Dawson-30 The LRDP and EIR acknowledge that the bisecting of the campus by the freeway 
creates constraints for mobility and integration of the campus. However, this planning 
constraint is an existing condition and does not result in any significant environmental 
impacts under CEQA. CEQA does not require mitigation of existing conditions. 
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Because the presence of the freeway does not result in any significant adverse impacts, 
there is no nexus to require mitigation measures to connect the East and West 
Campuses. However, development of the pedestrian bridge is identified as a future 
possible project under the LRDP, but not as a mitigation measure. While students, 
faculty or staff need to travel between the East and West Campuses, this is feasible 
through existing transportation corridors. Development of a tunnel as an underpass 
could be considered instead of a bridge. However, further study to identify the 
feasibility for implementation would be required. Information relating to the 
geotechnical conditions and structural integrity of the freeway would require 
investigation in order to adequately analyze this option. This level of investigation is 
beyond the scope of the EIR, and can be considered if the bridge/underpass is formally 
considered as an LRDP project. Suggestions presented in this comment will be 
forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as part of the project approval 
process. 

Dawson-31 The LRDP proposes the development of a new family student housing complex 
comprised of 714 units on the West Campus, and the subsequent relocation of the 
residents of the existing 268 housing units in the Canyon Crest housing complex on the 
East Campus to provide space for new housing facilities. As replacement housing would 
be provided prior to the removal of the existing housing, the Draft EIR concluded the 
proposed project would not displace existing residents nor displace substantial numbers 
of people and this impact would be less than significant. The removal of the existing 
complex could occur in phases, as individual building sites are needed for new housing 
facilities. Thus, the relocation of families to the existing complex could occur over 
several years. Although the proposed location of the new family student housing 
complex would be located further away from the existing academic core of the campus, 
the LRDP proposes to develop new academic facilities on the West Campus and will 
expand shuttle programs to improve access between the west and east portions of the 
campus. The replacement of older housing with newer housing has occurred on several 
University of California campuses, as part of ongoing programs to provide housing with 
amenities that meet current student needs, replace older structures that require 
substantial maintenance and upkeep, or to provide building sites for other purposes or 
for higher densities. 

Dawson-32 Housing on University of California campuses does not receive State support and must 
recover all costs via rents and other fees. Thus, the construction of new structures 
would result in increased rents for residents of the new units. However, as UCR 
operates campus housing as a system, the cost of construction can be spread among all 
housing units, which can ameliorate the potential increase to the residents of the new 
units. As noted above, the removal of the existing Canyon Crest complex is likely to 
occur in phases, so that a range of housing options, including newer units with 
additional amenities and older units with fewer amenities will likely be available. Given 
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the age and condition of the existing complex (e.g., constructed nearly 70 years ago as 
temporary military housing), it is likely that those structures would have to be replaced 
in any event. Thus, over time, rents in the existing complex are likely to rise, and the 
sooner those units are replaced, the cost of construction would be less (assuming that 
ongoing inflation will increase construction costs over time). It should be noted that the 
analysis in the EIR is limited to those socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct 
change on the physical environment (per CEQA Guidelines §15131). 

Dawson-33 Residence in the Canyon Crest Housing is restricted to students with families and is 
elective. Students with families may choose to reside off-campus if they prefer other 
living conditions. Further, because the housing is for students, who eventually 
complete their studies and leave the University, there is no permanent community 
associated with the Canyon Crest Housing. At the time that replacement housing is 
complete and the existing Canyon Crest Housing is demolished, a different group of 
residents may reside in the housing units compared to those currently residing there. 
During development of “The Strategic Plan for Housing”, the input of students from all 
housing types and levels helped guide the plan. 

Dawson-34 In order for a structure to be considered historically significant, it must retain much of 
its original historic character. It also must meet a strict set of criteria set forth for 
qualification on the National Register of Historic Places. As stated on page 4.5-10 of 
the draft EIR, the Canyon Crest Family Student Housing Complex was surveyed by an 
architectural historian, and, due in part to substantial modifications, would not qualify 
as a potentially historic structure, as it would not meet the necessary criteria to qualify 
as such. 

Dawson-35 Requirements for designation of a property as a historical resource are provided on 
pages 4.5-13 through 4.5-14 of the EIR. CEQA Guidelines define three ways that a 
property may qualify as a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA review: 

1. If the resource is listed in or determined eligible for listing in the California Register 
of Historical Resources; 

2. If the resource is included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in 
section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code, or is identified as significant in an 
historical resource survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the 
Public Resources Code unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is 
not historically or culturally significant; or 

3. The lead agency determines the resource to be significant as supported by substantial 
evidence in light of the whole record (CEQA Guidelines, §15064.5[a]). 

Each of these ways of qualifying as an historical resource for the purpose of CEQA is 
related to the eligibility criteria for inclusion in the California Register of Historical 
Resources (“CRHR”) (Pub. Res. Code, §§5020.1[k], 5024.1, 5024.1[g]). A historical 
resource may be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR if it does any of the following: 
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Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage 
Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past 
Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses 
high artistic values 
Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history

Properties that are listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) are considered eligible for listing in the CRHR, and therefore are 
significant historical resources for the purpose of CEQA (Public Resources Code, 
§5024.1(d)(1)).

Although World War II was a significant event, the Canyon Crest Family Student 
Housing Complex is not included on any list of historic sites or nominated for 
inclusion. Moreover, the site would not meet the criteria for listing as historic site 
because the site has been substantially changed over the past 50 years as numerous 
families have lived on and made changes to the site. As concluded by LSA during the 
1990 cultural resources overview conducted of UCR, all of the structures within the 
Canyon Crest Family Student Housing Complex have undergone significant alterations 
in recent years and do not retain a substantial historic character. Further, none of the 
structures have been identified with any historic figures. As discussed above in response 
to Dawson-34 the structures do not qualify as historical in and of themselves. There has 
been no indication that the structures or the site will yield any information important in 
prehistory or history (see Appendix E to the Draft EIR). 

Dawson-36 To clarify, the Draft EIR does not refer to the use of The Barn Group as a popular 
extracurricular activities center as enhancing its historic importance. Page 4.5-8 
presents the usage history of The Barn Group but does not assess significance due to 
historical use. Also, please refer to response to Dawson-34 for a response to this 
comment.
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Response to Robert  J .  Dobry ,  May 20,  2005 

Dobry-1 The comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion. The 
intent of the LRDP is to serve as a planning tool that will enable the campus and the 
community to grow in an organized and cohesive manner. The 2005 LRDP EIR 
identifies existing conditions on the UCR campus and identifies environmental impacts 
associated with the implementation of the LRDP program.  

Dobry-2 The development that would occur at the corner of Watkins Drive and Valencia Hill 
Drive includes recreational fields that would be used for intramural sports. The facility 
would not be similar to the existing sports facility along Canyon Crest Drive. Current 
development plans for the recreational fields do not include bleachers or amplified 
sound. No structural development would be associated with the fields other than 
outdoor night lighting, so that sports can be played in the evening hours to 
accommodate the popularity of the intramural program. Consistent with mitigation 
measure MM 4.1-3(b), lighting shall be directed to the location intended for 
illumination, shall be shielded, and subject to review and approval prior to 
implementation. This would minimize spillover onto adjacent areas. The referenced 
project with associated housing would be required to undergo CEQA review, which 
includes assessment of the field lighting and the LRDP required minimum 100-foot 
landscape buffer. Please refer to the topical response discussing environmental issues 
associated with Lot 13. Further, with regard to potential joint-use of campus facilities, 
please refer to response CR(2)-2. 

Dobry-3 The analysis of global financial trends is not an environmental issue subject to analysis 
under CEQA. Several environmental topics, however, do deal with resource 
conservation and the campus can and will only grow to the extent that financial and 
natural resources are available. Section 4.15 includes an analysis of utilities, including 
energy production and natural gas. Impact 4.15-8 on page 4.15-25 concludes that the 
2005 LRDP would not require or result in construction of new energy production or 
transmission facilities. Impact 4.15-10 on page 4.15-27 concludes that the 2005 LRDP 
would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy by UCR. 
Planning Strategy Conservation 5 requires the University to continue to adhere to Title 
24 requirements and future conservation goals or programs enacted by the University 
of California. 

Dobry-4 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Walter  Dozier ,  Ju ly  14,  2005 

Dozier-1 The LRDP does not propose or anticipate use of eminent domain; however, UCR 
appreciates the opportunity to provide this clarification. This comment contains 
narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is not a direct comment on 
the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Dozier-2 Please refer to Dozier-1.  
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Response to Chery l  Dumaine (1) ,  June  2 ,  2005 

Dumaine(1)-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please refer to 
responses below and topical responses for information on specific comments. 

Dumaine(1)-2 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. As discussed in that response, the number of students living 
off campus is not projected to increase substantially. As a result, this would not impede 
the ability of families to settle in areas proximate to the campus. Faculty and staff 
residing off campus would also include individuals with families. In addition, based on 
the available housing vacancy information based on zip code data from the 2000 Census 
(available at www.census.gov), the average vacancy rate for the two zip codes in the 
immediate vicinity of UCR (92506 and 92507) was 4.8 percent in 2000, which is 
greater than the City’s average vacancy rate of 4.6 percent in 2000 shown in Table 
4.11-9 of the Draft EIR. Therefore, the City’s average vacancy rate would be 
considered a more conservative vacancy rate than that of the immediately adjacent zip 
codes.

Further, as expressed in Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines, “An evaluation of the 
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency 
of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.” As such, the 
vacancy information presented for the City of Riverside provides sufficient information 
in order to evaluate impacts to housing. However, with continued success of private 
development such as University Village and the GrandMarc student housing complex 
on the west side of the campus, the demand for more multi-family and/or student 
housing is expected to increase in the future, and more will be built to absorb 
additional students, staff and faculty. Several on-campus housing projects are in the 
design phase and will be constructed in the near future to assist the Campus in reaching 
its housing goals. The ability to build more housing is dependent on enrollment growth 
and funding, and is built to meet current needs, not future, since future needs are 
speculative and cannot justify financial expenditures. 

Dumaine(1)-3 Please refer to response to CR(1)-6 for a response to this comment. 

Dumaine(1)-4 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Dumaine(1)-5 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Dumaine(1)-6 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. Further, the City’s Loud Party Ordinance subjects parties 
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that pose a threat to the public peace, health, safety or general welfare or constitutes a 
nuisance, to warning, citation and penalty fees. Please refer to Dumaine(1)-10 for 
additional information. 

Dumaine(1)-7 Neither the UCR Police Department nor the University has a list of homes where 
students reside or names of students residing off campus. However, if a house has had 
previous complaints, the UCR Police Department does keep a record of it and acts 
accordingly if referenced to the house again. Please refer to responses to 
Dumaine(1)-10, and MacPherson-6 regarding police issues. 

Dumaine(1)-8 Student population is increasing as a result of the projected increase in population. 
Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP for details. 

Alternative 5: Reduced On-Campus Housing analyzes potential impacts if only 
35 percent of students are housed on campus. This alternative discloses the impacts that 
would occur if the goal of providing housing for 50 percent of students is not met. This 
information is provided in Chapter 6, Section 6.3.5. The discussion of impacts from 
Alternative 5 under Impact 4.11-2 states that this alternative would result in increased 
demands on housing located off campus, within the City, as approximately 3,750 fewer 
beds would be provided for on the campus. Please see response to Gable-4 and the 
topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for additional 
information.

Dumaine(1)-9 See topical response on Parking Issues. This comment assumes that the proposed 
project would increase the number of vehicles parked off campus, and contribute to 
existing litter in the area. The proposed project is envisioned to limit additional off-
campus parking. The campus goal of housing 50 percent of the students on campus 
would limit the increase in the number of commuters. In addition, the Campus will be 
expanding its alternative transportation program through 2004 UCR Multi-Modal 
Transportation Strategy and Implementation Plan in order to reduce reliance on single-
occupant vehicles. The propensity of students or others to seek lower, or “no cost” 
parking options cannot be estimated, and any calculation of future off-campus parking 
demand would be speculative. 

Presence of litter on the streets is an existing condition and is not an impact of the 
project. The commentor provides no evidence that litter is caused by UCR students 
and employees, and UCR does not assume its students and employees litter. It should 
be noted that while issues related to trash in the street is an existing City code 
enforcement issue, the University is committed to working with the community to 
address perceived concerns. The City’s Code Compliance Division monitors areas in 
the City for trash and debris. The City’s Trash Mitigation Crew patrols the City, 
including identified problem areas, in order to regularly remove litter. 
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Dumaine(1)-10 The UC Police Department has a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the City 
of Riverside for joint assistance. The two departments jointly operate a community 
policing enterprise known as the University Neighborhood Enhancement Team 
(UNET) in a 17.5 square-mile area of the City of Riverside. Officers from the 
University are paired up with officers from the Riverside Police Department for patrols 
in the area. In addition to responding to calls for service between the hours of 
5:00 A.M. and 1:00 A.M., officers are encouraged to identify community concerns and 
seek out novel approaches to solving those concerns. The UCR campus beat officers 
also handle about 500 to 600 incidents within the City over an average year. As such, 
the police have the demonstrated ability to handle incidents and issue tickets when 
warranted. Further, it is speculative to assume that additional drivers in the area would 
execute illegal turns. For additional information about UCR PD, please go to the 
following website: www.police.ucr.edu. The police have the demonstrated ability to 
handle incidents and issue tickets when warranted. UCR is not aware of any City order 
or directive that City police not issue citations to UCR students. 

Associate Professor of Political Science Ronald O. Loveridge is on leave of absence 
without pay while he serves as Mayor of the City of Riverside. 

Dumaine(1)-11 Please refer to the topical responses on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues and 
Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to this comment. 

Dumaine(1)-12 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 
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Response to Chery l  Dumaine (2) ,  June  2 ,  2005 

Dumaine(2)-1 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Dumaine(2)-2 Please refer to response to CR(1)-6 for a discussion of providing housing for the 
increased number of students. Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus 
Housing and Associated Issues for a discussion of student behavior off campus. See also 
topical response on Need for LRDP. 

The proposed project includes expansion of the number of parking spaces as part of the 
LRDP. Expansion of parking is supported by the following Planning Strategies: 

Land Use 7: Over time, relocate parking from central campus locations to the 
periphery of the academic core and replace surface parking with structures, where 
appropriate. 

Transportation 2: Expand shuttle or tram service connecting major parking lots and 
campus destinations, and linking the East and West Campuses. Coordinate this system 
with RTA routes and schedules. 

Refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for additional information on this issue. 

Dumaine(2)-3 Residents may make anonymous complaints to the University. Please refer to the 
topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a response to this 
comment. As discussed in that response, the University is developing additional ways to 
work with the community and its neighbors. 

Dumaine(2)-4 Refer to response to Dumaine(1)-10 and MacPherson-6 for information about the 
University Police and the UNET. Neither The UCR Police Department nor the 
University does not have a list of homes where students reside or names of students 
residing off campus. However, if a house has had previous complaints, the UCR Police 
Department does keep a record of it and acts accordingly if referenced to the house 
again.
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Response to Chery l  Dumaine (3) ,  June  8 ,  2005 

Dumaine(3)-1 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Dumaine(3)-2 The public review period was extended an additional 45 days to July 28, 2005. 

Dumaine(3)-3 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues and 
Dumaine(2)-3 for a response to this comment. 

Dumaine(3)-4 Refer to response to Dumaine(1)-10 for information about the University Police and 
the UNET.
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Response to Wendy Eads ,  Ju ly  28,  2005 

Eads-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Eads-2 Please refer to the topical responses on Need for the 2005 LRDP and Off-Campus 
Housing and Associated Issues for a response to this comment. This comment does not 
raise any specific issues with respect to the LRDP, such that a more specific response 
cannot be provided. UCR regrets the commentor’s negative feelings towards UCR. 
UCR is proud of its academic reputation and contributions to the community. 

Eads-3 Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to this 
comment. One of the purposes of the LRDP is to accommodate additional student 
enrollment and ensure that the highest quality teaching and research facilities are 
provided. The 1990 UCR LRDP anticipated 18,050 students by 2005. The EIR for the 
2005 LRDP fully addresses potential environmental impacts associated with increased 
student enrollment, including potential impacts to public services. The Campus does 
not believe it is prudent or feasible to place a moratorium or cap on student enrollment 
at this time. In addition, UC campuses established prior to UCR have undergone 
similar increases in student population, while campuses established concurrently are 
undergoing a similar increase in population. This comment does not raise any specific 
issues with respect to the LRDP. Because more specific comments are not given, a 
more specific response cannot be provided. 

Eads-4 Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP and Eads-3 for a 
response to this comment. Refer to response to Maynard-7 for information on a 
satellite campus. 

Eads-5 Section 3.6.1 on pages 3-15 and 3-16 of the Draft EIR discusses projected increases in 
students, faculty, staff, and other individuals. As shown in Table 3-1 there are currently 
a total of 865 faculty and academic staff and 2,877 nonacademic staff members 
associated with the University. This would increase to 861 and 3,313 persons, 
respectively, as a result of implementation of the LRDP. The table also shows that the 
total number of students would reach 25,000 persons. This is an estimate of the full-
time student population (graduate, undergraduate, and students studying abroad), as 
UCR does not have part-time student enrollment. The “other individuals” category 
includes daytime extension students. 

Eads-6 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. This comment 
concerns the provision of City services for an existing community. The provision of 
City services is under the jurisdiction of the City, and is unrelated to LRDP 
development. Please also refer to Eads-7, immediately below. 
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Eads-7 Recreational space in the City of Riverside is an issue under the jurisdiction of the City. 
However, it should be noted that recreation demands, and thus development of parks, 
is generally assessed on the basis of number of park acres per 1,000 persons. Thus, any 
resident of the City, irrespective of their affiliation with the University, would be 
included in the census data used to determine parkland needs within the City. Further, 
as shown in Table 4.13-1 on page 4.13-2 in the EIR, there are 144.2 acres of passive 
open space on the East Campus, and 130.5 acres associated with the Southeast Hills on 
the East Campus (includes trails for hiking and jogging) that are publicly accessible. 

There are currently 3,729 students living off campus within the city, which comprise 
less than two percent of the 255,166 persons living within the city. If one were to focus 
on the two nearest zip codes to the UCR campus, approximately 91,050 people reside 
in this area, of which UCR students make up a maximum of four percent. Thus, there 
does not appear to be a direct connection between the number of students living within 
the City and the provision of commercial ventures such as grocery stores. 

Eads-8 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. The Campus is committed to a housing goal which would 
provide on-campus housing for 50 percent of the student population. The City of 
Riverside has jurisdiction over the types of housing built off-campus. 

Eads-9 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. The University has a cooperative working relationship with 
the City in order to address off-campus issues related to students. 

With regards to traffic issues, traffic improvements have been identified in the LRDP in 
order to alleviate congestion. The primary cause of the traffic impacts is the level of 
background growth that would occur in the City, regardless of whether or not the 
proposed project is implemented. As recommended improvements to intersections are 
located outside of the boundaries of the University, the University does not have the 
ability to implement these improvements. However, the University is willing to 
contribute its fair or appropriate share towards the identified intersection 
improvements, meaning the University will negotiate for a contribution to the upgrade 
pursuant to procedures similar to those described in Government Code 54999 et seq.
for impacts to traffic (refer to page 4.14-45 and 4.14-59 of the Draft EIR). 

With regard to parking issues, refer to the topical response on Parking Issues. The 
LRDP envisions development of parking structures to add to the inventory of parking 
spaces on the campus. 

The unlawful acts referenced in this comment (e.g. illegal housing, crime levels, drunk 
driving, drug use, etc) cannot be assumed to have been the responsibility of UCR 
students. Some of these activities have been carried out by students affiliated with 
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UCR, and other illegal acts have been committed by people unaffiliated with the 
campus. UCR cannot and does not assume its students will violate criminal laws despite 
the actions of a few. Thus, there is no assurance that students residing in the 
neighborhood or on campus will commit unlawful acts. 

The biologically sensitive context in which the campus is located is acknowledged in the 
analysis of Biological Resources, Section 4.4. That analysis addresses impacts to 
sensitive plant and animal species, designated critical habitat area for the California 
gnatcatcher, potential wetland effects, migratory wildlife species, and policies 
protecting biological resources. With the incorporation of Planning Strategies, 
Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures, these effects were determined to be 
less than significant. 

The EIR analyzes impacts from wildland fires in Impact 4.7-8. Please refer to response 
to Eads-19, below, for detail on this issue. 

Eads-10 Please refer to the response to Eads-3. 

Eads-11 Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP and Off-Campus 
Housing and Associated Issues for a response to this comment. 

Eads-12 Please refer to response to CR(1)-6 for a discussion of on-campus housing. There is no 
nexus for requiring more than 50 percent of students to be housed on campus. 

Eads-13 Please refer to response to Phillips-8, which discusses the location of future on-campus 
housing.

Eads-14 Support for additional on-campus housing will be forwarded for consideration to the 
decision makers as part of the project approval process.  

Eads-15 This comment does not raise any environmental concerns regarding the LRDP that 
require a specific response. This comment concerns the creation of a student database 
and does not suggest any mitigation or alternatives that would reduce a potentially 
significant impact. Suggestions on how to run the housing program at UCR will be 
forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as part of the project approval 
process. These suggestions relate to student behavior, which is not an environmental 
issue requiring analysis in this EIR or mitigation under CEQA. Student behavior that 
affects specific environmental resources, such as noise and transportation are addressed 
in the EIR. Refer to Sections 4.10 and 4.14, respectively for a discussion of those 
issues. Please also refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated 
Issues for additional detail. 

Eads-16 Please refer to response to Dawson-35 for a response to this comment.
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Eads-17 Please refer to response to Eads-15, above. Refer also to the topical response on Off-
Campus Housing and Associated Issues. 

Eads-18 The University acknowledges that ongoing construction on the campus creates 
temporary effects to neighboring residents. The EIR analysis includes Impact 4.10-3 
and 4.10-8 under Noise and 4.14-2 under Traffic, which discuss off-campus effects of 
construction activities. These impact discussions acknowledge that impacts from short-
term construction noise and construction traffic despite mitigation would be significant 
and unavoidable. Please refer to response to PH(1)-80 for a discussion of contacting the 
University about specific construction projects. In order to address existing and future 
campus teaching and research needs, it would not be feasible to seek a 7-year 
moratorium on construction. 

Eads-19 Impact 4.7-8 on pages 4.7-40-41 discusses risks associated with wildland fires. 
Mitigation measures, including landscape design and fuel management practices would 
reduce impacts to less than significant levels. Because impacts would be less than 
significant, no further mitigation, such as an additional fire station, would be 
warranted.

Eads-20 Impact 4.12-1 on page 4.12-8 discusses impacts on fire protection. As indicated in the 
existing conditions section, the UCR campus is served by three fire stations located 
within 2 miles of the UCR campus. The standard for an urban level of fire service 
requires that an engine company arrive on the scene within 5 minutes, 90 percent of 
the time, with four firefighters per engine company. This service goal is currently met 
by all three fire stations serving UCR, which provide a response time of less than five 
minutes to the campus. Existing Programs and Practices, as articulated in PPs 4.12-1(a) 
and (b) require incorporation of fire protection features during project design and 
construction. There is no evidence documenting problems with student arsonists, as 
identified in this comment. Because impacts would be less than significant, no 
mitigation measures would be required. Criminal prosecution of people accused of 
crimes is the responsibility of the District Attorney.

Eads-21 Refer to topical response on Parking Issues. The parking system on the UCR campus is 
intended to provide sufficient parking in proximity to academic and other uses and to 
meet ADA requirements, which include reserving a portion of all parking spaces as 
accessible to disabled persons. The number of required spaces varies depending on the 
lot size and access. The future number of disabled parking spaces is estimated to meet 
or exceed the number spaces required in each lot or in proximity to facilities. 
Consideration will be taken to provide disabled parking in proximity to buildings and 
grouped at major parking structures. The Campus will comply with all federal and 
State requirements pertaining to disabled access. 
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The LRDP attempts to limit the supply of parking and reduce traffic impacts on the 
adjacent street network, by expanding on-campus housing and creating incentives for 
other commute modes, including pedestrians and bicycles. Thus, the Draft EIR 
concluded that implementation of the 2005 LRDP would not result in inadequate 
parking capacity. (See discussion at DEIR pps. 4.14-71 through 4.14-74.) 

Parking fees are intended to cover the costs of building and maintaining parking lots and 
structures, and to support alternative transportation programs. As no State support is 
provided to cover these costs, the price of parking permits must reflect the entire costs 
of parking and transportation programs. As acknowledged in the Draft EIR (on page 
4.4-79):

“The construction of parking structures will require increases in parking permit 
fees to cover the cost of construction and operation of new parking structures. In 
addition, per LRDP Planning Strategy Transportation 5, the campus may restrict 
permit availability, restrict permit mobility, and implement differential permit 
pricing. Thus, parking permits are likely to become more expensive and less 
convenient and/or appealing for some members of the campus population.” 

Eads-22 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 
Parking on streets off campus instead of on campus is a choice made by students and 
staff and is too speculative to analyze further. The EIR analysis is limited to those 
socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct change on the physical environment 
(CEQA Guidelines §15131). There is no direct evidence to support the contention that 
campus growth contributes to or causes auto vandalism, burglary, or increases in auto 
insurance. Insurance rates and cost of living are economic issues that are not addressed 
under CEQA or in the EIR. Please also refer to response to Pepper(13)-5. 

Eads-23 Please refer to the Topical Response on Parking Issues. Parking enforcement off 
campus along City streets is conducted by the City’s Parking Enforcement Department. 
The University has no jurisdiction over off-campus property. Traffic violations on and 
off campus are the responsibility of the UNET. Please refer to response to 
Dumaine(1)-10 for information about this cooperative policing effort. (See also Draft 
EIR discussion at pages 4.12-11 though 4.12-13.) The UNET has increased the number 
of traffic enforcement days, as a result of attendance at meetings with the University 
Neighborhood Association (UNA). This has resulted in numerous citations being 
issued, impacting many of the traffic problems presented by UNA. Parking is included 
as part of the project design when new student housing is planned. Students living on 
campus may purchase housing parking permits, which are only valid in housing parking 
lots. However, after 4 pm and before 7 am on weekdays and anytime on weekends 
these permits are valid anywhere on campus except in reserved and handicapped stalls. 

Eads-24 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues associated with Lot 13 for 
a response to this comment. Three parking structures are proposed for Martin Luther 
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King Boulevard to serve the West Campus and the eastern portion of the East Campus. 
As the EIR analysis is limited to those socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct 
change on the physical environment (CEQA Guidelines §15131), property values are 
not considered as part of the analysis. Please also refer to the topical response on Off-
Campus Housing and Associated Issues. 

Eads-25 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues associated with Lot 13. 
The University could be required to contribute fair share payments to improvements 
for the Big Springs/Watkins Drive intersection. However, this improvement is located 
off Campus; the ultimate decision on implementation would be under the jurisdiction 
of the City. Because off-campus improvements are beyond the jurisdiction of The 
Regents to implement, the identified improvements may not, therefore, be available to 
mitigate impacts associated with the implementation of the 2005 LRDP. If the City 
does not implement these improvements, then the impact would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

Eads-26 Occurrences of drunk driving are unrelated to environmental impacts of the LRDP 
itself. However, concerns will be forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as 
part of the project approval process. In addition, it is important to note that various 
drug and alcohol abuse assistance programs are available to students at the Counseling 
Center, Campus Housing Office, Community Life Activities, and through the Health 
Center. Each organization on campus, including the Greek organization, is required to 
attend an alcohol awareness program at least once a year.

Eads-27 This comment raises policy level issues concerning community involvement in campus 
events and does not raise any specific environmental concerns related to the LRDP. 
As such, no further response is required. 

Eads-28 The Campus disagrees with the comment that the “park-like areas of the campus have 
been destroyed.” The LRDP strives to create and maintain both open spaces and natural 
areas. The proposed land use plan in Figure 3-6 on page 3-19 of the EIR shows that 
substantial portions of the campus will remain in open space. Out of approximately 
1112.1 total campus acres over 400 acres (roughly 1/3 of the campus) will be 
maintained as athletics and recreation fields (“park-like areas”), open space, open space 
reserve, or campus reserve. An additional 294.9 acres (approximately ¼ of the 
campus) will be maintained as agricultural, teaching and research fields. (Table 3-4.) 

Moreover, the 2005 LRDP replaces the existing 1990 LRDP. As stated on page 3-1 of 
the Draft EIR, an LRDP is defined by the California Public Resources Code (Section 
21080.9) as a “physical development and land use plan to meet the academic and 
institutional objectives for a particular campus or medical center of public higher 
education”. Thus, the LRDP serves as the master plan to guide campus development. 
The LRDP includes Planning Strategies to increase the density of development: 
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Land Use 2: In order to achieve densities of 1.0 FAR, infill sites in the partially 
developed East Campus academic core and expand to the West Campus 
academic zone immediately adjacent to the I-215/SR-60 freeway, 
maintaining a compact and contiguous academic core. 

The LRDP also includes Planning Strategies designed to retain open space: 

Open Space 1: Protect the steep and natural hillsides on the southeast campus 
designated as a Natural Open Space Reserve, to protect wildlife 
habitat, provide a visual backdrop to the campus, and protect against 
erosion.

Open Space 5: Retain the Carillon Mall as a major Campus Landmark Open Space, 
respecting its existing dominant width of approximately 200 feet 
throughout its length. Other named malls and walks will be 100 feet 
wide.

Open Space 6: Provide a new Campus Landmark Open Space on the West Campus, 
The Grove, to reflect the campus citrus heritage and provide a 
gathering/activity space. 

Open Space 7: Provide neighborhood parks and tot lots in the family housing areas as 
neighborhood open space. 

Eads-29 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. This comment 
concerns previous projects that are unrelated to the LRDP. 

Eads-30 Please refer to Feliciano-2 for a response to this comment.  

Eads-31 Please refer to Feliciano-2 for a response to this comment.  

Eads-32 Please refer to Feliciano-2 for a response to this comment.  

Eads-33 Section 4.4 of the EIR analyzes biological resources. Tables 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 in that 
section identify rare and endangered plants and animals that have the potential to exist 
on campus special status species. This comment concerns feral cats. There is currently 
no evidence to support such an assertion with regard to feral cats attributable to UCR 
or its operations. It should be noted that any pest control problem, including feral cats, 
would be the responsibility of Riverside County Animal Control and would be outside 
the jurisdiction of UCR.

Eads-34 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. This comment 
makes incorrect and unsupported allegations regarding previous projects that are 
unrelated to the proposed LRDP. It should be noted that it is University policy to 
follow all applicable laws and regulations. 
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Eads-35 The Box Springs Arroyo is located immediately south of the Watkins House. Impact 
4.4-3 on page 4.4-34 of the EIR discusses the potential for minor development, such as 
extension of utility lines or pedestrian or bicycle paths, within campus arroyos, which 
may contain federally protected seasonal wetlands or jurisdictional waters of the United 
States. Implementation of MM 4.4-3(a) would require a delineation of potentially 
jurisdictional areas, and if present would require a 1:1 replacement of removed 
wetland habitat, and MM 4.4-3(c) would require measures to ensure that wetland-
dependent species are introduced into the replacement habitat. These measures would 
ensure that impacts to campus arroyos, if they are affected, would be less than 
significant.

Eads-36 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. Please also refer to response to Mowry-4. Please refer to response to 
Pepper(2)-8, which addresses access to environmental documents. 

Eads-37 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. 

Eads-38 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability and 
Pepper (2)-8 for a response to this comment. 

Eads-39 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. 

Eads-40 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability and 
Pepper (2)-8 for a response to this comment. 

Eads-41 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. 

Eads-42 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. The comment is correct in noting that the proposed project does not 
propose use of eminent domain, or loss of existing off-campus uses. Please refer to a 
response to PH(2)-103, which discusses this issue in detail. 

Eads-43 As discussed in Chapter 4.11 on page 4.11-4 of the DEIR, the number of students 
living off campus and in the City of Riverside would remain constant or decrease 
slightly. The Campus is considering development only on the existing campus. Any 
redevelopment, within a redevelopment zone or by choice of a developer, that would 
take place off campus would be under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside. Projects 
located in a redevelopment zone can request financial assistance from the 
Redevelopment Aency. The remainder of this comment contains narrative and general 
information or personal opinion, and is not a direct comment on the content or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Eads-44 On-campus housing is designed to be affordable to students, and it must be priced 
competitively in order to ensure occupancy. Dormitories can be described as large 
buildings that providing housing to a number of persons. Students attending university 
are generally 18 years of age or older and are legal adults. However, the Campus does 
provide trained resident advisors and other support staff to monitor and assist students 
residing in the dorms and on-campus apartments. Off-campus housing provided by 
private developers is also priced competitively in order to provide investment 
protection for property managers. However, the University has no jurisdiction over 
private developments, or their policies, fees and management practices.  

Eads-45 The Topaz-Turquiose Housing project is an affordable housing development within the 
City of Riverside, under the jurisdiction of the Riverside Redevelopment Agency. 
Affordable housing projects are not under the jurisdiction of the University, and are not 
developed to respond to the housing demands of the student population. Restrictions 
placed on residents of affordable housing projects generally exclude students from 
occupying such facilities. As such, issues associated to the Topaz-Turquoise, and other 
affordable housing projects, are not related to the University and will not be impacted 
by the LRDP. 

Eads-46 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. 

Eads-47 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. 

Eads-48 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. As discussed throughout the responses to comments, the DEIR 
comment period, and access to the DEIR fully complied with the noticing requirements 
contained in the CEQA Guidelines. 
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Response to Mer ia l  Everett ,  June 13,  2005 (1)  

Everett(1)-1 This message was written to the Riverside City Council, not The Regents and is not a 
comment on the DEIR. Nevertheless, please refer to the topical response on Public 
Notice and Document Availability for a response to this comment. Please note that the 
City Council continued the information item to the evening meeting in response to the 
request of members of the audience to do so. 

Everett(1)-2 This message was written to the Riverside City Council, not The Regents and is not a 
comment on the DEIR. Nevertheless, please refer to the topical response on Campus 
Parking Issues for additional information relevant to this comment. 

Everett(1)-3 This message was written to the Riverside City Council, not The Regents and is not a 
comment on the DEIR. Nevertheless, the public comment period was extended to July 
28, and a second DEIR public hearing was held on Saturday, June 11, 2005. Please also 
refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues. 
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Response to Mer ia l  Everett ,  Ju ly  14,  2005 (2)  

Everett(2)-1 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability and Nichols-9 
for a response to this comment. 

Everett(2)-2 Trip generation rates were generated by a traffic engineer based on current conditions 
at UCR in order to further refine the analysis of potential impacts to the project area. 
These rates were then used to calculate the number of students driving to UCR under 
the LRDP and applied to the local and freeway network. The traffic analysis that was 
performed for the LRDP can not differentiate between local residents and those using 
Watkins Drive as a shortcut. The traffic analysis is based on traffic counts that were 
conducted in May and June of 2001 and re-verified in June of 2003. The counts 
conducted can only measure the number of vehicles through an intersection. 

Everett(2)-3 The stop signs were installed on Watkins as traffic calming measures by the City, in 
response to requests from the neighborhood. Signalization would not increase speeds 
along local roadways, which are controlled by speed limit signs and local police 
enforcement, but would improve the flow of traffic and not result in extended wait-
times. Please refer to response to Dawson-27 for a response to this comment. 

Everett(2)-4 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 
Several parking facilities would be constructed to handle additional parking demand 
generated by the larger student population. Please refer to Impact 4.14-10 on pages 
4.14-72 through 4.14-73 for mitigation measures to reduce impacts to off-campus 
parking.

Everett(2)-5 The Campus believes the housing goal is realistic and practical. Please refer to response 
to CR(1)-6 for a discussion of achieving on-campus housing goals. Please refer to 
response to Gable-4 for a discussion of campus housing. With regard to off-campus 
disturbances related to students dwelling off campus, please refer to the topical 
response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a response to this 
comment.

Everett(2)-6 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues Associated with Lot 13 for 
a response to this comment. See also Phillips-4 for a discussion of private views. 

Everett(2)-7 This entrance is not intended as a major public entrance to the campus. See response to 
F.Gable-7. The DEIR evaluates the impacts of the proposed LRDP throughout the 
project area, including the intersection of Watkins Avenue and Big Springs Road. Table 
4.14-20 on page 4.14-41 of the EIR identifies that impacts to this intersection would be 
significant and unavoidable, and this condition would occur either with our without 
implementation of the DEIR. In Section 4.10 (Noise), Table 4.10-10 on page 4.10-19 
identifies noise levels on Watkins south of Blaine Street as increasing by up to 1.6 dBA, 
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where the threshold of significance is 5.0 dBA, such that noise increases would be less 
than significant. any specific improvements completed to the campus entry near this 
intersection would be required to adhere to campus design guidelines, as specified by 
PP 4.1-1. Finally, there is no demonstrated correlation between the location of the 
entrances to the campus and crime rates and the commentor provides no support for 
this comment. 

Everett(2)-8 Please refer to response to Dobry-2 for a discussion of the new recreational fields 
included in the LRDP. 

Everett(2)-9 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. Concerns will be forwarded for consideration to the 
decision makers as part of the project approval process. 
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Response to James Fe l ic iano,  June 11,  2005 

Feliciano-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Feliciano-2 Regarding alleged covenants attached to the Watkins House gift, the following was 
included in a letter dated August 4, 2005, to Letitia Pepper from James E. Holst, 
General Counsel to The Regents: 

Watkins House was originally built in 1956 by the University Religious Center 
Building Corporation (a non-profit housing corporation) to serve as an 
interdenominational religious center. In the mid-1970’s, the Building 
Corporation determined that it could no longer maintain the building and 
decided to transfer the building to the University of California. 

There were concerns about accepting a gift of real property subject to any legally 
binding requirement that it be used exclusively for religious purposes, which 
would have been in violation of both University policy as well as State and federal 
law. The Office of the General Counsel of The Regents of the University of 
California confirmed that the deed did not require that the property be used 
exclusively for religious purposes, because its revisionary clause only applied: 

“…in the event that the [property] shall not be used for religious, charitable, or 
non-profit purposes beneficial to those attending or interested in the University 
of California at Riverside and interested in the religious, moral and general 
improvement of the University students.” 

However, the Building Corporation’s Articles of Incorporation did require that 
the building be used for “religious and educational purposes.” [Emphasis added.] 
Because the University could not lawfully administer the assets of the Building 
Corporation subject to these terms, it could accept the property only if a court 
were to release this restriction upon the dissolution of the Building Corporation. 
Accordingly, the Building Corporation sought such an order, and, on December 
14, 1976, Riverside County Superior Court Judge Scott Dales issued a Decree 
Distributing Assets of a Charitable Corporation Under the Provisions of 
Corporations Code Section 9801, which enabled the Building Corporation to 
dissolve and distribute its assets to the University. The Court ordered “a 
distribution which will carry out the original trust purposes as nearly as possible,” 
specifically, that the “assets” of the Building Corporation remaining after 
dissolution be distributed to the University “for use for the general benefit of 
students of the UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AT RIVERSIDE and with such 
access available to religious groups as will fit within the framework of the 
University regulations.” (Decree, December 14, 1977.) 

In sum, the only pre-existing use restriction that would have required that the 
building be used exclusively for religious purposes—The Building Corporation’s 
Articles of Incorporation—was eliminated by the 1976 order. The University is 
under no obligation to maintain any or all of Watkins House for religious 
purposes or, for that matter, to maintain the building itself in perpetuity. 

Feliciano-3 The Watkins House is identified in Table 4.5-1 page 4.5-14, UC Riverside Campus 
Buildings 50 Years of Age or Older by 2016. As discussed on page 4.5-15 in the EIR, 
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“…to qualify as a historic resource a property must be at least 50 years old and also 
must retain physical integrity and integrity to its period of significance. Although not all 
buildings that are 50 years old or greater qualify as historic resources, any structure 
older than 50 years has the potential to be considered as an historic resource.” The 
Watkins House is a ranch style house, remarkable for its size, but otherwise 
architecturally undistinguished.  

Feliciano-4 The University is unaware of any springs running under the Watkins House site. None 
have been documented to date on site and none are shown on the USGS map for the 
area. There is a drainage basin, however, south and west of the Watkins House site that 
is used for flood control and is under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside. If and 
when demolition and new construction take place at the Watkins House site, project 
level CEQA analysis will be performed, and issues, such as proximity to a flood control 
basin, will be considered. 

Feliciano-5 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 
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Response to Barbara Gable ,  June 11,  2005 

Gable-1 Comments and issues brought forward in the early LRDP meetings and in the EIR 
scoping meeting were considered in developing policies and planning strategies used in 
the LRDP and identified in the Draft EIR. Hard copies of the documents for review 
were available at several libraries as well as compact discs from which printed copies 
could be made by individuals. The DEIR followed a format that is standard in the 
industry and conforms to the CEQA Guidelines. CEQA requires either a table of 
contents or an index. The Draft EIR contained a Table of Contents, and, as such, an 
index is not mandated (CEQA Guidelines §15122) Please see topical response 
regarding Public Notice and Document Availability for additional response to this 
comment.

Gable-2 Impact 4.9-1 on page 4.9-9 provides an analysis of land use compatibility issues. The 
discussion under the subheadings “New Housing” and “Parking,” both acknowledge the 
adjacent residential neighborhood. The discussion under “New Housing” states that “the 
proposed development of multi-family student residential structures in close proximity 
to single-family residences along the adjacent portions of Valencia Hill Drive and 
Watkins Drive would be potentially incompatible with existing adjacent land uses due 
to the increased land use intensity.” The discussion under “Parking” similarly 
acknowledges the adjacent residential uses. In terms of new housing, implementation of 
LRDP Planning Strategies Open Space 4 and Campus and Community 1 would require the 
development of landscaped buffers along the adjacent portions of Valencia Hill Drive 
and Watkins Drive to provide additional separation of future uses from the adjacent 
roadways. In terms of parking, both LRDP Planning Strategies Open Space 4 and Campus
and Community 1 would also require the provision of a landscaped buffer east of Parking 
Lot 13, between the proposed structure and the adjacent off-campus single-family 
homes. While these two strategies are designed to buffer future uses from adjacent 
roadways, they would also have the effect of minimizing land use impacts from 
development on adjacent uses. Furthermore, continued implementation of PP 4.9-1(a) 
through PP 4.9-1(d) would assure that new buildings and parking structures are sited to 
minimize site disturbance and maintain existing landscapes, buildings are designed to be 
consistent with the Campus Design Guidelines and the Campus Landscape Master Plan, 
building designs are subject to a campus design review process, that mature specimen 
trees are preserved or relocated, whenever feasible, and that UCR commits to working 
closely with the City of Riverside to address and resolve land use compatibility impacts. 
Therefore, implementation of the relevant Planning Strategies and Programs and 
Practices, including provision of landscaped buffers and setbacks, would ensure that 
incompatibilities would be less than significant. 



C-518

Chapter C Response to Comments 

University of California, Riverside 

Gable-3 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Gable-4 Please refer to topical response CR(1)-6 for a response to this comment. 

It is anticipated that 15 percent of students would live within the City of Riverside, not 
30 percent in the area around UCR as stated in this comment. 

Gable-5 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Gable-6 There is no factual evidence to support the comment that each student at UCR arrives 
with a car. Table 4.14-8 in the EIR indicates a daily trip rate of 1.108 vehicular trips 
per student. If each student on campus separately drove their own vehicle, the average 
daily trip rate for students would be greater than 2.0, as a “complete” trip to and from a 
destination includes 1 inbound trip and 1 outbound trip. The student daily trip rate 
demonstrates that the ratio of students to cars is less than 1:1. 

 Impact 4.14-9 on page 4.14-71 discusses impacts on parking associated with the 
proposed project. With approximately 8,832 spaces and a campus population of 
approximately 17,641 persons, the current supply of parking results in ratio of 
0.5 parking space per person. As discussed in Section 4.10 (Population and Housing) 
implementation of the 2005 LRDP would result in a future total of approximately 
35,540 persons affiliated with the campus. The proposed LRDP would result in 
approximately 15,868 spaces, resulting in a slight decline in the ratio to 0.44 spaces per 
person. Despite this slight decline in overall parking availability, the range of LRDP 
Planning Strategies, most notably the substantial expansion of on-campus housing, the 
increase in density to keep the academic core within a reasonable walking distance, the 
expansion of campus shuttle systems and the development of a network of bicycle paths 
should reduce parking demand for on-campus residents, and reduce the need for 
students, faculty and staff to utilize single-occupant vehicles to travel from one portion 
of the campus to another. Further, the approximate doubling of the campus population 
will require a substantial expansion of the campus existing TDM (or Alternate 
Transportation) program to maintain compliance with SCAQMD trip reduction and 
Average Vehicle Rider requirements. 

 As discussed in Chapter 4.14 under “Alternative Transportation,” “UCR has 
implemented an Alternative Transportation program that facilitates and promotes the 
use of transit, carpools, vanpools, and bicycling. This program is also referred to as a 
TDM program. The goal of program is to reduce the total number of vehicle trips made 
to campus by faculty, staff, and students. This goal serves the California clean-air effort 
and reduces campus and community vehicle congestion. Programs and services are 
available to UCR faculty, staff, and students.” The TDM program, and the expansion of 
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this program as part of the LRDP is intended to minimize the number of vehicular trips 
associated with the campus. In addition, due to the nature of class times, not all 
students, or for that matter faculty, are on campus everyday or during the same time 
frame. In addition, many students and faculty elect to car pool. The number of parking 
spaces required for the campus population is calculated with a turnover rate. One 
parking space may be used four or five times or more during any one day. This means 
that the number of parking spaces vs. the number of potential vehicles at any one time 
is lower than the campus population. Parking demand and supply is reviewed annually 
to ascertain whether the campus needs to build more parking spaces. Building more 
spaces than are needed compromises the financial ability of the Campus to provide 
security, maintenance, and utilities for the lots since parking is entirely self-supported 
by parking permit fees and encourages driving cars rather than using alternative 
transportation.

Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for additional detail. 

Gable-7 This comment raises issues concerning UCR’s employment practices. Although UCR 
pays competitive and fair wages, this is not an environmental issue requiring a response. 
Economic issues unrelated to the environment, need not be analyzed in the EIR. 
(CEQA Guidelines §15131). Please refer to the topical responses on Parking Issues and 
Environmental Effects of Lot 13 for additional response to this comment.  

Gable-8 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues Associated with Lot 13 for 
a response to this comment. The letters received during the scoping period were 
considered during preparation of the Draft EIR, and are included in the Draft EIR as 
part of Appendix A. The letter included with this comment letter was sent to C. 
Michael Webster, Vice-Chancellor of Administration. The contents of the letter 
contained concerns that were considered in the development of the 2005 LRDP. 

Gable-9 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues Associated with Lot 13 for 
a response to this comment. 

Gable-10 At UCLA, some campus edges, such as those along Sunset Boulevard, parking 
structures are set back from the roadway and include a landscape buffer. In other 
portions of the UCLA campus, such as along Gayley Avenue, there is no landscape 
buffer between parking structures and the roadway, and private residents face the 
parking structure. A 100-foot landscape buffer is sufficient to allow planting of 
vegetation to effectively screen adjacent development. The EIR also includes MM 4.1-
3(b), which requires a lighting plan to minimize spillover onto adjacent areas, and MM 
4.1-3(c), which requires that parking structures are designed to minimize the impact of 
vehicular headlights on adjacent uses. The landscape buffer is not intended to minimize 
noise effects. Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues Associated 
with Lot 13 for additional detail. 
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Gable-11 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues Associated with Lot 13. 
Further, traffic counts taken for the environmental analysis identify the number of 
existing cars on the roadway, future trips associated with regional growth, and future 
trips associated with the proposed project. The origin or destination of trips associated 
with regional growth in the area does not affect the outcome of the traffic analysis or 
the identified mitigation measures. 

Gable-12 The EIR does not recommend removal of stop signs along Watkins Drive, as suggested 
by this comment. The traffic signal at Watkins Drive and Big Springs Road would be in 
addition to the stop signs. 

Gable-13 Shopping centers and other commercial development located off campus are outside 
the jurisdiction of the University and are unrelated to the 2005 LRDP. Therefore, these 
uses were not addressed in the EIR. 

Gable-14 The land use analysis cited in this comment refers to a discussion of the relationship 
between the parking structure and adjacent residential uses. The analysis has been 
clarified to state that the types of uses at Lot 13 would not change. As noted in the Text 
Changes Section of this Final EIR, on page 4.9-15, first paragraph, the last sentence has 
been clarified to state: 

These types of changes would not alter the fundamental character of the area 
because parking uses are currently established on the proposed parking structure 
sites and are located adjacent to existing residential development. 

Gable-15 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Freder ick  K.  Gable ,  June 11,  2005 

F.Gable-1 At this time, there is no project specific proposal or design for a parking structure on 
Parking Lot 13, so it would be premature and speculative to attempt to analyze the 
potential views that may or may not be blocked by such a project. Please refer to the 
topical response on Environmental Issues Associated with Lot 13 for a response to this 
comment.

F.Gable-2 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues Associated with Lot 13 for 
responses to this comment. 

F.Gable-3 The landscaped buffer proposed along Valencia Hill Drive is measured from face of 
curb on the western side of the street. The landscaping is envisioned to be evergreen 
trees to block views to the playing field lights. Please also refer to response to Gable-2 
for additional response to this comment. 

F.Gable-4 In addition to pages 11-16 of Section 4.14, the Draft EIR emphasizes alternative 
transportation in several other places in Section 4.14 (Transportation and Traffic). On 
page 4.14-37, the LRDP Planning Strategies Transportation 1 through 6 focus on the 
enhancement of alternative transportation at UCR. Impacts 4.14-12 and 4.14-13 pages 
4.14-74 and 4.14-76 analyze the LRDP’s impact on alternative transportation methods 
and availability in the project area. 

Alternative transportation, such as a campus trolley or shuttle system, is also the one of 
the primary subjects of the 2004 UCR Multi-Modal Transportation Strategy (MMTMS) 
and Implementation Plan. The MMTMS provides guidelines for all facets of 
transportation on the campus. The Campus is currently working through the 
Implementation Plan with a MMTMS Implementation Committee. The MMTMS is 
available on line at www.ucrapb.ucr.edu under “Available Documents.” See also 
response to Gable-6. 

F.Gable-5 This comment is related to a form of on-campus transit. Please refer to LRDP page 92 
for a discussion of on-campus transit. The MMTMS addresses campus transit and 
connections on and off campus and from all parking structures. The Campus currently 
works with RTA and will continue to do so in the future to ensure that service between 
the campus transit and regional transit is meshed where appropriate. 

F.Gable-6 The MMTMS addresses campus shuttles between East and West Campus. 
Transportation and Parking Services continually reviews current demand on transit 
routes to ensure that campus transit needs are met. On-campus residential parking is 
included within the housing complex and residents are not permitted to buy a 
“commuter” permit. 
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F.Gable-7 The LRDP acknowledges the Big Springs Road entrance to the campus as a major entry 
by providing parking proximate to the entrance. However, the Campus acknowledges 
it primarily as an entrance for the residents, staff, students, and faculty that live east of 
the campus rather than a major commuter or visitor entrance. The LRDP (page 91) 
provides parking at locations adjacent to the primary circulation system and at the 
freeway intersections. Please refer to LRDP Figure 19. 

Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues Associated with Lot 13 for 
additional information. 

F.Gable-8 Three parking structures are planned for Martin Luther King Boulevard to serve the 
West Campus, one is planned on Parking Lot 1, and one on Lot 24 to serve the west 
entrance at University Avenue. A parking structure is proposed at the Sports Complex 
and another at the intersection of Blaine and Canyon Crest to serve the northern 
entrances to the campus. One is proposed at the east end of Parking Lot 13 to serve the 
eastern entrance to the campus from Watkins Drive. All structures are located at the 
periphery of the academic core of the East and West Campuses and/or proximate to 
major freeway exits. Please refer to F.Gable-7 for additional information. 
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Response to Ralph Guidero,  June 14,  2005 

Guidero-1 Support for the 2005 LRDP Draft EIR is appreciated and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers. 
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Response to Mary Hahn (1) ,  June 6 ,  2005 

Hahn(1)-1 The purpose of the 2005 LRDP EIR is to assess the potential environmental effects that 
would result from implementation of the proposed 2005 LRDP for UCR. The LRDP 
proposes uses only within the existing campus boundary and proposes no expansion of 
the campus boundary. The Campus does not exercise direct control over areas outside 
of campus boundaries. The commentor identifies that the area immediately adjacent to 
the University will be the only area affected by the proposed project. The EIR analysis 
consideration of off-campus effects varies by resource, and is not necessarily limited to 
the area identified in this comment. For instance, the study area for traffic impacts 
discussed in Section 4.14 includes intersections south of Martin Luther King. 

Hahn(1)-2 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Hahn(1)-3 Blaine Street is located off campus and is within the jurisdiction of the City of 
Riverside. The University has no control over the roadway features on this street, 
including traffic calming measures, pedestrian safety, vehicular speeds, and bike lanes. 
Blaine Street is within the area patrolled by UNET (University Neighborhood 
Enhancement Team). The UNET service area essentially includes the following: the 
west border is University Avenue and Cranford Avenue, east border is the Box Springs 
Mountains, the north border is Marlborough Avenue, the south border is Martin 
Luther King Boulevard. Please refer to response to Dumaine(1)-10 for more 
information on this policing effort. 

Hahn(1)-4 Tables 4.14-3 and 4.14-4 on pages 4.14-8 and 4.14-9 of the EIR present information 
on existing traffic levels or service. As shown in these tables, several intersections, 
including Central Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive, Central Avenue/Box Springs Drive, 
Central Avenue/I-215 NBR, and Martin Luther King/I-215 SBR currently operate 
below acceptable levels of service in either the a.m. or p.m. peak hour. The Campus is 
committed to a housing goal which would provide on-campus housing for 50 percent of 
the student population, which would address some of the commuter traffic. 

Parking structures have not been built to date because the Campus has chosen to 
expand surface parking lots and parking demand has not exceeded the capacity of the 
existing surface parking lots. Parking structures will be built when parking demand 
exceeds the parking supply of surface lots, or when greater parking convenience 
relative to the campus academic core is required. Parking structures cost 10 to 15 times 
per space over surface lots per space. Please refer to the topical response on Parking 
Issues for additional information. 

Hahn(1)-5 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 
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Hahn(1)-6 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. Cars parked illegally in driveways, on lawns, and in the 
street is a code enforcement issue that is within the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside. 
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Response to Mary Hahn (2) ,  June 6 ,  2005 

Hahn(2)-1 Please refer to Hahn (1)-1 as a response to this comment. 

With regards to the comment on the duration of the public review period, the review 
period was extended an additional 45 days and closed on July 28, 2005 for a total 
comment period exceeding 90 days. 

Hahn(2)-2 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Hahn(2)-3 Please refer to response Hahn (1)-3 for a response to this comment. 

Hahn(2)-4 Please refer to response to Hahn(1)-4 for a response to this comment. 

Hahn(2)-5 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Hahn(2)-6 Please refer to response to Hahn(1)-4 for a response to this comment. 
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Response to Steve Haskamp,  June 10,  2005 

Haskamp-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Haskamp-2 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Haskamp-3 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. The review period was extended an additional 45 days and 
closed on July 28, 2005 for a total comment period exceeding 90 days. 

Haskamp-4 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues and 
the topical response on Parking Issues for responses to this comment. Parking on city 
streets off campus instead of on campus is a choice made by students, staff, and faculty. 
The DEIR analysis is limited to those socio economic issues that could result in a direct 
change on the physical environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). As such, 
insurance rates and cost of living are not addressed in the DEIR. 

Haskamp-5 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues, as 
well as response to CR(1)-6 for a response to this comment. As discussed in that 
response, a goal of the LRDP is to house 50 percent of students on campus, which 
would absorb the housing demands associated with the increase in enrollment. This 
comment indicates that the proposed project would result in “ghettoization” the 
neighborhood. Instead, however, growth at UCR would result in increased 
construction expenditures, and increased revenues from student purchases. Through 
expenditures made by its students and as an institution, the Campus had a direct 
economic impact greater than $524.5 million during the 2003/04 fiscal year. 
Tables C-4 and C-5, below, summarize some of these expenditures. 

Table C-4 Construction Spending (in millions) 

Year Expenditures 

2002/03 $225.0 

2003/04 $132.0 

2004/05 (projected) $126.0 

2005/06 (projected) $67.0 
SOURCE: University of California Riverside, Office of Marketing & Media Relations and Office of Economic Development & 

Real Estate Services. 2005. UCR Facts and Impacts.  

Table C-5 Revenues Associated with UCR Students (in millions) 

Year Food Clothing Transportation 

2002/03 $38.10 $35.45 $17.89 

2003/04 $41.26 $38.42 $19.39 

2004/05 $43.69 $40.67 $20.53 

2005/06 $46.11 $42.93 $21.67 
SOURCE: University of California Riverside, Office of Marketing & Media Relations and Office of Economic Development & 

Real Estate Services. 2005. UCR Facts and Impacts.  
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Response to Margaret  Johnson,  Ju ly  28,  2005 

Johnson-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Johnson-2 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment.

Johnson-3 For information on future playing fields, please refer to response to Dobry-2. Location 
of traffic relates to traffic flow patterns created by the existing street network, 
background traffic growth, and LRDP-related growth. For a discussion of off-campus 
improvements to intersections, refer to response to Seibert(1)-6. The location of public 
transit stops is under the jurisdiction of the various local and regional transportation 
planning authorities, and not the University. Transit routes are assessed regularly for 
impact and University efficiency.

With regards to property values, the EIR analysis is limited to those socioeconomic 
issues that could result in a direct change on the physical environment (CEQA 
Guidelines §15131). As such, property values are not addressed in detail in the EIR; 
however, the Draft EIR on page 4.11-7 notes that property values in the Riverside area 
have increased since 1990. Please refer to the topical responses on Off-Campus 
Housing and Associated Issues. In addition, no University property takeovers are 
proposed under the LRDP. 

Johnson-4 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Johnson-5 This comment does not raise any environmental issues that require a response. Please 
refer to responses to Choweller-2, Feliciano-2, and Feliciano-3 for information on the 
Watkins House. 
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Response to Gurumantra Khalsa ,  June 6 ,  2005 

Khalsa-1 This comment is directed to the Riverside City Council, and not the Regents. The 
UCR LRDP and Draft EIR were presented to City Council as an information item and 
was scheduled on the City Council agenda for 3 P.M. on June 7, 2005, at the City’s 
request. The Council voted, in response to requests by some meeting attendees, to 
continue the item until the 7 P.M. segment of the meeting to hear additional comments. 
Please note that property values are an economic, and not an environmental issue, and 
are thus not a subject for CEQA review. Everyone who wished to speak at the May 19, 
2005, public hearing was able to do so. There were several repeat speakers as well. 

Khalsa-2 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Khalsa-3 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Khalsa-4 This letter was directed to Riverside City Council, and not the Regents. The City has 
indicated to the University that the reference to no “Fiscal Impact” in their report 
means that the recommendation to approve the comments on the LRDP EIR and to forward
these comments to UCR would not have a fiscal impact on the City. The University 
suggests the commentor seek clarification from the City if needed. For additional 
response to this comment, please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing 
and Associated Issues as well as Parking Issues. 

Khalsa-5 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Khalsa-6 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 
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Response to Enno & Kar in  Kloefkors ,  Ju ly  26,  2005 

Kloefkors-1 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues Associated with Lot 13 for 
a response to this comment. 

Kloefkors-2 The Campus does not have jurisdiction to change the land use designations of nearby 
neighborhoods nor does it anticipate that on-campus development would generate any 
change in the neighborhoods to the east. Land for additional multi-family housing for 
students is available west of the campus. Please refer to the topical response on Off-
Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a response to this comment. 
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Response to Alex Lowry,  June 11,  2005 

Lowry-1 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Lowry-2 The University has adequate land for the academic and other uses anticipated in the 
LRDP and is not contemplating any eminent domain during the time period of the 
LRDP. Use of eminent domain is not proposed for implementation of the 2005 LRDP. 
The EIR analysis is limited to those socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct 
change on the physical environment (CEQA Guidelines §15131). Please also refer to 
the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for additional 
response to this comment. 

Lowry-3 Please refer to response to Lowry-2 above. There is no evidence that the UCR 2005 
LRDP will adversely affect any home values. See also Johnson-2. 

Lowry-4 All development considered in the 2005 LRDP is proposed to take place within existing 
campus boundaries. As shown in Figure 3-6, the LRDP proposes uses only within the 
existing campus boundary and proposes no expansion of the existing campus boundary 
in the 2005 LRDP. 
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Response to Richard S .  MacPherson,  June 22,  2005 

MacPherson-1 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

MacPherson-2 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

MacPherson-3 Construction on the campus is limited to the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M. Monday 
through Friday and 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. on Saturday. See Section 4.10.2 in the DEIR 
for a discussion of existing conditions. Construction traffic is required to follow 
transportation routes prescribed for all construction traffic to minimize the impact of 
construction traffic including noise impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods. The 
Campus allows construction on campus during weekends only as necessary to limit 
conflicts with the operation of the campus or to enable projects to stay on schedule. 
When contractors are working on campus during weekends, an Inspector from the 
UCR Office of Design & Construction is on site to monitor activities and assure 
compliance with the rules, regulations and contract specifications governing the 
project, including those dealing with dust control during windy periods. 

MacPherson-4 Please refer MacPherson-3 for a response to this comment. In reference to the 
comment on the limited mitigation provided in the EIR, refer to Table 2-1 on page 2.7 
of the EIR, which summarizes the extensive mitigation provided in the document. 
Please call the Office of Design & Construction at (951) 827-4201 during business 
hours (Monday through Friday, 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.) and the UCR Police 
Department at (951) 827-5222 at night or on weekends) to report dust violations. 

MacPherson-5 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 
Parking on streets off campus instead of on campus is a choice made by students and 
staff. The EIR analysis is limited to those socioeconomic issues that could result in a 
direct change on the physical environment (CEQA Guidelines §15131). As such, 
insurance rates and cost of living are not addressed in the EIR. However, the University 
Neighborhood Enhancement Team made of sworn officers from the City of Riverside 
and UCR Police departments patrol a 17.5 mile area around the University to address 
crime and traffic violations. In addition, the City has dedicated a code enforcement 
officer to the University area to assist in resolving parking and code violations. 

Recent plans and programs involving the City of Riverside and the University of 
California, Riverside are being adopted to address parking concerns. They include the 
combined efforts of the Riverside Police Department, Riverside Code enforcement, 
UC Police Department, Mayor’s Office, and Chancellor’s Office. 
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MacPherson-6 Please refer to Dumaine(1)-10 regarding police issues. In addition, Section 4.12 of the 
EIR addresses Public Services, including Police Protection. As discussed in that section, 
“the UC Police Department relies on requests for service to determine the number of 
officers on patrol. The emergency response time for the UC Police Department is 
usually under 5 minutes. The Department’s non-emergency response time, under 
normal circumstances, is usually within 30 minutes.” Further as discussed on 
page 4.12-3, the UC Police Department, as required by State law, has a memorandum 
of understanding (MOU) with the City of Riverside for joint assistance, whereby both 
the UC Police Department and the Riverside Police Department provide assistance to 
each other. Impact 4.12-2 on page 4.12-11 in the Draft EIR discusses impacts on police 
protection. PP 4.12-2(a) requires the Campus to hire additional police officers and 
support staff as necessary to maintain adequate levels of service. 

The UCR Police Department maintains growth concurrent with the rise in student 
enrollment. The current service ratio is approximately 1.4 sworn officers per 1,000 
persons for a current campus population of approximately 17,600. 

MacPherson-7 Please refer to response to Hahn(1)-4 for a discussion of parking structures and the 
topical response on Off-Campus Parking for additional information regarding this 
comment.

MacPherson-8 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues Associated with Lot 13 and 
Eads-25 for a response to this comment. 

MacPherson-9 Please refer to Section 4.14 in the DEIR for a discussion on traffic impacts. The 
Campus developed a Multi-Modal Transportation Management Strategy (MMTMS) and 
Implementation Plan to address traffic congestion on campus, and is in support of the 
LRDP to move commuter parking to the periphery of the Academic Core and/or at the 
major entrances to the campus. The MMTMS puts the pedestrian at the top of the 
transportation hierarchy with the bicycle rider next with enhanced bicycle pathways 
and bicycle parking. The plan includes campus transit, bike lanes/corrals and other 
strategies to decrease the private vehicle traffic on campus to enhance the ability of 
transit service and emergency vehicles to move around campus when needed. Some 
campus street closures to private vehicles are also proposed which will also decrease 
traffic on campus. The closures would not affect access to service, delivery and 
emergency vehicles. The MMTMS created a time line for solutions to issues identified 
during the planning process and developed an Implementation Plan and committee to 
implement the solutions. The Committee is working on the Immediate Phase currently 
and is developing a bike plan as well as other Immediate Phase solutions. To view the 
MMTMS final document, please go to www.ucrapb.ucr.edu. It is located under 
“Available Documents.” 
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MacPherson-10 The commentor provides no support for the comment, however, existing emergency 
service providers on campus have not indicated difficulties with campus access. With 
anticipated enrollment growth, Planning Strategy Transportation 4 limits, over time, 
general vehicular circulation in the central campus to reduce potential congestion, but 
allows transit, service and emergency vehicle access. Further, Impact 4.14-7 on page 
4.14-69 discusses emergency access on the campus. As stated in that discussion, “Even 
for those intersections where the future LOS would be at level “F,” traffic would 
continue to move along those roadways, albeit with significant delays. In other major 
jurisdictions where traffic conditions are severely congested, emergency vehicles can, 
and do, traverse such roadways, generally by requiring vehicles to move over in order 
for the emergency vehicles to pass through.” Thus, access for emergency service 
vehicles would be adequately provided. 

MacPherson-11 No directive has been given to use Valencia Hill Drive as a shortcut between campus 
and Watkins Drive. There is at least one additional way to access Watkins from within 
the campus that is shorter and more direct than Valencia Hill Drive for campus support 
vehicles.

Please see Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 2005 LRDP Final EIR for a 
complete discussion of the traffic impacts and mitigation measures for this project. The 
campus has a comprehensive Alternative Transportation Program that provides 
incentives to students, faculty and staff to reduce the numbers of vehicles coming to the 
campus. For additional detail, refer to response to Gable-4 and topical response on 
Parking Issues. 

MacPherson-12 The Campus is unaware of any supporting evidence to conclude that because of the stop 
signs on Watkins, which were installed by the City to address neighborhood complaints 
about traffic and high speeds on Watkins, that traffic has increased on Valencia Hill 
Drive. Further, Valencia Hill Drive is under the City’s jurisdiction, and not under 
UCR’s jurisdiction. 

MacPherson-13 Valencia Hill Drive is located on the eastern edge of the campus, along the campus 
boundary, and does not serve as an internal link within the campus. As such, it is not 
identified as a major thoroughfare. Planning Strategy Transportation 4 states: “Over 
time, limit general vehicular circulation in the central campus, but allow transit, 
service, and emergency vehicle access, and provide access for persons with mobility 
impairments.” This Planning Strategy is intended to minimize use of personal vehicles 
for access within the campus, encouraging students and staff to park once, if at all, and 
access various parts of the campus through methods other than automobiles. The 
Campus is not aware of any existing safety issues related to the existing roadway 
configuration of Valencia Hill Drive. Consequently, there is no nexus for the 
conversion of this roadway to a cul-de-sac. Finally, this roadway is entirely outside of 
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the boundaries of the University, and any such changes to the roadway would be under 
the jurisdiction of the City. 

MacPherson-14 Please refer to topical response on Environmental Issues associated with Lot 13 for a 
response to this comment. 

MacPherson-15 The EIR has been revised to include information on the proposed Metrolink station as a 
cumulative project on page 4.14 -76 first paragraph and 4.14-81 bottom of page as 
shown in Section B.2-1 (Text Changes) in the Final EIR. The railroad tracks adjacent to 
the campus are under the jurisdiction of the Riverside County Transportation 
Commission as are any future projects involving the tracks. Plans for the proposed 
Metrolink station or the “Perris” line are not sufficiently detailed to enable analysis at 
this time and are the responsibility of the Commission, not the University. The 
incorporation of this information has not changed any of the analysis or conclusions in 
the DEIR. 

MacPherson-16 An entrance to the Housing Precinct north of Big Springs Road is proposed west of the 
Corporation Yard on Watkins Drive. This would connect with the existing Aberdeen 
Drive. No other campus roads are proposed to connect with Watkins and/or Valencia 
Hill Drive. 

MacPherson-17 The 2005 LRDP identifies a 100-foot landscaped buffer between the recreations fields 
and Valencia Hill Drive. The 1990 LRDP recommended a landscape buffer but did not 
indicate a width between Valencia Hill Drive and the proposed administration 
buildings. Sound mitigation is effective when there is a wall constructed of a solid 
surface, continuous from the ground up. Vegetation buffers would increase the distance 
from a noise source to the receptor, thereby reducing noise levels, although vegetation 
is not effective sound mitigation, nor is it suggested as such in the EIR. An earthen 
berm within the landscape area could buffer sound from the recreation fields and would 
be considered during project design. 

A street/road was proposed between the administrative “buildings” and Valencia Hill 
Drive in the 1990 LRDP, which would have been the connection between Martin 
Luther King Boulevard and the northern part of the East Campus. The proposed road 
was no longer a viable option when Caltrans plans changed and there was no MLK 
connection. In addition, the proposed road would have impacted a large area of natural 
habitat and steep topography on the southeast portion on the campus and would have 
provided a direct link from south to north allowing large amounts of traffic using the 
campus as a short cut to northern and eastern locations. 

Please refer to MacPherson-13 for additional information. 

MacPherson-18 Valencia Hill Drive is a two-lane roadway less than 1,500 feet in length. The roadway 
provides access to UCR and to residences along the eastern side of the street. Field 
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observations by UCR staff indicate that this roadway is seldom used. No official traffic 
counts were required because traffic volumes on this street are minimal; there are often 
no cars on the street at a given time. Watkins Drive and Big Springs Road are the major 
thoroughfares in this area. Vehicles traveling though the area would need to make a 
right hand turn, and stop at additional stop signs in order to use Valencia Hill Drive, 
which would add driving time. Due to the roadway characteristics of Valencia Hill 
Drive, its intersections were not included for study in the traffic report. Please refer to 
McPherson-11. However, Valencia Hill Drive is a city street. Property owners on the 
east side of the street access Valencia Hill Drive to access their property. Similarly, the 
property owner on the west side, UCR, may use the street to access its property. 

MacPherson-19 Please refer to response to MacPherson-17 for a discussion of appropriate noise 
mitigation features. Further, Impact 4.10-5 on page 4.10-17 identifies that increases in 
local traffic volumes would not result in substantial increases in noise levels.  As shown 
in Table 4.10-10 on page 4.10-19, along Watkins Drive south of Blaine Street, there 
would be an increase of 1.2 dBA. As discussed in Section 4.10 (p. 4.10-3), the Federal 
Highway Administration concluded that a noise increase of 3 dBA is barely perceptible 
to most people, and therefore, an increase in ambient noise levels of less than 3 dBA 
would be considered less than significant.  As impacts from roadway noise would be 
less than significant, no mitigation measures would be required. Please refer to Dobry-
2 for additional response to this comment.  

MacPherson-20 There is no mention of a ball park in the LRDP EIR because none is proposed. Refer to 
response to Dobry-2 for a discussion of the anticipated new intramural fields. 

MacPherson-21 Because the 2005 LRDP EIR, as a program-level analysis, is necessarily general, some 
future individual projects may require more detailed environmental analyses. This is 
explained in Section 1.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Because the land use designated adjacent to Valencia Hill Drive is included in the EIR, a 
program-level analysis of this potential future development is provided as part of each 
resource analysis in Sections 4.1 through 4.15 of the EIR. The analysis provides a 
characterization of the overall effects that would occur, within the context of the total 
development occurring under the LRDP. However, specific details including building 
footprint, building height, setbacks, and building finishes are unknown at this time. As 
such, a detailed analysis is not currently feasible and would be speculative. A more 
detailed analysis would be prepared consistent with CEQA once a specific design 
concept for development in this area has been articulated and the project is proposed as 
an individual construction project subject to consideration by The UC Regents. At that 
time, specific mitigation measures would be set forth to address project impacts. 

MacPherson-22 The Cultural Resources Technical Report (Appendix E) states on Page 12 that the 
property at 3671 Valencia Hill Drive was built in 1955 by the University. Additional 
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research (an aerial photo from 1933) since release of the Draft EIR for public review 
has indicated that the structure may pre-date 1955. As such, it may qualify for 
consideration as a historic resource. However, in order to be designated as such, the 
structure must meet one of four criteria demonstrating its contributing value as a 
historic resource. An evaluation to determine the structure’s historic value, if any, will 
be completed if and when any changes are proposed for the structure. Please refer to 
MacPherson-17 regarding the landscape buffer. The frontage street proposed in the 
1990 LRDP running parallel to Valencia Hill Drive would have precluded the residence 
remaining in its current location, as well. 

MacPherson-23 The transportation route identified through The Grove on the West Campus in the 
LRDP would be a pedestrian and bicycle route following the Gage Canal easement, 
which flows through the West Campus from north to south. The Gage Canal Company 
has required the campus to cover the canal whenever any development takes place 
adjacent to it. The easement would remain and no buildings could be constructed over 
it. The Gage Canal easement is identified as a bicycle trail/pedestrian pathway as it 
meanders through The Grove—a significant open space area on the West Campus. The 
easement/canal cross the freeway at the University Avenue undercrossing area. 

A pedestrian bridge is proposed in the 2005 LRDP and is located west of Hinderaker 
Hall. Please refer to page 96 of the LRDP. Additional information may be obtained in 
the Multi-Modal Transportation Management Strategy (MMTMS) document at 
www.ucrapb.ucr.edu under “Available Documents.” 

MacPherson-24 The core drilling that took place in May 2005 in the northeast corner of the campus was 
part of a site analysis/survey for a future housing project called Arroyo Student 
Housing to ascertain the type of soils present on the site. The Arroyo Housing project 
proposed for that undeveloped area is currently in the design phase and funds for the 
design phase only have been approved. The proposed project is consistent with a 
campuswide Strategic Plan for Housing study that was completed in March 2003. This 
study was used to inform the 2005 LRDP planning process as to the need for types and 
amounts of on-campus housing into the future to achieve a 50 percent housing goal. 
The proposed project is consistent with the proposed 2005 LRDP and project will be 
considered by The Regents for approval in November 2005. The proposal underwent a 
public review period as required by CEQA. 

MacPherson-25 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

MacPherson-26 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment.
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 Public input to the EIR is provided primarily at two stages: (1) during the scoping 
period and (2) during the DEIR public comment period. During those periods, 
community members and any members of the public may provide input to the EIR 
process. The letters received during the scoping period are considered during 
preparation of the Draft EIR, and are included in the Draft EIR as part of Appendix A. 
For this reason, individual members of the community are not listed in Chapter 7.0 
Report Preparers/Organizations and Persons Consulted. Members of various 
committees involved with the LRDP, which is a document separate from the LRDP 
EIR, during its development are listed in that document. Sylvia Martin-James 
represented the Eastside neighborhood and Denise Williams, active in the UCR 
Neighborhood Association at the time, represented the area north and east of the 
University. Campus and community input in the form of comments, suggestions and 
concerns were considered when developing the document land use map, goals, 
planning strategies and principles. 

With regards to the public meeting, all persons were allowed 3 minutes time in order 
to allow as many people to speak as possible. In addition, when all individuals had an 
opportunity to speak, there was an opportunity for individuals who did not finish 
speaking during their initial 3 minutes to provide additional input. Nevertheless, input 
on the Draft EIR could be made either at the public meeting, or in writing, such that all 
members of the public had the opportunity to comment on the document, and the 
public review period was extended for an additional 45 days. 

MacPherson-27 The City has only identified one issue which it feels it is not able to support at this time: 
Iowa Avenue as a two-lane road. Please refer to CR(1)-4 for a response to this 
comment.

MacPherson-28 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues and Gable-6 for a response to this 
comment.

MacPherson-29 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for 
response to this comment. The Campus acknowledges that duplicate letters were sent 
out at various stages of the public noticing process for changes that took place from 
additional meetings to increases in the public review period. The Campus did screen 
for duplicates but there were still duplicates since several lists of attendees at various 
meetings were used to compile the mailings. 

In reference to the comment on the limited mitigation provided in the EIR, refer to 
Table 2-1 of the EIR, which summarizes the extensive mitigation provided in the 
document. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2 states that “in assessing the impact of a 
proposed project on the environment, the lead agency should normally limit its 
examination to changes in the existing physical conditions in the affected area.” Where 



C-539

C.3 Responses to Written Comments 

UCR 2005 Long Range Development Plan EIR 

significant impacts occur, the EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce significant 
adverse impacts.

MacPherson-30 The Draft EIR does not include a statement that there would be no impact to the City 
of Riverside. Environmental impact evaluations required by CEQA, are discussed in 
Section 4.11 (Population and Housing), Section 4.12 (Public Services), and Section 
4.15 (Utilities). Incorporation of campus Planning Strategies, ongoing Programs and 
Practices, and LRDP EIR Mitigation Measures, would reduce impacts to less-than-
significant levels. Please also refer to response to Khsala-4. 

MacPherson-31 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues and 
Magee-1 for responses to this comment. In addition, please see Section 4.11 
(Population and Housing) for more information. 

MacPherson-32 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

MacPherson-33 The proposed plan appropriately assumes that all mitigation will be complied with 
during construction. Please refer to information in responses to MacPherson-3 and -4 
for a response to this comment.  

MacPherson-34 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion and does 
not raise any specific issues to the LRDP or DEIR, such that a more specific response 
can be provided.  

MacPherson-35 Please refer to the topical responses on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues and 
Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to this comment. 
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Response to Tom Magee,  June 11,  2005 

Magee-1 This comment asks for information about housing efforts under the current LRDP and 
thus is not a comment on the DEIR. However, as part of the Campus’s ongoing efforts 
to increase the number of students that can be housed on campus, housing projects 
recently completed are Pentland I in fall 2000, which houses 466 students, and 
Pentland II in fall 2002, which houses 666 students. In addition, the Arroyo Housing 
Project is currently in the design phase, and if approved, is anticipated to open in 2008. 
This facility would house 508 students. 

Additional student housing projects are under consideration and include family housing 
on the West Campus and additional residence halls and apartments on the East 
Campus. For additional information, please see The Strategic Plan for Housing at 
www.ucrapb.ucr.edu under “Available Documents.” Please refer to topical response on 
Off-Campus Housing and Other Issues for additional information. 
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Response to Robert  & Arma Mart in ,  June 10,  2005 

Martin-1 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Martin-2 Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to this 
comment.

The Campus proposes to expand within the existing boundaries of the campus. The 
LRDP identifies how that development will take place to accommodate 25,000 
students in the future. The draft Environmental Impact Report identifies the 
environmental impact that growth will have and how the Campus will address that 
growth. In addition, the campus growth has been included in the City’s growth 
projections.

Martin-3 The campus is not expanding beyond its current boundaries but acknowledges that the 
University Village area is responding to the increasing needs of students, staff, faculty 
and the community for goods and services. The Campus must abide by the standards 
for number of classrooms and class labs as set forth by the California Post Secondary 
Education Commission (CPEC) and dictated by the UC Office of the President. As 
enrollment increases, the State provides funding to increase the number of classrooms 
and class labs as appropriate based on the CPEC standards. The challenge to provide 
adequate classroom space is due to inadequate State funding for academic space, given 
the number of students enrolled. The University of California is still committed to 
providing access to UC to eligible students to educate the future workforce for the 
State. Administrative space on campus is in short supply, as a result the Campus leases 
office space in the University Village and uses the theaters as lecture rooms as part of a 
commitment to the Redevelopment Agency and the private developers to increase 
activity levels in University Village from the student presence. The Campus is not 
expanding down University Avenue as the commentor suggests. A sign advertising the 
new private student housing (Sterling University Apartments) lists the University 
extension building as its temporary leasing office until the apartments are complete.

Martin-4 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Martin-5 All development considered in the 2005 LRDP is proposed to take place within existing 
campus boundaries. As shown in Figure 3-6, the LRDP proposes uses only within the 
existing campus boundary and proposes no expansion of the campus boundary. Please 
refer to response to Chandler-2 for a discussion of SB 521. 
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Response to Phyl l i s  C.  Maynard,  June 11,  2005 

Maynard-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. All public 
comments on the LRDP DEIR are read by multiple reviewers at the campus and Office 
of the President levels and are provided to The Regents. 

Maynard-2 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Maynard-3 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Maynard-4 The University is not acquiring homes pursuant to eminent domain. All development 
considered in the 2005 LRDP is proposed to take place within existing campus 
boundaries. There are no proposals for use of eminent domain associated with the 
proposed 2005 LRDP. Refer to response to Chandler-2 for additional information. 

Maynard-5 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a discussion of the change on 
Watkins from four lanes to two lanes, and use of the area for student parking. The 
existing and projected traffic volumes along local roadways in the project area with 
LRDP implementation are provided in Section 4.14 of the Draft EIR. As noted in this 
section, implementation of the UCR 2005 LRDP with the accompanying growth of the 
region would represent a significant impact with regard to increases in vehicular trips in 
the project area. However, even without growth of UCR, traffic impacts would be 
significant.

Maynard-6 Tables 4.14-10 4.14-11, 4.14-13 and 4.14-14 in Section 4.14 Traffic of the Draft EIR 
identify future traffic conditions without the LRDP. As shown in these tables, 
8 intersections under the 2-lane Iowa Avenue scenario and 7 intersections under the 
4-lane Iowa Avenue scenario would operate below levels of service. This background 
(local and regional) growth would occur irrespective of the proposed LRDP. 

Maynard-7 It should be noted that UCR does not own 100 acres in Palm Desert. The city of Palm 
Desert gave UCR 20 acres of land for the Heckmann Center for Entrepreneurial 
Management, a specialized graduate program in business. The Center has the ability to 
provide a limited number of classrooms for additional programs. At this time, UCR 
does not anticipate additional property acquisitions at the site but does acknowledge the 
Palm Desert site as a satellite campus. The UCR Extension offers continuing education 
and classes in many cities in the region in leased facilities. The Campus also has 540 
acres in the Coachella Valley near the City of Thermal as an Agricultural Research 
Station. In addition the Campus is responsible for several Natural Reserve properties. 
The Agricultural Research Station and the reserve properties are used for limited 
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teaching and primarily for research. Due to their locations and purpose, these 
properties cannot be used as a “satellite campus.” 

Chapter 6 (Alternatives) includes analysis of an off-site alternative, where development 
would occur at the former March Air Force Base. This is identified as Alternative 4: 
Off-Site Alternative in the EIR. Section 6.3.4 provides an analysis of the environmental 
impacts of this alternative. Table 6-5 compares the impacts of this Alternative to the 
proposed project. Many environmental impacts would be equal to the proposed 
project, some impacts would be less than the proposed project, and a number of 
impacts would be greater than the proposed project.  

Maynard-8 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to David R.  Mowry,  June 13,  2005 

Mowry-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Mowry-2 Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to this 
comment. It should be noted that the intent of the UCR LRDP is to accommodate the 
growth in student population in such a way that an effective education can be provided 
while maintaining a suitable living environment for both students and local residents. 

Mowry-3 Impacts to Biological Resources are addressed in Section 4.4 of the EIR. Impact 4.4-5 
on page 4.4-39 discusses that the project would be in conformance with laws and 
applicable policies protecting biological resources. 

Mowry-4 Please refer to the topical response of Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. In addition, the development process for the update to the 
1990 UCR LRDP started with a Scoping Meeting in January of 2002. The proposed 
LRDP was referred to at that time as the 2002 Update to the 1990 LRDP. Input was 
taken and comments noted during the Scoping Meeting, and the plan with its 
accompanying land use map began to develop based on those comments and concerns. 
Additional campus and community meetings were held in 2003 and 2004 to refine the 
update. Several background studies were prepared to inform the LRDP such as The 
Strategic Plan for Housing and the Multi-Modal Transportation Management Strategy. 
The current 2005 LRDP is the same document as was discussed earlier with numerous 
revisions to the draft plan first presented in 2002. There was no “2002 LRDP” or “2002 
Draft EIR” released. The 2005 LRDP Draft Environmental Impact Report addresses the 
potential environmental impacts of the final LRDP Document dated December 2004 
and referred to as the 2005 LRDP. 

The development of the update to the 1990 LRDP involved many community and 
campus meetings. The LRDP DEIR, however, addresses the final version of the LRDP 
dated December 2004, identified as the 2005 LRDP, and the potential impacts to the 
environment from the implementation of the plan. With the release of the 2005 LRDP 
and 2005 LRDP DEIR standard noticing procedures and requirements were followed. 
All comments are responded to in this 2005 UCR LRDP Final EIR. 

Mowry-5 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Mowry-6 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Mowry-7 Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to this 
comment.
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Response to Mike Nichols ,  May 28,  2005 

Nichols-1 UCR does not propose to use eminent domain to acquire private residences. As shown 
in Figure 3-6, the LRDP proposes uses only within the existing campus boundary and 
proposes no expansion of the campus boundary. Please refer to response to Chandler-2 
for additional detail. 

Nichols-2 As the commentor’s property is not located on the UCR campus, it will have no 
involvement in the project. 

Nichols-3 The EIR has been revised to include information on the proposed MetroLink station as 
a cumulative project. Please see text changes to the EIR on page B-10 of the Final EIR 
and MacPherson-15 for additional information. 

Nichols-4 Please refer to Maynard-7 for a response to this comment. Please also see the topical 
response on the Need for the LRDP. 

Nichols-5 The trees adjacent to Watkins Drive next to the train tracks are across the street from 
the campus and are not covered under the LRDP. It is believed that these trees are 
located in City right-of-way and, therefore, under the jurisdiction of the City of 
Riverside.

For mature trees on campus see Planning Strategy Conservation 1, Open Space 3, and 
Planning Policy 4.1-2 (a) and (b) which, preserve or relocate trees whenever possible. 

Nichols-6 The EIR analysis is limited to those socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct 
change on the physical environment (CEQA Guidelines §15131). As such, a speculative 
change in property value is not addressed in the EIR. It should be noted that the EIR 
indicates on page 4.11-7 that property values in the Riverside area have increased since 
1990. There is no evidence that property values around the campus have decreased. See 
also topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Neighborhood Effects. 

Nichols-7 As discussed above, no displacement of existing homeowners would occur under the 
proposed 2005 LRDP. 

Nichols-8 Please refer to response to Seibert(1)-7 and Dawson-18, which discuss effects on 
neighborhood schools. 

Nichols-9 Two public hearings were held: May 19th and June 11th. Written comments could be 
delivered to the Capital & Physical Planning Office any time during the public review 
period which was extended from June 13 to July 28, 2005. Written comments and 
verbal comments are addressed in the Final EIR regardless as to how comments are 
submitted.
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Nichols-10 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Responses to all 
comments are included in the Final EIR. 
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Response to Stephanie  Pacheco,  June 13,  2005 

Pacheco-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Refer to responses 
to specific comments below. 

Pacheco-2 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 
The LRDP proposes to replace surface lots surrounding the campus with parking 
structures, in order to increase the number of parking spaces on the campus and utilize 
the land more efficiently. The number of parking spaces available on campus versus the 
demand is reviewed on an annual basis and new parking spaces are created when 
demand warrants them. Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing 
and Associated Issues, as well as the topical response on Need for LRDP for additional 
responses to this comment. 

Pacheco-3 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Pacheco-4 The construction of road improvements at the 215, 91, and 60 freeways is a project 
under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and is not related to the University or any of its 
proposed projects or to this DEIR. Impacts and mitigation measures associated with 
these freeway improvements are the responsibility of Caltrans. 

Pacheco-5 Railroad crossings in need of repair are existing conditions that are located off-campus 
and outside the jurisdiction of the University. Impacts at intersections on and adjacent 
to the campus are identified in the traffic analysis under Impact 4.14-2 on page 4.14-
61. It is acknowledged that impacts from increased vehicular traffic would be significant 
and unavoidable. However, even without the LRDP growth, many of the intersections 
near the campus would experience decreased levels of service due to local and regional 
growth.

Pacheco-6 Section B.2.1 (Text Changes) in the FEIR identifies that the text in Impact 4.14-13 
(Section 4.14.4) on page 4.14-76 at the end of the first paragraph, and the text on page 
4.14-81 at the bottom of the page has been changed to include a reference to the 
Metrolink Extension (http:/www.perrisvalleyline.ifo/). The text discusses the Perris 
Valley Line Project, which is a 19-mile extension of the Metrolink 91 Line that 
currently provides service from Riverside to downtown Los Angeles. In addition, Table 
4.0-2 in Section 4.0.2 has also been revised to include the Perris Valley Line Project as 
an off-campus, related project that is within the immediate vicinity of the campus. It 
should be noted, however, that this commuter rail is not a project proposed by or 
under the jurisdiction of UCR. While it is included as a known potential project for 
cumulative impact purposes, it is not the subject of this DEIR. 
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Response to Joanne Pease-S impson September  29,  2005 

Please note that this comment letter was received after the close of the public comment period, and, as a 
courtesy, the following responses are provided. 

Pease-Simpson-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Pease-Simpson-2 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Pease-Simpson-3 It is assumed that this comment is made in reference to the statement “The 
environmental effects of the existing buildings and recent projects that compromise the 
baseline condition for the physical development of the campus, which total 
approximately 4.7 million gsf, have already been analyzed and disclosed in accordance 
with CEQA.” These previous CEQA documents are not incorporated by reference into 
the EIR. 

Pease-Simpson-4 Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7, public agencies are encouraged to develop 
thresholds to be used in the determination of the significance of environmental effects. 
Thresholds of Significance are the industry standard tool used for impact analysis. 

 Since the Draft EIR is a programmatic environmental document, the EIR evaluates the 
potential impacts to views and visual character of the area and UCR effectively. In 
addition, each project including parking structures during their own environmental 
review will undergo a separate CEQA analysis which will also evaluate aesthetic 
impacts from a more focused perspective. UCR agrees that aesthetic evaluations are 
more subjective than others, such as biological resources; however, UCR is currently 
developed with a college campus, which would not expand beyond its existing 
boundaries as a result of implementation of the 2005 LRDP. UCR maintains that, in 
general, the expansion of the campus within itself, implementation of the Planning 
Strategies, Programs and Practices, and mitigation measures identified in the DEIR, and 
the incorporation of project-specific environmental reviews would constitute less than 
significant aesthetic impacts. 

Pease-Simpson-5 The Draft EIR does not state simply that conformity with the LRDP would constitute 
less than significant impacts. The Draft EIR identifies the applicable Planning Strategies 
and Programs and Practices from the 2005 LRDP, and, in the case of aesthetics, 
concludes that a less than significant impact would occur. Further, the section from the 
CEQA Guidelines quoted in this comment refers to the analysis of impacts under the 
initial study, which is a preliminary evaluation completed prior to the EIR. 

Pease-Simpson-6 Scenic vistas are not the only aesthetic impact addressed in the Draft EIR. The sixteen 
pages following Impact 4.1-1, not including the discussion of cumulative impacts, 
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discuss other potential impacts of the 2005 LRDP including visual character and light 
and glare. Further, the Draft EIR does evaluate impacts to on-site aesthetic resources 
more heavily than off-site impacts due to the concentration of proposed development 
projects under the 2005 LRDP in the interior of the UCR campus. However, where 
appropriate, potential aesthetic impacts to off-site uses are evaluated. For instance, 
Impact 4.1-2, under the discussion of New Housing (page 4.1-24), Recreation (page 
4.1-26), and Parking (page 4.1-27) all address changes to the visual character from off-
campus locations. 

Pease-Simpson-7 Aesthetic impacts are considered necessarily subjective. The determination of less-than-
significant impacts was evaluated based not only on the current agricultural uses of the 
land, but also on the limited number of days that long term views were available due to 
atmospheric conditions, lack of unique landforms, and relative inaccessibility of the area 
to the public, as stated in the DEIR. 

Pease-Simpson-8 Support for a different overall architectural style will be forwarded for consideration to 
the decision makers as part of the project approval process. 

Pease-Simpson-9 From a programmatic level, the extent of future visual/aesthetic impacts is less than 
significant. The analysis provides a characterization of the overall effects that would 
occur, within the context of the total development occurring under the LRDP. 
However, specific details including building footprint, building height, setbacks, and 
building finishes are unknown at this time. As such, a detailed analysis, including artist 
renderings, is not currently feasible and would be speculative. The extent and design of 
such items as landscape buffers will be discussed during the project-specific 
environmental reviews. 

Pease-Simpson-10 The statement to which the commentor is referring is a statement made regarding the 
potential implementation of the 2005 LRDP projects without the subsequent 
implementation of the Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation 
Measures identified in the DEIR. The commentor is referred to the first paragraph of 
page 4.1-22 which further clarifies this method of impact identification. UCR maintains 
that the analysis is truthful and adequate. Further, the reason for the apparent 
“vagueness” is, as mentioned above, to allow flexibility during the planning/design of 
the specific development project proposed under the 2005 LRDP. The use of phrases, 
such as “wherever feasible” and “to the extent feasible,” are commonly used and are 
considered to be appropriate during a program-level analysis where a degree of 
flexibility is required to encompass a large project area, such as UCR. 

Pease-Simpson-11 Refer to response to Pease-Simpson-9 

The commentor should note that a mitigation measure requiring further CEQA review 
is not appropriate in this program-level EIR as it is a requirement to which any project 
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proposed under the 2005 LRDP would be subject. The inclusion of such a mitigation 
measure would not further the environmental analysis to be conducted nor would it 
mitigate any potential environmental impacts. 

Pease-Simpson-12 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues Associated with Lot 13 and 
response to Pease-Simpson-9. 

Pease-Simpson-13 Figure 4.5-1 has been revised per the commentor’s suggestions as shown in Section B-
2.2 of the Final EIR. 

Pease-Simpson-14 The commentor’s suggestion regarding reuse of the bungalows can be considered 
during the project-level review of this particular development project. Alternative 
locations and alternative configurations may be considered during CEQA review 
associated with specific projects. Because the LRDP EIR is program level analysis, it 
considers alternatives to the LRDP program as a whole related to the total additional 
academic space, on-campus housing, and trip generation. The commentor’s final 
statement regarding the potential development of that particular site is considered 
personal opinion, and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. Comments will be forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as part of 
the project approval process. 

Pease-Simpson-15 Watkins House is identified in Table 4.5-1 on page 4.5-15 of the EIR as a structure 
constructed between 1950 and 1959. For additional information regarding the Watkins 
House, refer to response to Choweller-2, Felicano-2, and Feliciano-3. 

Pease-Simpson-16 Please refer to response to MacPherson-22 

Pease-Simpson-17 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR 
acknowledges a potentially significant impact and the commentor’s word-choice 
preferences are considered to be personal opinion. The impact of future projects will 
be evaluated at the time those projects are proposed and UCR cannot pre-judge that 
outcome. 

Pease-Simpson-18 The Draft EIR’s conclusion indicates that any historical resources within the UCR 
campus boundaries would be considered uniquely architecturally historic compared to 
other historic resources in the area. Typically, cumulative impacts resulting from the 
loss of architecturally historic structures are assessed based on the regional loss of a 
particular style of structure reminiscent of a certain period in history. Therefore, since 
UCR structures are unique to the region as the Draft EIR concludes, any impacts to 
potentially historic structures on campus would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Pease-Simpson-19 As noted in the CEQA Guidelines, the person, firm or agency preparing the Draft EIR 
should be identified. The firm that prepared the Draft EIR was identified consistent 
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with CEQA requirements. The listing of a Principal-in-Charge and/or Project Manager 
is left to the preference of the lead agency or determined by the consulting firm’s 
standard and legally-acceptable practices. 
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (1) ,  May 25,  2005 

Pepper(1)-1 Instructions for printing the documents were forwarded to commentor. Hard copies 
were available for review as noted in the “Notice of Availability.” Please refer to the 
topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for further response to 
this comment. 

Pepper(1)-2 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (2) ,  June 6 ,  2005 

Pepper(2)-1 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Pepper(2)-2 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. The off-campus community received written notice of the 
Notice of Completion, Notice of Availability, and Notice of Public Hearing via US 
Mail. The on-campus community was notified through the campus noticing system 
which is e-mail based. Please also refer to response to Mowry-4. 

Pepper(2)-3 UCR welcomes public comment on the LRDP and has made every effort to engage the 
public. Please refer to response to Mowry-4 and also refer to the topical response on 
Public Notice and Document Availability for a response to this comment. 

The Press-Enterprise was aware of the release of the documents through the 
publication of the Notice of Public Hearing and Availability of the documents. UCR 
assumes that the Press-Enterprise editorial staff chose not to address the issue until the 
2005 LRDP/DEIR information item appeared on the City Council agenda June 7, 
2005.

Pepper(2)-4 Please refer to response to Mowry-4. The Campus used students enrolled in the 
Americorps program to pass out flyers inviting the neighborhood residents and business 
to attend the draft LRDP preliminary meetings held to advise the community on the 
preparation of the LRDP and to obtain input. The noticing for a public review period 
on a Draft EIR followed the legal requirements of the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document 
Availability for a response to this comment. 

Pepper(2)-5 Please refer to response to Mowry-4. There were no hard copies of the draft LRDP 
handed out in 2002 as stated in response to Mowry-4. Hard copies of the 2005 
documents were available to the public at the library. The documents were initially 
provided for public review at the Rivera Library and the downtown Riverside Main 
Branch Library. These documents were available at the reserve desk and at the 
reference desk, although they were not available in general circulation. Subsequent to 
public input received from this commentor, the documents were also made available at 
the Eastside Cybrary. In addition, references to the availability of the documents were 
changed to include the following: Rivera Library (Reserve Desk) and the downtown 
Riverside Public Library (Reference Desk). 

Please also refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for 
a response to this comment, including the extension of the public review period to July 
28, 2005. 
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Pepper(2)-6 This is not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. The commentor acknowledges 
that she received the CDs for the documents. Please refer to the topical response on 
Public Notice and Document Availability for additional detail. 

Pepper(2)-7 This comment is noted, and is not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. UCR 
regrets that the commentor did not like the file format. 

Pepper(2)-8 This statement is not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. The use of CDs for 
review of environmental documents is standard procedure and has been for several 
years as documents become larger and printing as well as storage and mailing costs have 
increased substantially. Hard copies are placed in local libraries for public review if a 
member of the public does not wish to make a hard copy themselves but still prefers 
that method of review. Likewise, the documents were available to anyone who wished 
to download and print them off of the campus website or they were able to obtain a 
free set of CDs of the documents and have them printed at their own expense. UCR 
delivered hard copies of the documents to the City of Riverside Planning Department, 
the Public Works Department and to the South Coast Air Quality District scientist who 
was reviewing the Air Quality section of the DEIR. The original Notice of Availability 
identified the location of the hard copies in the Rivera Library and at the downtown 
Riverside Library subsequent notices included the reserve desk and reference desk 
accordingly. Please note that the free CDs could have been taken to a copy center to be 
printed including the one on the campus. Please also refer to the topical response on 
Public Notice and Document Availability for additional detail.  

Pepper(2)-9 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability and 
Pepper(2)-8 for a response to this comment. 

Pepper(2)-10 Please refer to response to Pepper(1)-1. 

Pepper(2)-11 Preprinted copies of the documents were available at cost at the UCR Reprographics 
Center in the Student Bookstore. 

Pepper(2)-12 Please refer to response to Pepper(2)-8.  

Pepper(2)-13 Please refer to response to Pepper(2)-8. 

Pepper(2)-14 Please refer to response to Pepper(2)-8. 

Pepper(2)-15 Please refer to response to Pepper(2)-8. 

Pepper(2)-16 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for 
additional detail. 

Pepper(2)-17 See response to Pepper(2)-5 and Pepper(2)-16. Please also refer to the topical response 
on Public Notice and Document Availability for additional detail. 
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Pepper(2)-18 Please refer to topical response on Public Noticing and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Pepper(2)-19 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for 
additional detail. 

Pepper(2)-20 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment and Mowry-4. 

Pepper(2)-21 Please refer to response to Mowry-4. Please also refer to the topical response on Public 
Notice and Document Availability. 
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (3) ,  June 6 ,  2005 

Pepper(3)-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please refer to 
responses to specific comments below. 

Pepper(3)-2 Please refer to response to Mowry-4. Please also refer to the topical response on Public 
Notice and Document Availability. 

Pepper(3)-3 Please refer to response to Mowry-4. Also see topical response regarding Public Notice 
and Document Availability. 

Pepper(3)-4 Please refer to response to Mowry-4. Also see topical response regarding Public Notice 
and Document Availability. 

Pepper(3)-5 Please refer to response to Mowry-4. The meeting the commentor is referring to was 
the Scoping Meeting held on January 8, 2002, to provide an opportunity for the public 
to identify issues that needed to be addressed in the DEIR that would accompany the 
UCR LRDP. Many public meetings were held developing the 2005 LRDP. Two public 
hearings were held on the 2005 LRDP DEIR. The public review period was extended 
an additional 45 days for a total of 90 days. Also see topical response regarding Public 
Notice and Document Availability. 

Pepper(3)-6 Please refer to response to Mowry-4 and Pepper (2)-4. Please also refer to the topical 
response on Public Notice and Document Availability. 

Pepper(3)-7 The purpose of a CEQA public hearing is to take testimony on the adequacy of the 
DEIR, not an open forum for discussion of unrelated issues. At the May 19, 2005 
hearing, some attendees had heard rumors that UCR was starting to embark on 
eminent domain using SB 521 (concerning Transit Villages) as a methodology. UCR 
representatives informed meeting attendees that the 2005 LRDP did not propose 
eminent domain, that all development proposed in the LRDP would take place on 
existing campus land and that the senate bill was not a 2005 LRDP or DEIR issue. 
Please refer to transcript for the May 19, 2005 public hearing. The public hearing 
format limited speakers to three minutes each until all who wished to speak had a 
chance and then repeat speakers were invited to speak again and were heard at three 
minute intervals pending the identification of new speakers. Please refer to response to 
Chandler-2 for a discussion of SB 521.The commentor had the opportunity to submit 
letters and speak at the public hearing. The commentor did speak for three minutes at 
the May 19, 2005 public hearing and was invited to speak again after everyone had a 
chance to speak that wanted to, however, the commentor left before the end of the 
meeting. Every opportunity was provided to commentor and all other members of the 
public to provide input on the LRDP DEIR at the public hearing. 
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Pepper(3)-8 The three-minute rule was followed throughout the hearing on May 19, 2005 as well as 
the second public hearing held June 11, 2005, to enable all attendees an opportunity to 
comment. No one was permitted to ignore the stated procedure for the meeting and 
speak for longer than three minutes. Repeat speakers were permitted when there were 
no further individuals present who wanted to speak for the first time. 

Pepper(3)-9 Please refer to response to Pepper (3)-8. The public meeting provided the opportunity 
for comment. Responses to all comments verbal or written, are provided in this FEIR. 
To address the neighborhood concerns not under the purview of the DEIR, a 
Community Forum was held on June 22 with a follow up meeting on September 14, 
2005 in which issues and concerns were further discussed.  

Pepper(3)-10 Please refer to response to Mowry-4. Please also refer to the topical response on Public 
Notice and Document Availability. 

Pepper(3)-11 Please refer to response to Pepper (3)-10. 
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (4) ,  June 6 ,  2005 

Pepper(4)-1 An error in the e-mail address was made on the written comment sheet handed out at 
the first public hearing on May 19, 2005. Other means of communication noted on the 
sheet were correct and allowed commentors correspondence to be received in spite of 
the e-mail address error. Also included was a phone number for assistance. All previous 
and subsequent information was correct. 

Pepper(4)-2 Please refer to response to Pepper (4)-1. 

Pepper(4)-3 Please refer to response to Pepper (4)-1. 
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (5) ,  June 8 ,  2005 

Pepper(5)-1 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Pepper(5)-2 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Pepper(5)-3 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability and 
response to Pepper(5)-2 for a response to this comment. See also response to 
Mowry-4.

Pepper(5)-4 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Pepper(5)-5 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Pepper(5)-6 The public review period was extended an additional 45 days to July 28, 2005. 

Pepper(5)-7 Hard copies of the documents (the LRDP, DEIR—Volume 1 and Technical 
Appendices—Volume II) were delivered to Ms. Pepper on June 10, 2005. In addition, 
the public review period was extended an additional 45 days. Please refer to the topical 
response on Public Notice and Document Availability for additional response to this 
comment.

Pepper(5)-8 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Pepper(5)-9 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability and 
response Pepper(5)-2 for a response to this comment. 
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (6) ,  June 6 ,  2005 

Pepper(6)-1 Please refer to response to Mowry-4. 

Pepper(6)-2 Please refer to response to Mowry--4, Pepper(3)-7 and -8. 

Pepper(6)-3 Please refer to response Pepper(2)-4. Please also refer to the topical response on Public 
Notice and EIR Availability for additional detail. 

Pepper(6)-4 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability, 
Pepper(2)-12, and Pepper(2)-16 for a response to this comment. 

Pepper(6)-5 Please refer to response to Pepper (2)-3 and Pepper (2)-4. Please also refer to the 
topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for additional detail. 

Pepper(6)-6 The commentor has referenced the 2005 LRDP in error as being the one with the 
Islander Park proposal for flood control mitigation. Please refer to response to Mowry-
4. Development proposed by the 2005 LRDP in the University Arroyo 100-year flood 
plain is discussed in Section 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality. Potential impacts and 
Mitigation measures are discussed in Impact 4.8-9 and limit mitigation within the 
Campus boundaries. The Campus is not relying on any future flood mitigation that 
might be implemented upstream to the Campus by the City or County on the 
University Arroyo watershed. 

Pepper(6)-7 Please refer to Dobry-3 for a response to this comment. 

Pepper(6)-8 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for 
additional information. Public noticing was provided in conformance with CEQA 
Guidelines. UCR is not subject to the City’s notice requirements. 
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (7) ,  June 6 ,  2005 

Pepper(7)-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Pepper(7)-2 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Pepper(7)-3 Please refer to Pepper (5)-7 for response to this comment. 

Pepper(7)-4 Please refer to Pepper(5)-7 for a response to this comment. 

Pepper(7)-5 Please refer to response to Mowry-4. Please refer to responses to topical response on 
Public Notice and Document Availability and Pepper(5)-7. The public review period 
was extended an additional 45 days for 90 days total.  

The public review period was extended an additional 45 days for 90 days total. 
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (8) ,  June 9 ,  2005 

Pepper(8)-1 UCR extended the public review period for an additional 45 days to July 28, 2005. 

Pepper(8)-2 The DEIR provides analysis of all topics identified by the commentor. No specifics are 
provided by the commentor. Please refer to response to Mowry-4. 

Pepper(8)-3 Hard copies of the documents (the LRDP, DEIR—Volume 1 and Technical 
Appendices—Volume II) were delivered to Ms. Pepper on June 10, 2005. In addition, 
the public review period was extended an additional 45 days. Please refer to the topical 
response on Public Notice and Document Availability for additional response to this 
comment.

Pepper(8)-4 Hard copies of the documents (the LRDP, DEIR—Volume 1 and Technical 
Appendices—Volume II) were delivered to Ms. Pepper on June 10, 2005. Please refer 
to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for information on 
document access. Please also refer to response to Mowry-4 and Pepper(2)-8. 

Pepper(8)-5 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability, 
Pepper(2)-5 and Pepper (2)-8 for information on document access.  

Pepper(8)-6 Please refer to response to Pepper(4)-1 for information on the email address for 
sending comments. 

Pepper(8)-7 Hard copies of the documents (the LRDP, DEIR—Volume 1 and Technical 
Appendices—Volume II) were delivered to Ms. Pepper on June 10, 2005. In addition, 
the public review period was extended an additional 45 days. Please refer to the topical 
response on Public Notice and Document Availability for additional response to this 
comment.
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (9) ,  June 11,  2005 

Pepper(9)-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. This comment is 
identified as the 9th comment received by this individual. 

Pepper(9)-2 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability and 
Pepper(5)-7 for a response to this comment. 

Pepper(9)-3 Community activist is a more appropriate term than community leader. By providing 
the commentor with a hard copy, UCR was attempting to respond to the public 
concerns—not limit public participation. Please refer to the topical response on Public 
Notice and Document Availability and Pepper(5)-7 for a response to this comment. 
Executive Vice Chancellor Wartella announced at the second public meeting on June 
11, 2005 that the public review period would be extended from 45 to 90 days.  

Pepper(9)-4 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability and 
Pepper(5)-7 for a response to this comment. 

Pepper(9)-5 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability and 
Pepper(5)-7 for a response to this comment. 

Pepper(9)-6 This comment contains narrative and general information and is not a direct comment 
on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. 
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (10) ,  June 19,  2005 

Pepper(10)-1 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for 
information on the availability of the Draft EIR. The proposed 2005 LRDP does not 
contain a proposal for displacing homes or businesses. The commentor does not 
provide any support for this allegation and thus no further response is possible. CEQA 
does not include any requirements related to translation of notices or the EIR itself into 
any other languages. 

Pepper(10)-2 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability and 
Pepper 9-(3) for response to this comment. 

Pepper(10)-3 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Pepper(10)-4  Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability and 
Pepper(5)-7 for a response to this comment. 

Pepper(10)-5 Comment noted. 

Pepper(10)-6 Comment noted. 

Pepper(10)-7 Comment noted. 

Pepper(10)-8 Comment noted. 

Pepper(10)-9 Please refer to Pepper(10)-1 for a response to this comment. The commentor makes 
reference to environmentally unsound projects, however no detail or support is 
provided so no further response is possible. UCR followed CEQA requirements with 
regards to public notice. Please refer to topical response on Public Notice and 
Document Availability. 

Pepper(10)-10 Please refer to Pepper(10)-1 and (10)-9 for a response to this comment. 

Pepper(10)-11 Please refer to Pepper(10)-1 and (10)-9 for a response to this comment. 
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (11) ,  June 20,  2005 

Pepper(11)-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Pepper(11)-2 This comment is not a direct comment on the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
Nevertheless, off-campus student housing impacts are evaluated in Section 4.11 
Population and Housing. On-campus housing provides additional services such as 
meals, resident advisors, a range of community life activities and common support 
space such as computer rooms, meeting and study rooms, laundry, concessions, and 
recreation. On-campus housing rent must be equitable with the off-campus housing in 
order to be competitive. There is nothing in the LRDP or DEIR that would encourage 
or discourage students living in Moreno Valley. Multi-family housing is available and 
more will be built in the future in the area if there is demand. UCR students, staff, and 
faculty are a small part of the regional demand for housing. 

In addition, please also refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and 
Associated Issues for a response to this comment. As discussed in that response, the 
Campus is committed to a housing goal which would provide on-campus housing for 
50 percent of the student population. The Campus has developed a “Strategic Plan for 
Housing” which is a progressive implementation plan identifying the number, type and 
location of housing to reach the goal of housing 12,500 students on campus when/if 
student enrollment reaches 25,000. To meet this goal, several housing projects are in 
programming and design to include apartments, family housing and residence halls at 
this time. However, the rate of student enrollment, hence the need for housing, may 
be impacted by budget constraints. The Campus is continually working towards the 
50 percent goal balancing it with the need to provide affordable housing and addressing 
the campus debt capacity limits. 

Pepper(11)-3 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. As discussed in that response, housing is addressed in 
Section 4.11 of the EIR. Section 4.11.4, Impacts 4.11-1 and 4.11-2, include discussion 
of population growth off campus. These impacts were determined to be less than 
significant. Table 4.11-17 on page 4.11-15 provides a projection of the future campus-
affiliated population, by location. This projection is based upon the current distribution 
of students, and assumes that students currently residing in the City of Riverside, off 
campus, would elect to live on campus if housing were available. Impacts associated 
with traffic are addressed in Section 4.14 of the EIR, which determined that the 
additional vehicular trips associated with implementation of the 2005 LRDP would 
increase traffic volumes and degrade intersection levels of service, resulting in a 
significant and unavoidable impact. However, increases in traffic volumes and 
degradation of intersection levels of service would occur as a result of local and regional 
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growth even without the proposed LRDP growth. In addition, air quality impacts are 
addressed in Section 4.3 of the EIR. As discussed under Impact 4.3-5 on page 4.3-27 of 
the DEIR, implementation of the 2005 LRDP would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations, and this impact is considered a less-than-significant 
impact.

Pepper(11)-4 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Pepper(11)-5 The 2005 LRDP proposes an enrollment of 25,000 students by the year 2015-2016. 
Please refer to topical response on the Need for the 2005 LRDP. In addition, the traffic 
impact on freeways resulting from implementation of the 2005 LRDP is addressed 
under Impact 4.14-3 on page 4.14-62 of the EIR. The 2015 freeway segment LOS 
summaries under the 2015 project traffic conditions, are shown in Tables 4.14-25 and 
4.14-26. As indicated in Impact 4.14-3, in addition to all the freeway segments that 
would operate unacceptably under 2015 background (local and regional growth 
without the LRDP) traffic conditions, implementation of the 2005 LRDP would also 
result in unacceptable LOS conditions on the segment of Interstate 215, between 
Martin Luther King Boulevard and University Avenue, and the segment of Highway 60, 
east of Interstate 215. Consequently, this impact was concluded to be significant and 
unavoidable. In addition, air quality impacts are addressed in Section 4.3 of the EIR. As 
discussed under Impact 4.3-5, implementation of the 2005 LRDP would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and this impact is considered 
a less-than-significant impact. 
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (12) ,  Ju ly  1 ,  2005 

Pepper(12)-1 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment raises 
issues related to past events and makes undocumented and unsupported allegations 
regarding City and Campus Policy. The comment further addresses the response by the 
City of Riverside’s Police Department and other public services to public issues in the 
areas surrounding UCR. UCR, while often working in cooperation with the City’s 
public services, does not have jurisdiction over the direction of how those public 
services are implemented. The City’s response times to past public nuisances or past 
problems, as raised in this comment, are outside the UCR campus boundaries, is 
therefore not a part of the LRDP or its EIR. However, it should be noted that the EIR 
states on page 4.12-13 that “because there would not be an increase in the off-campus 
student residential population or development, implementation of the 2005 LRDP 
would not directly increase the need for patrols in off-campus residential areas.” The 
majority of calls would be handled by the on-campus UCR Police Department. 
Continued implementation of PP 4.12-2 (a) and (b) would ensure that the 2005 LRDP 
would not impair nor increase the need for new or altered Riverside Police 
Department facilities to maintain acceptable service levels. 

Pepper(12)-2 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Through the LRDP 
process the City and University have further addressed issues of concern to the 
community, and this comment is reacting to the City and UCR’s response. Regarding 
Campus efforts to address off-campus student conduct, please refer to the topical 
response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues. Please also refer to response 
to Pepper(12)-1. 

Pepper(12)-3 This comment raises concerns related to the City’s code enforcement and 
redevelopment. It does not raise any issues concerning the content or adequacy of the 
Draft EIR and, as such, no further response is required. 

Pepper(12)-4 The Campus disagrees with the suggestion that the University “covets” private 
residences. The LRDP does not approve, consider or allow the demolition or taking of 
private residences. Please also refer to response to Pepper(12)-1. The incidents 
described in this comment are alleged to have occurred in the past and off campus and 
are unrelated to the UCR 2005 LRDP or the LRDP EIR. 

Pepper(12)-5 The LRDP does not propose redevelopment in the existing off-campus neighborhoods. 
All development considered in the 2005 LRDP is proposed to take place within existing 
campus boundaries. Please refer to response to Chandler-2 for additional detail. Please 
also see the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues. 
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (13) ,  Ju ly  12,  2005 

Pepper(13)-1 It is unclear what law the commentor is referring to that requires the inclusion of crime 
statistics in an EIR. If the commentor is referring to the requirements of CEQA, the 
campus EIR fully complies with all relevant requirements. The EIR analyzes impacts on 
police services in Section 4.12. The analysis includes relevant information on crime 
statistics related to campus activities on pages 4.12-11 to 4.12-13 Further, the need for 
additional police personnel for such activities as crime prevention is assessed by the 
police services provider, which in this case is primarily UCR Police Department, as 
stated on page 4.12-3. Please also refer to response to Pepper(13)-6. 

Pepper(13)-2 Please refer to topical response to MacPherson-6, which addresses police staffing issues. 

Pepper(13)-3 Please refer to response to MacPherson-6, which addresses the analysis of police 
protection. As indicated in that response, emergency calls for service are currently 
responded to within 5 minutes, which is considered adequate police response to an 
emergency call for service. PP 4.12-2(a) requires the Campus to hire additional police 
officers and support staff as necessary to maintain adequate levels of service. Therefore, 
the EIR demonstrates that UCR has been able to provide adequate police protection in 
the recent past and currently. 

Pepper(13)-4 The lack of an expected fiscal demand on the City does not imply that there would, 
instead, be increased crime in the adjacent neighborhood. As discussed in Section 4.1 of 
the Draft EIR, with 50 percent of the students in on-campus housing the number of 
students living off campus and in the City of Riverside would remain constant or 
decrease slightly. There is no evidence to suggest that the LRDP will contribute to 
increased crime rates off campus. 

Pepper(13)-5 Please refer to response to Pepper(13)-4. This comment concerns insurance rates. An 
EIR is required to evaluate only the environmental impacts of a project (Pub. Res. 
Code §21100). Economic and social effects of a project are not treated as significant 
effects on the environment unless they result from a physical effect (CEQA Guidelines, 
§15131(a)). “Environment” is defined as the physical conditions that exist within an 
area affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora and 
fauna, noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (Pub. Res. Code 
§21060.5). Thus, under these definitions, social or economic effects that are not 
related to physical impacts need not be evaluated in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
§15131(a)). With regards to property values, the DEIR analysis is limited to those 
socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct change on the physical environment 
(CEQA Guidelines §15131). As such, property values are not addressed in detail in the 
DEIR; however, the DEIR notes on page 4.11-7 that property values in the Riverside 
area have increased since 1990. There is no evidence that property values around the 
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campus have significantly decreased. The commentor’s hypothesis that implementation 
of the LRDP will cause an increase in insurance rates, an increase in cost-of-living or a 
reduction in property values that “could” lead to “larger problems,” does not suggest 
any physical impact and is too speculative to analyze. As such, insurance rates and cost 
of living are not addressed in the EIR. 

The City of Riverside experienced an increase in the number of thefts from motor 
vehicles parked on some city streets near the campus (this is an example of a crime 
category that is not captured in the Clery report). The number of staff and/or students 
who decided to park their vehicles in these public areas has been identified as a 
contributing factor to this issue. Please also refer to the topical response on Parking 
Issues.

Recent plans and programs involving the City of Riverside and the University of 
California, Riverside are being adopted to address this concern. They include the 
combined efforts of: The Riverside Police Department, Riverside Code Enforcement, 
UC Police Department, the Mayor’s Office and the Chancellor’s Office. 

Pepper(13)-6 The EIR is in full-compliance with all applicable laws. CEQA does not require the 
inclusion of crime statistics in EIRs. This comment concerns social issues and not 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed 2005 LRDP. The following is 
provided for informational purposes. The UCR Police Department is in compliance 
with Clery reporting requirements. The Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus Security 
Policy and Campus Crime Statistics Act of 1998 is a federal law that requires colleges 
and universities across the United States to disclose information about crime on and 
around their campuses. The UCR Clery Act report and other annual reports can be 
found on www.police.ucr.edu. 

The Department of Education mandates that the Clery report only collects data on 
seven crime categories. These categories are homicides, sex offenses, robberies, 
aggravated assault, burglary, motor vehicle theft and arson. The report further indicates 
whether or not these crimes occur on campus, on public properties/streets (near 
campus), and on properties owned or controlled by the college or student 
organizations. Because only seven crime categories are used, the Clery report may not 
capture certain types of crimes (i.e. vehicle break-ins or vandalism). 

The commentor is invited to confer with the Riverside Police Department for more 
specific crime data occurring on city streets near our campus. There is a Crime Analysis 
unit that can accomplish this. 

The most current UCR Clery related reports (2002 vs. 2003) show some increases in 
certain crime categories that occurred on or around our campus. However, with most 
of these crime categories, an increase of 2 to 11 more cases represented a percentage 
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increase of between 5 percent and 57 percent. Please refer to the UCR Police 
Department website (www.police.ucr.edu) for additional information.  

Pepper(13)-7 This comment does not raise any environmental issues requiring a response. As stated 
above, the UCR Clery Act report and other annual reports can be found on 
www.police.ucr.edu. The report is clearly labeled “Clery Act Statistics” on the left 
hand side of the page. In order to complete data compilation and analysis, the Clery Act 
report for a given year is released in the following calendar year. The UCR 2004 Clery 
Act report should be available in November of 2005. Thus, the most current available 
information is publicly accessible. 

Pepper(13)-8 This comment does not raise any environmental issues requiring a response. Please 
refer to responses to Pepper(13)-5 and Pepper(13)-6 for a response to this comment. 

Pepper(13)-9 Please refer to response to Pepper(13)-6 for a response to this comment. As discussed 
above, the report indicates whether or not these crimes occur on campus, on public 
properties/streets (near campus), and on properties owned or controlled by the 
college or student organizations. Because only seven crime categories are used, the 
Clery report may not capture certain types of crimes (i.e. vehicle break-ins or 
vandalism).

Pepper(13)-10 Please refer to response to Pepper(13)-6 for a response to this comment. As stated in 
that response, the report includes crimes owned or controlled by the college or student 
organizations, such as fraternities and sororities. As such, crimes that occurred in these 
locations are included in the report. Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus 
Housing and Associated Issues for additional detail. 

Pepper(13)-11 As stated in the comment, the crime occurred between two gangs, and did not involve 
University students. There is no factual evidence that links the shooting at the Denny’s 
to UCR students. 

Pepper(13)-12 The threshold of significance established by the Campus for determining potential 
impacts to police services states that the LRDP would not result in significant impacts if 
the police can maintain applicable service levels. As discussed in Section 4.12 of the 
Draft EIR, with the implementation of the identified Programs and Practices, 
emergency response times would remain within acceptable limits and impacts would be 
less than significant. Please refer to response to MacPherson-6 for a discussion of the 
adequacy of the police department at UCR. The hours of operation of the Denny’s on 
University is unrelated to the LRDP. To the extent this comment contains narrative 
and general information or personal opinion, and is not a direct comment on the 
content or adequacy of the Draft EIR; no further response is necessary. 

Pepper(13)-13 Please refer to response to MacPherson-6. Despite the vacancies at the UCPD, 
adequate police protection services are provided. 



C-571

C.3 Responses to Written Comments 

UCR 2005 Long Range Development Plan EIR 

Pepper(13)-14 The EIR does address potential safety and police response concerns on campus in 
Section 4.12 of the DEIR. The commentor is also referred to the topical response on 
Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a response to off-campus security 
concerns and also responses to Pepper(13)-6 and Pepper(13)-7. 

Pepper(13)-15 Please refer to response to Pepper(13)-6 and Pepper(13)-7 for a discussion of campus 
compliance with Clery Act reporting requirements. 
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (14) ,  Ju ly  28,  2005 

Pepper(14)-1 This comment is an introductory comment. Please refer to responses to specific 
comments below. 

Pepper(14)-2 The Campus disagrees with the implication that any rights of any residents have been 
violated. Every effort has been made to include the public in the development of the 
LRDP. Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a 
response to this comment. The purpose of the DEIR public comment period is for the 
public to provide comments on the adequacy of the DEIR. It is not a forum for 
question-and-answer or discussion of the proposed project. This level of discussion 
occurs during deliberations by the lead agency over whether or not to adopt the 
proposed project. Due to the input received during the DEIR public meetings, it was 
clear that a separate meeting to discuss existing concerns of residents was appropriate, 
and that those concerns should not be confused with comments on environmental issues 
associated with the EIR. CEQA Section 21091(d) requires that all comments on 
environmental issues are responded to as part of the Final EIR. A Community Forum 
was held on June 11, 2005 with a follow up meeting on September 14, 2005 to address 
issues not covered in the Draft EIR.

Pepper(14)-3 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Pepper(14)-4 This comment concerns an unrelated community meeting and does not raise any 
environmental issues related to the LRDP. As stated by Dr. Wartella, the community 
meeting on June 16 was separate from the LRDP EIR, in order to address the existing 
concerns of the residents. The comments at that meeting did not address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Therefore, the community meeting was not part of the LRDP process 
and would not properly be part of the record before the decision-makers. However, all 
documents attached to comment letters on the LRDP or the LRDP EIR are included in 
the record. The Campus notes, however, that the comments made at the community 
meeting contain general information, and are not direct comment on the content or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Pepper(14)-5 A future meeting on the proposed growth of the LRDP which took place on September 
14, 2005, is an issue separate from the adequacy of the DEIR on this project. Such a 
meeting discussed the need for growth of enrollment, as well as provided a forum for 
discussion of all neighborhood concerns related to the growth of the student 
population. It is important not to confuse these issues with the solicitation of the 
accuracy of the Draft EIR. Since this meeting is unrelated to the DEIR process, it can 
occur after the close of the DEIR comment period. 
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Pepper(14)-6 The Campus has made very effort to include the public in the development of the 
LRDP. Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a 
response to this comment. The fourteen community meetings represent all of the 
meetings held with various groups during the LRDP process. Please refer to response 
to Mowry-4, which explains that the “2002 LRDP” and the 2005 LRDP are, in fact, the 
same project. Thus, the 14 community meetings include public scoping meetings and 
other open-forum meetings where the University solicited input from the general 
public. A series of focused meetings were also held in order to get comments from 
particular segments of the population, such as the UCR Friends and Neighbors. UCR 
Friends and Neighbors is an informal group of Campus and City representatives and 
UCR neighbors who meet quarterly to discuss issues of interest. The general public had 
an equal opportunity to participate in the LRDP and LRDP EIR process through 
participation in the meetings held for the general public. The meeting that the 
commentor is referring to was part of the information gathering process of the East 
Campus Entrance Area Study, as was explained to the commentor at the time. Several 
businesses located along University and Iowa Avenues were designated as “neighbors” 
to determine their “vision” on the University Entrance to the “East Campus”.

Pepper(14)-7 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please refer to 
response to Pepper(14)-6, above for a discussion of the “Friends and Neighbors of 
UCR.”

Pepper(14)-8 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. CEQA does not include any requirements related to 
translation of notices or the EIR itself. 

Pepper(14)-9 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability. Hard copies 
of the documents (the LRDP, DEIR—Volume 1 and Technical Appendices—Volume 
II) were delivered to Ms. Pepper on June 10, 2005. 

Pepper(14)-10 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Pepper(14)-11 Please refer to Pepper (14)-9 for a response to this comment. 

Pepper(14)-12 Please refer to Pepper (14)-9 for a response to this comment. 

Pepper(14)-13 Please refer to Pepper (14)-9 for a response to this comment. 

Pepper(14)-14 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Pepper(14)-15 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability information 
on the availability of the Draft EIR. CEQA does not include any requirements related 
to translation of notices or the EIR itself. 

Pepper(14)-16 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability information 
on the availability of the Draft EIR. CEQA does not include any requirements related 
to translation of notices or the EIR itself. 

Pepper(14)-17 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability information 
on the availability of the Draft EIR. CEQA does not include any requirements related 
to translation of notices or the EIR itself. 

Pepper(14)-18 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability information 
on the availability of the Draft EIR. CEQA does not include any requirements related 
to translation of notices or the EIR itself. 
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Response to Let i t ia  Pepper  (15) ,  Ju ly  28,  2005 

Pepper(15)-1 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

Pepper(15)-2 The land use map of the 2005 LRDP and the text within the LRDP identifies that 
professional and graduate schools would be located within the academic zone on the 
West Campus, north of Martin Luther King Boulevard. The Campus is unaware of any 
reversionary interests in any of the campus property. 

Pepper(15)-3 The University upgraded to Division I for some athletics, including softball. Table 
4.13-2 in the Draft EIR indicates that a softball stadium is needed for upgrade to 
Division I, and a competitive pitch with spectator seating is needed for soccer. 
However, these facilities are those that are requested. These facilities are not part of the 
proposed project identified in Chapter 3 of the EIR. If either of these athletic facilities 
are proposed, an LRDP amendment may be required, and an analysis under CEQA 
would be completed. As no stadium is currently proposed, the analysis of a sports 
stadium is not included in the Draft EIR. 

Pepper(15)-4 Pages to this letter appear to be missing, such that this comment cannot be responded 
to. Ms. Pepper was notified of the incomplete letter in a letter from UCR, dated 
August 9, 2005. However, at the time of publication of this document, Ms. Pepper had 
not responded. 
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Response to Robert  A.  Phi l l ips ,  June 12,  2005 

Phillips-1 This comment contains introductory information. Please refer to specific responses 
below.

Phillips-2 Refer to response to Dobry-2 for a response to this comment. 

Phillips-3 The consideration of views only from public gathering places is part of the University’s 
determination of thresholds of significance used in the EIR. The consideration of views 
only from public gathering places is common practice in CEQA, and is the standard 
generally used by The Regents. There is no recognized right to a view. Please refer to 
DEIR Section 10 (Noise) page 4-10-9 for a discussion on noise at Valencia Hill Drive. 

Phillips-4 Refer to response to Dobry -2 for a response to this comment.  

Phillips-5 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to these comments. Housing associated with the LRDP would be located, at 
its closest point, a minimum of 100 feet from adjacent roadways. Additional housing 
placed between Pentland Hills and Valencia Hill Drive would block existing residence 
halls and eliminate the amplified effect currently perceived at some locations from on-
campus housing during special events. Housing would be oriented away from the 
adjacent roadway, and would be configured to minimize effects on adjacent areas. 

Phillips-6 Please refer to Phillips-5. 

Phillips-7 As discussed in response Phillips-3 and in Section 4.1 Aesthetics on page 4.1-13 of the 
EIR, scenic vistas analyzed are defined as those available from a publicly accessible 
viewpoint. As discussed under Impact 4.1-1 on page 4.1-17, panoramic views are 
available on clear days from the southeast hills, including views of Mount Rubidoux. 
However, because of the relatively remote location, limited access (pedestrian only), 
and lack of development in this area, this location is not considered a key vantage point 
for observing scenic vistas. At the intersection of Watkins and Valencia Hill Drive, 
existing development and intervening topography generally limit scenic views from this 
location. Because the 2005 LRDP EIR, as a program-level analysis, is necessarily 
general, some future individual projects may require more detailed environmental 
analyses. Development of on-campus housing near the intersection of Watkins and 
Valencia Hill Drive would be subject to additional CEQA review. At such time, 
additional details such as building footprint, building height, setbacks, and building 
finishes would be available to provide a more precise analysis. 

Phillips-8 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues and 
DEIR Section 4-11 Population and Housing for a discussion of potential future housing 
demand in the City of Riverside. Housing is planned in locations adjacent to existing 
student housing on the East Campus and on the West Campus, north of Martin Luther 
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King Boulevard. The proposed LRDP includes Planning Strategy Campus & 
Community 1, which would require sensitive land use transitions and landscaped 
buffers. Planning Strategy Open Space 4 provides for landscaped buffers and setbacks 
along campus edges, such as Valencia Hill Drive, and its extension south of Big Springs 
Road, Martin Luther King Boulevard, and the I-215/SR-60 freeway. These Planning 
Strategies would minimize effects of LRDP development for off-campus residential 
neighborhoods. 

Phillips-9 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Effects of Lot 13 for a response 
to this comment. EIR traffic data is based upon actual traffic counts taken in May and 
June 2001 and confirmed in 2003. 

Phillips-10 The future levels of service (LOS) at the intersection of Big Springs Road and Watkins 
Drive upon installment of a traffic signal during future conditions without and with 
implementation of the LRDP are shown in Tables 4.14-12 and 4.14-21 of the DEIR, 
respectively, for the two-lane Iowa Avenue section scenario, and in Tables 4.14-15 and 
4.14-24 of the DEIR, respectively, for the four-lane Iowa Avenue section scenario. As 
shown in Tables 4.14-12 and 4.14-15, the installment of a traffic signal at the 
intersection of Big Springs Road and Watkins Drive under both Iowa Avenue scenarios 
(two-lane and four-lane roadway) during future traffic conditions without the LRDP 
would mitigate the conditions at this intersection from LOS E (A.M. peak hour) and F 
(P.M. peak hours) to LOS A and B. Additionally, as shown in Tables 4.14-21 and 4.14-
24, the same identified improvement (i.e., installation of a traffic signal) at the 
intersection of Big Springs Road and Watkins Drive under both Iowa Avenue scenarios 
during future traffic conditions with the LRDP would also mitigate the conditions at 
this intersection to LOS A and B. These LOS conditions at the intersection of Big 
Springs Road and Watkins Drive are provided by the traffic impact study prepared by 
Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA) for the proposed project. As indicated under 
“Methodology” on page 4.14-20 of the DEIR, the traffic conditions for both the A.M. 
and P.M. peak hours at the study intersections were evaluated using the Transportation 
Research Board’s 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology using Synchro 
software. The HCM methodology is an accepted and widely used methodology for 
assessing traffic impacts. 

Phillips-11 Please refer to response to MacPherson-18 for a discussion of why it was not necessary 
to include Valencia Hill Drive in the traffic analysis. Please refer to the topical response 
on Environmental Effects of Lot 13 for a response to comments on traffic issues 
associated with this parking lot. Please refer to F. Gable-8 or Figure 20 in the 2005 
LRDP for parking structure locations. 

Phillips-12 Support for the project alternatives will be forwarded for consideration to the decision 
makers as part of the project approval process. As indicated under “Identification of the 
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Environmentally Superior Alternative” on page 6-93 of the DEIR, none of the project 
alternatives aside from Alternative 1 would reduce significant and unavoidable impacts 
to less-than-significant levels, or would reduce significant and unavoidable impacts to a 
substantial degree less than the proposed project. Alternative 2 would reduce the 
severity of impacts to a number of resources, although it would also result in new 
significant and unavoidable impacts. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would increase the 
severity and/or number of significant and unavoidable impacts. While project impacts 
under Alternative 1 would be reduced and no additional impacts would occur when 
compared with the proposed project, a majority of the project objectives would not be 
achieved.

Phillips-13 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Phillips-14 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Phillips-15 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

It is unclear what “State law” commentor is referring to. The right to “enjoy” property 
generally refers to the relationship between the homeowner and their property. 
California courts have held that landowners have no vested rights in any particular use 
of their property unless the restrictions on the use of the property constitute an 
uncompensated taking, direct or indirect, or the damaging of their property. (Davis v. 
California Coastal Zone Conservation Com. (1976) 57 Cal.App.3d 700, 708.) The UCR 
LRDP will not prevent homeowners from continuing to use their property. Nor will 
the LRDP conflict with existing uses. 
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Response to I sabel le  Rimbach,  June 10,  2005 

Rimbach-1 Consistent with CEQA Section 21002.1(a), the purpose of an environmental impact 
report is to identify the significant effects on the environment of a project, identify 
alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those significant effects 
can be mitigated or avoided. Please also refer to Seibert (1) -8 for further response to 
this comment.

Rimbach-2 Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to this 
comment. The University of California, in response to budget cuts and increasing 
numbers of students has expanded summer school at all campuses. The summer school 
program at UCR has been expanded to allow more access and will continue to increase 
as funding occurs. 

Rimbach-3 Support for Alternative 3: New Development Concentrated on West Campus will be 
forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as part of the project approval 
process. As indicated under “Identification of the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative” on page 6-93 of the DEIR, none of the project alternatives aside from 
Alternative 1 would reduce significant and unavoidable impacts to less-than-significant 
levels, or would reduce significant and unavoidable impacts to a substantial degree less 
than the proposed project. Alternative 3 would increase the severity and/or number of 
significant and unavoidable impacts when compared with the proposed project. 
Furthermore, as indicated under “Comparison of Ability of Alternatives to Meet 
Project Objectives” on page 6-90 of the DEIR, while the ability of Alternative 3 to 
meet the academic and operational project objectives is equal, or comparable, to the 
proposed project, the ability of this alternative to meet the physical project objectives 
would be less than the proposed project. 

Rimbach-4 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues Associated with Lot 13 for 
a response to this comment. Please refer to F. Gable-7 and -8 for additional 
information.

Rimbach-5 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Ruebin R.  Se ibert  (1) ,  June 14,  2005 

Seibert(1)-1 Please refer to response to Dumaine(1)-2 for a response to this comment. 

Seibert(1)-2 On-campus housing costs are competitive with private development in similar housing 
types and must remain so if they are to be occupied. The Campus, however, has no 
control over students who desire to rent a single family home with other students. The 
City of Riverside regulates the number of unrelated people who may occupy a 
residence. Please refer to Bowen-4 for additional response to this comment. 

Seibert(1)-3 Please refer to the topical responses on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues and 
Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 

Seibert(1)-4 The vehicular speeds of student drivers off campus is not a comment on the adequacy of 
the DEIR, but is a comment alleging an off-campus existing condition. However, police 
patrols of the area through the UNET program include traffic safety patrols. 

Seibert(1)-5 This is not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIR, but a comment alleging an off-
campus existing condition, however, please refer to response to Dumaine(1)-10, which 
discusses cooperative police efforts between the City and University. 

Seibert(1)-6 Existing Program and Practice (PP) 4.14-1 would require the Campus to continue to 
implement a Transportation Demand Management Program in order to reduce 
vehicular trips to the campus. In addition, mitigation measures MM 4.14-1(a) through 
MM 4.14-1(l) are the roadway improvements identified in order to improve 
intersection level of service operation. As most of these improvements are located 
outside of the boundaries of the University, the University does not have the 
jurisdiction to implement those improvements. However, the University is willing to 
contribute its fair share as defined in Section 4.14 of the DEIR towards the identified 
intersection improvements. 

Seibert(1)-7 Section 4.12 of the EIR analyzes impacts to local schools. As shown in Table 4.12-1 on 
page 4.12-4, of the eight schools identified in proximity to UCR, four schools are at 
capacity, and four are below capacity, with a capacity for no more than 18 percent 
more students at any one school. Table 4.12-5 on page 4.12-14 shows the future 
campus-related school age students. There would be approximately 1,524 school-age 
students due to additional student families, faculty, and staff associated with the 
proposed project. School-age students of families living in family housing would be 
located on the West Campus. School districts can adjust boundaries to balance school 
enrollment. Therefore, based on the analysis presented in the DEIR, it does not appear 
that a decline in elementary school enrollment would occur or that it would affect 
neighborhood schools if it did. Please also refer to response Dawson-18. 
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Seibert(1)-8 This is not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIR, but is a comment alleging an off-
campus existing condition. Further, no evidence has been presented to support the 
assertion that expansion of other UC schools has turned neighborhoods into “ghettos.” 
To the contrary, the communities surrounding UC campuses are often among the most 
desirable neighborhoods in the community. 

Please also refer to response to Haskamp-5 and the topical response on Need for the 
2005 LRDP. 

Seibert(1)-9 Please refer to the topical response regarding Public Notice for a response to this 
document. The commentor was not listed on the mailing list provided to the Capital & 
Physical Planning Office for the first mail out. His name and that of four others were on 
a separate list and were included in the master list for subsequent mailings. All sign-ins 
including multiple names on one line were counted. 

Seibert(1)-10 Support for Alternative 4: Off-Site Alternative will be forwarded for consideration to 
the decision makers as part of the project approval process. As indicated under 
“Identification of the Environmentally Superior Alternative” on page 6-93 of the DEIR, 
none of the project alternatives aside from Alternative 1 would reduce significant and 
unavoidable impacts to less-than-significant levels, or would reduce significant and 
unavoidable impacts to a substantial degree less than the proposed project. Alternative 
4 would increase the severity and/or number of significant and unavoidable impacts 
when compared with the proposed project. Furthermore, as indicated under 
“Comparison of Ability of Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives” on page 6-90 of the 
DEIR, while the ability of Alternative 4 to meet the operational project objectives is 
equal, or comparable, to the proposed project, the ability of this alternative to meet the 
academic and physical project objectives would be less than the proposed project. 
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Response to Rueben Seibert ,  June 30,  2005(2)  

Seibert(2)-1 Please refer to response to Seibert(1)-6 for a discussion of impacts to intersections 
located off campus. 

Seibert(2)-2 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 
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Response to Sof ia  Sharpe,  May 20,  2005 

Sharpe-1 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 

Sharpe-2 The traffic analysis provided in Section 4.14 analyzes construction traffic effects under 
Impact 4.14-2 on page 4.14-61. Due to the number of construction projects and the 
potential for overlap of construction schedules, this impact is identified as significant 
and unavoidable. 

Sharpe-3 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues Associated with Lot 13 and 
Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 

Sharpe-4 This comment concerns funding for arts programs and does not raise an environmental 
issue. Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this 
comment. Parking is self supporting and special events do not reimburse parking for 
providing spaces for attendees; therefore, the attendees at special events pay the 
parking fee for use of the parking facilities. 

Sharpe-5 This comment is not directly related to any environmental issue that may be affected by 
the LRDP or on the adequacy of the DEIR, but discusses an existing building operations 
condition. Although not a comment on the EIR under CEQA, UCR provides the 
following information: The campus does not air condition facilities at night or on 
weekends or during the summer if the facility is not being used. The issue commented 
on—blasting air conditioning in the theater—is part of the standard strategy to cool the 
theater down substantially before a performance in order to keep up with hot air 
impacts once the audience is seated. If the theater was not pre cooled, once an audience 
is seated, the air conditioning units would not be able to keep up with the added heat 
source and the auditorium would become uncomfortably hot for the audience and 
performers.
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Response to Sharon Snedden,  June 10,  2005 

Snedden-1 The traffic study is dated March 2004. Traffic counts were completed in May and June 
2001 and reconfirmed in 2003. These counts occurred while the spring quarter was in 
session, and are representative of overall traffic patterns around the campus. The traffic 
study includes an analysis of future no-project and future with LRDP conditions. This 
analysis is intended to include background (local and regional) traffic growth, and as 
such captures additional traffic growth that has occurred since to completion of the 
traffic study and current conditions. 

With regards to the comment on multi-level parking structures, please refer to the 
topical response on Environmental Issues associated with Lot 13 for a response to this 
comment.

Snedden-2 Proposed campus improvements are intended primarily to accommodate future campus 
growth. As such, aesthetic improvements to portions of the campus are not the 
objective or intent of the LRDP, and these types of changes could occur, separate from 
the LRDP process. However, future plans include screening of the Physical Plant 
(Corporate Yard) facility, and this is currently in the design process. 
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Response to Maire  Wang,  May 11,  2005 

Wang-1 Impacts on medical services are considered less than significant. This comment 
concerns the possibility of building a university hospital and does not raise an 
environmental issue requiring further response. However, the 2005 UCR LRDP does 
not anticipate a full scale university hospital. If one were to be proposed in the future, 
it, most likely, as well as any supporting uses, will require an LRDP (if located at a 
geographically separate site from the campus) or an LRDP amendment, and 
environmental analysis. At this time, the Campus is investigating a Health Care 
Initiative (HCI) that is exploring the many facets of such a program and its impacts to 
the campus and the community. It is unknown at this time what the final 
recommendations will be or if, when or how they could or would be implemented. At 
this time, the HCI is speculation and thus not discussed in the 2005 LRDP DEIR. 
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C.4 RESPONSES TO VERBAL COMMENTS 

Following are the University’s responses to verbal comments received at public hearings. 
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C.4.1 Response to the First Public Hearing, May 19, 2005 

J i l l  Johnson-Young 

PH(1)-1 All development considered in the 2005 LRDP is proposed to take place within existing 
campus boundaries. As shown in Figure 3-6, the LRDP proposes uses only within the 
existing campus boundary and proposes no expansion of the campus boundary. The 
proposed LRDP development will not “take over” the neighborhood. Eminent domain 
is not being considered as part of this project.  

PH(1)-2 The EIR provides an analysis of noise issues in section 4.10 of the Draft EIR. The EIR 
provides an analysis of traffic issues in section 4.14 of the EIR. 

PH(1)-3 Please refer to Section 4.14 of the Draft EIR regarding traffic and transportation and 
the response to Gable-4, for a discussion of the EIR analysis on population and housing, 
and Section 4.11 Population and Housing in the DEIR for additional information. 

PH(1)-4 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please also refer to 
the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 

PH(1)-5 Please refer to response to PH(1)-4. 

PH(1)-6 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please also refer to 
the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a response to 
this comment. 

PH(1)-7 Please refer to response to PH(1)-6. 

PH(1)-8 Please refer to response to PH(1)-6. 

PH(1)-9 Please refer to response to PH(1)-6. 

PH(1)-10 Please refer to response to PH(1)-6. 

PH(1)-11 Planning Strategies Conservation 1 and Conservation 2, listed on page 3-14 of the EIR, 
include provisions for protection of mature trees where feasible. Replacement housing 
would be multi-story structures most likely two to four stories high, and would include 
landscape open space and play areas for students and their families. Further, residential 
dwellings located in multi-story structures do not indicate a poorer quality of life than 
lower density structures. 

Wil l iam Hahn 

PH(1)-12 Please see specific responses below in PH(1)-13. 
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PH(1)-13 The comment states that the EIR analysis is based on growth figures for the City of 
Riverside in its entirety. The growth figures that reflect the increase in campus 
population associated with the 2005 UCR LRDP are presented in Table 3-1 on page 3-
16 and subsequently referred to throughout the EIR. Growth figures that reflect 
regional traffic increases, which are included in the future traffic projections, are 
described on page 4-1 of the traffic study, Appendix H to the EIR. Growth information 
on the City of Riverside is presented in Section 4.11.2 (Existing Conditions) to provide 
a context for campus growth. In addition, based on the available housing vacancy 
information based on zip code data, the average vacancy rate for the two zip codes in 
the immediate vicinity of UCR (92506 and 92507) was 4.8 percent in 2000, which is 
slightly greater than the City’s average vacancy rate of 4.6 percent in 2000 shown in 
Table 4.11-9 of the Draft EIR. Therefore, the City’s average vacancy rate would be 
considered a more conservative vacancy rate than that of the immediately adjacent zip 
codes.

PH(1)-14 The traffic study indicates that 80 percent of the existing off-campus population resides 
within the City of Riverside, not the zip code 92507 area and includes the on-campus 
student residents. It does not conclude that 80 percent of future student growth would 
reside within this zip code, as the comment implies. Please refer to response to PH(1)-
13, above, and Gable-4 for a discussion of projected off-campus student housing 
demand in the City of Riverside. 

PH(1)-15 UCR believes the EIR adequately addresses all concerns. As stated in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15204(a), the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably 
feasible in light of factors such as the geographic scope of the project, the magnitude of 
the project, and the severity of the likely environmental impacts. 

PH(1)-16 Please refer to response to PH(1)-13 and PH(1)-14. 

Steven Hough 

PH(1)-17 Please refer to responses to PH-1 through PH-11. 

PH(1)-18 The land use map for the 2005 LRDP identifies proposed uses for the East Campus and 
the West Campus north of Martin Luther King Boulevard (MLK). The proposed land 
uses include housing, parking, recreational and academic uses and several open space 
categories. A forty-acre parcel at the northeast corner of the intersection of MLK and 
Chicago Avenue as well as the fields south of MLK will remain in the Agricultural 
Teaching and Research Field land use. 

PH(1)-19 The Campus is not proposing to use any powers of eminent domain. Please refer to 
response to PH(1)-1. 
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PH(1)-20 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

PH(1)-21 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Mark Michaels  

PH(1)-22 This comment contains general information and is not a direct comment on the content 
or adequacy of the EIR. The property in question is outside of the campus boundaries 
and under the jurisdiction of the city or county of Riverside. The Campus has no 
jurisdiction over private development outside of the campus boundaries and is not 
proposing housing identified in this comment. 

PH(1)-23 Please refer to PH (1)-22 for a response to this comment. The project discussed is a 
separate project unrelated to the LRDP. However, cumulative impacts from this 
project were discussed in the UCR LRDP DEIR. 

PH(1)-24 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues Associated with Lot 13 for 
a response to this comment. 

PH(1)-25 The property in question is outside of the campus boundaries and under the jurisdiction 
of the city of Riverside. The Campus has no jurisdiction over private development 
outside the campus boundaries and is not proposing the development identified in the 
comment.

Kathleen Seibert  

PH(1)-26 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

PH(1)-27 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

PH(1)-28 Please refer to response to Dobry-2 for a response to this comment. 

PH(1)-29 Please refer to Phillips-15 for a response to this comment. 

Ruebin Seibert  

PH(1)-30 Comment noted. 

PH(1)-31 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

PH(1)-32 No evidence is presented to support claims regarding neighborhood issues at other 
University campuses. The university is not aware of evidence of these claims and thus 
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no further response is possible. Please refer to response to Gable-4 and the topical 
response to Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues as well as Siebert-8 for 
responses to this comment. For a discussion of the University’s economic contribution 
to the area, refer to response to Haskamp-5. 

PH(1)-33 Please refer to response to CR(1)-6. 

Anthony Posada 

PH(1)-34 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please also refer to 
the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues. 

PH(1)-35 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Kevin Dawson 

PH(1)-36 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

PH(1)-37 Please refer to response to MacPherson-18 for a response to this comment. 

PH(1)-38 The “Commuter” category in Table 3.5 includes students, staff and faculty who 
“commute” to the campus. Since housing is not provided for staff or faculty on campus, 
all staff and faculty are commuters. 

PH(1)-39 Pages 4.1-14 through 4.1-16 of the DEIR discusses lighting of Campus buildings and 
parking lots and states: “Along Valencia Hill Drive, views of the campus and across the 
campus (to Mt. Rubidoux on clear days) are generally available.” This statement is not 
intended to indicate that views to Mt. Rubidoux are available from every residence 
along Valencia Hill Drive. Rather, it provides a characterization of the general 
viewshed, which includes views of Mt. Rubidoux, depending on the viewer’s vantage 
point. Views from the area immediately surrounding the campus vary, depending upon 
the location, the topography and the adjacent on-campus land uses. As such, specific 
projects proposed under the LRDP will undergo a project-specific environmental 
analysis that will include an evaluation of potential loss of views. 

PH(1)-40 The landscape buffer along Valencia Hill Drive will be installed when development 
takes place in the northeast corner of the campus. The area is currently characterized by 
bare dirt and occasional weeds. Please refer to Dobry-2 and MacPherson-17 for 
additional information.  

PH(1)-41 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Drew Potts  

PH(1)-42 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

PH(1)-43 Several private property owners in the vicinity of the UCR campus are working with 
the City of Riverside to develop student apartment housing in the University 
Avenue/Iowa Avenue area. For the most part, they have conferred with campus 
Housing on amenities conducive to students, and are or may be connected to the 
campus Ethernet (on line computer connection) system. However, all of the private 
development projects must go through the City of Riverside planning process, and are 
under the jurisdiction of the City, not the University. 

PH(1)-44 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(1)-45 Water use associated with the proposed project is addressed in Section 4.15 Utilities. 
Impact 4.15-2 on page 4.15-16 discusses future water demands of the campus, and 
available supply. A Water Supply Assessment was completed for the proposed project 
(included as Appendix I to the EIR) and addressed the adequacy of the City of 
Riverside’s water supplies over the LRDP planning horizon. As discussed under Impact 
4.15-2, total projected water supplies are adequate to meet projected water demands 
from the proposed project. The Campus has been in the past and will continue to be in 
the future committed to conserving water on the campus through water efficient 
landscape, materials and maintenance as well as within buildings with low water 
requiring fixtures and practices such as not serving water in dining establishments 
unless asked (refer to PP 4.15-1(b), (c), and (d) on page 4.15-15 and 4.16-16 of the 
EIR).

PH(1)-46 Electricity is addressed in Section 4.15 Utilities, under Impacts 4.15-8 and 4.15-10 on 
pages 4.15-25 and 4.15-27. As discussed in those sections of the document, adequate 
electrical supply would be provided. Further, as discussed under Impact 4.15-10, the 
Campus would be required to adhere to the conservation requirements of Title 24 of 
the California Code of Regulations and comply with the current University Policy on 
Sustainability, which requires more energy efficiency than Title 24, as well as any 
future conservation goals or programs enacted by the University of California. 
Compliance with these measures reduce electricity consumption rates. 

PH(1)-47 Refer to topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues. The City 
Noise Ordinance includes restrictions on noise levels, including 45 dBA in residential 
areas from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. Further, the City’s Loud Party Ordinance subjects parties 
that pose a threat to the public peace, health, safety or general welfare or constitutes a 
nuisance, to warning, citation and penalty fees. For additional information please refer 
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to topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for additional 
information on UCR Policing. 

PH(1)-48 Code enforcement in off-campus areas adjacent to the University is the responsibility of 
the City of Riverside. Please also refer to topical response on Off-Campus Housing and 
Associated Issues. 

PH(1)-49 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 
University Village is a private development. The Campus leases space there for 
administrative offices, a bookstore and has daytime theater use as classroom lecture 
halls. Campus transit provides shuttles between University Village and the East 
Campus. Traffic issues are discussed in section 4.14 of the Draft EIR.  

Cathy Gratz  

PH(1)-50 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(1)-51 Refer to response PH(1)-1. As shown in Figure 3-6, the LRDP proposes uses only 
within the existing campus boundary and proposes no expansion of the campus 
boundary. Please refer to response to Chandler-2 for a discussion of SB 521 and the 
proposed project. 

Georgia  Lee Magee 

PH(1)-52 A community website has been developed in response to neighborhood concerns. The 
web address is www.community.ucr.edu. Phone numbers and additional information is 
listed on the community page to identify responsible individuals to assist neighbors with 
campus issues. For those without computer access, please call the Office of 
Governmental and Community Relations at (951) 827-5184. 

Let i t ia  Pepper  

PH(1)-53 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

PH(1)-54 Please refer to response to Mowry-4. 

PH(1)-55 Please refer to Pepper(6)-6 for a response to this comment. 

PH(1)-56 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion.  

PH(1)-57 This comment does not raise any environmental issues requiring a response. The 
Campus is not proposing to take any homes by eminent domain. 
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Tom Al len 

PH(1)-58 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

PH(1)-59 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Mary White  

PH(1)-60 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(1)-61 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Peter  Benavidez 

PH(1)-62 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

PH(1)-63 Please refer to response to Pacheco-6 for a response to this comment. 

PH(1)-64 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. The three minute rule was imposed at both public hearings 
in order to assure that all who wished to speak were able to do so. Repeat speakers 
were allowed an additional three minutes as long as no new speakers came forward. 

Nanette  Prat in i  

PH(1)-65 Comments on the Watkins House will be forwarded for consideration to the decision 
makers as part of the project approval process. Please note that demolition of this 
structure will be subject to its own separate environmental review. Please refer to 
Choweller-2, Feliciano-2, and Feliciano-3 for additional response to this comment. 

El izabeth Lawlor  

PH(1)-66 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Len Nunney 

PH(1)-67 An entrance to the East Campus from Martin Luther King Boulevard was considered in 
the 1990 LRDP. Current Caltrans plans have no connection from MLK to the East 
Campus, only on- and off-ramps on the northeast side of the freeway below grade. 
Access to the East Campus will remain in the current configuration; via the Canyon 
Crest under crossing to West Campus Drive. Please refer to the topical response on 
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Environmental Issues associated with Lot 13 and Figure 20 in the LRDP (Proposed 
Major Parking Locations) for additional responses to this comment. 

PH(1)-68 Please refer to response to Snedden-1 for a discussion of the dates of the traffic study. 

Wendy Eads  

PH(1)-69 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Richard MacPherson 

PH(1)-70 Please refer to response to MacPherson-26 for a discussion of public input. 

PH(1)-71 Please refer to response to MacPherson-17 for a discussion of the adequacy of the 
buffer on Valencia Hill Drive. 

PH(1)-72 The Riverside Sports Complex, a joint-use facility for the City of Riverside and UCR, is 
located at the southeast corner of Rustin Avenue and Blaine Street. Vine Street is 
located several miles to the west on the west side of the 91 Freeway. The Sports 
Complex lighting was designed using technology current at that time, which has been 
improved upon. New technology allows lights to be directed with little or no spillover 
into adjacent uses. Please refer to response to Dobry-2 for additional information to 
this comment. 

PH(1)-73 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues associated with Lot 13 and 
topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 

PH(1)-74 Comment noted. Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response 
to this comment and response to MacPherson-18 for a discussion of why Valencia Hill 
Drive was not counted in the Traffic Study. 

PH(1)-75 Comment noted. 

Robert  Dobry 

PH(1)-76 Please refer to response to Dobry-1. 

PH(1)-77 Please refer to response to Dobry-3. 

Kevin Dawson 

PH(1)-78 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing as Associated Issues for 
information about UCR Policing. 

PH(1)-79 The University of California, Riverside allows construction on campus during 
weekends only as necessary to limit conflicts with the operation of the campus, or to 
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enable projects to stay on schedule. When contractors are working on campus during 
weekends, an Inspector from the UCR Office of Design & Construction is on site to 
monitor activities and assure compliance with the rules, regulations and contract 
specifications governing the project, including those dealing with dust control during 
windy periods. During the time period that the commentor refers to, there were many 
off-campus construction sites active in the area, and the campus was experiencing 
problems with illegal dumping on the undeveloped area at the southwest corner of 
Watkins Drive and Valencia Hill Drive. The Campus placed concrete barriers, notified 
other campus units of the issue, and eventually curtailed the problem of illegal dumping 
on the site. 

PH(1)-80 Major construction projects on the campus have signs posted which list the name of the 
University (campus) Representative in the Office of Design & Construction for the 
project. In addition, the name of the contractor and/or construction management firm 
is listed. These individuals are reachable through the UCR Office of Design & 
Construction, Monday through Friday at (951) 827-4201, when the construction sites 
are in operation. If weekend construction is necessary, a UCR Inspector is on site. 
Please refer to PH(1)-52. 

Twenty-four-hour-a-day, seven-day-a-week contact for problem situations, both with 
construction activities or for issues with off-campus students is available through the 
non-emergency UCR Police Department number, 951-827-5222. They have the ability 
to contact any needed campus personnel. A process has been developed and 
implemented for notification of the appropriate staff to respond to situations that arise 
and are reported. Additional phone numbers are listed on the UCR & Community web 
site at www.community.ucr.edu. 

PH(1)-81 The comment provides narrative or general information and is not a comment on the 
content or adequacy of the EIR. The current residence hall student population is 
comprised of about 80 percent freshman (available to all who wanted to live in the 
dorms—the remaining 20 percent of the freshman chose to live off campus) and 
20 percent returning students. Following State law, alcohol is not permitted in the 
residence halls as almost all of the residents are under 21 years of age. 

Part of the residence hall program is to instruct students on their community 
responsibilities. Whether students continue to live in the residence halls, in one of the 
on-campus apartments, in one of many off-campus apartments, or in other 
communities, the majority are responsible adults and do not disturb the community in 
which they live. When violation of policies and guidelines regarding student behavior 
come to the attention of the University, the University responds with a process that 
extends due process to all involved and where appropriate with educational 
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interventions or disciplinary action. Please refer to topical response on Off-Campus 
Housing and Associated Uses for additional information. 

Chris  Ur ibe 

PH(1)-82 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(1)-83 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(1)-84 The City Noise Ordinance includes restrictions on noise levels, including 45 dBA in 
residential areas from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. Further, the City’s Loud Party Ordinance 
subjects parties that pose a threat to the public peace, health, safety or general welfare 
or constitutes a nuisance, to warning, citation and penalty fees. Please refer to the 
topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for additional 
information on UCR policing. 

Steven Hough 

PH(1)-85 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 

Unknown (community  members)  

PH(1)-86 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

PH(1)-87 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

Ninfa Delgado 

PH(1)-88 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and Document Availability for a 
response to this comment. 

All comments submitted regarding the adequacy of the DEIR during the public review 
period are addressed in the Final EIR. Comments directed to community issues not 
addressed in the Final EIR will be addressed in subsequent community meetings and on 
the “UCR & Community” website found at www.community.ucr.edu. 

Enno Kloefkern 

PH(1)-89 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues associated with Lot 13 for 
a response to this comment. 
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PH(1)-90 The Campus is currently developing a bicycle plan which will include, but not limited 
to, a map, bike lanes, signage and bike corrals. Please refer to the bicycle section of the 
LRDP (Page 94 and Figure 21) and the DEIR (Page 4.14-13). 

PH(1)-91 The UCR Police Department is notified by various units on campus when major events 
are scheduled. There are occasional impromptu events that take place on campus, 
usually small in nature, that the Police Department would not be aware of. The non-
emergency phone number (951) 827-5222 should be used to report threats to the 
public peace, health or safety or general welfare. The City Noise Ordinance includes 
restrictions on noise levels, including 45 dBA in residential areas from 10 p.m. to 7 
a.m. Further, the City’s Loud Party Ordinance subjects parties that pose a threat to the 
public peace, health, safety or general welfare or constitutes a nuisance, to warning, 
citation and penalty fees. 

PH(1)-92 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(1)-93 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues associated with Lot 13, F. 
Gable-8 and Hahn(1)-4 for responses to this comment. 

Mary Baker  

PH(1)-94 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

PH(1)-95 Parking Structures have not been built because the Campus has chosen to expand 
surface parking lots, and parking demand has not exceeded the capacity of the existing 
surface parking lots. Parking structures will be built when parking demand exceeds the 
parking supply of surface lots, or when greater parking convenience relative to the 
campus core is needed. 

Barbara Seibert  

PH(1)-96 Please refer to response Seibert-7, which discusses effects on neighborhood schools. 

Sof ia  Sharpe 

PH(1)-97 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 

PH(1)-98 Comment noted. 

PH(1)-99 As a general rule campus facilities are not air conditioned or heated when the building 
is not in use. In some areas, special uses and/or research require a lower temperature, 
and the temperature is controlled to meet those special needs. Please refer to response 
to Sharpe-5 for additional information. 
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PH(1)-100 Comment noted. 

Margaret  Johnson 

PH(1)-101 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(1)-102 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(1)-103 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(1)-104 This is not a comment on the content or adequacy of the EIR. The following is 
provided for informational purposes. The University has a “third party development 
agreement” with two private developers who have built, at their expense, apartment 
type student housing at Stonehaven and International Village on campus land. The 
developers receive rent monies to pay for their investment, the Campus conducts 
community life programs within the housing and the housing residents must abide by 
campus housing rules. The development agreements have term limits at which time the 
housing reverts to the University. The Campus does not intend to use eminent domain 
to acquire any land, and the 2005 LRDP identifies future campus development that will 
take place only within existing campus boundaries.

 As the University seeks to meet its student housing needs, there are several options for 
housing delivery: 1) the University could build housing on University land, 2) the 
University could lease land to a third party developer to build housing for the students 
to occupy, or 3) the University could lease privately built housing on private land for 
students to occupy. UCR has provided housing using the first two options (the privately 
built housing projects on UCR land are International Village and Stoneheaven). The 
University-owned land is tax exempt. If UCR enters into an exclusive lease on privately 
built housing on private land, that land and those improvements would become exempt 
from property taxes.  

PH(1)-105 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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C.4.2 Response to the Second Public Hearing, June 11, 2005 

Mary Hahn 

PH(2)-1 Please refer to response to Dumaine(1)-2 for a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-2 Please refer to responses to Dumaine(1)-2 and Seibert(1)-7 for a response to this 
comment. Further, Janet Dixon, the Director of Planning for the Riverside Unified 
School District, was contacted on October 4, 2005 regarding the commentor’s 
statement that Highland Elementary School may be closing. Per Ms. Dixon, this 
statement is false and unfounded. 

PH(2)-3 Impacts associated with noise and traffic have been addressed in the 2005 LRDP EIR. 
As indicated in Impact 4.10-5 of the DEIR, the increased local traffic volumes resulting 
from implementation of the 2005 LRDP would not cause a substantial permanent 
increase at on- or off-campus locations. In addition, as indicated in Impact 4.10-6 of the 
DEIR, the noise levels associated with new stationary sources at the campus from 
implementation of the 2005 LRDP would also be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level upon implementation of the relevant 2005 LRDP Planning Strategies and Program 
and Practice. In terms of traffic impacts, the 2005 LRDP EIR determined that the 
additional vehicular trips associated with implementation of the 2005 LRDP would 
increase traffic volumes and degrade intersection levels of service and this would take 
place either with or without LRDP implementation, resulting in a significant and 
unavoidable impact. Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and 
Associated Issues for additional information. 

PH(2)-4 Please refer to response to Gable-4 for a response to this comment. 

Chery l  Dumaine 

PH(2)-5 The Campus is committed to a housing goal which would provide on-campus housing 
for 50 percent of the student population. The “Strategic Plan for Housing” developed 
by the campus serves as a progressive implementation plan to achieve the goal of 
housing 50 percent of the student population on campus. Please refer to response to 
Hahn(1)-4 for a discussion of parking structures. 

PH(2)-6 Please refer to response to PH(2)-5, immediately above. 

Ruebin Seibert  

PH(2)-7 Please refer to response to Seibert-2 for a response to this comment.  

PH(2)-8 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 
As discussed in that response, mitigation measures MM 4.14-10(a) and (b) address off-
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campus parking impacts by creating permit areas in collaboration with the residents and 
the City of Riverside which has jurisdiction over City streets and parking issues. 

PH(2)-9 Please refer to response to Dumaine(1)-9 for a discussion of litter on City streets. 

PH(2)-10 Please refer to response to Seibert-6 for a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-11 Please refer to response to Maynard-7 and Topical Response on the Need for the LRDP 
for responses to this comment. 

PH(2)-12 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Let i t ia  Pepper  

PH(2)-13 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. 

PH(2)-14 Please refer to responses to Pepper(14)-6 for a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-15 Please refer to response to Pepper(14)-6 for a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-16 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Alex Lowry 

PH(2)-17 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental issues associated with of Lot 13 
for a response to this comment. The exact height of the parking structure at Lot 13 has 
not been determined, although it is anticipated that this structure will be more than one 
story.

PH(2)-18 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-19 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 
As discussed in that response, mitigation measures MM 4.14-10(a) and (b) address off-
campus parking impacts by creating permit areas in collaboration with the residents and 
the City of Riverside who has jurisdiction over City streets and parking issues. 
Kenwood is a public street that allows parking on both sides of the street. Please refer 
to response to Dumaine(1)-9 for a discussion of litter on City streets. Please refer to 
the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a response to the 
student conduct issues raised. 

PH(2)-20 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 
As discussed in that response, mitigation measures MM 4.14-10(a) and (b) address off-
campus parking impacts by creating permit areas in collaboration with the residents and 
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the City of Riverside who has jurisdiction over City streets and parking issues. The 
Campus has no jurisdiction over cars parked off of UCR property. Code enforcement 
officers and parking control representatives from the City have been authorized to 
enforce on-street parking violations in the University neighborhood starting in August. 

PH(2)-21 Please refer to response to Pepper(13)-5 regarding potential socio-economic issues. 

PH(2)-22 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. Most UCR students are over 18 years old and as such are 
legal adults, and are not comparable to underage students. 

Jean Diaz 

PH(2)-23 To the extent this comment raises issues concerning notice, please refer to the topical 
response on Public Notice and EIR Availability. The remainder of this comment 
contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is not a direct 
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-24 To the extent this comment raises issues concerning notice, please refer to the topical 
response on Public Notice and EIR Availability. The remainder of this comment 
contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is not a direct 
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-25 To the extent this comment raises issues concerning notice, please refer to the topical 
response on Public Notice and EIR Availability. The remainder of this comment 
contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is not a direct 
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-26 Please refer to response to Gable-4. As discussed in that response, UCR’s goal to house 
50 percent of students on campus would limit the increase in the off-campus 
population. With 50 percent housed on Campus, the off-campus student population is 
not expected to increase. 

PH(2)-27 The Campus does not believe that the LRDP infringes on any individual’s rights. This 
comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is not a 
direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Merial  Everett  

PH(2)-28 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

PH(2)-29 Please refer to response to Mowry-4. Please also refer to the topical response on Public 
Notice and EIR Availability for a response to this comment. 
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PH(2)-30 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Vikki  Roberts  

PH(2)-31 The proposed project would not result in the relocation of existing residents and no 
such relocation is proposed. The Campus is committed to a housing goal which would 
provide on-campus housing for 50 percent of the student population. All development 
considered in the 2005 LRDP is proposed to take place within existing campus 
boundaries. As shown in Figure 3-6, the LRDP proposes uses only within the existing 
campus boundary and proposes no expansion of the campus boundary. 

PH(2)-32 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. 

PH(2)-33 Please refer to response to PH(2)-31. In addition, CEQA does not address potential 
economic impacts with no associated environmental effects. The analysis in the EIR is 
limited to those socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct change on the 
physical environment (per CEQA Guidelines §15131). 

Bob Mart in  

PH(2)-34 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. 

PH(2)-35 The second public hearing was provided in response to the requests from the public for 
additional opportunity for verbal comments. 

PH(2)-36 Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to this 
comment. All development considered in the 2005 LRDP is proposed to take place 
within existing campus boundaries. 

PH(2)-37 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. Please refer to response to Pepper(13)-5 regarding potential 
socio-economic issues. 

PH(2)-38 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 
As discussed in that response, mitigation measures MM 4.14-10(a) and (b) address off-
campus parking impacts by creating permit areas in collaboration with the residents and 
the City of Riverside which has jurisdiction over City streets and off-campus parking 
issues.

PH(2)-39 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 
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PH(2)-40 Please refer to response to Chandler-2 for a discussion of SB 521 and the proposed 
project.

PH(2)-41 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. 

Barbara Gale  

PH(2)-42 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. 

PH(2)-43 The input received during the scoping period were considered during preparation of 
the Draft EIR, and letters received are included in the Draft EIR as part of Appendix A. 
Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues associated with Lot 13 and 
Dobry-2 for a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-44 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues associated with Lot 13 for 
a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-45 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Daphne Fairbairn 

PH(2)-46 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment will 
be forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as part of the project approval 
process. 

Ken Wickizer  

PH(2)-47 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-48 As discussed in Chapter 1 (Introduction) of the DEIR, the purpose of the 2005 LRDP is 
to serve as a physical development and land use plan for the campus, providing policy 
guidance similar to a City general plan. The 2005 LRDP identifies program goals to be 
achieved during the planning horizon, estimates the net new building space required to 
achieve these goals, articulates land use policies and environmental strategies to guide 
the physical development process, and suggests potential future uses of campus land. 
The LRDP is not an implementation plan, and adoption of the LRDP does not 
constitute a commitment to any specific project, construction schedule, or funding 
priority.

LRDP Planning Strategy Campus and Community 20 calls for the Campus to work 
with the City to evaluate the conversion of University Avenue from Iowa Avenue to the 
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I-215/SR-60 freeway from an auto emphasis street to a biking, pedestrian, transit 
street with localized auto access. This Planning Strategy is one of UCR’s effort to 
develop a greater connection and interaction with its neighboring community. The 
2005 LRDP EIR is a program-level EIR that evaluates the effects of implementation of 
the entire LRDP. If University Avenue were to be reduced to two lanes, that project 
would require its own project-specific analysis, which would identify future traffic flow 
patterns resulting from the change. Further, University Avenue is under the jurisdiction 
of the City, and the City would serve as the lead agency for this potential future 
project.

PH(2)-49 Impact 4.14-10 of the DEIR acknowledges that parking permits would likely become 
more expensive and less convenient and/or appealing for some members of the campus 
population due to the restriction on permit availability, permit mobility, and 
implementation of differential permit pricing. In turn, unrestricted “free” parking in 
areas adjacent to the campus may become more attractive to some members of the 
campus population. However, mitigation measures MM 4.14-10(a) and (b) address off-
campus parking impacts by creating permit areas in collaboration with the residents and 
the City of Riverside which has jurisdiction over City streets and parking issues. 

PH(2)-50 The purpose of the 2005 LRDP is to serve as a physical development and land use plan 
for the campus, providing policy guidance similar to a City general plan. As such, the 
potential locations where new parking structures “could” be developed are listed, 
although the possibility exists that not all of these structures would be developed. 
Because the 2005 LRDP EIR, as a program-level analysis, is necessarily general, future 
individual projects may require more detailed environmental analyses, such as the 
development of these new parking structures. Because specific details including 
building footprint, building height, setbacks, and building finishes are unknown at this 
time for these proposed parking structures, a detailed analysis under the 2005 LRDP 
EIR is not currently feasible and would be speculative. As explained in Section 1.3 of 
the DEIR, UCR will determine whether additional environmental review is required 
when future projects are proposed. As required by Section 15168(c) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, subsequent projects would be examined in light of the 2005 LRDP EIR, 
which is a Program EIR. 

PH(2)-51 Please refer to the topical response on Environmental Issues associated with Lot 13 for 
a response to this comment. It should be noted that existing and future CO emissions 
fall well within the existing federal and State limits. 

PH(2)-52 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Harry Johnson 

PH(2)-53 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-54 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-55 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. 

Ed Ecc leston 

PH(2)-56 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. UCR considers 
itself an integral part of the Riverside community and is committed to a beneficial long-
term relationship with the Riverside community. 

PH(2)-57 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. The University of California is the lead agency for the proposed 
project, since it would occur on the Riverside campus. The lead agency is responsible 
for soliciting public input on the LRDP and associated EIR, which was completed as 
discussed in the topical response on public noticing. The City Council considered the 
Draft EIR, which is a support document to the LRDP, as an information item on June 
7, 2005. 

PH(2)-58 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please refer to the 
topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues, especially in reference 
to the requirements of the Riverside Municipal Code (RMC Section 16.10.020K). 

PH(2)-59 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Beth Braker  

PH(2)-60 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-61 Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to this 
comment.

PH(2)-62 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. This comment incorrectly asserts that the 2005 LRDP EIR provides 
UCR an exemption from the process of pubic participation and removes public 
participation from all future development. One of the purposes of the 2005 LRDP EIR 
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is to inform the general public, the local community, responsible and interested public 
agencies, and The Regents of the nature of the LRDP, its possible environmental 
effects, possible measures to mitigate those effects, and alternatives to the proposed 
LRDP. As discussed in Chapter 1 (Introduction) of the DEIR, the purpose of the 2005 
LRDP is to serve as a physical development and land use plan for the campus, providing 
policy guidance similar to a City general plan. 

The LRDP is not an implementation plan, and adoption of the LRDP does not 
constitute a commitment to any specific project, construction schedule, or funding 
priority. The 2005 LRDP EIR is a program level CEQA document. Project-specific 
CEQA documentation to analyze potential impacts and identify appropriate mitigation 
measures is undertaken at the time that future, specific projects are proposed. As 
explained in Section 1.3 of the DEIR, UCR will determine whether additional 
environmental review is required when future projects are proposed. All such 
subsequent documents shall go through the standard CEQA public review process, as 
delineated in the State CEQA Guidelines. As required by Section 15168(c) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, subsequent projects would be examined in light of the 2005 LRDP 
EIR to determine whether the potential environmental effects of these projects were 
adequately addressed in this EIR, and whether any additional mitigation measures are 
required. If the analysis in this Program EIR is determined sufficient and no additional 
mitigation measures are required, then no additional environmental review would be 
required. If however, a future project would have effects that were not adequately 
addressed, or were not examined, in the 2005 LRDP EIR, subsequent environmental 
documentation would be prepared, consistent with Sections 15162 through 15164 of 
the CEQA Guidelines. The 2005 LRDP EIR satisfies the requirements of CEQA 
(Public Resources Code, Sections 21000–21178), the CEQA Guidelines (California 
Code of Regulations, Title 4, Chapter 14, Sections 15000–15387), and the University 
of California Guidelines for the Implementation of CEQA. 

PH(2)-63 Please refer to response to PH(2)-62 for a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-64 The intent of this comment is unclear, as the LRDP and LRDP EIR do not contain 
specific “elements,” as referenced in this comment. Mayor’s night rotates monthly on a 
schedule determined by the Mayor’s office to each of the City’s 26 neighborhoods. The 
occurrence of one in a neighborhood adjacent to UCR at this time was coincidental. 
The two schedules were set independently of each other. 

Ramona Bat i s ta  

PH(2)-65 The original date of the close of the public comment period was June 13, 2005. CEQA 
requires a 45-day comment period, during which time the public has the opportunity to 
comment on the DEIR. The public comment period began April 28, 2005. For this 
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reason, June 13 was initially set as the close of the comment period. Due to public 
input received, the comment period was extended to July 28, 2005. 

PH(2)-66 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability and the 
topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues or a response to this 
comment. The proposed project would not result in the relocation of existing 
residents. The Campus is committed to a housing goal which would provide on-campus 
housing for 50 percent of the student population. All development considered in the 
2005 LRDP is proposed to take place within existing campus boundaries. As shown in 
Figure 3-6, the LRDP proposes uses only within the existing campus boundary and 
proposes no expansion of the campus boundary. 

PH(2)-67 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. The comment related to cars driving in excess of the speed 
limit in residential streets is a law enforcement issue and not a comment on the content 
or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-68 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

PH(2)-69 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 
As discussed in that response, mitigation measures MM 4.14-10(a) and (b) address off-
campus parking impacts by creating permit areas in collaboration with the residents and 
the City of Riverside who has jurisdiction over City streets and parking issues. Please 
refer to response to Gable-6 for further discussion of parking issues identified in this 
comment. Further, Impact 4.12-4 on pages 4.12-15 through 4.12-16 addresses impacts 
to campus libraries, which are used as study lounges. The discussion notes that on-
campus library services would be expanded from the current four libraries, and impacts 
to libraries would be less than significant. 

PH(2)-70 Please refer to response to PH(2)-66 for a response to this comment. Further, the 
effect on property values is not an environmental issue, and there is no evidence that 
such an effect has or would occur as a result of the 2005 LRDP. The EIR analysis is 
limited to those socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct change on the 
physical environment (CEQA Guidelines §15131). Please refer to the topical response 
on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for additional information. 

Nanette  Prat in i  

PH(2)-71 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-72 Please refer to response to Mowry-4 and the topical response on Public Noticing and 
Document Availability. 
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PH(2)-73 The LRDP includes planning strategies to protect natural environments on campus as 
follows (refer to page 3-14 of the EIR): 

Conservation 1: Protect natural resources, including native habitat; remnant arroyos; 
and mature trees, identified as in good health as determined by a 
qualified arborist, to the extent feasible. 

Conservation 2: Site buildings and plan site development to minimize site disturbance, 
reduce erosion and sedimentation, reduce storm water runoff, and 
maintain existing landscapes, including healthy mature trees whenever 
possible. 

The campus provides approximately 300 of its 1,112 acres or approximately one-
quarter of its land base as open space or open space reserve. The impacts of additional 
traffic and parking demands resulting from the proposed 2005 LRDP is analyzed under 
Section 4.14 beginning on page 4.14-1of the EIR. This analysis includes mitigation 
measures 4.14-1(a) through 4.14-1(l) and 4.14-10(a) and (b) to address impacts from 
additional traffic and parking. 

PH(2)-74 Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to this 
comment.

Margaret  Johnson 

PH(2)-75 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-76 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-77 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-78 Please refer to response to PH(2)-66 for a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-79 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Dave Roddy 

PH(2)-80 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. 

PH(2)-81 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 
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PH(2)-82 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-83 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability for a response 
to this comment. As discussed in that response, measures were taken to announce 
when and where the second public hearing would occur, including ad displays, regular 
mailing, and emails. Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and 
Associated Issues, especially in reference to the requirements of the Riverside 
Municipal Code (RMC Section 16.10.020K). 

PH(2)-84 Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to this 
comment.

PH(2)-85 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. 

Wendy Eads  

PH(2)-86 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-87 Please refer to MacPherson-26 for a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-88 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-89 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-90 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Arlee Montalvo 

PH(2)-91 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-92 Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to this 
comment.

PH(2)-93 Please refer to response to F. Gable-4, which discusses alternative transportation. 

PH(2)-94 Comments on the placement of undergraduate and graduate housing will be forwarded 
for consideration to the decision makers as part of the project approval process. 

PH(2)-95 Please refer to response to FRH-11 for a response to this comment. 
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PH(2)-96 A pedestrian bridge is proposed over the freeway west of Hinderaker Hall in the 2005 
LRDP. Please refer to Dawson-30 for additional information. 

PH(2)-97 Comment noted. This and all comments will be forwarded for consideration to the 
decision makers as part of the project approval process. 

Bob Dobry 

PH(2)-98 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to issues raised on effects of students in the neighborhood. Please refer to the 
topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to the comment on use of 
netcentric solutions to enrollment issues. Suggestions will be forwarded for 
consideration to the decision makers as part of the project approval process 

PH(2)-99 Please refer to response to Dobry-1 and Dobry-2 for a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-100 Please refer to response to Dobry-3 and Dobry-4 for a response to this comment. 

Let ic ia  Pepper  

PH(2)-101 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. CEQA Section 
21091(d) requires that all comments on environmental issues are responded to as part 
of the Final EIR. 

PH(2)-102 The University does not have any plans nor has made any commitments to purchase 
private single family dwellings for use by students, as noted in this comment. 

PH(2)-103 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please refer to 
response to PH(2)-102 for additional information. The university does not anticipate 
“buying up” houses in the area surrounding UCR. Nor does the University anticipate or 
consider the use of eminent domain. 

PH(2)-104 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-105 GrandMarc housing is a private development located off campus, and the University has 
no jurisdiction over its policies. Table 3-3 on page 3-18 in the EIR identifies that the 
International Village and Stonehaven are both third-party developers on campus land. 
The LRDP, on page 73, identifies that UCR has been successful in the past and will 
continue to explore opportunities for partnerships with private developers to construct 
and manage student housing, with support from Campus Life as appropriate. The goal 
of housing 50 percent of students on campus is intended to provide these units on 
campus land. 
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PH(2)-106 Please refer to response to PH(2)-105 and Seibert-2 for a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-107 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion and is not 
a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-108 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. GrandMarc housing 
is a private development and the University has no jurisdiction over its policies. Space 
at GrandMarc and other private student housing projects is sold by the bed, rather than 
the apartment. The purpose of housing 50 percent of students on campus is to alleviate 
housing demand in the adjacent area and reduce the number of commuter students. 

PH(2)-109 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 
Please refer to response to Hahn(1)-4 for a discussion of parking structures. 

PH(2)-110 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 
As noted in that response, parking lot construction and maintenance (to include safety 
measures) on campus are supported by parking permit sales. No State money is used to 
support parking; it is self supporting. As such, parking fees collected do not go into the 
general fund. 

Paul  Chavez 

PH(2)-111 Please refer to response to CR(2)-2 for a response regarding shared facilities. 

PH(2)-112 Please refer to the topical response on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for a 
response to this comment. The proposed project would not result in the relocation of 
existing residents. All development considered in the 2005 LRDP is proposed to take 
place within existing campus boundaries. As shown in Figure 3-6, the LRDP proposes 
uses only within the existing campus boundary and proposes no expansion of the 
campus boundary. 

PH(2)-113 Please refer to response to CR-6 for a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-114 Please refer to responses to PH(2)-112 and Gable-4 for a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-115 Please refer to response to Mowry-4 for a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-116 Please refer to CR(2)-2 for a response regarding shared facilities. 

PH(2)-117 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Beth Baker  

PH(2)-118 As discussed in Section 1.2 in Chapter 1.0 (Introduction) of the DEIR, the 
determination that the University is the “lead agency” is made in accordance with 
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Sections 15051 and 15367 of the CEQA Guidelines, which define the lead agency as the 
public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a 
project. As the approval of the 2005 UCR LRDP would be dependent upon the 
decision by the Board of Regents of the University of California (The Regents), the 
University is the lead agency for the 2005 UCR LRDP. 

Margaret  Johnson 

PH(2)-119 If a project is located on private land, and the University leases it, the property owner 
maintains responsibility for the payment of taxes for the land. Having the University as 
a lessor does not exempt the property owner from paying taxes for a property used by 
the University. 

PH(2)-120 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Ei leen Walker  

PH(2)-121 Evening permits are available at a reduced rate and alternative transportation programs 
are available for bicycle riders. Please contact Transportation and Parking Services for 
further information. 

PH(2)-122 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment will 
be forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as part of the project approval 
process. 

Larry  Wi lk inson 

PH(2)-123 UCR wishes to express its sympathy for the prior injury of the commentor’s children. 
This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The vehicular 
speeds of student drivers off campus is not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIR, 
but is a comment alleging an off-campus existing condition. However, police patrols of 
the area through the UNET program include traffic safety patrols. 

PH(2)-124 Please refer to response to PH(2)-123, above. 

El izabeth Lawlor  

PH(2)-125 Comment noted. Please refer to specific responses below. 

PH(2)-126 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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PH(2)-127 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comments will be 
forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as part of the project approval 
process. 

PH(2)-128 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-129 Please refer to the topical response on Public Noticing and Document Availability and 
response to Mowry-4 for a response to this comment. 

Luz Negron 

PH(2)-130 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-131 The second public hearing is one of two opportunities for verbal comments. Written 
comments could be submitted until July 28, 2005. Written comments have the same 
value as verbal comments and all are all addressed in the Final EIR regardless as to how 
comments are submitted. 

PH(2)-132 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Kevin Dawson 

PH(2)-133 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-134 Please refer to the topical response on Parking Issues for a response to this comment. 

PH(2)-135 As discussed in Impact 4.1-1 in Section 4.1 (Aesthetics) of the DEIR, with 
implementation of the identified LRDP Planning Strategies and continued 
implementation of campus Programs and Practices, redevelopment of the Canyon 
Crest Family Student Housing complex or Bannockburn would not substantially 
degrade the visual character or quality at these locations.

PH(2)-136 Please refer to response to MacPherson-26 and Mowry-4, which provides information 
on how the community contributes to the EIR process. 

Robert  Melsh 

PH(2)-137 Please refer to the topical response on Public Notice and EIR Availability and 
PH(2)-136 for a response to this comment. Comments will be forwarded for 
consideration to the decision makers as part of the project approval process. 
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Wendy Eads  

PH(2)-138 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-139 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-140 Please refer to response to Choweller-2, Feliciano-2, and Feliciano-3 for a response to 
this comment. 

PH(2)-141 Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded for consideration to the decision 
makers as part of the project approval process. 

Tanya Humphery 

PH(2)-142 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-143 In accordance with CEQA, the 2005 LRDP EIR evaluated the effects of 
implementation of the entire LRDP, its possible environmental effects, possible 
measures to mitigate those effects, and alternatives to the proposed LRDP. Potential 
environmental impacts resulting from implementation of the 2005 LRDP have been 
identified as part of the EIR analysis, and where possible, feasible mitigation measures 
have been included to reduce or avoid the significant effects that have been identified in 
the EIR. 

In regards to biological habitats, Section 4.2 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR 
addressed the potential biological impacts that could occur from implementation of the 
2005 LRDP. As indicated in Impact 4.2-2, with implementation of the relevant 2005 
LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures, 
development occurring under the 2005 LRDP would not result in a substantial adverse 
effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community. In regards to open 
space, Impact 4.13-1 in Section 4.13 (Recreation) of the DEIR indicated that the 
proposed program for recreational facilities in the 2005 LRDP would result in a total of 
approximately 67.5 acres of athletic and recreational land uses and approximately 
169.4 acres of open space (on the East and West Campuses), for a total of 
approximately 236.9 acres of recreational and open space. With a projected campus 
population of approximately 35,540 students, faculty, staff and other individuals 
(including student families living on campus), this would represent a parkland-to-
persons ratio of approximately 7 acres per person, above the established 3 acres/1,000 
person ratio. In addition, recreational building space would increase by approximately 
371,731gsf, adding to the total area of active recreational space on the campus. 
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PH(2)-144 Section 4.3 Air Quality, on page 4.3-3 acknowledges the existing contaminants in the 
air basin: 

The entire Basin is designated as a federal-level nonattainment area for ozone, 
meaning that federal standards are not expected to be met for more than 17 
years, and a nonattainment area for CO, and PM10. It has recently improved from 
nonattainment to attainment with the federal standard for nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2)—a pure form of NOx. The Basin is a State-level nonattainment area for 
ozone, CO (Los Angeles County only), and PM10.

UCR is committed to promoting alternative transportation, as discussed in Section 4.14 
of the Draft EIR, and sustainable development. Please refer to 
http://www.ucop.edu/facil/pd/sustain.html for the UC’s policy on sustainability. 

PH(2)-145 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH(2)-146 Please refer to the topical response for off-campus housing and associated issues for a 
response to this comment, in particular student behavior. 

Arlee Montalvo 

PH(2)-147 Please refer to the topical responses on Off-Campus Housing and Associated Issues for 
a response to this comment. The Campus is committed to a housing goal which would 
provide on-campus housing for 50 percent of the student population. The “Strategic 
Plan for Housing” developed by the campus serves as a progressive implementation plan 
to achieve the goal of housing 50 percent of the student population on campus. The EIR 
analysis is limited to those socioeconomic issues that could result in a direct change on 
the physical environment (CEQA Guidelines §15131).

PH(2)-148 Suggestions on the location for student housing will be forwarded for consideration to 
the decision makers as part of the project approval process. 

PH(2)-149 Refer to response to Gable-2, which discusses the EIR analysis of land use 
compatibility. Undergraduate housing is located in proximity to the Undergraduate 
Academic Core on the east campus and in relationship to undergraduate support, such 
as the health center and student commons, graduate, and family housing, is located in 
proximity to the commercial support uses on Chicago and University Avenues and 
adjacent to the Professional and Graduates Academic Core. 

Ken Wickizer  

PH(2)-150 This comment contains narrative and general information or personal opinion, and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Bob Dobry 

PH(2)-151 Comment noted. As noted in this comment netcentric learning has some limitations. 
Support for this type of learning program will be forwarded for consideration to the 
decision makers as part of the project approval process. 

PH(2)-152 Please refer to the topical response on Need for the 2005 LRDP for a response to this 
comment.

Let ic ia  Pepper  

PH(2)-153 Comment noted. 

Wendy Eads  

PH(2)-154 Comment noted. 

Sharon Snedden 

PH(2)-155 Please refer to response to Snedden-2 for a discussion of aesthetic improvements on 
campus.
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Chapter D MITIGATION MONITORING AND 

REPORTING PROGRAM 

D.1 INTRODUCTION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the adoption of feasible mitigation measures 
to reduce the severity and magnitude of potentially significant environmental impacts associated with 
project development. The Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the 2005 Long Range 
Development Plan (2005 LRDP), SCH No. 2005041164, dated November 2005, recommends that The 
Regents of the University of California (The Regents) adopt a range of planning strategies, mitigation 
measures and continue campus programs and practices that will mitigate to the extent feasible the 
environmental effects that could result from the implementation of the 2005 LRDP. 

The mitigations include measures that are incorporated in the 2005 LRDP that must be undertaken 
during the development of future specific projects, or at regular time intervals to monitor and report on 
ongoing administrative actions or service levels, including adherence on campus-related vehicle trips and 
parking spaces. Monitoring of the implementation of adopted mitigation measures is required by Public 
Resources Code Section 21081.6. This document identifies planning strategies (PS), programs and 
practices (PPs), and mitigation measures (MMs) of the 2005 LRDP, and describes the process whereby 
the PSs, PPs, and MMs, and would be monitored following certification of the Final EIR and adoption of 
this Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) by The Regents. 

D.2 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

D.2.1 Roles and Responsibilities 

The Chancellor is ultimately responsible for the enforcement of all adopted planning strategies, programs 
and practices, and mitigation measures under jurisdiction of UC Riverside. The Administrative Vice 
Chancellor has responsibility for implementing this and other Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Programs adopted for subsequent project-specific Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs), and will report 
on an annual basis directly to the Chancellor regarding the status of their implementation. At the 
direction of the Administrative Vice Chancellor, Campus and Physical Planning will have overall 
responsibility for coordinating compliance, with many responsible units reporting compliance to them, 
as discussed below. 
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D.2.2 Mitigation Monitoring Procedures 

Categor ies

The PSs, PPs, and MMs included in this program are divided into three categories: (1) administrative 
measures related to ongoing campuswide operations (AM); (2) measures related to the implementation 
of specific projects (PS); and (3) measures related to the monitoring and maintenance of service levels 
(SL). Monitoring procedures vary depending on whether individual measures would be implemented by 
the responsible unit(s) at a specific time during project development, or at regular intervals for 
administrative actions and service levels. 

Administrative Measures.  Administrative measures to mitigate potential impacts of campus growth 
are monitored via annual consultation with and/or submittal of reports from the responsible unit(s). 
LRDP administrative measures include housing, transportation demand management, water and energy 
conservation, solid waste reduction, wastewater generation, hazardous materials management, and 
Disaster Response Plan and Business Plan updates. As program strategies or goals have already been 
established in most of these areas, monitoring would consist of describing the status of actions 
undertaken to implement these planning strategies, mitigations, programs and practices; progress made 
towards implementation; and future actions to be initiated. 

Specific Projects. Monitoring for specific projects would determine whether (1) LRDP academic, 
physical, and operational objectives, and other specific design issues were considered in the design 
development phase; (2) the required CEQA analysis considered project-specific environmental effects, 
incorporated relevant LRDP PSs, PPs, and MMs, and identified project-specific mitigation measures as 
required; (3) construction contracts include the specified provisions; and (4) project management 
mitigations were implemented during construction and landscaping of the project. Figure D-1 
(Monitoring Process for Project-Specific Mitigation Measures) presents a flow diagram of the project-
specific mitigation monitoring process. 

Service Levels. PSs, PPs, and MMs that relate to the maintenance of service levels are associated with 
the provision of adequate services (e.g., transit, police, fire) and maintenance of the transportation 
demand management program. Monitoring these service level PPs would provide for an ongoing 
assessment of the adequacy of services provided. Existing services specified in the 2005 LRDP Final EIR 
were determined to be adequate and established the baseline from which to assess future needs.

Respons ib le  Part ies  

Under the present administrative structure of the UC Riverside campus, the campus units listed below 
would be responsible for implementation of LRDP planning strategies, programs and practices, and 
mitigation measures, and report directly or indirectly to the Administrative Vice Chancellor. 
Compliance with most project-specific mitigation measures would remain the responsibility of Capital 
and Physical Planning, which reports on the monitoring and implementation of the planning strategies, 
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programs and practices, and mitigation measures included in this MMRP. However, it should be noted 
that Capital and Physical Planning would not actively implement such measures. 

AG OPS: Agricultural Operations  

HSG: Housing Services 

CPP: Capital & Physical Planning  

ODC: Office of Design & Construction 

DS: Dining Services  

PD: Police Department

EHS: Environmental Health and Safety  

PP: Physical Plant 

FS: Fleet Services  

TAPS: Transportation & Parking Services 

Mitigat ion Timing 

Generally, the following milestones are used to identify timing for implementation of each PS, MM or 
PP.

P: Implement during programming 

D: Incorporate into project-specific design 

E: Implement during environmental documentation (CEQA) 

C: Implement during construction of specific projects 

O: Implement as an ongoing campus practice 

Compl iance Act ion 

The following actions would be used to implement the required PSs, PPs, and MMs. The category of the 
relevant measure and implementation timing affects the compliance action necessary to implement each 
measure. The status of all PSs, PPs, and MMs would be documented in the annual report prepared by 
Capital and Physical Planning. Some measures would have more than one compliance action associated 
with it: 

AP: Administrative/planning activity 

CD: Incorporate into construction contract specifications 

ED: Environmental documentation 

FO: Field observation activity/inspection 
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Review Proposed Project 
Design Development 

Verify Consistency  
with LRDP EIR 
Mitigation Measures and
Programs / Practices 

Conduct Site-Specific 
Environmental Review 
per CEQA 

Incorporate Relevant 
Mitigation Measures and 
Programs and Practices 

from LRDP EIR 

Identify if Project-Specific 
Mitigation Measures are 
required 

Incorporate identified 
actions into Project 

Management Procedures 

Incorporate identified 
provisions into 
Construction Contract 
Documents 

Verify Implementation 
Mitigation Measures of 
Amend Mitigation 
Monitoring Program as 
appropriate 

Figure D-1 Monitoring Process for Project-Specific Mitigation Measures 
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D.2.3 Program Changes 

The University reserves the right to make amendments and/or substitutions of PSs and PPs if, in the 
exercise of discretion of the University, it is determined that the amended or substituted PS or PP will 
eliminate the potential for an environmental impact to at least the same degree as the original PS or PP 
and where the amendment or substitution would not result in a new significant impact on the 
environment which cannot be mitigated. 

The University reserves the right to make amendments and/or substitutions of MMs if, in the exercise of 
the discretion of the University, it is determined that the amended or substituted MM will mitigate the 
identified potential environmental impact to at least the same degree as the original MM, or would attain 
an adopted performance standard for mitigation, and where the amendment or substitution would not 
result in a new significant impact on the environment which cannot be mitigated. 

D.2.4 The Monitoring and Reporting Program 

The PSs, PPs, and MMs that are recommended to The Regents for adoption upon certification of the 
2005 LRDP Final EIR form the remainder of this document. The required planning strategies, programs 
and practices and mitigation measures are listed by impact area, with an identification of the campus unit 
or department responsible for implementation and determination of the type or timing of 
implementation for each mitigation measure and/or program and procedure. 

A report will be prepared annually by Capital and Physical Planning and filed with UCOP to describe the 
implementation status of 2005 LRDP EIR PSs, PPs and MMs, and which will be expanded as needed to 
describe implementation of both the 2005 LRDP and the project-specific mitigation measures adopted 
for subsequent projects. 
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Table D-1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures Category 

Responsible 

UCR Unit 

Mitigation 

Timing 

Compliance 

Action 

The following information serves as a key to the coding used for the category, responsible unit, mitigation timing, and compliance action: 

Responsible UCR Units

AG OPS: Agricultural Operations HSG: Housing Services 
CPP: Capital & Physical Planning ODC: Office of Design & Construction 
DS: Dining Services PD: Police Department  
EHS: Environmental Health and Safety PP: Physical Plant 
FS: Fleet Services TAPS: Transportation & Parking Services 

Mitigation Timing

P: Implement during programming 
D: Incorporate into project-specific design 
E: Implement during environmental documentation (CEQA) 
C: Implement during construction of specific projects 
O: Implement as an ongoing campus practice 

Compliance Action

AP: Administrative/Planning Activity 
CD: Incorporate into construction contract specifications 
ED: Environmental Documentation 
FO: Field observation activity/inspections 

Category

AM: Administrative Measure 
PS: Project Specific 
SL:  Service Level 

PS Land Use (1) Achieve academic core densities of 1.0 FAR or higher on both the East and West 
Campuses in order to achieve a balance of academic land area versus other required uses.

AM, PS CPP P AP 

PS Land Use (2) In order to achieve densities of 1.0 FAR, infill sites in the partially developed East 
Campus academic core and expand to the West Campus academic zone immediately adjacent to the 
I 215/SR 60 freeway, maintaining a compact and contiguous academic core.

AM CPP P AP 

PS Land Use (3) Maintain the teaching and research fields on the West Campus south of Martin 
Luther King Boulevard.

AM CPP P AP 

PS Land Use (4) Pursue a goal of housing 50 percent of student enrollment in on-campus or 
campus-controlled housing.

AM CPP, HSG  P AP 

PS Land Use (5) Remove existing family housing units on the East Campus, and provide 
replacement and additional units of family housing on the West Campus.

AM CPP, HSG  P AP 

PS Land Use (6) Provide expanded athletics and recreational facilities and fields on the East and 
West Campuses, adjacent to concentrations of student housing.

AM CPP P AP 

PS Land Use (7) Over time, relocate parking from central campus locations to the periphery of the 
academic core and replace surface parking with structures, where appropriate.

AM CPP, TAPS P AP 

PS Open Space (1) Protect the steep and natural hillsides on the southeast campus designated as a 
Natural Open Space Reserve, to protect wildlife habitat, provide a visual backdrop to the campus, 
and protect against erosion.

AM, PS CPP, ODC, 
PP

P, D, C, O AP, CD 
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Responsible 

UCR Unit 

Mitigation 

Timing 

Compliance 

Action 

PS Open Space (2) Within the Natural Open Space Reserve, no major facilities are allowed 
(except for sensitively sited utility projects), vehicular and pedestrian access will be limited, and native 
plant materials will be used, where needed, for erosion, screening, and restoration.

AM, PS CPP, ODC, 
PP

P. D. C. O AP, CD 

PS Open Space (3) In Naturalistic Open Space areas, where arroyos and other natural features 
exist, preserve wherever feasible, existing landforms, native plant materials, and trees. Where 
appropriate, restore habitat value.

AM, PS CPP, ODC, 
PP

P, D, C, O AP, CD 

PS Open Space (4) Provide landscaped buffers and setbacks along campus edges, such as Valencia 
Hills Drive and its extension south of Big Springs Road, Martin Luther King Boulevard, and the I 
215/SR 60 freeway.

AM CPP P AP 

PS Open Space (5) Retain the Carillon Mall as a major Campus Landmark Open Space, respecting 
its existing dominant width of approximately 200 feet throughout its length. Other named malls and 
walks will be 100 feet wide.

AM CPP P AP 

PS Open Space (6) Provide a new Campus Landmark Open Space on the West Campus, The 
Grove, to reflect the campus citrus heritage and provide a gathering/activity space.

AM CPP P AP 

PS Open Space (7) Provide neighborhood parks and tot lots in the family housing areas as 
neighborhood open space.

AM CPP P AP 

PS Campus & Community (1) Provide sensitive land use transitions and landscaped buffers 
where residential off-campus neighborhoods might experience noise or light from UCR activities.

AM CPP P AP 

PS Campus & Community (2) Encourage a “permeable” edge with the community where 
interaction is desirable, especially along University Avenue and in areas where a high proportion of 
students live in close proximity to the campus.

AM CPP P AP 

PS Campus & Community (3) Discourage vehicular traffic originating off campus from moving 
through the campus as a short cut.

AM, SL CPP, TAPS P, O AP 

PS Campus & Community (4) Provide strong connections within the campus and its edges to 
promote walking, bicycling, and transit use, rather than vehicular traffic.

AM, SL CPP, TAPS  P AP 

PS Campus & Community (5) Continue to improve campus signage and wayfinding to provide 
easy access for visitors and to discourage impacts in neighboring residential areas.

AM, PS, SL CPP, ODC, 
PP, TAPS

P, D, C, O AP, CD 

PS Campus & Community (6) Locate public-oriented uses, such as performance facilities, 
galleries and major sports venues, where they can easily be accessed and where they can contribute 
to the vitality and economic health of businesses along University Avenue.

AM CPP  P AP 
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Responsible 

UCR Unit 

Mitigation 

Timing 

Compliance 

Action 

PS Campus & Community (7) Work cooperatively with the City of Riverside to effect the 
redevelopment of University Avenue between the campus and Chicago Avenue as a high intensity 
mixed use district, with an abundance of campus/community service businesses and uses.

AM CPP P AP 

PS Campus & Community (8) Encourage the City to explore the opportunity for student 
housing in a mixed use configuration along University Avenue.

AM CPP O AP 

PS Campus & Community (9) Strongly encourage private developers to provide a variety of 
housing types that target both current and future needs of the overall community and the campus.

AM CPP O AP 

PS Campus & Community (10) Use City/UCR/RCC enhancement of Downtown cultural arts 
and entertainment resources and the campus need for off-campus housing as the foundation of 
revitalization program.

AM CPP O AP 

PS Campus & Community (11) Support the City in their coordination of Block Grant 
Redevelopment set-aside and other funds for the upgrading of Neighborhood Reinvestment Areas 
adjacent to University Avenue.

AM CPP O AP 

PS Campus & Community (12) Support the City in creating design guidelines for community, 
student, faculty, staff, and visitor housing along University Avenue that has a friendly street presence.

AM CPP O AP 

PS Campus & Community (13) Support the City in amending the Eastside Community Plan to 
update housing strategies and action plans for rehabilitation of existing housing stock and new 
construction. This should be done in conjunction with modification of the University Avenue Specific 
Plan.

AM CPP O AP 

PS Campus & Community (14) Support the City in creating a “town/gown square” at the 
southwest corner of the intersection of University and Chicago Avenues to provide retail and 
services for the community and campus.

AM CPP O AP 

PS Campus & Community (15) Support the City in developing design guidelines for mixed use 
housing and retail along University Avenue.

AM CPP O AP 

PS Campus & Community (16) Partner with the City to create a Riverside/UCR Entrepreneurial 
Program at the “town/gown square” related to minority business opportunities in the University 
Avenue and Hunter Business Park areas.

AM CPP O AP 

PS Campus & Community (17) Work with the City to link the open spaces of UCR, University 
Avenue, the Marketplace, and the Downtown with enhanced streetscape treatments for University 
to Market and from Market to Santa Fe Street along Mission Inn Avenue/7th Street.

AM CPP O AP 
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Responsible 

UCR Unit 

Mitigation 

Timing 

Compliance 

Action 

PS Campus & Community (18) Work with the City to link the open spaces of UCR with the 
Citywide Trail Network.

AM CPP, TAPS O AP 

PS Campus & Community (19) Work with the City to develop streetscape concepts with 
banners, lighting, street furniture, and public art that celebrates the linkages between the University 
and Downtown. Banners should highlight cultural and artistic events in Downtown and UCR when 
appropriate.

AM CPP O AP 

PS Campus & Community (20) Work with the City to evaluate the conversion of University 
Avenue from Iowa Avenue to the I-215/SR-60 freeway from an auto emphasis street to a biking, 
pedestrian, transit street with localized auto access. Consider Martin Luther King Boulevard/14th 
Street and Blaine/3rd Street as primary freeway connection streets.

AM CPP, TAPS O AP 

PS Campus & Community (21) Work with the City to emphasize University Avenue as the link 
between the UCR campus and Downtown rather than as the link to the freeways.

AM CPP, TAPS O AP 

PS Campus & Community (22) Work with the City to encourage bicycle and pedestrian use and 
safety, including minimizing the number of curb cuts for residential and retail improvements along 
University Avenue to Chicago Avenue and then to the Downtown.

AM CPP O AP 

PS Transportation (1) Develop an integrated multi-modal transportation plan to encourage 
walking, biking, and transit use.

AM, SL CPP, TAPS O AP 

PS Transportation (2) Expand shuttle or tram service connecting major parking lots and campus 
destinations, and linking the East and West Campuses. Coordinate this system with RTA routes and 
schedules.

SL CPP, TAPS O AP 

PS Transportation (3) Provide a continuous network of bicycle lanes and paths throughout the 
campus, connecting to off-campus bicycle routes.

AM CPP, TAPS P, O AP 

PS Transportation (4) Over time, limit general vehicular circulation in the central campus, but 
allow transit, service, and emergency vehicle access, and provide access for persons with mobility 
impairments.

AM, SL CPP, TAPS P, O AP 

PS Transportation (5) Provide bicycle parking at convenient locations. PS, SL CPP, ODC, 
TAPS

P, D, O AP, CD 

PS Transportation (6) Implement parking management measures that may include: 

Restricted permit availability 

Restricted permit mobility 

Differential permit pricing

AM TAPS O AP 
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Responsible 

UCR Unit 

Mitigation 

Timing 

Compliance 

Action 

PS Conservation (1) Protect natural resources, including native habitat; remnant arroyos; and 
mature trees, identified as in good health as determined by a qualified arborist, to the extent feasible.

AM, PS CPP, ODC P, D, E, C, 
O

AP, CD 

PS Conservation (2) Site buildings and plan site development to minimize site disturbance, reduce 
erosion and sedimentation, reduce storm water runoff, and maintain existing landscapes, including 
healthy mature trees whenever possible.

AM, PS CPP, ODC P, D, E, C, 
O

AP, CD 

PS Conservation (3) Continue with the increase in building densities on campus, particularly in 
academic zones, in order to preserve open space and conserve limited land resources and the 
agricultural fields.

AM CPP P AP 

PS Conservation (4) Preserve historic buildings to the extent feasible. PS CPP, ODC D, E, O CD 

PS Conservation (5) Continue to adhere to the conservation requirements of Title 24 of the 
California Code of Regulations and comply with any future conservation goals or programs enacted 
by the University of California

PS ODC, PP D, E, O CD 

PS Development Strategy (1) Establish a design review process to provide regular review of 
building and landscape development on campus.

AM CPP, ODC O AP 

PS Development Strategy (2) Review and update, as needed the Campus Design Guidelines and 
the Campus Landscape Design Guidelines to ensure conformity with LRDP Planning Strategies.

AM CPP, ODC O AP 

PS Development Strategy (3) Review other plans that may be prepared, such as district, sub-area 
plans, or transportation plans, for conformity with the goals and design intent of the 2005 LRDP.

AM CPP O AP 

AESTHETICS 

PP 4.1-1 The campus shall provide design architects with the Campus Design Guidelines and 
instructions to implement the guidelines, including those sections related to use of consistent scale 
and massing, compatible architectural style, complementary color palette, preservation of existing site 
features, and appropriate site and exterior lighting design. (This is identical to Land Use PP 4.9-1(a).)

PS CPP, ODC P, D AP 

PP 4.1-2(a) The campus shall continue to provide design architects with the Campus Landscape 
Master Plan and instructions to develop project-specific landscape plans that are consistent with the 
Master Plan with respect to the selection of plants, retention of existing trees, and use of water 
conserving plants, where feasible. (This is identical to Land Use PP 4.9-1(b).)

PS CPP, ODC P, D AP 

PP 4.1-2(b) The campus shall continue to relocate, where feasible, mature “specimen” trees that 
would be removed as a result of construction activities on the campus. (This is identical to Land Use 
PP 4.9-1(c).)

AM, PS ODC, PP P, D, E, O  AP, CD 
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Responsible 

UCR Unit 

Mitigation 
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Action 

PP 4.1-2(c) To reduce impacts to the Natural Open Space Reserve area: 

(i) If any construction is proposed within the Open Space Reserve, conduct surveys for threatened 
and endangered species at an appropriate time of year. If these species are located in this area, 
the site or sites shall be protected from damage by either protective fencing or some other 
means of restricting access. 

(ii) Landscaping around development areas adjacent to the Open Space Reserve shall emphasize 
native or historically significant plant material that provide wildlife value and a sensitive transition 
from developed areas to natural open spaces. A qualified native landscape specialist shall be 
retained to develop an appropriate native landscape plan for the development areas. 

(This is identical to Biological Resources PP 4.4-1(a) and Hydrology PP 4.8-3(a).)

PS ODC, PP D, E, C, O ED 

PP 4.1-2(d) To reduce disturbance of Natural and Naturalistic Open Space areas: 

(i) Unnecessary driving in sensitive or otherwise undisturbed areas shall be avoided. New roads or 
construction access roads would not be created where adequate access already exists. 

(ii) Removal of native shrub or brush shall be avoided, except where necessary. 

(iii) Drainages shall be avoided, except where required for construction. Limit activity to crossing 
drainages rather than using the lengths of drainage courses for access. 

(iv) Excess fill or construction waste shall not be dumped in washes. 

(v) Vehicles or other equipment shall not be parked in washes or other drainages. 

(vi) Overwatering shall be avoided in washes and other drainages. 

(vii) Wildlife including species such as fox, coyote, snakes, etc. shall not be harassed. Harassment 
includes shooting, throwing rocks, etc. 

(This is identical to Biological Resources PP 4.4-1(b) and Hydrology 4.8-3(b).)

AM, PS AG OPS, 
HSG, ODC, 
PP, TAPS 

D, E, C, O AP, CD, FO 

MM 4.1-3(a) Building materials shall be reviewed and approved as part of project-specific design and 
through approval of construction documents. Mirrored, reflective glass is prohibited on campus.

PS ODC D CD 

MM 4.1-3(b) All outdoor lighting on campus resulting from new development shall be directed to 
the specific location intended for illumination (e.g., roads, walkways, or recreation fields) to prevent 
stray light spillover onto adjacent residential areas. In addition, all fixtures on elevated light standards 
in parking lots, parking structures, and athletic fields shall be shielded to reduce glare. Lighting plans 
shall be reviewed and approved prior to project-specific design and construction document approval.

PS ODC, PP, 
TAPS

D, O AP, CD 
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Responsible 

UCR Unit 

Mitigation 

Timing 

Compliance 

Action 

MM 4.1-3(c) Ingress and egress from new parking areas shall be designed and situated so as to 
minimize the impact of vehicular headlights on adjacent uses. Walls, landscaping or other light 
barriers will be provided. Site plans shall be reviewed and approved as part of project-specific design 
and construction document approval.

PS ODC, TAPS D, O AP, CD 

AIR QUALITY 

PP 4.3-1 The campus shall continue to implement a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) 
program that meets or exceeds all trip reduction and Average Vehicle Riders requirements of the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The TSM program may be subject to 
modification as new technologies are developed or alternate program elements are found to be more 
effective. 

(This is identical to Traffic and Transportation PP 4.14-1.)

SL TAPS O AP 

PP 4.3-2(a) Construction contract specifications shall include the following: 

(i) Compliance with all SCAQMD rules and regulations 

(ii) Maintenance programs to assure vehicles remain in good operating condition 

(iii) Avoid unnecessary idling of construction vehicles and equipment 

(iv) Use of alternative fuel construction vehicles 

(v) Provision of electrical power to the site, to eliminate the need for on-site generators

PS ODC, PP C, O CD, FO 

PP 4.3-2(b) The campus shall continue to implement dust control measures consistent with South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403—Fugitive Dust during the construction 
phases of new project development. The following actions are currently recommended to implement 
Rule 403 and have been quantified by the SCAQMD as being able to reduce dust generation between 
30 and 85 percent depending on the source of the dust generation. The Campus shall implement 
these measures as necessary to reduce fugitive dust. Individual measures shall be specified in 
construction documents and require implementation by construction contractor: 

(i) Apply water and/or approved non-toxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturer’s 
specification to all inactive construction areas (previously graded areas that have been inactive 
for 10 or more days) 

(ii) Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible 

(iii) Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply approved chemical soil binders to exposed piles with 
5 percent or greater silt content 

(iv) Water active grading sites at least twice daily 

AM, PS, SL  ODC C, O AP, CD, FO 
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(v) Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 
25 miles per hour over a 30-minute period 

(vi) All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or should maintain 
at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum  

(vertical distance between top of the load and the top of the trailer), in accordance with Section 
23114 of the California Vehicle Code 

(vii) Sweep streets at the end of the day if visible soil material is carried over to adjacent roads 

(viii) Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or wash off 
trucks and any equipment leaving the site each trip 

(ix) Apply water three times daily or chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ 
specifications to all unpaved parking or staging areas or unpaved road surfaces 

(x) Post and enforce traffic speed limits of 15 miles per hour or less on all unpaved roads 

(This is identical to Geology PP 4.6-2(a) and Hydrology PP 4.8-3(c).)

PP 4.3-2(c) The campus shall continue to implement SCAQMD Rule 1403—Asbestos when 
demolishing existing buildings on the campus.

PS EHS, ODC, 
PP, EHS 

D, E, C, O CD, FO 

MM 4.3-2 Programs and Practices 4.3-2(a), (b), and (c), or their equivalent, shall be included in 
construction contract specifications. The contract specifications shall require the use of low NOx 
diesel fuel and construction equipment to the extent that it is readily available at the time of 
development.

PS ODC, PP D, C CD 

MM 4.3-3 To reduce energy consumption and areawide emission of criteria pollutants, the campus 
shall annually inspect and enforce an emissions reduction control strategy, which may include, where 
feasible, the following:

        

Design     

Use light-colored roof materials to reduce heat gain PS ODC, PP D CD 

Orient buildings to the north and include passive solar design features PS CPP, HSG, 
ODC, PP 

P, D, C AP, CD 

Increase building and attic insulation beyond Title 24 requirements PS ODC, PP D CD 

Provide electric vehicle charging systems at convenient location in campus parking facilities PS TAPS O AP 

Provide prominent website and/or kiosks displaying information about alternative transportation 
programs

SL TAPS O AP 
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Install electrical outlets outside buildings for the use of electric landscape maintenance equipment PS ODC, PP D, O AP, CD 

Operation     

Implement a subsidized vanpool program AM TAPS O AP 

Implement staggered or compressed work schedules to reduce vehicular traffic AM TAPS O AP 

Use alternative fuel shuttle buses to reduce intra-campus vehicle trips SL TAPS O AP 

Provide shuttle service to major off-campus activity centers and Metrolink station(s) SL TAPS O AP 

Aggressive expansion of the campus TDM program to achieve an AVR of 1.5 SL TAPS O AP 

Expand transit subsidies to encourage use of public transit AM TAPS O AP 

Implement incentives for telecommuting AM TAPS O AP 

Convert campus fleet to low emission, alternative fuel, and electric vehicles over time AM FS, PP, TAPS O AP 

Implement solar or low-emission water heaters AM, PS HSG, ODC, 
PP

P, D, C, O AP, CD 

Implement an educational program for faculty and staff and distribute information to students and 
visitors about air pollution problems and solutions 

AM EHS, TAPS O AP 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

PP 4.4-1(a) To reduce impacts to the Natural Open Space Reserve area: 

(i) If any construction is proposed within the Open Space Reserve, conduct surveys for threatened 
and endangered species at an appropriate time of year. If these species are located in this area, 
the site or sites shall be protected from damage by either protective fencing or some other 
means of restricting access. 

(ii) Landscaping around development areas adjacent to the Open Space Reserve shall emphasize 
native or historically significant plant material that provides wildlife value and a sensitive 
transition from developed areas to natural open spaces. A qualified native landscape specialist 
shall be retained to develop an appropriate native landscape plan for the development areas. 

(This is identical to Aesthetics PP 4.1-2(c) and Hydrology PP 4.8-3(a).)

PS ODC, PP D, E, C, O ED 
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PP 4.4-1(b) To reduce disturbance of Natural and Naturalistic Open Space areas: 

(i) Unnecessary driving in sensitive or otherwise undisturbed areas shall be avoided. New roads or 
construction access roads would not be created where adequate access already exists. 

(ii) Removal of native shrub or brush shall be avoided, except where necessary. 

(iii) Drainages shall be avoided, except where required for construction. Limit activity to crossing 
drainages rather than using the lengths of drainage courses for access. 

(iv) Excess fill or construction waste shall not be dumped in washes. 

(v) Vehicles or other equipment shall not be parked in washes or other drainages. 

(vi) Overwatering shall be avoided in washes and other drainages. 

(vii) Wildlife including species such as fox, coyote, snakes, etc. shall not be harassed. Harassment 
includes shooting, throwing rocks, etc. 

(This is identical to Aesthetics PP 4.1-2(d) and Hydrology 4.8-3(b).)

AM, PS AG OPS, 
HSG, ODC, 
PP, TAPS 

D, E, C, O AP, CD, FO 

PP 4.4-2(a) Impacts to riparian and wetland habitats shall be avoided, wherever feasible. If avoidance 
is not feasible, then the impacts will be evaluated as part of the Clean Water Act section 404 and 
California Fish and Game Code section 1602 permit application process. If mitigation is required, the 
University of California will develop and implement a resource mitigation program to be reviewed 
and approved by the ACOE and CDFG through the State and federal permit process. The permit 
shall mitigate the habitats such that they are consistent with the Clean Water Act and CDFG policy 
of “no net loss” of wetland. Furthermore, impacted wetlands and/or riparian vegetation that cannot 
be avoided would be replaced at a ratio approved by the ACOE and CDFG. If replacement within the 
area is not feasible, then an approved mitigation bank or other off-site area will be used. The 
revegetation of impacted areas or mitigation parcels will be performed by a qualified restoration 
specialist and shall be conducted only on sites where soils, hydrology, and microclimate conditions 
are suitable for riparian habitat. First priority will be given to areas that are adjacent to existing 
patches of native habitat.

AM, PS ODC, PP P, D, E, C, 
O

AP, CD, FO 
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PP 4.4-2(b) In compliance with NPDES, the campus would continue to implement Best Management 
Practices, as identified in the UCR Stormwater Management Plan (UCR 2003): 

(i) Public education and outreach on stormwater impacts 

(ii) Public involvement/participation 

(iii) Illicit discharge detection and elimination 

(iv) Pollution prevention/good housekeeping for facilities 

(v) Construction site stormwater runoff control 

(vi) Post-construction stormwater management in new development and redevelopment 

(This is identical to Geology and Soils PP 4.6-2(b) and Hydrology PP 4.8-3(d).)

AM, PS, SL DS, EHS, 
HSG, ODC, 
PP

C, O AP, CD, FO 

MM 4.4-1(a) To ensure that potential impacts to special status plant and wildlife species that are 
known to occur within the Natural and Naturalistic areas of the campus or have a moderate or 
greater potential to occur (refer to Tables 4.4-1 and 4.4-2) are reduced to less than significant levels, 
the campus shall conduct surveys for special-status species prior to disturbance of areas or habitat 
that are known to support the species. The University shall conduct surveys of the area(s) in 
accordance with applicable protocols or guidelines developed by the CDFG and/or USFWS, as 
applicable.

PS ODC, PP D, E, C, O ED 

MM 4.4-1(b) If surveys determine that special-status plant or animal species are present, the 
following measures shall be implemented: 

(i) Vegetation: If sensitive plant species or habitats are observed and would be impacted by project-
related activities, a qualified botanist shall develop a species or habitats-specific replacement plan. 
This plan shall include elements to limit project impacts such as the relocation of individual 
specimens, the collection of seeds and replanting, or the preservation and movement of topsoil 
that contains the seed bank. If replacement within the project area is not feasible, then an 
approved mitigation bank shall be used. For either case, on-site or off-site revegetation, a 
mitigation monitoring plan shall be prepared and approved by the CDFG prior to start of 
construction. 

(ii) Wildlife: If special status wildlife is found within areas of proposed construction and avoidance is 
not feasible, the campus will consult with the appropriate agencies, obtain any necessary State or 
federal permits, and prepare a mitigation plan for those special-status species that would be 
impacted. The mitigation plan would be subject to the approval of applicable State and/or federal 
agencies, and may include measures such as the relocation of the affected species, protection of 
other on-campus habitat where the plant or animal is known to occur, or site preparation and 
revegetation to create suitable habitat.

PS ODC, PP E ED 
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MM 4.4-3(a) When habitat that could be regulated by the Clean Water Act (Section 404) would be 
impacted, either directly or indirectly, the University shall perform a jurisdictional and/or wetland 
delineation to assess the extent of the jurisdictional area(s).

PS ODC, PP D, E  ED 

MM 4.4-3(b) If wetland or riparian habitat would be removed as a result of project development, 
the University shall restore or enhance wetland or riparian habitat as required by the applicable State 
and/or federal resource agencies.

PS ODC, PP D, E ED 

MM 4.4-3(c) Any proposal for wetland creation or enhancement (pursuant to MM 4.4-3(b) above) 
will be based upon the completion of soils, hydrologic and other studies confirming the feasibility of 
the creation or enhancement proposal and shall include United States Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE)–approved measures intended to promote occupancy by special status and other wetland-
dependent species (e.g., plantings, collection of topsoil and inoculation of target areas).

PS ODC, PP D, E ED 

MM 4.4-4(a) Prior to the onset of construction activities that would result in the removal of mature 
trees that would occur between March and mid-August, surveys for nesting special status avian 
species and raptors shall be conducted on the affected portion of the campus following USFWS 
and/or CDFG guidelines. If no active avian nests are identified on or within 250 feet of the 
construction site, no further mitigation is necessary.

PS ODC, PP D, E, C  ED 

MM 4.4-4(b) If active nests for avian species of concern or raptor nests are found within the 
construction footprint or a 250-foot buffer zone, exterior construction activities shall be delayed 
within the construction footprint and buffer zone until the young have fledged or appropriate 
mitigation measures responding to the specific situation have been developed and implemented in 
consultation with USFWS and CDFG.

PS ODC, PP D, E, C CD 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

PP 4.5-2 If any project is proposed that would require or result in the relocation or demolition of a 
historic structure, the campus shall prepare a project-specific CEQA analysis, pursuant to 
Section 15064.5 et seq. of the CEQA Guidelines.

PS ODC D, E ED 

PP 4.5-3 If construction would occur within the southeast hills or within the portion of the West 
Campus north of Martin Luther King Boulevard, a surface field survey shall be conducted in 
conjunction with a project specific environmental analysis in accordance with CEQA. Depending on 
the results of the survey, the following measures shall be implemented: 

a. If no evidence of surface archaeological resources is discovered, or if development would occur 
in areas not designated as sensitive for archaeological resources: 

› Prior to site preparation or grading activities, construction personnel shall be informed of 
the potential for encountering unique archaeological resources and taught how to identify 

PS AG OPS, 
ODC, PP 

D, E, C, O ED, CD 
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these resources if encountered. This shall include the provision of written materials to 
familiarize personnel with the range of resources that might be expected, the type of 
activities that may result in impacts, and the legal framework of cultural resources 
protection. Construction specifications shall require that all construction personnel shall 
be instructed to stop work in the vicinity of a potential discovery until a qualified, non-
University archaeologist assesses the significance of the find and implements appropriate 
measures to protect or scientifically remove the find. Construction personnel shall also 
be informed that unauthorized collection of archaeological resources is prohibited. 

› The campus shall require the site project contractor to report any evidence of 
archaeological resources unearthed during development excavation to the campus. 

› The archaeologist shall then be present during the grading and shall have the authority to 
halt disturbance of any archaeological resources long enough to assess the situation, 
conduct testing, and implement mitigation measures that would reduce impacts in 
accordance with Section 21083.2 of CEQA. 

b. If any evidence of archaeological materials is discovered on the surface during field survey, then: 

› A qualified archaeologist shall prepare a recovery plan for the resources. 

› An archaeologist shall also be present during grading and shall have the authority to halt 
disturbance of any archaeological resources long enough to assess the situation, conduct 
testing, and implement mitigation measures that would reduce impacts in accordance with 
Section 21083.2 of CEQA.

PP 4.5-4 Construction specifications shall require that if a paleontological resource is uncovered 
during construction activities: 

(i) A qualified paleontologist shall determine the significance of the find. 

(ii) The campus shall make an effort to preserve the find intact through feasible project design 
measures. 

(iii) If it cannot be preserved intact, then the University shall retain a qualified non-University 
paleontologist to design and implement a treatment plan to document and evaluate the data 
and/or preserve appropriate scientific samples. 

(iv) The paleontologist shall prepare a report of the results of the study, following accepted 
professional practice. 

(v) Copies of the report shall be submitted to the University and the Riverside County Museum.

PS ODC, PP C  CD 
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PP 4.5-5 In the event of the discovery of a burial, human bone, or suspected human bone, all 
excavation or grading in the vicinity of the find shall halt immediately and the area of the find shall be 
protected and the University immediately shall notify the Riverside County Coroner of the find and 
comply with the provisions of P.R.C. Section 5097 with respect to Native American involvement, 
burial treatment, and re-burial, if necessary.

PS ODC, PP C CD 

MM 4.5-1(a) Before altering or otherwise affecting a building or structure 50 years old or older, the 
campus shall retain a qualified architectural historian to evaluate the potential significance of the 
building, using the significance criteria set forth for historic resources under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5. The evaluation process shall include the development of appropriate historical 
background research as context for the assessment of the significance of the structure in the history 
of the University system, the campus, and the region. For historic buildings, structures, or features 
that do not meet the CEQA criteria for historical resource, no further mitigation is required and the 
impact is less than significant.

PS CPP, ODC, 
PP

P, D, E  ED 

MM 4.5-1(b) The University shall follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of 
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing 
Historic Buildings (Weeks and Grimmer 1995) or the State Historical Building Code, as appropriate 
when making modifications to historic structures eligible for NRHP or CRHR listing.

PS CPP, ODC, 
PP

P, D, E ED 

MM 4.5-2(a) For any proposal to demolish a structure or building that has been determined by a 
qualified architectural historian to qualify as an historical resource and where it has been determined 
that avoidance is not feasible, documentation and treatment shall be carried out as described below: 

(i) If preservation and reuse at the site are not feasible, the historical building shall be documented 
as described in item (ii) and, when physically and financially feasible, be moved and preserved or 
reused.

(ii) If a significant historic building or structure is proposed to be demolished, the campus shall 
ensure that a qualified architectural historian thoroughly documents the building and associated 
landscaping and setting. Documentation shall include still and video photography and a written 
documentary record of the building to the standards of the Historic American Building Survey 
(HABS) or Historic American Engineering Record (HAER), including accurate scaled mapping, 
architectural descriptions, and scaled architectural plans, if available. A copy of the record shall 
be deposited with the University archives, Rivera Library Special Collections. The record shall be 
accompanied by a report containing site-specific history and appropriate contextual information. 
This information shall be gathered through site specific and comparative archival research, and 
oral history collection as appropriate.

PS ODC, PP D, E ED 
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

PP 4.6-1(a) During project-specific building design, a site-specific geotechnical study shall be 
conducted under the direct supervision of a California Registered Engineering Geologist or licensed 
geotechnical engineer to assess seismic, geological, soil, and groundwater conditions at each 
construction site and develop recommendations to prevent or abate any identified hazards. The study 
shall follow applicable recommendations of CDMG Special Publication 117 and shall include, but not 
necessarily be limited to 

Determination of the locations of any suspected fault traces and anticipated ground acceleration at 
the building site

Potential for displacement caused by seismically induced shaking, fault/ground surface rupture, 
liquefaction, differential soil settlement, expansive and compressible soils, landsliding, or other 
earth movements or soil constraints

Evaluation of depth to groundwater 

The structural engineer shall incorporate the recommendations made by the geotechnical report 
when designing building foundations.

PS ODC P, D, E CD 

PP 4.6-1(b) The campus shall continue to implement its current seismic upgrade program. PS ODC D CD 

PP 4.6-1(c) The campus will continue to fully comply with the University of California’s Policy for 
Seismic Safety, as amended. The intent of this policy is to ensure that the design and construction of 
new buildings and other facilities shall, as a minimum, comply with seismic provisions of California 
Code of Regulations, Title 24, California Administrative Code, the California State Building Code, or 
local seismic requirements, whichever requirements are most stringent.

PS ODC P, D CD 
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PP 4.6-2(a) The campus shall continue to implement dust control measures consistent with 
SCAQMD Rule 403—Fugitive Dust during the construction phases of new project development. The 
following actions are currently recommended to implement Rule 403 and have been quantified by the 
SCAQMD as being able to reduce dust generation between 30 and 85 percent depending on the 
source of the dust generation. The Campus shall implement these measures as necessary to reduce 
fugitive dust. Individual measures shall be specified in construction documents and require 
implementation by construction contractor: 

(i) Apply water and/or approved nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturer’s 
specification to all inactive construction areas (previously graded areas that have been inactive 
for 10 or more days) 

(ii) Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible 

(iii) Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply approved chemical soil binders to exposed piles with 
5 percent or greater silt content 

(iv) Water active grading sites at least twice daily 

(v) Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 
25 miles per hour over a 30-minute period 

(vi) All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or should maintain 
at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical distance between top of the load and the 
top of the trailer), in accordance with Section 23114 of the California Vehicle Code 

(vii) Sweep streets at the end of the day if visible soil material is carried over to adjacent roads 

(viii) Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or wash off 
trucks and any equipment leaving the site each trip 

(ix) Apply water three times daily or chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ 
specifications to all unpaved parking or staging areas or unpaved road surfaces 

(x) Post and enforce traffic speed limits of 15 miles per hour or less on all unpaved roads 

(This is identical to Air Quality PP 4.3-2(b) and Hydrology PP 4.8-3(c).)

AM, PS, SL EHS C, O AP, CD, FO 
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PP 4.6-2(b) In compliance with National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), the 
campus would continue to implement Best Management Practices, as identified in the UCR 
Stormwater Management Plan (UCR 2003): 

(i) Public education and outreach on stormwater impacts 

(ii) Public involvement/participation 

(iii) Illicit discharge detection and elimination 

(iv) Pollution prevention/good housekeeping for facilities 

(v) Construction site stormwater runoff control 

(vi) Post-construction stormwater management in new development and redevelopment 

(This is identical to Biological Resources PP 4.4-2(b) and Hydrology PP 4.8-3(d).)

AM, PS, SL EHS C, O AP, CD, FO 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

PP 4.7-1 The campus shall continue to implement the current (or equivalent) health and safety plans, 
programs, and practices related to the use, storage, disposal, or transportation of hazardous 
materials, including, but not necessarily limited to, the Business Plan, the Broadscope Radioactive 
Materials License, and the following programs: Biosafety, Emergency Management, Environmental 
Health, Hazardous Materials, Industrial Hygiene and Safety, Laboratory/Research Safety, Radiation 
Safety, and Integrated Waste Management. These programs may be subject to modification as more 
stringent standards are developed or if the programs are replaced by other programs that 
incorporate similar health and safety protection measures.

AM, SL EHS C, O AP, FO 

PP 4.7-2 The campus shall perform hazardous materials surveys on buildings and soils, if applicable, 
prior to demolition. When remediation is deemed necessary, surveys shall identify all potential 
hazardous materials within the structure to be demolished, and identify handling and disposal 
practices. The campus shall follow the practices during building demolition to ensure construction 
worker and public safety.

PS EHS, ODC P, D, E, C, 
O

CD, FO 

PP 4.7-3 The campus will inform employees and students of hazardous materials minimization 
strategies applicable to research, maintenance, and instructional activities, and require the 
implementation of these strategies where feasible. Strategies include but are not limited to the 
following: 

(i) Maintenance of online database by EH&S of available surplus chemicals retrieved from 
laboratories to minimize ordering or new chemicals. 

(ii) Shifting from chemical usage to micro techniques as standard practice for instruction and 
research, as better technology becomes available

SL EHS O AP, FO 
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PP 4.7-4 Prior to demolition of structures on the campus or new construction on former 
agricultural teaching and research fields, the campus shall complete a Phase I environmental site 
assessment to determine the potential for soil or groundwater contamination on a project site. If the 
assessment determines that a substantial potential for contamination exists on the site, the campus 
shall develop and implement an appropriate testing and, if needed, develop a remediation strategy 
prior to demolition or construction activities. 

If contaminated soil and/or groundwater is encountered during the removal of on-site debris or 
during excavation and/or grading activities 

(i) The construction contractor(s) shall stop work and immediately inform EH&S. 

(ii) An on-site assessment shall be conducted to determine if the discovered materials pose a 
significant risk to the public or construction workers. 

(iii) If the materials are determined to pose such a risk, a remediation plan shall be prepared and 
submitted to EH&S to comply with all federal and State regulations necessary to clean and/or 
remove the contaminated soil and/or groundwater. 

(iv) Soil remediation methods could include, but are not necessarily limited to, excavation and on-
site treatment, excavation and off-site treatment or disposal, and/or treatment without 
excavation.

(v) Remediation alternatives for cleanup of contaminated groundwater could include, but are not 
necessarily limited to, on-site treatment, extraction and off-site treatment, and/or disposal. 

(vi) The construction schedule shall be modified or delayed to ensure that construction will not 
inhibit remediation activities and will not expose the public or construction workers to 
significant risks associated with hazardous conditions.

PS AG. OPS, 
EHS, ODC, 
PP

P, D, E, C, 
O

ED

PP 4.7-7(a) To the extent feasible, the campus shall maintain at least one unobstructed lane in both 
directions on campus roadways. At any time only a single lane is available, the campus shall provide a 
temporary traffic signal, signal carriers (i.e., flagpersons), or other appropriate traffic controls to allow 
travel in both directions. If construction activities require the complete closure of a roadway 
segment, the campus shall provide appropriate signage indicating alternative routes. 

(This is identical to Transportation and Traffic PP 4.14-5.)

PS, SL ODC, PP, 
TAPS

O, C CD, FO 

PP 4.7-7(b) To maintain adequate access for emergency vehicles when construction projects would 
result in roadway closures, the Office of Design and Construction shall consult with the UCPD, 
EH&S, and the RFD to disclose roadway closures and identify alternative travel routes. 

(This is identical to Transportation and Traffic PP 4.14-8.)

PS, SL ODC, PP O, C CD, FO 
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MM 4.7-4 Prior to development on former agricultural lands, appropriate soil testing shall be 
performed to determine whether chemical residue is present from prior activities in amounts that 
would pose health hazards to construction workers and/or occupants of new buildings. If 
contamination is determined to be present, PP 4.7-4 shall be implemented.

PS AG OPS, 
ODC, PP 

P, D, E ED 

MM 4.7-7(a) Evacuation zones designated in the UCR Emergency Operations Plan will be avoided, 
to the extent feasible, when siting construction staging areas. Where evacuation zones cannot be 
avoided, alternative evacuation zones shall be identified. UCPD and the Riverside Fire Department 
shall be notified of alternative evacuation zones so that they can respond accordingly to any 
emergencies.

PS EHS, ODC D, C CD 

MM 4.7-7(b) The campus Emergency Operations Plan shall be reviewed on an annual basis and 
updated as appropriate to account for new on-campus development, which may require changes to 
the plan, such as revised locations for Campus Evacuation Zones.

AM EHS O AP 

MM 4.7-8(a) Provide landscaping around development areas adjacent to preserved open space that 
emphasizes native or traditional plant material where appropriate and provides a transition to 
developed areas in a manner that minimizes dense vegetation immediately adjacent to structural 
development. Landscaping shall be shown on building plans, and plans shall be reviewed and approved 
for conformance with this measure prior to project design approval and project-specific construction 
documents.

PS ODC, PP D CD 

MM 4.7-8(b) Implement annual fuel management procedures to maintain a firebreak between the 
undeveloped areas and structures.

AM EHS O AP, FO 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

PP 4.8-1 The campus will continue to comply with all applicable water quality requirements 
established by the SARWQCB. 

(This is identical to Utilities PP 4.15-5.)

AM AG OPS, 
CPP, ODC, 
PP

D, C, O AP, FO 
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PP 4.8-2(a) To further reduce the campus’ impact on domestic water resources, to the extent 
feasible, UCR will:  

(i) Install hot water recirculation devices (to reduce water waste)  

(ii) Continue to require all new construction to comply with applicable State laws requiring water-
efficient plumbing fixtures, including but not limited to the Health and Safety Code and Title 24, 
California Code of Regulations, Part 5 (California Plumbing Code) 

(iii) Retrofit existing plumbing fixtures that do not meet current standards on a phased basis over 
time 

(iv) Install recovery systems for losses attributable to existing and proposed steam- and chilled-water 
systems over time 

(v) Prohibit using water as a means of cleaning impervious surfaces 

(vi) Install water-efficient irrigation equipment to reduce local evaporation rates to maximize water 
savings for landscaping and retrofit existing systems over time 

(This is identical to Utilities PP 4.15-1(b).) 

AM, PS ODC, PP D, O AP, CD, FO 

PP 4.8-2(b) The campus shall promptly detect and repair leaks in water and irrigation pipes. 

(This is identical to Utilities PP 4.15-1(c).)

SL AG OPS, 
HSG, PP, 
TAPS

O AP, FO 

PP 4.8-2(c) The campus shall avoid serving water at food service facilities except upon request. 

(This is identical to Utilities PP 4.15-1(d).)

SL  DS O AP, FO 

PP 4.8-3(a) To reduce impacts to the Natural Open Space Reserve area: 

(i) If any construction is proposed within the Open Space Reserve, conduct surveys for threatened 
and endangered species at an appropriate time of year. If these species are located in this area, 
the site or sites shall be protected from damage by either protective fencing or some other 
means of restricting access. 

(ii) Landscaping around development areas adjacent to the Open Space Reserve shall emphasize 
native or historically significant plant material that provides wildlife value and a sensitive 
transition from developed areas to Natural open spaces. A qualified native landscape specialist 
shall be retained to develop an appropriate native landscape plan for the development areas. 

(This is identical to Biological Resources PP 4.4-1(a) and Aesthetics PP 4.1-2(c).)

PS ODC, PP D, E, C, O ED 
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PP 4.8-3(b) To reduce disturbance of Natural and Naturalistic Open Space areas: 

(i) Unnecessary driving in sensitive or otherwise undisturbed areas shall be avoided. New roads or 
construction access roads would not be created where adequate access already exists. 

(ii) Removal of native shrub or brush shall be avoided, except where necessary. 

(iii) Drainages shall be avoided, except where required for construction. Limit activity to crossing 
drainages rather than using the lengths of drainage courses for access. 

(iv) Excess fill or construction waste shall not be dumped in washes. 

(v) Vehicles or other equipment shall not be parked in washes or other drainages. 

(vi) Overwatering shall be avoided in washes and other drainages. 

(vii) Wildlife including species such as fox, coyote, snakes, etc. shall not be harassed. Harassment 
includes shooting, throwing rocks, etc. 

(This is identical to Aesthetics PP 4.1-2(d) and Biological Resources PP 4.4-1(b).)

AM, PS AG OPS, 
HSG, ODC, 
PP, TAPS 

D, E, C, O AP, CD, FO 

PP 4.8-3(c) The campus shall continue to implement dust control measures consistent with 
SCAQMD Rule 403—Fugitive Dust during the construction phases of new project development. The 
following actions are currently recommended to implement Rule 403 and have been quantified by the 
SCAQMD as being able to reduce dust generation between 30 and 85 percent depending on the 
source of the dust generation. The Campus shall implement these measures as necessary to reduce 
fugitive dust. Individual measures shall be specified in construction documents and require 
implementation by construction contractor: 

(i) Apply water and/or approved nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturer’s 
specification to all inactive construction areas (previously graded areas that have been inactive 
for 10 or more days) 

(ii) Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible 

(iii) Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply approved chemical soil binders to exposed piles with 
5 percent or greater silt content 

(iv) Water active grading sites at least twice daily 

(v) Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 
25 miles per hour over a 30-minute period 

(vi) All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or should maintain 
at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical distance between top of the load and the 
top of the trailer), in accordance with Section 23114 of the California Vehicle Code 

AM, PS, SL DS, EHS, 
HSG, ODC, 
PP

C, O AP, CD, FO 
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(vii) Sweep streets at the end of the day if visible soil material is carried over to adjacent roads 

(viii) Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or wash off 
trucks and any equipment leaving the site each trip 

(ix) Apply water three times daily or chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ 
specifications to all unpaved parking or staging areas or unpaved road surfaces 

(x) Post and enforce traffic speed limits of 15 miles per hour or less on all unpaved roads 

(This is identical to Air Quality PP 4.3-2(b) and Geology PP 4.6-2(a).)

PP 4.8-3(d) In compliance with NPDES, the campus would continue to implement Best Management 
Practices, as identified in the UCR Stormwater Management Plan (UCR 2003): 

(i) Public education and outreach on stormwater impacts 

(ii) Public involvement/participation 

(iii) Illicit discharge detection and elimination 

(iv) Pollution prevention/good housekeeping for facilities 

(v) Construction site stormwater runoff control 

(vi) Post-construction stormwater management in new development and redevelopment 

(This is identical to Geology & Soils PP 4.6 - 2 (b) and Biological Resources PP 4.4-2(b) 

AM, PS, SL    DS, EHS, 
HSG, ODC, 
PP

C, O AP, CD, FO 

PP 4.8-3(e) Prior to the time of design approval, the campus will evaluate each specific project to 
determine if the project runoff would exceed the capacity of the existing storm drain system. If it is 
found that the capacity would be exceeded, one or more of the following components of the storm 
drain system would be implemented to minimize the occurrence of local flooding: 

(i) Multi-project stormwater detention basins 

(ii) Single-project detention basins 

(iii) Surface detention design 

(iv) Expansion or modification of the existing storm drain system 

(v) Installation of necessary outlet control facilities

PS CPP, ODC, 
PP

P, D, E AP, CD 

PP 4.8-10 In the event of an emergency, including catastrophic failure of the California State Water 
Project pipeline, the campus would implement the Emergency Operations Plan.

AM EHS O AP 
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MM 4.8-9(a) Prior to design approval, the campus will review the plans for all structures to be 
constructed in the 100-year floodplain for compliance with the following FEMA requirements for 
nonresidential structures: 

(i) Elevate the lowest floor (including the basement) to or above the base flood level; or 

(ii) Together with attendant utility and sanitary facilities, design so that below the base flood level, 
the structure is watertight with walls substantially impermeable to the passage of water and with 
structural components having the capability of resisting hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and 
effects of buoyancy; and 

(iii) Require that fully enclosed areas below the lowest floor that are subject to flooding be designed 
to automatically equalize hydrostatic flood forces on exterior walls by allowing for entry and exit 
of flood waters.

PS CPP P, D, E AP, CD, ED 

MM 4.8-9(b) For structures placed within the 100-year floodplain, flood control devices will be 
designed to direct flows toward areas where flood hazards will be minimal.

PS ODC P, D AP, CD 

LAND USE 

PP 4.9-1(a) The campus shall provide design architects with the Campus Design Guidelines and 
instructions to implement the guidelines, including those sections related to use of consistent scale 
and massing, compatible architectural style, complementary color palette, preservation of existing site 
features, and appropriate site and exterior lighting design. 

(This is identical to Aesthetics PP 4.1-1.)

PS CPP, ODC P, D AP 

PP 4.9-1(b) The campus shall continue to provide design architects with the Landscape Master Plan 
and instructions to develop project-specific landscape plans that are consistent with the Master Plan 
with respect to the selection of plants, retention of existing trees and use of water conserving plants 
were feasible. 

(This is identical to Aesthetics PP 4.1-2(a).)

PS CPP, ODC P, D AP 

PP 4.9-1(c) The campus shall continue to relocate, where feasible, mature “specimen” trees that 
would be removed as a result of construction activities on the campus. 

(This is identical to Aesthetics PP 4.1-2(b).)

AM, PS ODC, PP P, D, E, O AP, CD 

PP 4.9-1(d) UCR strongly commits to working closely with the City of Riverside to address and 
resolve land use compatibility impacts arising from increased enrollment on the residential 
neighborhoods surrounding UCR, particularly related to the impacts of student housing and 
attendant parking, noise, traffic, and other issues. 

AM CPP, ODC O AP 



D-30

Chapter D Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

University of California, Riverside 

Table D-1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures Category 

Responsible 

UCR Unit 

Mitigation 

Timing 

Compliance 

Action 

Implementation of the following Programs and Practices would assure consistency with applicable 
land use plans and policies:

PP 4.4-1(a) and (b) and PP 4.4-3

PP 4.5-3

PP 4.5-5

PP 4.6-1(a)

PP 4.7-7(a) and (b)

PP 4.9-1(a) through (c)

PP 4.10-7(a) through (d)

PP 4.10-8

PP 4.14-1 

See relevant 
PPs for 
requirement 

See relevant 
PPs for 
requirement 

See relevant 
PPs for 
requirement 

See relevant 
PPs for 
requirement 

Implementation of the following Mitigation Measures would assure consistency with applicable land 
use plans and policies: 

MM 4.4-1(a) and (b) 

MM 4.4-3(a) and (b) 

MM 4.4-4(a) and (b) 

MM 4.5-1 and MM 4.5-2 

MM 4.6-1(a) 

MM 4.7-8(a) and (b) 

MM 4.8-9(a) and (b) 

See relevant 
PPs for 
requirement 

See relevant 
MMs for 
requirement 

See relevant 
MMs for 
requirement 

See relevant 
MMs for 
requirement 

NOISE 

PP 4.10-1(a) The campus shall continue to shield all new stationary sources of noise that would be 
located in close proximity of noise-sensitive buildings and uses or locate the new equipment in less 
sensitive areas of the campus to ensure that exterior noise levels generated by these sources and 
measured at nearby sensitive uses do not exceed 50 dBA Leq during the day and 40 dBA Leq during 
the night at residential uses (including on-campus housing), and 60 dBA during the day and 55 dBA 
during the night at classrooms and office buildings.

PS ODC, PP P, D, E, C, 
O

AP, CD 
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PP 4.10-1(b) UCR will incorporate the following siting design measures to reduce long-term noise 
impacts: 

(i) Truck access, parking area design, and air conditioning/refrigeration units will be designed and 
evaluated when planning specific individual new facilities to minimize the potential for noise 
impacts to adjacent developments. 

(ii) Building setbacks, building design and orientation will be used to reduce intrusive noise at 
sensitive student residential and educational building locations near main campus access routes, 
such as Blaine Street, Canyon Crest Drive, University Avenue, and Martin Luther King 
Boulevard. Noise walls may be advisable to screen existing and proposed facilities located near 
the I-215/SR-60 freeway. 

(iii) Adequate acoustic insulation would be added to residence halls to ensure that the interior Ldn 
would not exceed 45 dBA during the daytime and 40 dBA during the nighttime (10 P.M. to 7 
A.M.) in rooms facing major streets. 

(iv) Potential noise impacts would be evaluated as part of the design review for all projects. If 
determined to be significant, mitigation measures would be identified and alternatives suggested. 
At a minimum, Campus residence halls and student housing design would comply with Title 24, 
Part 2 of the California Administrative Code.

PS ODC P, D AP, CD, ED 

PP 4.10-2 The UCR campus shall limit the hours of exterior construction activities from 7:00 a.m. 
to 9:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturday when necessary. 
Construction traffic shall follow transportation routes prescribed for all construction traffic to 
minimize the impact of this traffic (including noise impacts) on the surrounding community.

PS ODC, PP C CD 

PP 4.10-5(a) The campus shall continue to provide on-campus housing to continue the evolution of 
UCR from a commuter to a residential campus.

AM CPP O AP 

PP 4.10-5(b) The campus shall continue to implement an Alternative Transportation program that 
facilitates and promotes the use of transit, carpools, vanpools, and bicycling.

AM, SL TAPS O AP 

PP 4.10-7(b) The campus shall continue to require by contract specifications that construction 
equipment be required to be muffled or otherwise shielded. Contracts shall specify that engine-driven 
equipment be fitted with appropriate noise mufflers.

PS ODC, PP C CD 

PP 4.10-7(c) The campus shall continue to require that stationary construction equipment material 
and vehicle staging be placed to direct noise away from sensitive receptors.

PS ODC, PP C CD 
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PP 4.10-7(d) The campus shall continue to conduct regular meetings, as needed, with on-campus 
constituents to provide advance notice of construction activities in order to coordinate these 
activities with the academic calendar, scheduled events, and other situations, as needed.

PS ODC, PP C AP 

PP 4.10-8 The campus shall continue to conduct meetings, as needed, with off-campus constituents 
that are affected by campus construction to provide advance notice of construction activities and 
ensure that the mutual needs of the particular construction project and of those impacted by 
construction noise are met, to the extent feasible.

PS ODC, PP C AP 

MM 4.10-2 The campus shall notify all academic and residential facilities within 300 feet of approved 
construction sites of the planned schedule of vibration causing activities so that the occupants and/or 
researchers can take necessary precautionary measures to avoid negative effects to their activities 
and/or research.

PS ODC C AP 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

PP 4.12-1(a) As development occurs, the following measures will be incorporated: 

(i) New structures would be designed with adequate fire protection features in compliance with 
State law and the requirements of the State Fire Marshal. Building designs would be reviewed by 
appropriate campus staff and government agencies. 

(ii) Prior to implementation of individual projects, the adequacy of water supply and water pressure 
will be determined in order to ensure sufficient fire protection services. 

(iii) Adequate access will be provided to within 50 feet of the main entrance of occupied buildings to 
accommodate emergency ambulance service. 

(iv) Adequate access for fire apparatus will be provided within 50 feet of stand pipes and sprinkler 
outlets. 

(v) Service roads, plazas, and pedestrian walks that may be used for fire or emergency vehicles will 
be constructed to withstand loads of up to 45,000 pounds. 

(vi) As implementation of the LRDP occurs, campus fire prevention staffing needs would be assessed, 
increases in staffing would be determined through such needs assessments.

AM, PS EHS, ODC, 
PP

D, O AP, ED 

PP 4.12-1(b) 

(i) Accident prevention features shall be reviewed and incorporated into new structures to 
minimize the need for emergency response from the City of Riverside. 

(ii) Increased staffing levels for local fire agencies shall be encouraged to meet needs generated by 
LRDP project related on-campus population increases.

AM, PS, SL ` D, O AP, CD 
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PP 4.12-2(a) As development under the LRDP occurs, the campus will hire additional police officers 
and support staff as necessary to maintain an adequate level of service, staff, and equipment, and will 
expand the existing police facility when additional space is required.

AM, SL PD O AP 

PP 4.12-2(b) The campus will continue to participate in the “UNET” program (for coordinated 
police response and staffing of a community service center), which provides law enforcement services 
in the vicinity of the campus, with equal participation of UCR and City police staffs.

SL  PD O AP 

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 

PP 4.14-1 The campus shall continue to implement a Transportation Demand Management program 
that meets or exceeds all trip reduction and AVR requirements of the SCAQMD. The TDM program 
may be subject to modification as new technologies are developed or alternate program elements are 
found to be more effective. 

(This is identical to Air Quality PP 4.3-1.)

SL  TAPS O AP 

PP 4.14-2 The campus will periodically assess construction schedules of major projects to determine 
the potential for overlapping construction activities to result in periods of heavy construction vehicle 
traffic on individual roadway segments, and adjust construction schedules, work hours, or access 
routes to the extent feasible to reduce construction-related traffic congestion.

AM, PS ODC D, C AP 

PP 4.14-4 The campus shall provide design architects for roadway and parking improvements with 
the Campus Design Guidelines and instructions to implement those elements of the guidelines 
relevant to parking and roadway design.

PS ODC P, D AP 

PP 4.14-5 To the extent feasible, the campus shall maintain at least one unobstructed lane in both 
directions on campus roadways. At any time only a single lane is available, the campus shall provide a 
temporary traffic signal, signal carriers (i.e., flagpersons), or other appropriate traffic controls to allow 
travel in both directions. If construction activities require the complete closure of a roadway 
segment, the campus shall provide alternate routes and appropriate signage. 

(This is identical to Hazards and Hazardous Materials PP 4.7-7(a).)

PS, SL ODC, PP, 
TAPS

O, C CD, FO 

PP 4.14-6 For any construction-related closure of pedestrian routes, the campus shall provide 
alternate routes and appropriate signage and provide curb cuts and street crossings to assure 
alternate routes are accessible.

PS ODC, PP O, C , CD 

PP 4.14-8 To maintain adequate access for emergency vehicles when construction projects would 
result in roadway closures, the Office of Design and Construction shall consult with the UCPD, 
EH&S, and the RFD to disclose roadway closures and identify alternative travel routes. 

(This is identical to Hazards and Hazardous Materials PP 4.7-7(b).)

PS, SL ODC, PP O, C CD, FO 
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MM 4.14-1(a) The intersection of 3rd Street/Chicago Avenue would require an additional left-turn 
lane on the westbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection is under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.)

AM, PS CPP, ODC P, E AP 

MM 4.14-1(b) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’ scenario, the 
intersection of Blaine Street/Iowa Avenue would require an additional left-turn lane on the eastbound 
approach, and a separate through and right-turn lane on the westbound approach to operate at LOS 
D or better. (This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.)

AM, PS CPP,ODC P, E AP 

MM 4.14-1(c) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’ scenario, the 
intersection of University Avenue/Chicago Avenue would require a separate through and a right-turn 
lane on the southbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection is under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.)

AM, PS CPP, ODC P, E AP 

MM 4.14-1(d) The intersection of University Avenue/Iowa Avenue would require an additional left-
turn lane on the eastbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. The approach currently consists 
of one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane. The mitigated approach would 
consist of two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one shared through/right-turn lane. (This 
intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.)

AM, PS CPP,ODC P, E AP 

MM 4.14-1(e) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’ scenario, the 
intersection of Martin Luther King Boulevard/Chicago Avenue would require an additional through 
lane on the westbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection is under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.)

AM, PS CPP,ODC P, E AP 

MM 4.14-1(f) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’ scenario, the 
intersection of Martin Luther King Boulevard/Canyon Crest Drive would require an additional left-
turn lane on the westbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection is under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.)

AM,PS CPP,ODC P, E AP 

MM 4.14-1(g) The intersection of Linden Street/Aberdeen Drive would require a shared through 
/left-turn lane and a right-turn lane on the eastbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This 
intersection is under the jurisdiction of the University.) Please note that this is a T-intersection

AM, PS CPP,ODC P, E FO 

MM 4.14-1(h) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’ scenario, the 
intersection of Blaine Street/Iowa Avenue would require an additional left-turn lane on the 
southbound approach, an additional left-turn lane on the eastbound approach, an additional left-turn 
lane on the westbound approach, and a separate through and right-turn lane on the westbound 
approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of 
Riverside.)

AM, PS CPP, ODC P, E AP 
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MM 4.14-1(i) The intersection of University Avenue/Iowa Avenue would require an additional left-
turn lane on the eastbound approach, and a separate through and right lane on the southbound 
approach to operate at LOS D or better. The southbound approach currently consists of one left-
turn lane, one through lane, and one shared through/right-turn lane. The mitigated southbound 
approach would consist of one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane. (This 
intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.)

AM, PS CPP, ODC P, E AP 

MM 4.14-1(j) The intersection of Martin Luther King Boulevard/Chicago Avenue would require an 
additional through and an additional right-turn lane on the eastbound approach to operate at LOS D 
or better. (This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.)

AM, PS CPP, ODC P, E AP 

MM 4.14-1(k) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’ scenario, the 
intersection of Martin Luther King Boulevard/Canyon Crest Drive would require an additional left-
turn lane on the westbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection is under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.)

AM, PS CPP, ODC P, E AP 

MM 4.14-1(l) The intersection of Linden Street/Aberdeen Drive would require a shared 
through/left-turn lane and a right-turn lane on the eastbound approach to operate at LOS D or 
better. (This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the University.)

AM, PS CPP, ODC P, E               FO 

MM 4.14-10(a) The campus shall work with the City of Riverside to monitor the demand for off-
campus parking in residential neighborhoods or at commercial establishments to determine whether 
use of off-campus parking by the campus population is substantially restricting availability for 
neighborhood residents or patrons of commercial establishments

AM CPP, TAPS O AP 

MM 4.14-10(b) If the campus and the City of Riverside mutually determine that use of off-campus 
parking by members of the campus population has substantially restricted availability to residents and 
patrons of commercial establishments, the campus and the City will work cooperatively to implement 
appropriate measures, which may include, but not be limited to: 

(i) Increased enforcement of existing parking regulations 

(ii) Changes in parking regulations (e.g., time restrictions for on-street parking) 

(iii)  A permit parking program for affected residential neighborhoods and/or commercial facilities.

AM CPP, TAPS O AP 

MM 4.14-11 If on-campus parking is not available, off-site construction worker parking shall be 
provided with shuttle service to the remote parking location

PS ODC C CD 
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MM 4.14-13 As part of the Multi-modal Transportation Program, the UCR Transportation and 
Parking Services department will work with transit service providers on an annual basis to monitor 
demand for transit services, to identify needed service improvements, and encourage the 
implementation of any such improvements.

SL TAPS O AP 

UTILITIES 

PP 4.15-1(a) Improvements to the campus water distribution system, including necessary pump 
capacity, will be made as required to serve new projects. Project-specific CEQA analysis of 
environmental effects that would occur prior to project-specific approval will consider the continued 
adequacy of the domestic/fire water systems, and no new development would occur without a 
demonstration that appropriate domestic/fire water supplies continue to be available..

PS CPP, ODC P, D, E ED 

PP 4.15-1(b) To further reduce the campus’ impact on domestic water resources, to the extent 
feasible, UCR will: 

(i) Install hot water recirculation devices (to reduce water waste) 

(ii) Continue to require all new construction to comply with applicable State laws requiring water-
efficient plumbing fixtures, including but not limited to the Health and Safety Code and Title 24, 
California Code of Regulations, Part 5 (California Plumbing Code) 

(iii) Retrofit existing plumbing fixtures that do not meet current standards on a phased basis over 
time 

(iv) Install recovery systems for losses attributable to existing and proposed steam- and chilled-water 
systems

(v) Prohibit using water as a means of cleaning impervious surfaces 

(vi) Install water-efficient irrigation equipment to local evaporation rates to maximize water savings 
for landscaping and retrofit existing systems over time 

(This is identical to Hydrology PP 4.8-2(a).)

AM, PS ODC, PP D, O AP, CD, FO 

PP 4.15-1(c) The campus shall promptly detect and repair leaks in water and irrigation pipes. 

(This is identical to Hydrology PP 4.8-2(b).)

SL AG OPS, 
HSG, PP, 
TAPS

O AP, FO 

PP 4.15-1(d) The campus shall avoid serving water at food service facilities except upon request. 

(This is identical to Hydrology PP 4.8-2(c).)

SL DS O AP, FO 
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PP 4.15-5 The campus will continue to comply with all applicable water quality requirements 
established by the SARWQCB. 

(This is identical to Hydrology PP 4.8-1.)

AM AG OPS, 
CPP, ODC, 
PP

D, C, O AP, FO 

MM 4.15-6(a) UCR will work with the City of Riverside to evaluate the capacity of existing sewer 
trunk lines serving the campus and estimate the future impact of LRDP implementation on available 
capacity.

AM CPP, PP P, O AP 

MM 4.15-6(b) If the study of sewer trunk line capacity determines that available capacity would be 
exceeded, UCR and the City will negotiate payment of fair share of improvements to provide 
sufficient discharge capacity to meet campus needs. UCR shall contribute its fair share payments and 
additional required trunk line capacity shall be provided by the City prior to exceedance of sewer 
trunk line capacity.

AM, PS CPP, PP P, O AP 
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